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Abstract

This dissertation analyzes David Friedrich Straus835-36Life of Jesus Critically
Examinedin light of his lesser-known studies from the sgradod on “the science of
the nocturnal side of nature,” romantic medicakezsh on paranormal phenomena such
as animal magnetism, clairvoyance, and demon psissed helife is known for the
consequential role that it played in modern huntanstudy and the criticism of religion.
It defined an ethos of historical and theologMé$senschafiscience, as “free from
presuppositions” and shaped critical adaptatiortdagfel's philosophy in the early
1840's. Scholars often describe Strauss's contoibtid modern science in terms of a
shift from romantic and idealist models of sciet@@ositivism. | argue in opposition
that his most radical interventions in the studyatigion and history emerged where he
engaged with esoteric religious beliefs, romantédimine, and speculative cosmology.
His work illustrates as such the complex, uncentaute of modern disenchantment. The
writings on the nocturnal side of natural scieneevs to bring these aspects of thike of
Jesugnto relief. | focus in particular on his resposse the romantic poet and physician
Justinus Kerner’s case studies on ghost-seeingiddemania,” and Frederike Hauffe,
the “Seeress of Prevorst.”
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Introduction
Disenchantment and Exorcism in Early Nineteenth-Cetury Germany
In his 1869 autobiography, the German Reformeditiggan Friedrich Wilhelm

Krummacher relates an anecdote that he heard nesarg garlier from the romantic poet
and physician Justinus Kerner. The story concereddfike Hauffe, née Wanner, who
came under Kerner’s care in 1826. Hauffe sufferechfepileptic seizures and died
young, at the age of twenty-eight; she claimedveae attacked by demons and entered
into ecstatic trances in which she diagnosed hereaits and communicated with the
dead. In 1829, Kerner published an account ofllmegsis and clairvoyant revelatiornide
Seeress of Prevorsin which he claimed that Hauffe’s experiences reffiescientific
evidence of a rich pneumatic realm concealed im#taral order. The work was
immensely popular. While some contemporaries reghKerner and Hauffe with
disdain, many welcomed his research. Krummachemnaf a number of important
figures at the time—Friedrich Wilhelm Joseph voih&ling, for example, Friedrich
Schleiermacher, and David Friedrich Strauss—whibed<Kerner in his home in
Weinsberglt was during this visit that Kerner described b lthe following incident:

A short time before, he allowed a celebrated thgialoto accompany him

to the sick-bed of the Seeress of Prevorst. Themgranted him

permission to try exorcism upon her in his own wgyproaching her bed

in a ceremonial posture, [the theologian] begardbmaystification

[Entzauberunpwith this strange formula: “In the name of Reaston

Lustinus KerneDie Seherin von Prevorst: Erdffnungen tber dasieheben des Menschen und tber
das Hereinragen einer Geisterwelt in die Unsi@rke Seeress of Prevorst: Revelations of the Iniferof
Human Beings and the Spirit World that Looms witBir Owr] (Stuttgart and Tibingen: Cotta, 1829).



which power is given over all specters; in the nafih8cience

[Wissenschaffbefore whose light all deceptive images vanistthe name

of Christianity, which has purified the air of alil spirits, | command

you, demon who does not exist, depart from thik wioman!” She

suddenly interrupted this solemn address and,rictuele Swabian

dialect, she dealt the learned necromancer a fdbatbuse, which

included the delicate exclamation, “You human ges,think I'm afraid

of your filthy talk? Get out of here unless you Wwaihat's coming to

you!” The noble exorcist hurried sheepishly aay.
In his 1834Accounts of the Modern Possessg€drner records an incident that may have
been the basis for the story. He describes howspécted scholar” sought to rid a
possessed woman under his care, an Anna U, ofdmeord He declared the invader a
“delusion” and a “non-entity” and ordered it to cewut. The demon replied with a
barrage of insults and complained that it was “@htbking, that he should be called a
delusion and a non-entity.”

If the story had some basis in fact, howevertéling is comical and draws on
an ancient narrative type whose roots can be trectee Bible. In Acts 19, Luke narrates
a similar incident, in which the sons of the Jewdhlef priest Sceva attempt to cast out a

demon by appealing to “the name of Jesus in whoah ftaaches.” The demon refuses

%Friedrich Wilhelm KrummacheEine Selbstbiographi@Berlin: Wiegandt and Grieben, 1869), 186;
Autobiographytrans. M.G. Easton (New York: Carter and Broth&869), 208-9 (translation modified).
3Kerner with C.A. Eschenmaye®eschichten Besessener neuerer Zeit: Beobachtumgedem Gebiete
kakodaemonisch-magnetischer Erscheinungen nebsixiRelen tber Bessessenseyn und Zauber
[Accounts of the Modern Possessed: ObservationstfrerRegion of Kakodemonic-Magnetic Phenomena
with Reflections on Possession and Ma¢Btuttgart: Wachendorf, 1834), 100.

“Krummacher adds that the incident “offered mangerasion for laughter, which repeated itself amasg
when Kerner narrated it in his drastic fashiofbid.).



to be exorcised and responds, “Jesus | know anbl Raaw, but who are you?” It then
compels its host to attack the would-be exorcists@hase them away. This tale became
alocus classicudy which Christian writers in later centuries defi illegitimate

religious practices as “magié.”

Kerner’s story, like Luke’s, defines his religioogponents as illegitimate
representatives of a shared tradition. But he adépg trope to his modern polemical
aims. Kerner, a romantic, and Krummacher, a coasiee/preacher, objected to
demystifying critics who rejected orthodox religiodews. They opposed arguments
against the truth of biblical miracles, for exammethe reality of demon possession.
Krummacher plays on the valencedwmitzauberung“demystification” or
“disenchantment”] and caricatures demystifying akksan religious belief as
illegitimate versions of exorcism, failed attempuglis-spell €nt-zauberha religious
spirit. Kerner’s scientific theologian must endare=buke, ironically, from a demon
whose existence he denies. His story takes anadahpic against false religion and turns
it against the critics who might have seen his @wnk as superstitious or magical.

We generally associate the rise of the modermlaeera with the
“disenchantment of the world,"—th&htzauberungler Welt—to use Max Weber’s

famous phraséBetween the sixteenth and nineteenth centurigseiest, beliefs that

°Acts 19:13-16. This story drew in turn on oldewditimns about competing ritual specialists. In $hery of
the Exodus, for example, Moses and Aaron’s miraolgstrip those of Pharaoh’s magicians.

®The story helped to define “magic” against “faitir"“religion” by distinguishing legitimate, faithfu
propitiation of Christ from attempts to coerce dizviand pneumatic beings or to appeal to their hamges.
Christians associated the latter polemically wetvi3h and Pagan magical practices. Neverthele$s suc
practices have their own rich history in Christieadition. Luke’s story in Acts 19 suggests as mutlese
practices may have occurred among followers ofsJediom Luke did not count as members of his
community.

"“The fate of our times is characterized above wltdtionalization and intellectualization and, aba#,

by the ‘disenchantment of the world,” (“ScienceMasation,” in WeberfFrom Max Weber: Essays in



rested on miracle and mystery were eclipsed bgdmeiction that nature could be
subjected to rational control and calculation. M&aglitional religious views faded
under scientific scrutin§.This rationalization and demystification was not a
straightforward process, however. The relationsleippveen science and faith or
secularity and religion remained complex and tash¢ieoughout the period. Kerner’s
anecdote illustrates this complexity. We might abje his insinuation that demystifying
critique is a derivative form of esoteric religigusctices. But the story points to the fact
that distinctions between religion, science, reasaod superstition at the time were
flexible. The very notion of “disenchantment” wamtested.

In nineteenth-century Germany, “sciencé/issenschafencompassed a wide
range of disciplines—natural science, historicélasm of the Bible, and speculative
philosophy, for example. These disciplines hadommon the aim of analyzing their
subject matter in a systematic, repeatable angpeaent fashion. But scientific
disciplines did not spring forth fully-formed, ndid they univocally oppose
“superstition” and religious mystification. On thentrary, they often took shape in the
crucible of arcane religious controversies. Debatesit demon possession offer a case
in point. Fifty years before Kerner published 8eeressthe Catholic Priest Johann
Joseph Gassner became famous throughout Germamerfoyming well-attended public
exorcisms, Gassner could appeal to hard, empirical evidemgestify his reputation.

Even his most dedicated critics acknowledged thid sestimony that his successes as a

Sociologytrans. and ed. H.H. Gerth and C. Wright Mills {N¥ork: Oxford, 1946), 155). Gerth and Mills
add the quotation marks around “disenchantmeriefuorlid.”

8Thus in Weber’s view, a modern scientist’s intggsitands opposed to “pure religious devotidbid).
°H.C. Erik Midelfort has considered Gassner’s higtas evidence for the significance of esoterigyelis
debates in the enlightenmentirorcism and Enlightenment: Johann Joseph Gassmettze Demons of
Eighteenth-Century Germariew Haven: Yale University Press, 2005).



healer presented. He faced his most significantesige when Franz Anton Mesmer
produced similar results without any mention of desior devils. The medical historian
Henri Ellenberger has claimed that this confrootatietween Mesmer and Gassner
represented the “fateful turning point from exoncito dynamic psychotherap}’But
Mesmer’s own theory of “animal magnetism’—the idéan ethereal fluid that
permeates the cosmos and bodies of living creatanesthat could be manipulated by a
physician—would soon come under scrutiny in its aight; ironically, it would
eventually serve as the foundation for Kerner ahérs’ defensesf the old ideas about
demons and exorcism.

Kerner’s writings on possession exemplify this emdycomplexity in the early
nineteenth century. Kerner, like Gassner, clainmad demons were real and appealed to
empirical evidence. His 183ccounts of the Modern Possesseduded a series of case
studies of modern “demonomaniacs” with supplemehedretical reflections by the
philosopher and physician Karl August von EscherenthAlthough skeptics rejected
Kerner and Eschenmayer’s conclusions, many adrhisedareful observations of human
psychology and physiology. Ellenberger and othstohians of psychiatry still credit him
with helping to found the disciplinfé.Even a romantic and traditionalist in religious
matters like Kerner could claim the mantle of scerNor was he an isolated example.
Kerner stood among an array of notable contempegavho drew on F.W.J. Schelling’s

natural philosophy, Mesmer’s theory of magnetisnttienne Esquirol’s writings on

Henri EllenbergerThe Discovery of the Unconscious: the History amdl&ion of Dynamic
PsychotherapyNew York: Basic Books, 1970), 57.

“He includes two case studies of women he obsereebpally Geschichten20-103), along with
supplemental notes by a Pastor Gerber, followesiinymaries of four other modern cases of possession
from 1559-18291pid., 104-123). Eschenmayer's reflections make upptifieof the rest of the work.
12E|lenberger writes, “In spite of their shortcoming®rner’s investigations of the seeress were astihe
in the history of dynamic psychiatry,D{scovery 79).



“demonomania” to offer scientific justificationsrfesoteric and miraculous religious
phenomena.

Kerner’s anecdote also captures the fact that glesdetween science and faith
were struggles over spiritual authority, religidegitimacy, and the legacy of
Christianity. Demystifying critics vied with orthod theologians and folk preachers to
show who could best mediate the truths of religiust as Kerner could claim to
represent “science,” it would not have been unufara critic of religion in his day to
claim the mantle of “Christianity.” Theologians apkiilosophers who undermined
Christian doctrines regularly asserted that thesevits most faithful representatives.
“Criticism”—nbiblical, philosophical, or historical-eutlined legitimate foundations for
belief as much as it proscribed its illegitimat@essions. When Johann Semler argued
that much of the biblical canon was not meant fodern believers, for example, he did
so to demonstrate that it still contained a cormspired, universal moral trutfi When
Immanuel Kant set limits on what people could reasty claim about God, he sought to
protect personal faith from the incursions of maitist analysis. When G.W.F. Hegel
argued that philosophers, not theologians, weregrepared to grasp religious concepts,
he explained that philosophy was the culminatiofbfistianity’s core principles. In the
dominant strains of eighteenth- and early nineteeshtury German philosophy, it was
commonly believed that modern, secular or scientifsciplines and forms of life
evolved out of the heart of Christianity.

Such arguments reflected a widespread belief lieaEtiropean enlightenment

had manifested Christianity’s own illuminating astid-enchanting principles. When

13johannes Salomo SemlBr, Joh. Salomo Semlers Abhandlung von freier Unt#tsng des Canon
[Johannes Salomo Semler's Treatise on Free Invéstigaf the Canoh 4 vols. (Halle: C.H. Hemmerde,
1771-75).



Kerner has his exorcist appeal to Christianity &&ree “which has purified the air of all
evil spirits,” for example, he echoes the actuatohic of his contemporaries. In the
forward to the 1830 edition of hiencyclopedia of Philosophical Sciencekegel
presents precisely this image of demystificatiod axorcism. He complains that
orthodox and Pietist Christians had sought to k@ejosophy from laying any claim on
Christian truths. But the very individuals who wo@xcommunicate philosophers from
the circle of legitimate Christians, “have not ¢adrtheir faith so far as to cast out
devils”; he explains,

Instead, many of them, like those who have faitthe medium of

Prevorst, are inclined to congratulate themselbesitabeing on good

terms with a mob of ghosts, of whom they standaml,anstead of driving

out and banishing these lies that belong to alseavid anti-Christian

superstition*
Hegel, like Kerner, plays on the valences of “detifigation,” but to the opposite effect.
The orthodox and Pietists in his day appeal to Istiieus ideas about clairvoyants,
ghosts, and exorcisms, but Christianity’s real ple@s are that it “drives out” and
“banishes” these illusions. In his view, Christigns from its inception and at its core a
demystifying religion. When orthodox Christiansusé to think philosophically about
God and divine things, they turn aside from theauslyihg principle of the religion that
they claim: they “deliberately and scornfully digd¢he elaboration of doctrine that is the

foundation of the faith of the Christian churcfi.Like Luke’s sons of Sceva or Kerner's

Ys.wWF HegelThe Encyclopaedia Logic, with the Zusatze: Pafftthe Encyclopaedia of Philosophical
Sciences with the Zusatzgns. T.F. Geraets, W.A. Suchting, H.S. Harrisdidnapolis: Hackett
Publishing, 1991), 19-20.

BIpid., 20.



exorcist, such Christians could appeal only tottae ‘hame of the Lord Christ® Thus
the struggle between “philosophy” and “theologyalso a struggle about what
Christianity is in its essence—and how it will defiand be defined by a modern, secular,
or rational age.
David Friedrich Strauss and theLife of Jesus Critically Examined

If Krummacher had been pressed to name an indivakithe prototype for
Kerner’s rationalist exorcist, he would not likélgve named Hegel, however, but one of
his students, David Friedrich Strauss. Straussamdsemains best known for the two
volumes of hid.ife of Jesus Critically Examingd835-6):’ a pathbreaking piece of
critical biblical scholarship and Hegelian philobgpin this work, Strauss gathers
together the most significant results of historigdtical research on the Gospels over the
preceding hundred-and-fifty years. He argues tiastories are “mythical” compositions
with only a scanty basis in fact: the evangelistdted narratives about Jesus long after
his death from a well of ancient religious ideas. dhdermines the dominant
enlightenment image of Jesus as a proto-moderanedtand ethical teacher. His
historical Jesus belongs to the milieu of firsttcey messianic Judaism—he is a deluded
apocalyptic prophet who awaits God’s imminent, dxtimintervention in the world. For
Strauss as for his contemporaries, modern faittdaoat be based on such an alien,
ancient figure. In the conclusion to the work, hguas consequently that the truth of the
Gospels is not to be found in the person of Jdsutsn the ideas behind the narrative,

which were primitive expressions of humanist plojasy. The Christian idea that God

Ibid.,19.

Das Leben Jesu: kritisch bearbejtdtvols. (Tilbingen: Osiander, 1835-36), cited httez as.J 1835
vol. 1 andLJ 1836 vol.2;The Life of Jesus Critically Examingdans. George Eliot, 3. vols. (London:
Chapman Brothers, 1846); in one volume in Englisins. Eliot (New York: Macmillan, 1892), cited
hereafter a£J 1892.



and humanity are reconciled is true, for Straussthis reconciliation did not occur in an
individual person: it takes place in the totalifytloe human species over the course of its
development. Humanity does not produce any supgalaniracles, but it demonstrates
its “divine” quality in the great, historical wondeof science, industry, and culture.

ThelLife generated a storm of controversy and had enorniteuarly success.
Strauss intended the work only for trained the@agj but it soon became notorious
among the broad sweep of educated Germans. Iterstapl surpassed that of
contemporary works by Hegel and even Schleiermaébreexample. The work also had
a significant influence on modern historical scienit shaped the historical critical study
of the Gospels from Ernst Renan to Albert Schwei@&auss showed that Hegelianism
could be used in support of humanism and histodgatism; the work stood alongside
contemporary writings by Ludwig Feuerbach and BrBaoer:® for example, that
influenced Marx, Nietzsche, and other critical rradof Hegel. His later works
continued to be widely read, and he came to idehtihself as a representative of the
bourgeois reading publfé.But it was theLife that had defined him as a demystifying
theologianpar excellenceKrummacher was among those who made Strauss’s nam
synonymous with the philosophical drift toward ashe

TheLife models perfectly the confluence of “Science” a@hfistianity” that
Kerner and Krummacher caricatured. On the one hargdexpressly scientific. In the

preface to the first edition, Strauss declaresbmmitment to the “seriousness of

BEspecially Feuerbach's 18&8sence of Christianityrans. G. Eliot (New York: Harper Torchbooks,
1957) and Bauer¥ritik der Evangelischen Geschichte der Synoptjkaitique of the Synoptic Gospel
History], 3. vols. (Leipzig: O. Wigand, 1841-42).

He does so most notably iFas Leben Jesu: fiir das deutsche Volk bearb§itae Life of Jesus
Examined for the German Peoplé_eipzig: Brockhaus, 1864), amdl Der alte und der neue Glaube: ein
Bekentnis$The Old Faith and the New: a Confesgidheipzig: Hirzel, 1872).
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science” in opposition to the “frivolity” and “fatiaism” that he sees in contemporary
studies of the Bibl&° He claims that he is best prepared to investitjgesospels
because he had experienced an “internal liberatidine feelings and intellect from
certain religious and dogmatical presuppositiohsdtigh his study of the philosophy of
Hegel. He then adds, “If theologians regard thisealbe of presupposition from his work,
as unchristian: he regards the believing presufiposiof theirs as unscientifié¢®
Nevertheless, he assures his readers that hisigisdiy no mean oppose Christian faith.
On the contrary, he claims to have saved thesestiw liberating them from their
entanglement with the mere facts of history: “Thpeynatural birth of Christ, his
miracles, his resurrection and ascension, remaimaitruths, whatever doubts may be
cast on their reality as historical fact3.5trauss believed he had protected Christianity
from the negative tendencies of the enlightenmgritdanslating it into a philosophical,
humanist form.

Strauss also knew Kerner personally and wrote atigdife and work. He visited
Kerner and Hauffe for the first time in 1827, while was studying theology at the
Tubingen seminary. He witnessed one of Hauffeisdea, during which she told him he
would never know unbelief. He later teased Kerni# this recollection, but he wrote of
Hauffe with admiration and remained friends withrikes until his death in 1854. Soon
afterward, he wrote an appreciative essay whictanesran important account of the
physician’s life and charact&tDuring the 1830's, he also composed a numberat sh

critical pieces in response to Kerner’s studieslaifvoyance, ghost-seeing, animal

29 3 1835 vol.1, vi-vii; 1892, xxx.

#1.71835 vol. 1, vi; 1892, xxx.

2.3 1835 vol. 1, vii; 1892 xxx.

#«Justinus Kerner,” irkleine Schrifter(Berlin: F. Duncker, 1866), 298-332. See also&sa“Justinus
Kerner,” inZwei Friedliche BlattefTwo Irenic Writing$, (Altona: J.F. Hammerich, 1839), 1-57.
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magnetism, and possessfdiHis first publication, in 1830, was a critical few of

recent explanations of the “Seeress’s” otherwornfdiwers. In these writings, Strauss
praises Kerner’s research but rejects his religamnelusions. In a response to Kerner’s
1834Accounts of the Modern Possesded example, he argues that although Kerner’s
writings are exacting as empirical studies, thelytéaetheorize rigorously the events in
questior’ Kerner neglected to follow out his own principtégpsychological and
physiological analysis. Strauss took these insésatthe grounds for a remarkably
materialist psychophysical approach: the demonidigesses did not have to do with
spiritual activity in the outside world, but withd disordered state of their own brains,
nerves, and “ganglionic systems.”

Strauss later gathered together these writingsruhdeheading “On the Science
of the Nocturnal Side of Nature,”Zur Wissenschaft der Nachtseite der Ngtuil he
phrase originated with the romantic physician Gtitleinrich Schubert, to whom
Kerner dedicated th®eeress of Prevorst refers to what we now think of as “occult” or
“paranormal” matters. Schubert intended it to dégscobserved empirical phenomena
that stand beyond the horizon of our quotidiangtgday” or “enlightened,” rational
understanding of the world. These phenomena wawgldde the clairvoyant powers of
people who enter into somnambulic trances, dreanmsmarvelous healings effected
through obscure magnetic forces. For Kerner aralS$; it also included demonomania.

Strauss's works on the nocturnal side of naturstaikeng for a number of

reasons—because Strauss, who became infamoukegtie,searnestly engages people’s

strauss collected and republished these in 1838ruhd heading “Zur Wissenschaft der Nachtseite der
Natur,” (“On the Science of the Nocturnal Side aftiie”) in hisCharakteristiken und Kritiken: eine
Sammlung zerstreuterAufsatze aus den Gebietenhgaldgie, Anthropologie und Aestheiileipzig: O.
Wigand, 1839).

#Kerner, Geschichten Besessener neuerer ZeiCharakteristiken und Kritiker801-327.
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beliefs in ghosts and demons, for example, andusecthey presage insights in the
modern study of neurology and behavioral psycholatgo remarkable is the extent to
which their concerns resemble those of his betterk writings on early Christianity.
Strauss’s personal familiarity with cases of posesand other paranormal phenomena
in the German countryside shaped his analysissafsJeniracle-working activity in the
gospels—beginning, of course, with the variousissoabout demons and exorcisfhis.
But Strauss’s writings on psychology also engagestions which stand at the heart of
theLife—questions about the conditions for objective kremige, for example, about the
limits and intersections of souls and bodies, @wlathe nature of divine action in the
world.
The Life of Jesus and the Scientific Study of the New Testament

TheLife stands at the apex of a long history of enlightennbiblical criticism.
From the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries onwsetiplars brought tremendous critical,
philological, philosophical, and historical resoegdo bear on analyzing the texts of the
Hebrew Bible and New Testament. They did a greak idethe process to undermine
scripture’s status as an authoritative, inspirezbant of revelation and sacred history. By
the early nineteenth century, critics had showmtizch of this “history” was
unhistorical; the stories were riddled with contcéidns and their texts had been cobbled
together from a mass of earlier manuscripts. Ttracta stories were simply impossible,
the Gospels were not altogether trustworthy asvaygess accounts of Jesus, and the
books of the Pentateuch were not authored by Mdsesldition, the Bible reflected the

morals and rarefied concerns of a distant, aneienid. Some stories were unethical;

%In a 1982 monograph on Strauss, Jean-Marie Pawlikity writes that, “one gets the impression in
reading the critical treatment of the demon possesdgin theLife] that Strauss could speak of demoniacs
in familiar terms” D.F. Strauss et son époq[Raris: Les Belles Lettres, 1982], 144).
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others were irrational. English deists and Frepiulosophesn the seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries sought to turn their contemmpes away from this primitive
collection of texts altogether. Many argued it lv@@&n crafted by an ancient priestly caste
to bring people into submissiéh.

Nevertheless, in Germany in particular, the histdrcritical study of the Bible
also helped to preserve and augment its authafiigjt in new idioms. To transplant
oneself imaginatively onto the theater of anciestdny could appear as an act of piety,
for example; to cull the sacred history’s huskgbernatural or parochial elements was to
expose its universal, rational core. Critical iptetation also had an irenic function:
when critics called into question the authoritatieyealed status of scripture, they kept
the Bible safe from the divisive, sectarian congéraies that began in the reformation and
wars of religior?® Furthermore, they redefined it as a new kind sfdrical and cultural
authority. The Bible offered a unique set of paditerary, and political resources for
reflecting on human history and culture, and onlifieeof the modern stat€.Thus
scholars transformed the Bible from a sacred saepinto a uniquely privileged cultural
text. Their work defined the university, in the gdaof the church, as the proper sphere in
which to understand religion and scripture; it leelpo shore up civil authority against

religious insurrections and to shape the secudde st

#In the introduction to theife, Strauss credits attacks by “deists and natusalist Christianity and the
Bible with setting the stage for early nineteengimcary German biblical criticism and for his work i
particular. He mentions the English writers Johtamd, Henry St. John Bolingbroke, Thomas Morgan,
Thomas Chubb, and Thomas Woolsthd 1835 vol. 1, 12-14; 1892, 45-46) as well as thenier deist
Hermann Samuel ReimarusJ(1835 vol. 1, 14-15; 1892, 46). Strauss later wast@ppreciative piece on
Reimarus lermann Samuel Reimarus und seine Schutzschrifiélrerninftigen Verehrer Gottes
[Reimarus and his Defense of the Rational Worshipp&od (Leipzig: Brockhaus, 1862) in which he
also credited Baruch Spinozamactatus Theologico-Politicud677) and Pierre Baylelictionnaire
historique et critiqué1697) as important precedents for his work.

BMichael LegaspiThe Death of Scripture and the Rise of Biblicald@ts(Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2010).

#Jonathan Sheehafhe Enlightenment Bible: translation, scholarshiplture (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 2005).
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In the late eighteenth and early nineteenth cezgufserman biblical criticism
stood at the center of debates about the relagbmden sciencaNissenschaftand faith
[Glaubg. The Bible was an important testing ground for madsientific methods. An
empirical or philosophical critic could demonstratgentific neutrality by overcoming
the temptation to treat a biblical text as an imia] inspired authority. At the same
time, historical criticism defined specific problsror belief. In the older religious view,
the historical truth of the sacred history was pad parcel with its religious truth. But
early modern critics questioned the historicalitroft scripture in its own right. David
Hume famously argued, for example, that miracléesacould never be credibi®The
numerous deist writings that were translated inéon@n in the eighteenth century raised
the question of whether faith should depend orhtsi®rical content of the texts. In 1774,
G.E. Lessing began publishing a series of piec#s &t work by Hermann Samuel
Reimarus, although he did not identify the autirowhich Reimarus claimed among
other things that Jesus was a failed political ma@ess enthusiast and that Moses was an
impostor’ For Lessing, this proved that Christian truth $t@tand apart from
scientific, historical investigatioff.Kant echoed these claims and argued that the real

truth of the Bible could not be the object of hiital investigatior?

3%pavid Hume, “On Miracles,” ilAn Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding: and ©tvetings, ed.
Stephen Buckl¢Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007), 96- Origially published in 1748.

31Fragmente des Wolfenbittelschen Ungenna(itér4-78). The fragments were from Reimarus's
Apologie oder Schutzschrift fir die verniinftigereWeer GottedAn Apology for or Writing in Defense of
the Rational Worshipper of Ghd_essing claimed to have discovered them in tbezbg-August-
Bibliothek in Wolfenbttein order to avoid censorship.

%2He famously wrote, “accidental truths of historyceever become the proof of necessary truths of
reason,” Lessing’s Theological Writingsrans. Henry Chadwick [Stanford: Stanford UniitgrBress,
1957], 53).

#Immanuel KantReligion within the Limits of Mere Reasdm Kant,Religion and Rational Theologgd.
and trans. Allen Wood and George di Giovanni (Cadger. Cambridge University Press, 1996), 39-216.
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Others tried to reconcile faith and historical ace. Many German theologians
reinterpreted the Gospels on strictly natural aistbhical terrain, for example, in order to
present Jesus as a unique, great personality. @me argue that the supernatural and
otherwise disturbing elements of the text were ahé/time-conditioned way in which
ancient people conceived of him. In Strauss's Sealyleiermacher and many of those who
embraced his theology maintained that althoughehkelts of faith and historical science
were distinct, they led to the same conclusirisegel argued that both could come
under the auspices of speculative philosobtStrauss was inspired by Schleiermacher's
commitment to historical science and took up Heggltlilosophy, but he rejected the
mediating tendency of their approaches to theolgthelLife he argued that faith could
not depend on the results of scientific or hist@rinvestigation, on the one hand, and
that it should be replaced entirely by the conceptshilosophy, on the otherhis
argument liberated the ruthless historical critithust constituted the bulk of the work, as
well as its final philosophical and theological clusion on the humanist significance of
Christian dogma.

The Ghosts and Demons of theife of Jesus
One could analyze Strauss’s scientific contribubgrjuxtaposing it to any

number of influences. In the introduction to thfe, he acknowledges his debt to a range

%Friedrich SchleiermacheRer christliche Glaube nach den Grundsézen der geischen Kirche im
Zusammehange dargestglthe Christian faith set forth according to the miples of the Protestant
church, 2" ed., 2 vols. (Berlin,1830-1831), translated by HVRckintosh and J.A. Stewart ke
Christian Faith ed. H.R. Mackintosh and J.A. Stewart (Edinbu@h& T. Clark, 1928).

*Hegel's mediating view appears in his earlier woik—for example, the sections on religion in the
Phenomenology of Spiritbdt takes its most apologetic religious form inlaigr works, especially the
1821-31Lectures on the Philosophy of Religiolm Strauss's day, the major interpreters of Hefien
appealed to his work in defense of the eternahtofiorthodox religion. See the third of Strauss's
Streitschriften zur Vertheidigung meiner Schrifetidas Leben Jesu und zur Charakteristik der
gegenwartigen Theolog[@olemical Writings in Defense of my 'Life of Jesunsl toward a
Characterization of Contemporary Theoldgy vols. (Tubingen: Osiander, 1837); translatgdviarilyn
Massey asin Defense of my Life of Jesus Against the Hege(i@m: Archon, 1983).
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of historical-critical interpreters, from contempaes like Schleiermacher, H.E.G.
Paulus, and W.M.L. de Wette, to neologians andsl@searlier centuries. He studied at
Tlbingen with F.C. Baur, who introduced him to Brieh Schleiermacher’s scientific
approach to theology and history, which was shapéarn by Baruch Spinoza’s
immanent theology’ He also engages seriously the arguments of comtemp
“supernaturalists”—apologists who defended the cigraf the gospel miracle reports—
like Hermann Olshausen. W.M.L. De Wette’s applmatof “mythical interpretation” to
the Hebrew Bible modeled for Strauss the analytigatic that he would apply to the
Gospels. This mode of interpretation was develapédrn by romantic theories of myth
in the works of Schelling and J.G. HerdeKant's writings on the Bible were important
for Strauss because they separated religiousfitnhistorical content. Finally, Strauss

claimed the philosophy of Hegel had laid the b&simdation for his studie®.Hegel’s

% Dietz LangeHistorischer Jesus oder mythischer Christus. Untehsingen zu dem Gegensatz zwischen
Friedrich Schleiermacher und David Friedrich Stra(islistorical Jesus or Mythical Christ: Research into
the Opposition between Schleiermacher and Stid@&#ersloh: Gutersloher Verlaghaus, 1975) frames
Schleiermacher as Strauss's primary point of refereHans Frei, “David Friedrich Strauss,” in
Nineteenth-Century Religious Thought in the Wads$. Ninian Smart, John Clayton, Steven Katz, and
Patrick Sherry, vol. 1 (Cambridge: Cambridge UrsitgrPress, 1985), 215-260, nuances this view and
argues that Schleiermacher replaces Hegel as eefergnce point for Strauss only after 1837.
%’Christian Hartlich and Walter Sacti3er Ursprung des Mythosbegriffes in der modernen
BibelwissenschaffThe Origin of the Concept of Myth in Modern Bibli&ziencg (Tubingen: J.C.B. Mohr,
1952); George Williamsorf,he Longing for Myth in Germany: Religion and AesithCulture from
Romanticism to Nietzscli€hicago: University of Chicago Press, 2004).

#Debates over the extent to which Strauss shoutedmkas a Hegelian have dominated much of the
commentary on his work. These began soon afteubksped the first edition of thdfe (StraussPefense
7-8). In the twentieth century, Gotthold Mulléentitat und Immanenz: zur Genese der Theologie vo
David Friedrich Straus§ldentity and Immanence: on the Genesis of the Bggadf D.F. StrauggZurich:
EVZ-Verlag, 1968) has argued that Strauss's youtminersion in the world of Swabian Pietism and
mysticism led to a flawed, too-monistic and onesdideading of Hegel. A more balanced assessment of
Strauss's engagement with Hegel appears in J&grfebergeavid Friedrich Strauss als theologischer
HegelianerD.F. Strauss as a Theological Hegeljd@ottingen: Vandenhoeck and Ruprecht, 1972) and
Hans Frei, “David Friedrich StraussMarilyn Massey, “David Friedrich Strauss and hisgilian Critics,”
The Journal of ReligioB7, no.4 (1977): 341-62, defends his status asgekén. As in Miiller's work,
much of the discussion has centered on the valhésafontribution to critical thought in philosophy
theology, or history. Where for Miller Strauss was legitimately Hegelian, however, others havesdsk
how his Hegelianism might affect his contributidashistory or theology (Robert Morgan, “A Straussia
Question to New Testament TheologfTS23 (1977): 243-65; Van A. Harvey, “D.F. Straussfe lof

Jesus Revisited Church History30 (1961): 191-211). There are in addition a nunabstudies that
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notion that religious “representationd/drstellungehand philosophical “concepts”
[Begriffer] captured the same truth enabled Strauss to éngtighe Christian dogmas
anticipated humanist philosophical ideas, andtib#ting was lost as modern culture
transitioned from one mode to the other.

The writings on psychology add a crucial supplenterihese influences.
Commentators have often treated Strauss’s acquamiaith Hauffe and Kerner as a
reflection of his early flirtation with romantic dmimystical ideas. This passing interest
serves in turn to explain Strauss's choice, irthird edition of thelife, to place some of
Jesus’s miracles in a new category, “unusual poaenature,” that he compared to
somnambulism, animal magnetism, and clairvoy&ideew, however, have considered
in detail the intersections between his work onrtbeturnal side of nature and the

Gospels® Admittedly, Kerner's name does not appear in tlie. IStrauss only mentions

emphasize specific elements of Strauss's engagemitéritiegel (e.g., his attempt to set historicaticsm
at the avant-garde of secular modernity, Ward BlajDisplacing Christian Origins: Philosophy,
Secularity, and the New Testamé@hicago: University of Chicago Press, 2007), B5+ds contribution to
the scientific study of history and theology, JolmesmZachhubef heology as Science in Nineteenth-
Century Germany: from F.C. Baur to Ernst Troelt§€ixford: Oxford Uniersity Press, 2013), 73-95; wehil
others situate Strauss within a broader fieldribical theologians, literary authors, and philosers in the
GermanVormarz,many of whom were grappling with Hegel's philospphparticular. Hid ife of Jesus
regularly appears among works by “Young Hegeliafw,’'example, such as Arnold Ruge, Ludwig
Feuerbach, Bruno Bauer, Max Stirner, and the yddark, who interpreted, critiqued, and altered Hegel
philosophy in a religiously or politically radictshion (William Brazill, The Young Hegelian®ew
Haven: Yale University Press, 1970), 95-132). JBbward ToewsHegelianism. The Path Toward
Dialectical Humanism, 1805-184Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1985]) Wfziren Breckman
(Marx, the Young Hegelians, and the Origins of RaldBocial Theory: Dethroning the SEfambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1999]) establish higartant position among these critical readers afetie
as well as alongside other “fellow travelers” sashFriedrich Richter, August Cieszkowski, and Hemr
Heine who were critical of théormérzera Prussian state and church. Marilyn Mas&#yiét Unmasked:
the Meaning of the Life of Jesus in German Polji@sapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press,
1983]) offers a thorough portrait of Strauss's wiarks social and historical context. She consides
work and his Hegelianism in the light of the conpamary literature of Young Germany. Her introdunctio
to theDefensesummarizes clearly Strauss's own position on thestipn as of 1837.

39 For example, Theobald Ziegl@avid Friedrich Straus§Strassburg: Triibner, 1908); Peter Hodgson's
Introduction toThe Life of Jesus: Critically Examingoly David Friedrich Strauss, ed. Peter Hodgson and
trans. George Eliot (Philadelphia: Fortress Pr£8g2).

“0J.-M.Paul, as an exception, focuses on their relez#or understanding the passages on miracles and
exorcisms in the earlier and fourth editionsldantitat und Immanendller considers his later work in
light of his early interest in mysticism and romaeisim, but argues that these elements of Stratssight
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his own psychological writings once, in a footntwe¢he section on demon possession
that he added to the 1840 edition of tiife.*! But this single footnote rests on a network
of threads that connect his writings on and enarsniith possessed people in the
German countryside to central, defining featuresigfision of critical science and his
Life of Jesus

To begin with, the psychological works reflect 888s early and ongoing
fascination with the margins of Christian beliefskinage of Jesus as an apocalyptic
prophet, in the.ife, and his writings on demon possession both foousl@ments of
Christianity—apocalypticism and exorcism—that mai@asm theologians disdained,
although they remained popular among the broadpwE&erman Christians.
Commentators have long recognized that eschataagya driving obsession throughout
Strauss’s careéf.He began writing on the kingdom of God, resurmectf the dead, and
immortality of the soul as early as an 1828 essathe “Resurrection of the Flesh” and
returned to the subject in his 1830 dissertatiothedoctrine of the “Restoration of all
Things.” Strauss did not hold any expressly esdbgiral beliefs himself; on the
contrary, by 1830 he explicitly rejected ideas aliba immortal soul and future
resurrection of the dead. Nevertheless, just asahsestly took up Kerner’s work on
demon possession, he took very seriously the irapoet of apocalypticism in the history
of ancient and modern Christian faith. If eschaggloas a problem for faith, it was a

central, crucial problem. He set eschatologicah&dat the heart of his Christology,

invalidate his contribution to a truly scientifiegology. They prove that he was a bad or one-gieladier
of Hegel who neglected the latter's insights irtistory.” Miller neglects as such to consider thecific,
critical ways in which Strauss engages and altexdtliefs and ideas that he encountered in highyou
1 Das Leben Jesu: kritisch bearbejtdf ed., Vol. 2 (Tubingen: Osiander, 1840), 18 n.Gifed hereafter
aslLJ 1840 vol. 2.

“2 peter Hodgson writes, for example, “The greatrisféeof the faith of Christianity was for Strauss it
futuristic eschatology, yet his fascination witltleatology and his struggle against it continueth&end
of his career,” (Introduction tdhe Life of Jesyxvi.).
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dogmatics, and image of Jesus and his earliest¥ells. This engagement stood in
marked contrast with the work of liberal theologiamd rationalists, who marginalized
these beliefs at each corresponding point. It dno&grauss into a strange proximity with
Pietism.

In addition, Strauss’s interest in eschatology @vged with his interest in
exorcism in that both concerned the operation pirits and “spirits” in nature and
history. Strauss’s theory of mind was bound up iththeory of revelation. The claim
that bodies and souls were united and coextensdeel Hehind his analysis of exorcisms
in the Gospels and German countryside, but alscefiesctions on Jesus’s resurrection,
the immortality of the soul, and the future rectiatipn of God and humanity. Even
more, these concerns shaped his scientific, hestomethod. As in the history of
psychological medicine, Strauss’s secularizing eagh to historical criticism formed in
religious and theological debates that can onlynsegoteric from our twenty-first
century perspective. Strauss understood anachiowisivs on Jesus and the Bible, for
example, in terms of his immanent view of God'srafyen in the cosmos and spirit's
movement in material bodies. People who read madeas into ancient texts had, in
effect, a flawed, dualistic understanding of s@ntd matter. Those liberal theologians
and rationalists who treated Jesus as aa protosmoelhical rationalist for example,
were little better than modern ghost-seers or ttegeat disciples who experienced
visions of his return during the “resurrection eiven

At the same time, Strauss sought to describe addrstand the states of
consciousness behind these deluded views of hiatayphysiology. The limits that he

set on the operation of spirit in nature opened ¢tmé experience and state of mind of
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those who could imaginatively transgress them. Sdience of the nocturnal side of
nature and the science of biblical criticism toaitidct “mentalities” as their object.
When Strauss acknowledges Hauffe and Kerner’s sipée his writings on ghost-
seeing and possession, he follows a principle waisb features in his “mythical
interpretation” in the.ife: Stories about supernatural events do not resarit the
mendacity or credulity of eyewitnesses or storietsl In thelife, Strauss famously
rejects the deist argument that the Gospels agational fictions, as well as the more
moderate, “rationalist” argument that the disciplese duped when Jesus allowed them
to believe he had worked miracles. One could erpile stories’ extraordinary aspects
by radicalizing the rationalists’ main insight,.j.that they emerged out of a distinct,
ancient mode of consciousness. Rationalists lile®l. Paulus believed that this mode of
thought colored the eyewitnesses’ understandireyents; under their mythical shell,
however, the narratives still contained a basedinastorical truth. Strauss held, on the
contrary, that the events themselves, including tistorical frame, were only the
expression of the mentality that crafted them. &lveas no universally accessible,
objective field underneath their confused repdiiise possessed people speaking of
demons or ghosts, the authors of the narrativegsepted their symbolic world in the
terms that were ready to hand. Jesus’ followetherfirst century thought the appearance
of a messianic figure could only be accompaniedraynatic, miraculous signs and
events. Whether or not eyewitnesses reported eaentsately was beside the point; the
accounts turned on the religious categories pacgad to express their ideas.

Ancient religion resembled modern mental illnekent in that both were equally

incommensurate with educated philosophical anahcstl reason. In his reflections on
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Hauffe and the ancient followers of Jesus, Straosstructed mental iliness and mythical
consciousness as two distinct antitheses to themodational mind. Scholars in a
number of fields have shown that enlightenmentalisges on delusion and unreason
helped to define modern notions of subjectivityoaomy, and rationality. Foucault
famously argued iMadness and Civilizatiothat the “age of reason” could only take
shape by defining “madness” as its other—and sépgrand confining “mad” people in
the proces$® Discourses on “religion” and religious mentalit@so played an essential
role in this process. Registers of patients infitis¢ asylums in Germany abound with
diagnoses of religious disorders, including demomoiai** At the same time, notions of
religious “enthusiasm” and “fanaticism” were keptoin the rhetoric of modernity from
Locke and Luther to Kant, Voltaire, and Straffskn Germany, this rhetoric took shape in
Protestant polemics agair&thwarmeref“fanaticism”], for example. Martin Luther
popularized this term as a means to caricaturé spiatual leaders and movements,
whom he claimed suffered from demonic influefiti.later came to feature in late
eighteenth-century debates about the medical sewfadegitimate religious and

philosophical ideas; it could be used in partictidadenote forms of religious intolerance.

“Michel FoucaultMadness and Civilization: A History of Insanitytire Age of ReasdiiNew York:
Pantheon, 1965).

“Ann GoldbergSex, Religion, and the Making of Modern Madness: Hberbach Asylum and German
Society, 1815-184@xford: Oxford University Press, 1999), 37.

“SAnthony J. La Vopa, “The Philosopher and the 'Sahwei’: On the Career of a German Epithet from
Luther to Kant,”"Huntington Library Quarterly60, no. 1/2 (1997): 85-115; Peter Fenves, “ThdeSafa
Enthusiasm,” Ibid., 117-152; Jon Md&@omanticism, Enthusiasm, and Regulation: Poeticstha Policing
of Culture in the Romantic Perig@®xford: Oxford University Press, 2005); AlbertosEanofanaticism:
On the Uses of an Idgaondon: Verso, 2010); Jordana Rosenb@ritical Enthusiasm: Capital
Accumulation and the Transformation of Religious$tan(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011).

8 uther’s various polemics against competing refonovements and ideas in the early 1520's formed the
early modern use of the term in Germany. Thomastk&iirand the peasant rebellion qualified as
Schwarmernfor example, as did Ulrich Zwingli for his views$ the Eucharist. See Martin BrecMartin
Luther: Shaping and Defining the Reformation, 13323 trans. James Schaaf (Minneapolis: Fortress
Press, 1990), 137-95; John S. Oyertheran Reformers Against Anabapti§fke Hague: Martinus
Nijhoff, 1964).
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Apocalyptic beliefs were a primary object of bo#mtbnological and psychopathological
versions of this discourse &chwarmereiln theLife, Strauss identifies other writings on
the New Testament as results of bB#natismusand “intolerance toward heresies”
[Ketzereife]*’ but also takes up the question of whether Jedus believed that he
would soon be taken by angels to the right han@ad where he would judge the living
and the dead, wasSchwarmerin the process, he distinguishes religious framafical
mentalities even as he defines both over and a@gaiodern reason.

We can see a similar dynamic at work in the histdrgliscourses on “fanaticism”
and of those on “possession” between the sixtesmmimineteenth centuries. Strauss and
others who wrote on philosophy, theology, and psiaiy gradually put aside old
religious ideas about moral contamination, demanfloence, and supernatural evil.
They focused instead on the psychological and phi/kiealth of the individual “fanatic”
or “demoniac.” Nevertheless, they carried on certeatures of religious polemics
against false belief. As Kerner suggested in hecdate, demystifying discourses took
over the older forms of spiritual authority with wh they also stood in competition.
Strauss’s writings fell within a series of enlighteent analyses of demon possession
which claimed to represent both scientific trutldl @orrect theological belief. Fifty years
earlier, the biblical critic Johann Semler tookmpdical explanations of possession in
explicit defense of Orthodox Christianity, in wnigis on Gassner and other exorcists and
possessed people. As medical explanations dispthe@deligious competitors, they
defined specific forms of cultural practice, traigj and education as the requisites for
any discourse on spiritual health. Strauss’s wgiion apocalyptic belief can be analyzed

in a similar light. They consolidated the spiritaatthority of a modern culture and

471.3 1835 vol. 1, vii; 1892, xxx, translation modified.
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modern critical methods. And they defined “religiam a distinctly modern way. Strauss
ultimately defines a hierarchy of culture and s$pal authority, which underwrites in turn
the ethos and rhetoric of critical science.
The “Nocturnal Side” of the Scientific Criticism of Religion and History

Strauss’s early writings on psychology and Chnstigpresent an opportunity to
trace the relation between modern, scientific gigoeés and the regions of esoteric
religious thought in and against which they defitteemselvedn the fields of history,
religion, and psychology, Strauss's approach waadbf its time. His work in the 1830's
presents a strikingly modern blend of methodoldggaosticism, ironic detachment,
and openness to foreign, unsettling phenomenaesiages a wide field of social and
psychological research as well as major aspedtsediventieth- and twenty-first-century
study of religion. In particular, Strauss setstthee for later scholarship by refusing to
reject strange beliefs outright; on the contragytdkes them utterly seriously and
struggles to understand them on their own termd. Mendoes so within a materialist
cosmology that he has defined in advance. Nevedhethis cosmology and approach
only become possible for Strauss by way of romangdicine and natural philosophy.
He places exorcistic rituals and apocalyptic bsliafa close, explicit relation to
demystifying science. Strauss repeats throughauwtitings of the 1830's and early 40's
that the progress of modern culture and educaBddung only occurs as we pass in full
self-awareness through the fields of non-modeiigicels mentalities. Practices of
scientific critique mirror and secure this pass@gehe carves out a disenchanting path to
a modern age, Strauss must wander into strangeties. His work reflects a

painstaking awareness of the difficulties involwe@dnnouncing the advent of modernity
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and completing the labor of disenchantment. Torretoi his work is to recall those
difficulties.

In the following four chapters, | consider how $88 engaged esoteric religious
themes in his scientific and critical writings aligion and history in the 1830's. In the
first chapter | consider his lesser-known writimgsthe nocturnal side of natural science
and discuss his early ventures into the Germantogside, including his early meetings
with Kerner and Hauffe. This chapter establisheauSt's complex affinity for esoteric
and mystical beliefs and practices that pervadeg ameteenth-century Germany. The
succeeding chapters examine the ways in whichrigagement with these beliefs and
practices shaped his better-known work on the Nestaiment Gospels. In chapters two,
three, and four, | focus on three major, well-knamtical and scientific contributions of
theLife of JesusStrauss's historical critique of the Gospel meatories; his adaptation
of “mythical interpretation”; and his image of thistorical Jesus and Christian origins,
respectively. In each of these three areas, | egple role played by romantic
cosmology and medicine. | emphasize in particilas¢ moments at which his studies of
the nocturnal side of natural science had an impadtis conclusions and methods. In
the third and fourth chapters | demonstrate how tredped him to define categories that
continue to play a central role in the modern smadiscourse of disenchantment and
criticism: “religion” and “fanaticism.”

In the conclusion, | consider the significanceh$ analysis as a contribution to a
genealogy of modern scientific criticism. When d&glwith modern notions of
“religion,” “fanaticism,” and “mental iliness,” thenperative to undertake genealogical

analysis stems from the formative influence thaséconcepts have had on social and
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political realities in the modern era. The risesetular science from the enlightenment to
the present is bound up with the troubled livemofiern institutions—the state, the
university, the asylum, and capitalism. Strausseuiodk his early work out of sincere
religious and scientific interests, and, in theteahof Vormarzera Germany (ca. 1830-
1848), theLife includes certain subversive elemefitszuthermore, it influenced
important contributions to the fields of social amnstorical theory in the succeeding
centuries. Nevertheless, his systematic worldvied atendant practices of scientific
critique contributed to defining the divergent, eatihy subjects of a modern age—and
to obscuring the challenges that they might pose Esotericism and fanaticism have
provided recurring foils for modern, rational rétig and sciencé’ In return, | wish to
recall how the spiritual claims and experiencedeyhoniacs and clairvoyants in the
German countryside, figures like Frederike Haudfegped the fields of scientific and

religious discourse that developed in the writingStrauss.

“8A number of recent studies have emphasized theakidnplications which Strauss's work would have
had for his contemporaries. The standard termhf@iperiod in which he wrote, tMermarz or “pre-
march,” suggests the fragile political situatioadang up to the March revolution of 1848. Massegukes
in Christ Unmaskedn elements of Strauss's image of Jesus that viavel appeared subversively
democratic in this context. She highlights poirftsantinuity between his approach to the Gospel
narratives and the modes of critical irony that Hadeloped in the literature of Young Germany. Liite
Young German writers, Strauss struck out agairstdeological foundations of the restoration sthtg,

did so in the field of theology. 1@rigins of Radical Social ThegrBreckman argues that Strauss's
humanistic conception of the incarnation formed p&a wide-ranging attack on the concept of
“personality,” a theopolitical notion that servedrithg the restoration era to legitimate monarcbpprty
owner, and personal God. Toewg&gelianismhighlights the connections between theological poldical
themes in Strauss's writings. At the same time, déigsToews, and Blanton emphasize areas in which
Strauss presses back against the democratic iniptisaof his own work. Blanton takes his cue intpar
from Nietzsche's critique, in the first of hisitimely Meditiationsof Strauss's later posturing as a modern,
“scientific man,” Unzeitgemasse Betrachtungen, erstes Stiick: Davwdifich Strauss, der Bekenner und
Schritsteller{Untimely Meditations, Part One: David Friedrich 8trss, the Confessor and the Wijter
[Leipzig: Fritzsch, 1873]). | revisit Nietzsche'stigiue in the conclusion.

*‘Wouter J. HanegraafEsotericism and the Academy: Rejected Knowledyeeistern Culture
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012).
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Chapter 1: D.F. Strauss on the Science of the Nochal Side of Nature

D.F. Strauss composed a series of essays on gfamge, demon possession, and
ghost-seeing between 1830 and 1&839e developed a demystifying, scientific approach
to these matters, which appears in especially cidigf in an 1836 response to Justinus
Kerner and Karl Eschenmayer’s 188dcounts of the Modern Possessedhe
Accounts Kerner and Eschenmayer had presented case stiidiesiern demoniacs,
including two women whom Kerner had observed peakprKerner described how
these women entered into “demonic paroxysms” irctvitheir minds were displaced by
alien, malevolent souls who also controlled theidies. They leered and convulsed and
blasphemed against the Bible. At times they spoldifferent voices and described
experiences that were manifestly not their own. Whenen were also visited by good,
tutelary spirits who protected them from the attadkerner saw their conditions as both
religious and medical. He treated them with medicfimagnetic healing,” prayers, and
exorcism. He and Eschenmayer claimed that theyagffeoncrete evidence of a cosmic
struggle between good and evil forces; the womea Witness to actual troubled, dead
souls as they strived toward unity with God. Wharegorcist compelled one of the
possessing spirits to confess its sins, for exanf@ener inferred that this repentant act
loosened the demon’s hold on its host—it brougatdeémon out of its base materiality

and closer to the diving.

S0Charakteristiken und Kritiker801-406.
5K erner,Geschichten20-103.
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In his response, Strauss offers an alternativegtied image™ of the demonic
condition: he traces the objective phenomena tgestire grounds in the psychophysical
lives of the possessed women. The demons andrisgaits are fantastical projections
of internal disorders in their bodies and mindseiTBtrange memories and behavior
reflect their inner lives and personal historigsa&ss claims that the women fabricated
the demonic souls’ life stories unconsciously dutwried memories, hearsay, and
imagination. He agrees with Kerner that exorcistinfessions are effective, but not
because the “demons” repent of their “sins;” rattieg exorcist enters into the possessed
woman’sidées fixeswhose conflicted internal presuppositions thesmfessions” open
up and resolve. Strauss prefers to call such abterexorcisms, “the psychological
dissolution of the sick person’s demonic delusith.”

At a glance, this inverted image appears to sebdemm psychological view of
illness against an outdated religious alternatug.the distinction between the two is
less straightforward than it appears at first gtar8trauss makes his case on the basis of
theories about magnetism and the organizationeobtdy, mind, and soul that he had
learnedfrom Kerner. Although Kerner and Eschenmayer’s moste&sgant claims put
them on the margins of mainstream theology, tlisias were anchored in respected
scientific research and theory. Kerner was a tehpieysician and careful scientist; in the
Accountshe adheres to strict empirical observation andlibes demonic and magnetic
phenomena in the sick bodies of his patients.

The Accountsand Strauss’s response reflect the same conteerlyf nineteenth-

century romantic medicine and philosophy. Romapitigsicians appealed to both

52Characteristiken und Kritiker804.
*bid., 316.
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intuitive and empirical knowledge and emphasizestabe natural forces such as
electricity and magnetism. Little understood pheananlike “animal magnetism” and
“somnambulic” trances offered them access to ttsewte workings of the human and
divine spirit in nature and history. Along with macontemporary philosophers and
theologians, they rejected the disjunctive tende=nof previous enlightenment
rationalism and materialism. They sought to coreaiature, humanity, and God within a
united and dynamic totality. The insights of medigithey believed, could contribute
along with religion, history, and philosophy to kvledge of universal truths. They
valorized accordingly ancient and folk religiougad alongside modern philosophical
and medical notions of bodies, souls, and sickrirgbe region of Wirttemberg where
Strauss and Kerner grew up, these scholarly diseswonverged with Swabian Pietism
and popular beliefs about demon possession andgyiAdathe time when he began his
career as a theologian, Strauss actively sougthbtubealers, fortune tellers, and
somnambulists in the countryside. It was here hledirst encountered Kerner and the
Seeress of Prevorst, Frederike Hauffe.

In the chapter that follows, | consider how Straisarly encounters with
romantic medicine and the esoteric regions of papoglief enabled him to develop a
scientific, critical approach to religious beliefcaexperience. | first overview how
German romantic medicine and natural philosophypstidhe scientific study of
phenomena like ghost-seeing and clairvoyance, aftéh | turn to Strauss's account of
his early experiences in the German countrysitleer consider a series of his writings
on ghost-seers and possessed people. | argua tinaisie writings Strauss takes up and

radicalizes certain tendencies that he finds idistuof esoteric, “nocturnal” phenomena
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by Kerner and others. The interests that guideetffiist are religious and scientific: he
strives to give a coherent and systematic fornoteantic visions of nature, spirit, and
spiritual disorder. As he takes on these theohewsiever, he consolidates the
enlightenment vision of an autonomous, rationajesttlihat Kerner and others had called
into question. Strauss puts a materialist twistamantic monism. He reduces the
conditions and experiences of the sick and claenbyndividuals to the material,
embodied limits of mortal life. At the same time, é&xplains their experience in a new
light: people's perceptions of demons and ghostsea, even if what they perceive is
not; distinct psychologies and cultural mentalitesd them to experience the world
differently. For Strauss, culture, education, aaddgr shape the contours of subjective
consciousness, as much as mental or physicalslines

In these psychological writing, Strauss modelsstirtitly modern approach to the
study of religion and pathology. Hakes seriousland seeks tanderstanduncultured
and irrational beliefs, even those that other émdiged critics disdained as examples of
superstition or fraud. He gives voice to divergmentalities and grants them relative
legitimacy within their own, respective culturaldapsychological sphere. But he lets
these uneducated or proto-rational mentalitieskspaby in the idiom of a materialist
world whose limits he has defined in advance. Bjpigroach forms part of a social
struggle, moreover, over competing forms of spalitauthority. Strauss undermines the
legitimacy of local religious cultures more effeetiy than previous rationalism and
materialism could hope to do. He uses his anatgdiame a hierarchy of culture, at the

apex of which he sets modern critical and scientifought.
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The Nocturnal Side of Natural Science in early Nineenth-Century German
Philosophy and Medicine

The project of a scientific study of nature's nocéll side originated with Gotthilf
Heinrich Schubert, a physician who had studied Wighder and Schelling, and to whom
Kerner dedicated th8eeress of Prevordh 1808 Schubert delivered a series of widely-
attended lectures with the titensichten von den Nachtseite der Naturwissenschaft
[Opinions on the Nocturnal Side of Natural Scignirethese lectures as in a wide sweep
of Romantic art, poetry, and philosophy, the daskrend mystery of “the night”
connoted new possibilities in human knowledge, el &g the limitations and blind spots
of a too-confident enlightenment. For Schubertctnmal” meant something like
“occult.” On the one hand, these phenomena areuodslittle understood or rarely
observed, they had also been neglected by scestifdy. But they are more than
curiosities. Properly conceived and studied, thiésr @ glimpse of deep, hidden truths
about the ends, origins, and structure of the useze

The oldest relation of man to nature, the livingthany of the individual

with the whole, the connection of a present exisamith a future higher

one, and how the seed of the new future life griyluafolds in the midst

of the present one, are therefore the chief subjfdhis work of miné?

%4G.H. SchubertAnsichten von der Nachtseite der Naturwissens¢Baésden: Arnold, 1808). Cited
hereafter ag\nsichtenDiscussions of Schubert and the development ofn@e romantic medicine and
theories of animal magnetism, somnambulism, etgeapin Frederick Gregory, “Gotthilf Heinrich
Schubert and the dark side of natural sciend@M Zeitschrift fir Geschichte der Wissenschaffechik,
und Medizin3, no. 1 (1995): 255-69; Diethard Sawidkgben mit den Toten : Geisterglauben und die
Entstehung des Spiritismus in Deutschland 177®01§inchen: Schéningh, 2002Jheodore
Ziolkowski Clio the Romantic Muse: HistoricizingtRacutlies in German{ithaca: Cornell University
Press, 2004), 154 ff.; Matthew Bellh@ German Tradition of Psychology in Literature arftbught 1700-
1840(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005),fL.7Karl Baier,Meditation und Moderne: Zur
Genese eines Kernbereichs moderner Spiritualit@teinWechselwirkung zwischen Westeuropa,
Nordamerika und Asier2 vols. (Kénighausen and Neumann: Wirzburg, 2088) 1.; Luis Montiel, “Une
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Schubert frames his lectures around a romantiottyistf humanity and science—
the Ansichterresemble in some respects his teacher Hertter&s of a Philosophy of
History. He argues that at its origin the human specieslilin a vital, intimate
connection with God and the universe. This was'ighttime” of humanity in the sense
that human beings submitted reflexively and fatiakdly to nature; they did not embrace
individual autonomy or recognize nature as an dlgestinct from themselves. At the
same time, it was a Golden Age in which peace jpiexand people could attain
extraordinary, immediate knowledge about their @otThe great achievements of
ancient astronomers, for example, show that tisé iumans were native natural
scientists. They understood that all natural beargsevents are united into a grand,
evolving totality.

But this harmonious situation could not last. &ssthildren are weaned from
their mothers, humanity dissociated from nature smtegan our “daylight” worlef We
came to take nature as an object, asked aftenitsiple, and attempted to dominate it. In
the process, the tempo our cultural developmeatsecies diverged from that of natural
science. The liberated gaze of individual subjdotsvned out immediate natural
knowledge of the old world, just as the dawn blisthe stars in the night sRY.

True natural science would consist accordinglyekestablishing our ancient
conception of the unified totality in which we ambedded. This knowledge could no
longer be immediate, however; it would have to cdrom the striving and research of

autonomous beings. Examples of this new naturahsei appeared throughout history

révolution manquée: le magnétisme animal dans igim& du romantisme allemandRevue d'histoire du
X1Xe siécle38 (2009): 61-77; Hanegraaksotericism 262-73.

*Ansichten, 7.

*9bid., 8.

*'Ibid., 9.
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but they reached a new stage in the modern er&rbeg with renaissance art and
astronomy. Raphael and Michelangelo, Copernicuapder rediscovered “nature”
when they conceived it in universal terms—"no lantpe earth, but rather the universe,

58 Modern scientific

no longer the particular phenomenon, but ratherdéal.
discoveries in the disciplines of chemistry, plant animal life, meteorology, and
physics offered further evidence that nature isnggrconnected totality. Scientific
taxonomies of plants and animals, for example, stawections and analogies between
the lowest and highest specfég.he surest proof, however, comes from observatibns
matters that once would have been classed as esrdehnimal magnetism, precognition,
dreams, sympathy, and the lik&.In these phenomena, individual consciousness
dissolves back into its prelapsarian unity withunat it ranges throughout the whole
cosmos, beyond the individual’s limited mind andiyadSuch experiences prove that
human beings still retain some buried traces ofamaient, nocturnal knowledge of the
world. Our scientific observations of them giveinsight into the totality of nature and
the harmony of all individual being$they open as such a future in which humanity is
reconciled again to natufé.

Schubert’s account of humanity’s fall and futurdemaption is manifestly
romantic and religious. But it also demonstratssdmphatic commitment to the rigorous
pursuit ofNaturwissenschafthe speculative study of nature informed by eiogir

observation and experimental method. Copernicigisdentric theory and recent

findings in botany and chemistry foreshadow disc@gsin animal magnetism and

8bid., 13-14.
Ibid., 22.
bid.

5Ypid., 371.
%2Ibid., 22.
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clairvoyant perception. He emphasizes that noctysin@nomena are observed, empirical
facts[Thatsacheh If naive people had used them as a basis for stifgmrs ideas or

wild speculations, this did nothing to call theacficity into question. Schubert knew that
early theories about the miraculous power of “gabkm,” for example, had not
diminished the reality and power of electricltyaddition, Schubert was a physician, and
his romantic enthusiasm about the nocturnal sidetfre was coupled with real concern
for individuals whose souls were prone to rangiegdnd their bodies and rational
consciousness. He believed clairvoyance stood intamate connection with madness.

In both cases the rational, diurnal mind releatgselsald on our unconscious connection to
the whole.

Schubert was a leading representative of psychcdbtiieory in his day. The
Anischtenalong with his lateBymbolik des Traumefluenced figures from Schelling
and E.T.A. Hoffman to Hegel and Freud. The coratielh of philosophical history,
nocturnal phenomena, religious language, and rameigiwvs of sickness, on the one
hand, and scientific rigor, empiricism, and dedamato experimental method, on the
other, appear in a number of contemporaneous gsitim Germany. His work
exemplifies the far-ranging, speculative ambitioh8Vissenschait the turn of the
nineteenth century: that it would not only illumiagarticular phenomena, but would
provide insight into the whole of nature and hurbgsiparticipation in it. Schubert drew,
in particular, on Schelling’s philosophy of nat{iNaturphilosophi§ which he helped to
popularize. With the influence of Schubert and thiecame to serve as a basis for
medical research and theory throughout the eadgdkss of the nineteenth century.

Schelling’s works between 1797 and 1799 grantelbgbphical and theological
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legitimacy to attempts by romantic physicians tapgle with matters of primal and
universal significanc& Their research into the nocturnal world of spaltphenomena
would influence Schelling—along with Hegel, Strguasd others—in turn.

Schelling stood among a number of contemporarypbphers, most notably
Johann Gottlieb Fichte and Hegel, who sought tcnded monistic “absolute,” a dynamic
totality in which the distinctions between subjantl object, spirit and nature, or freedom
and necessity could be reconciled to the uniom@ftholeThis project reflected
philosophical interests that were at once idealmadtical. It would provide a coherent
and systematic ground for science, moral actiod,tha formation of ethical
communities. But it also reflected a general dis&adtion with the fragmenting
tendencies of enlightenment positivism and ratisnal Romantic philosophers and
physicians sought a higher, unified and meanina¢abunt of the universe, one that
could unite the various fields of human thought argerience.

Previous enlightenment thinkers had tended to¥oDescartes and to separate
the rational, thinking subject from the empiriaathjective world. The latter then became
the object of science. At the same time, Newtopiaysics presented a world governed
by natural laws, and many enlightened thinkers equently rejected miracles—

interruptions in the natural chains of cause afiecefThe distinction between the

8F.W.J. von Schellingdeen zu einer Philosphie der Nafudeas for a Philosophy of Natyré_eipzig:
Breitkopf und Hirtel, 1797); Von der Weltseele: eine Hypothese der héhern Playsikrklarung des
allgemeinen Organismus [On the World-Soul: a Hypsts of Higher Physics to Explain the Universal
Organisn} (Hamburg: F. Perthes, 179&ster Entwurf eines Systems der Naturphilosopipdolgt von
Einleitung zu seinem Entwurf eines Systems derrplaitasophie(Jena, Leipzig: C.E. Gabler, 1799). The
IdeenandEntwurdhave been translated into Englishd@esas for a Philosophy of Nature as Introduction to
the Study of This Sciendeans. Errol E. Harris and Peter Heath (Cambri@genmbridge University Press,
1988) and-irst Outline of a System of the Philosophy of Kattrans. Keith R. Peterson (Albany: SUNY
Press, 2004), cited hereaftedeasandOutline respectively.
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freedom of the subject and the fixed laws of napaged certain problems, however.
Where, for example, did the grounds of the sulgdotedom lie if not in objective
nature? How did it escape determination by therahtuder? Furthermore, if subjective
consciousness is in fact distinct from the worlolido we guarantee that it adequately
grasps what exists? Kant defined the terms ofdisisussion in a decisive fashion. He
claimed in the preface to his 17B8legomena to any Future Metaphysdiat he first
confronted the issue through the skepticism of Bdlume, who had suggested that even
causality, a foundation of experimental methodgsdwot appear anywhere as a feature
of the world itself apart from our cognition offtkant accepted, with Hume, that human
consciousness supplied forms of causality andetbe, natural law. He maintained that
consciousness could only grasp the world as ita@goeto our minds—it could access
“phenomena” or appearances, but not “things-in-swues.” At the same time, he
argued that in a different light this limit is alaaondition of universality. The fact that
our minds give shape to the objective world throtighsame categories—natural law,
for example—means we have a substantial, sharedistent ground for empirical
science and moral action. He radicalized the positf the subject and inverted the
conundrum he took from Hume into a solution. Rathan looking for an “empirical”
ground in the objective world, he sought a “tramstantal” ground in the way the mind
organizes experience.

Schelling, Fichte, and Hegel believed, howevet, ifit@ant had identified the
problem, his solution had exacerbated it. He reg#d the separation between ideal

consciousness and the actual world; nor did hdksitethe unconditioned ground of his

*Immanuel KantProlegomena to Any Future Metaphysics that WillABée to Come Forward as Science
with Selections from the Critique of Pure Reasmans. Gary Hatfield (Cambridge: Cambridge Ursitgr
Press, 1997), Preface.
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transcendental subject. His concepts of human déreezhd the religious experience of
things-in-themselves—God, in particular—felt aceogtly thin. These figures
consequently sought an alternative that would &stah more primary unity of subject
and object, one that would in turn grant more ¢edad immediate access to the truths
of religion and nature. Two distinct possibilitipesented themselves. The first found
expression in Fichte’s writings in the 1790’s. Fetook Kant's transcendental turn a step
further and conceived of the absolute “I,” whichsjt® the objective, natural world as its
“not-1" as part of its evolution toward self-deteérmation. The world could be derived as
such from the starting point of the active, seligucing and unconditioned E§dThe
second drew from Spinoza’s philosophical writingsi the seventeenth century.
Spinoza had presented a natural order in which&wcdhuman freedom were wholly
immanent. Nature is God and vice versa: they cutstihe “substance” that is the
universal condition of all being. The divine waseif the laws of nature and continuous
interactions of finite being®.

Schelling’s philosophy of nature united Spinozambstance” with Fichte’s
emphasis on the dynamic movement of the self-intyiEgo. Fichte supplied him with
an active, productive conception of the absolugaxbich he could inscribe the principle
of freedom into the monist, immanent universe ah8pa. Schelling, and later Hegel,
conceived the absolute as a living unity in whigtidctions between finite beings or
subjects and objects are real, but form part ahaar-shifting organic infinity. The
absolute is no longer an object to be graspedhisnview, but an active, evolving reality

in which human consciousness, natural sciencecalhettive life participate.

%J.G. FichteThe Science of Knowledge, with the First and Sedaimoductions trans. P. Heath and J.
Lachs (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1982)
®Baruch SpinozaEthics trans. Samuel Shirley and ed. Seymour Feldmatia(ia: Hackett, 1992).
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Historically speaking, our ability to engage natasean object of science, for example,
reflects the fact that our subjective consciouseestves out of and participates in it. As
humans take account of “the world,” objective ggigcomes self-conscious.

Schelling's 179Tdeas for a Philosophy of Natufellows the lead of Kant's 1786
Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Sciencewhich Kant rejected the static,
mechanistic view of matter and postulated that enastmade up of a dynamic
arrangement of attractive and repulsive foféé&ant and Schelling were both influenced
by late eighteenth-century research on chemistaghematics, and physics, which drew
attention to obscure electrical and magnetic fqrassvell as to organic processes of
metamorphosis—elements of nature did not alwaysefitly into the Newtonian universe
of mechanistic laws and atomistic objects. For 8ictge these elements offered insight
into the nature of the absolute. He conceivedrtfinite totality of the universe as a
series of ascending polar oppositions, from unthimknatter to human consciousness.
These polarities appeared in the human sexes aasvel the ends of magnets, for
example®® Polarities are bound together and exert attraethgerepulsive forces on one
another, so that nature never remains static. Tin@#ssant movement, in turn, Schelling
posits as the true uniting ground and productiveedof all being. In 1798, he identifies
this drive with the “world-soul,” the invisible gjtiof life, growth, and transformatiofi.
Schelling’s world-soul is not an object like othdtds a principle and it pervades and
links together the entirety of nature, from animatl human spirit to inorganic matter. As

reflective subjects we do not grasp this infinitequctivity per se We only see it in

®’Kant, Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Scientrans. Michael Friedman (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2004).

83chelling,0Outline, 149.

9Schelling,Von der Weltseele
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discrete beings and polar oppositions, the “prafutiat arise as eddies in the stream of
its movement? At the same time, scientific research enablegxperimenter to
participate in nature's productivity and to brihg universal concept of nature to light.
The inner worlds of human life and thought are lwbup with the outer world of nature,
and the knowledge of one opens onto the other.

For many romantic thinkers, these notions pointea $ecret, inner world in
living nature as in human bodies and minds. If doctes could not be seen, they could
be detected. Romantic natural scientists looketl@éaoncrete evidence of electric,
magnetic, and other subtle energies as a confiomaii the world-soul at work. Franz
Anton Mesmer’s theory of animal magnetism proveueeslly useful to that end.
Mesmer had argued in the late eighteenth centatyath ethereal fluid permeated the
cosmos and the nervous systems of living creafdnds.distinguished the organic,
“animal magnetism” in living bodies from mineral greetism. Sicknesses could be
traced to a blockage in magnetic fluids, which ddeg resolved in turn through magnetic
provocation of a “crisis” in the patient. Mesmenato believe that because magnetic

forces circulated through human bodies, doctorédcloeal people through mere physical

°Schelling,Outline, 139-140. In the later works daturphilosophieincluding theOutline, Schelling

grants this invisible productivity and self-organg movement to nature itself.

bid., 196-99.

"?Franz Anton Mesmer, “Letter from M. Mesmer, DoavdMedicine at Vienna, to A.M. Unzer, Doctor of
Medicine, on the Medical Use of the Magnet,'Miesmerismtrans. and ed. George Bloch (Los Angeles:
Kaufmann, 1980), 25-29. See aldémoire Sur La Découverte Du Magnetisme Ani(Raris: P. Fr.Didot

le jeune, 1779). This work appeared in GermaAldsandlung Uber die Entdeckung des Thierischen
Magnetismus. Aus Dem Franzosischen Uber¢@tatisruhe: Macklot, 1781). Kerner wrote the first
biography of MesmeFranz Anton Mesmer Aus Schwaben, Entdecker DesiSdtien Magnetismus:
Erinnerungen an Denselben, Nebst Nachrichten Vam I[2¢zten Jahren Seines Lebens Zu Meersburg Am
Bodenseg(Frankfurt am Main: Literarische Anstalt (Rutteh®56). Other english translations of Mesmer's
writings appear in Bloch (edMesmerism
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contact”® He engaged in “magnetic passes,” in which the iplays passed his or her
hands over a patient to set magnetic forces inanétiAnimal magnetism later became
linked to hypnotic or “somnambulic” trances in ttimical practices of the Puységur
brothers beginning in 1784.They claimed that in the somnambulic state patieatld
achieve clairvoyance. The magnetized individualdatdiagnose diseases and prescribe
treatments for themselves and others.

German physicians in the early decades of the eeéméth century adapted theories
of magnetism and somnambulism to romantic visidrth@cosmos. Mesmer began his
career as a Newtonian, enlightenment thinker. Bathé hands of German romantics, the
subtle fluid of animal magnetism became a meandifmrete, polarized entities to make
contact with each other and the whole universes@&lwews came to be shaped in turn by
Christian Reil’s division of the human body intoosystems, the brain system and the
“ganglionic” system, located in theerzgruh the “epigastric” region or solar plex(fs.

This division formed one of the Schellingian pdias. The brain and nerves, as the
rational organs, stood at the height of the natondér and dominated over all. Like many
of the “lower” polarities, however, the epigastwigans retained a more immediate unity
with the world-soul. Sensitive, sick, ancient, axmh-Western people, especially

women—all of whom were on the lower end of thespective polarities—had special

access to it. Schubert argued that the magnete staomnambulic trance begins when

3_etter from Mesmer,” 27-28. On the significancetbis innovation see Adam Crabtréeom Mesmer to
Freud: Magnetic Sleep and the Roots of Psycholddiealing (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1993),
6.

"Crabtree From Mesmer to FreydL4.

"Ibid., 38; Ellenbergemiscovery 70-74.

"®Christian Reil Rhapsodieen iiber die Anwendung der psychischenethoae auf Geisteszerriittungen
(Halle, 1803). C.A.F. Klugeversuch einer Darstellung des animalischen Magraisals Heilmittel

(Vienna: Franz Haas, 1815) and Schubert populatizedonnection between Reil's theory and magnetism
(Hanegraaff, 262; Baiekeditation und Modernevol. 1).
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the patient passes into this lower region, as dom#al illness. As the brain relinquishes
its dominance, the epigastric region takes fligihie fact that patients could diagnose
their disorders in somnambulic states showed tbejddrespass the divide between the
mind and body; this power was confirmed furthethi@ir precognitive dreams, ability to
recover long-buried memories, and unity with theches of other individuals. For
Schubert, the breakdown of the rational mind redwriperson to the prelapsarian state of
unity with nature and can allow access to the &iand afterlife.

Schubert and others’ romantic image of sicknessneasvithout ambivalence,
however. He saw somnambulic trances as dangenoiierie Kerner and Hauffe
believed likewise that her clairvoyant powers wieoend up with her imperfect state of
psychophysical healtfl.If the individual, rational and healthy subjectis eddy in the
stream of spirit, then death represents the ma&tgainity with the totality. In Kerner’s
writings and letters he struggles with whether asde her revelations would come at the
cost of her health. He decided he could fully parthe former only when he had assured
himself that she would not liv&.

The dynamic movement of polarities also shaped ntimaiews of history in the
vein of Schubert. The world-soul presses natuetive constantly upward on the scene
of cultural history. As in the shift from the epggac to brain regions, this upward
movement could involve both progress and a kinthibhfRomantic theorists, including

Schelling, Herder, and others, had set the stag8dioubert when they countered the

""Kerner,Seherin 252.
®Hanegraaff, “A Woman Alone,” ilNomen and Miracle Storieed. Anne-Marie Korte (Leiden: Brill,
2001), 41.
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deist caricature of ancient religious myths asefalir deluded nonsenSeThey had
already argued that primitive people lacked ratiipand civilization, but lived, like
children, in a closer unity with the divine soibfn which humans had sprung. Romantic
physicians speculated therefore that the epigagigion dominated in archaic peoples. In
his 1814Symbolik des TraumeSchubert argues that primeval, natural humane wer
ruled by the life of théderzgrub®

In theSeeresand other writings, Kerner takes up substantialigos of
Schubert’s vision of somnambulism, magnetism, antlial history. He had been
initiated into magnetic healing as a teenager, vggrhard Gmelin used magnetic
passes to heal his stomach disorder. He becanmg aith Eschenmayer and Johann
Friedrich von Meyer, one of the most important dapmers of Schubert’s ideas. Later,
he would write the first biography of Franz Antoredner. In Kerner'8latter aus
PrevorstandMagikonhe and Meyer offered a myriad of first-hand testires and case
studies of somnambulic occurrences. It was3beresshowever, that decisively shifted
the landscape of nocturnal science and came te sarthe “key text in the study of
spirits in the second third of the nineteenth centi! At the same time, thBeeressind
Kerner’s other works turned the study of somnantbaiid magnetic phenomena toward
more occult regions still, to the world of deadlsoiany notable figures, including
skeptics like Hegel and Strauss could accept elessyedrsomnambulic prophecy or

magnetic healing, for example; but few were willbogorook Kerner’s ideas about ghosts

9J. G. Herderyom Geist der Ebraischen Poesie: Eine AnleitungiférLiebhaber derselben, und der
altesten Geschichte des menschlichen Gej€irghe Spirit of Hebrew Poetry: a Guide for Lovefghe
Same, and of the Most Ancient History of the HuByainit] 2 vols (Desau, 1782-83); Schelling, “Ueber
Mythen, historische Sagen, und Philosopheme destalh Welt,” [On Myths, Legends, and
Philosophemes in the Ancient Wdtloh Friedrich Wilhelm Joseph von Schellings Wef&tittgart and
Ausburg: J.G. Cotta, 1856) 43-83. See George Williamsorhe Longing for Myth19-71.
80schubertPie Symbolik des Traumesd. F.H. Ranke,"ed. (Leipzig: Brockhaus, 1862), 134.

81Sawicki,Leben mit dem Toted62.
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and demons. These ideas fell rather into the wafrfgbpular superstition and folk belief.
Strauss speaks of them as “popular opinions fromctwine culture of our century has
recoiled in terror once and for all; opinions withich...it was the pride of our fathers to
have disposed, and which...it is now the endealval cational educators to expel from
the youth.®?

Wirttemberg—the home of Kerner, Eschenmayer, araiS§—provided an
especially rich soil for these marginal developreentthe nocturnal side of natural
science. The region was one privileged seat off®ietlief and practice since the
eighteenth century and abounded with local religicuiture outside of the established
theological mainstream. Millenarianism, miracle liveg and beliefs about ghosts and
demons were prevalent in the countryside. At tlreestime, the combination of rigorous
approaches to historical, natural, and theologicence and speculative religious
thought was typical of the late eighteenth- andlyeg@neteenth-century Swabian Pietist
context. Prominent figures like Friedrich Oetinged Johann Jung-Stillung, disciples of
the great textual scholar and millenarian J.A. B&ngrote meticulous theological tomes
about the advent of the eschaton, alchemy, JakbdimBpand the worldly activities of
dead soul§® Here and throughout Germany popular and schosgéygulation combined

religious, philosophical, and medical themes. @@yant trances and ghost-visions could

8Charakteristiken und Kritiker802.

8A number of studies have demonstrated the impoetah&wabian Pietist and theosophical traditions,
including writings by Oetinger and Bengel, and teéag back to Béhme, for Schelling and Hegel's
philosophy. See for example, Robert Schneiehellings und Hegels Schwébische Geistesahnen
(Wirzburg-Aumuhle: Konrad Triltsch Verlag, 1938)n&t Benz,The Mystical Sources of German
Romantic PhilosophgAllison Park, PA: Pickwick, 1983); Glenn Alexanddagee Hegel and the
Hermetic Tradition(Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2001). Thesdistsioffer valuable insight into the
context of Swabian Pietism in which Schelling, Heged later Strauss began their careers; theytbelp
complicate any over-simple or triumphalist narratdf secular disenchantment. | do not wish, howewger
reduce Strauss's work to any pre-existing traditidie interest of his work on the nocturnal sifieature
lies in the ways that he takes on and alters mifgtraditions and models of science from thatexdnt
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seem to open the supernatural, heavenly realnex@mple. They could also offer proof
that the eschaton was near: one could appeal wguihiation of Joel’'s prophecy (Joel
2:28) in Acts 2:17, “In the last days it will bep@declares, that | will pour out my Spirit
upon all flesh, and your sons and your daughteat pfophesy, and your young men
shall see visions, and your old men shall drearardse®*

Kerner rejected some of these beliefs, but he resebothers into a new and
paradigmatic synthesis. He had taken to heartrljenéc and monistic worldview. His
era had moved from the full-fledged eschatologBehgel to the more mystical
inclinations of his disciple Oetinger. Kerner digped with chiliastic speculation and
notions of a wholly transcendent, supernatural ofdevertheless, he affirmed the
objective, tangible reality of an inner world ofiréip In the place of a transcendent future
or heavenly realm of the immortalized dead, he tsuitsd an immanent, intermediate
realm. From this intermediate realm, dead souls adgbnot yet achieved unity with God
could still contact and possess the living—espBbcrabhgnetic individuals dominated by
theHerzgrub Furthermore, he offered Hauffe and others’ ren@ha about this realm as
the source of religious insight. Hauffe’s encousiteith the dead, for example, presented
a distinct moral and spiritual hierarchy. She désth how souls in states of relative
illumination or darkness—and therefore proximity@od—were able to pass between or
beyond the distinct spheres of the intermediatlrelderner treated such revealed
knowledge with reverence, as confirmations of l@eply felt Christian pieties. Where
they stood in contradiction, he took Hauffe’s claias more authoritative than the Bible.

Strauss’sBildung in Wiirttemberg

84Sawicki, Leben mit den Toterl49-52.
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Strauss was born and raised in the same town ageKés a young student at the
Blaubeurn seminary and Tubingen University in tite 1820’s he was an eager
participant in the mystical, romantic atmospherg\frttemberg. “He learned more
outside the classroom than within it,” as Peter ¢tbmoh puts if> He befriended the poet
Eduard Morike, studied Tieck and Novalis, and cosgabhis own verses. At Blaubeurn,
his romantic affinity for myths and folk tales deegd as he studied classical antiquity
under Ferdinand Baur. At Tubingen, when he andrigisds found the instruction
wanting, they began to study Schelling in privétant’s rational, methodical approach to
mediated knowledge left them with a bitter taste] dacobi’'s philosophy was a little
“sweeter,” but Schelling’dlaturphilosophiesatisfied their longing for immediate,
mystical knowledge of the cosmBsReports from his tutorslepetentétestify that
Strauss dedicated most of his intellectual enesgii¢ speculative aspects of
Naturphilosophié’ In 1828, he composed a prize-winning essay in whie used
Schelling’s theories to defend the possibility @urrection from the dead.

From there, Strauss ranged still further afieltergpassing from “the steppes of
Kant and his interpreters to the lush fields off&@tng’s] nature philosophy, | likewise
strayed into the mysterious woods of Jacob Béhifi.Schelling opened the possibility
that an immediate intuition of the absolute wassgals, Bohme’s visionary, mystical

writings confirmed this promise. The accounts byrée and others of somnambulists

%Hodgson, Peter, introduction The Life of Jesysx (“The chief influences on him at the time were
romanticism, mysticism, and natural philosophyRumerous commentators have remarked on this early
romantic inclination. See for example Mill&entitat and Eduard ZelleBavid Friedrich Strauss in his
Life and Writings, authorized translatip(London: Smith, Elder, and co., 1874), 15-21 \alsn rehearse
many of the details of Strauss’s autobiographiadings that follow.

8straussChristian Marklin, ein Lebens und Charakterbild alen GegenwartMannheim: Basserman,
1851), 33.

$"Miiller, Identitat 42-3.

8strauss, “Justinus Kerner,” Bwei Friedlich Blatter 15.
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and ghosts, which Strauss discovered in short ppdevided still further confirmation.
In a piece that he wrote soon after Strauss’s d¥®dtliam Nast, his former roommate at
Tilbingen, recalls,

Before we were advanced to the university, antatke during the

metaphysical course there, Strauss manifestedaggtiinclination to seek

out everything mysterious, with a strong desirent@stigate the abnormal

and exaggerated. He liked to read ghost storieshanted up the books

of the Mystics, Paracelsus, and Jacob Bohme, dretytespecially the

accounts of the sympathetic cures which were thactiped in

Wiirttemberg more than in any other part of Gernfany.
Nor did Strauss rest content with reading abowtehmatters. He and his friends sought
out living examples. They visited clairvoyants dalik healers in the nearby countryside.
During one of these journeys, a companion’s haedsatne frostbitten, but he was
miraculously healed by a shepherd with “mysteripowers.” Strauss and some friends
made their way eventually to Weinsberg to see Fileglélauffe. Although many of
Strauss’s colleagues took part in these extraadati@dventures, his interest was
noticeably deep and sincere. Nast describes hoenwiey visited a fortune teller, “an
old peasant woman who told fortunes out of a cofi@e® “it made no impression on any
of us except Strauss. He seemed disturbed, butdwuiltell us what had been said to
him.”® His friend Friedrich Vischét similarly recalled that when he happened to meet

Strauss after his first trip to Weinsberg,

Bwilliam Nast, “Recollections of David Friedrich &trss, The New Princeton Reviewol. 4 (1887): 345.
PNast, “Recollections,” 345.

*ischer, a close friend of Strauss’s, became fanfiouis own critical adaptation of Hegel's phil@éty
in the field of aesthetics. His piece on StrauBs, Strauss und die Wirtemburger,”Kmitische Gangevol.
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It was as if he was electrified, a deep yearningrdahe poppy seed of the

twilight of spirits passed through him; where héédwd he noticed only

the faintest trace of flat, enlightened rationalisnour discussion, he

disagreed agitatedly, and called everyone heatlweths$urks who would

not follow him into his moon-illuminated magic gard’

Strauss’s recollections of the period confirm timpiessions of Vischer and Nast. In

a piece that he wrote on Kerner in 1839, he pregbietmeeting with Hauffe ten years
earlier as the last stage in a sort of mysticaiation. The moment he read Bohme, he felt
he had a source of direct revelation, on par withBible: “he spoke as seer, as one to
whom the sight is given, to glimpse the living pesvm his own inner being and in
nature ‘as they dip and soar and hold their gofuls’.”* The experience evoked the
kind of “supernaturalistic belief reserved only the prophets and apostles” and
engendered a longing for a “living visual intuitidhebendigen Anschauuhgf the
world of spirit. When he read Kerner’s “Historytwfo Somnambulists,” he said it cast a
further “rosy sheen over my impressionable yound.5&ut even with these works in
hand, Strauss still wished to pass beyond the foeliring medium, dead writing,” and
encounter the spirit realm in a living, presentfdf The trip to see Hauffe would satisfy
this desire. The time of his departure was, heesyita solemn moment...l had the feeling
that...I was approaching a most mysterious andfiiioig consecration, that | was

entering into a connection with the invisible wotthét until then | had only longed for in

1 (Tubingen, 1844), 3-130, emphasizes the conflieficationalism and Wirttemberg Pietism in Strauss
intellectual development. He presents this confteeas the force that shaped Strauss into a leading
representative of théeitgeist

%\jischer, “Dr. Strauss,” 94.

9Justinus Kerner,” 11 (quoting GoetHeaus).

*Ibid., 13.
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vain.”®® When he met Hauffe, she entered into a somnamtratice and predicted that
he would “never know unbelief.” For Strauss, thpenence was “incomparable”: “|
remember no similar moment in my lifé*He describes how her face underwent a
“heavenly transfiguration” and she spoke in the Simqmure German”; when he gave her
his hand, he felt as if his “entire mind and bdengopen to her” and the floor fell out
from under hint’ Strauss did not doubt that he was in the presehaejenuine seeress,
one who trafficked with a higher world. For somaediafterward, he lived surrounded by
a sense of enchantmefithe miracle was no longer a distant thing whichseeght. It
became a living presenc®”

Nevertheless, Strauss’s mystical inclinations ditlast. His feeling of
enchantment soon dissipated. During a later \osWinsberg, Hauffe, in her declining
health, failed to recognize him. His interest ia &ktracurricular pursuits waned, and in
courses with Baur and others he fell gradually amdittingly under the “scientific
spell,” of Schleiermacher’s “dialectics”: Schleieaamer posited, namely, that all
phenomena must correspond to the existing worldfiamdthin a coherent view of God
and nature, or the infinite and finite. AdmittedBghleiermacher was a romantic thinker
and defender of religious faith: he emphasizedtramount significance of religious
feeling; he drew on Schelling and offered a moaistinception of the cosmos as a living
and evolving totality; he worked against the negatendencies of the enlightenment to
bring scientific rationality and religious faithtoha complementary unity. But he also

opened a decidedly critical approach to the Biblé theology. Schleiermacher felt that

Ibid., 17.
%Ibid., 18.
Ibid.

%hid., 19
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the most relentlessly scientific study would nontradict religious truth. Furthermore, he
claimed that devout feeling and scientific analydgfered grounds for perceiving distinct
religious truths, a claim which granted authoritys-rauch as Kant's philosophy—to the
experience of the subject, over and against aiyioak object, event, or person. Strauss
would soon come into conflict with Schleiermachleoat numerous points of historical
analysis and Christology in the gospels; however&aubenslehrdirst convinced him

to set his own self-consciousness above mystiqaance and biblical authority.

With this critical turn back to the grounds of setinsciousness, Strauss and his
friends felt their old worldnverted “we stood on new spiritual terrain, from which,
looking back on the old enchanted ladafiberland of clairvoyance, magic, and
sympathy, everything appeared turned on its hemaf’den Kopf geste]lt® He would
begin to express this changed, inverted perspeicti¥830 with the piece on the distinct
views of Hauffe’s clairvoyance. He attributes hasnpulsion to write this work to the
sudden popularity of KernerSeeresss well as a need to reconcile his discordant
experiences over the previous years, “I was drivea need to make sense of a
phenomenon which had preoccupied me for so IdfgHe did not entirely dismiss the
truth of Hauffe’s revelations in this work; howeybe sought to analyze her experiences
strictly on this-worldly terrain. As such, the alé already “plainly betrayed an author
whom Schleiermacher had just taught to think anspeak.** It led to a short-lived
falling out with Kerner.

When Strauss began to study Hegel, his demystifiyicighations fixed even more

firmly in place. Here as in his study of Schleieaomar, Strauss not only gravitated to a

“Ibid., 22.
109hig.
0%hid., 22-23.
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thinker who offered critical resources for theolmdistudy, but also interpreted these
resources in a one-sidedly critical light. Heged &thleiermacher’s attempts to reconcile
WissenschatindGlaubeleft some room for interpretation. When Hegel adjthat
philosophy and theology led to the same truthsef@mple, some conservative
theologians took this to mean that Christian dogmaxe philosophically true; Strauss,
on the other hand, ultimately took it to mean thablogy had to be translated—and
dissolved—into the higher, scientific truths of lpsbphy. When Schleiermacher posited
that historical criticism did not impinge on thattr of Christ, Schleiermachians such as
August Neander, for example, and Hermann Olshacisémed the historical “facticity”
of supernaturalistic ided§? for Strauss, the “spell of Schleiermacher’s ditst
already worked like an inoculation against thessvel

In the piece on Kerner and in later writings, S¢sapresents his critical turn in the
late 1820’s as a decisive break with his earlyaation to everything occult and mystical.
But his early mysticism and later skepticism stood more difficult and intimate
connection than this picture suggests. Nast's ctaarzation offers indications to that
effect: “To the question whether Strauss indicatdd|e in the preparatory seminary, his
extreme skeptical bent,” he writes, “it is diffittd give a categorical reply,” but adds “In
a peculiay yet disguised or equivocal wdymay say that he did**® Strauss admittedly
shared the “chilly” and rationalistic bent of thiaer seminarians. Nast locates the real

sign of his skepticism, however, in the very intgnef his interest in everything strange

192August Neandeas Leben Jesu Christi in seinem geschichtlichenrdanhange und seiner
geschichtlichen Entwickelurji@he Life of Jesus in its Historical Context and Elepmeni{Hamburg:
Perthes, 1837); Hermann Olshaudiblischer Commentar Gber sémmtliche SchriftenNegen
Testaments zunéachst fir Prediger und Studir¢Bdaical Commentary on the Collected Writings o th
New Testament Primarily for Preachers and Studgkisnigsberg: A.W. Unzer, 1830).

1%Nast, “Recollections,” 345.
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and supernatural. Strauss pursued occult phenowiéman earnest curiosity that
outpaced that of his friends. And yet, even athtbight of this pursuit, his words and
actions always appeared tempered throughout witleita of fine irony”: “We were
never sure he fully meant what he said. We coutdai@ his words to mean what they
appeared to meart® One could not be sure even if this ironic detaatinfe! to the
credit of Strauss’s religiosity or skepticism. Aftétrauss wrote thieife in 1835, Nast half
expected him to follow with a work that gathereddtiner and systematized the rebuttals
from his opponent&?®

Nast's account is anecdotal but incisive. Thisizimg blend of serious, frank
engagement with esoteric religious matters antileas$ would have it, “chilly” rationality
forms an integral part of Strauss’s critical orain. His 1839 account of the trip to
Weinsberg ten years earlier is tinged with ironlye Tepeated references to his search for
a “direct vision,” for example, should be readight of his statement, a few pages later,
that after he read Schleiermacher the whole “magsedm” of somnambulism etc.
appeared “turned on its head.” Strauss presentsiyisécal world of his youth through a
camera obscuralean-Marie Paul suggests that letters that heewoahis friend Binder
at the time manifest a similar “ironic distanciatid®® If Strauss presents his youthful
Bildungas a mystical initiation, it is an ironic or invedtinitiation. After he completes
his passage toward the “living presence” or “dirgsion” of the divinity, Strauss
finishes this “mysterious and terrifying conseaatiby abandoning his mystical

impulses.

%4bid., 344-5
109pid.
1083 _M. Paul D.F. Strauss143.
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Thus Strauss’s autobiographical coming-of-age spoegents a distinct, modern
and scientific vision oBildung, understood as both “culture” and “education.” In
romantic thought and in the philosophy of histangividual development mirrors that of
human culture in history writ large. For StraB#dung encompasses the general process
by which a scientific worldview supplants an archai youthful affinity for mysticism,
miracle, and immediate revelation. In the introducto thelife of Jesushe traces this
process oBildungon the historical stage. In the modern age, pesiple taking the
world in a naive and immediate way; they learnde the mediated chains of this-
worldly causes and effects that make up the natud&r™®’ Education and the progress
of research enable them to uncover these medianahe heart of any idea, no matter
how extraordinary: “Becaudgldungis in general mediation, the progressiBilung of
the people will always know more clearly the medias which an idea requires for its
efficacity.”° The idea of God as a personal and transcendeatleiworker, in
particular, gives way over time to the scientifiew that nothing can break or transcend
the laws of nature.

At the same time, Straus®sldungsnarrative models a scientific disposition and
critical affect. When confronting an obscure, “liigtng” or arcane religious subject, one
may be tempted to turn away in fear or scoff irbdigf. But a scientific theologian
should engage it with earnest respect—even as doimgay turn a dearly-held world of
belief on its head. Strauss writes in 1836 thasthentific study of possessed people, for
example, requires a “sharp, but not already untieligtesting of the facts-*°

From an Equivocal Affinity to an “Inverted Image” o f the Nocturnal Side of Nature

107 31835 vol.1, 1-2; 1892, 39-40.
108 3 1835 vol.1, 2; 1892, 40.
109Charakteristiken und Kritiker807.
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Strauss’s writings on the nocturnal side of nahet®veen 1830 and 1839
epitomize his equivocal approach. He takes thewatsdy Kerner and others of esoteric
phenomena seriously, even as he demystifies mathewofclaims. In the 1836 response
to Kerner and EschenmayeBscounts he defines this alternative as an “inverted inffage
[verkehrte Abbilflof their theory, analogous to Copernicus’s ini@rof Ptolemaic
astronomy**° The trope of inversion brings together the scfiendisposition that he
represented in hiBildungsnarrative with his critical adaptation of romarnteories of
mind and nature. It echoes his youthful turn awaynfthe topsy-turvy “magical realm”
of clairvoyants and sympathetic cures under thé ep8&chleiermacher’s dialectics;
however, it also defines his altered, monistic araderialist turn to an embodied, human
subject.

Strauss advocates for the nocturnal side of naserahce, often in terms that
echo Schubert, Kerner, Meyer, and other romantysiglans. He insists on the quality of
Kerner’s work in particular. He could confirm threstworthiness of Kerner and Hauffe
firsthand. In the opening lines of the 1830 artmheHauffe, he writes,

We cannot accept the opinion of those who attaeKdbts of Kerner’s

writing by supposing in that a sick woman meanddceive us and that

the doctor falsifies his observations. The writethe present essay, and in

fact all impartial readers of Kerner’s work, cateat that this supposition

is groundlesg™
The young Strauss regarded Hauffe with a degresteem that bordered on reverence.

He could not believe she was insane. When notrimfagnetic state, she was an entirely

1%bid., 304.
1iCharakteristikerund Kritiken 391.
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“sensible” erstandiggand “pleasant” persoht? Furthermore, she was beyond the point
of fabricating her afflictions. Later he would vajt‘She was certainly not a swindler, but
an unfortunate woman, deeply to be pitiétf Kerner, on the other hand, he recognized
and admired as a painstaking empiricist, one wiodesfrankly about the sometimes
crude facts of human physiology and psychology.

In his response to th&ccounts Strauss also follows Kerner’s lead and emphasizes
the sheer weight of evidence for nocturnal phen@n@fatever modern people make of
demons, ghosts, or clairvoyants, the writings ofrtée Eschenmayer, and others record
“a series of extraordinary factSHatsacheli that demand to be reckoned wit.Strauss
points out that Kerner, like Johann Gassner a cegmtarlier, was only one among the
many credible, cultured experts to bear withegshese phenomena. When ghosts
appeared to a group of prisoners in Weinsberggxxample, Kerner observed the events
in the company of other doctors, court officers] amfessors?®

Occult phenomena deserve priority, for Strauss ashmas for Schubert, in the
study of natural science. The fact that they strttie limits of existing knowledge about
nature only proves that we should apply the tobkc@nce to their investigation. He
acknowledges that most cultured, modern readensatay in “aversion and contempt”
when they come upon ideas about demons and giBagtiheir neglect of these matters
is, “a shame, since Kerner’s writings are for tbetdr, the philosopher, in general for

those who seek knowledge of the hidden depths wiamunature, of the highest

12 3ystinus Kerner,” 19.
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significance.**® They shed light on blind spots in existing knovgedibout human
health and sicknegs’ Antipathy to the occult can therefore mask an uryiteg,
unscientific bias: many skeptics fear ridiculendt the phenomena in question. In an
ironic inversion of enlightenment rhetoric, thetfdwat Kerner et al. take “superstitions”
seriously demonstrates their scientific discipkamel disinterest. Kerner makes similar
claims in theSeeress-he quotes Meyer, for example, and writes, “ounideolge of the
higher natural phenomena would have progressed fouttter, if we did not fear the rod
of quotidian reason, like childref*®

Similar rhetoric pervades Strauss’s work in the83n his writings on early
Christianity as in his work on the nocturnal sidenature, he fixates on subjects that
provoke learned people’s feelings of “aversion®tonidity.” In the introductory lines of
the 1834.ife of Jesushe stakes his credibility as a scientific crditthe fact that he
keeps his eyes open to those alienating, ancientegits of the gospels that provoke a
“sense of repulsiont**—primitive stories about demons, resurrectionsgimand the
imminent end of the world, for example. Contempgigrologists, including many
rationalist theologians, covered over these elesn@néxplained them away. Strauss
focuses on them and claims they are the most éalspatts of Christianity. Strauss’s
dogged fixation on repulsive religious facts in thiel-1830’s recapitulates his youthful,

unflinching pursuit of a direct vision and “horrifig...consecration” in the encounter

with Hauffe.

18Charakteristken und Kritiker801-2.
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Nevertheless, Strauss also manifests the sameaa@&aptin his psychological
writings, that Nast detected in his early affirfity the occult. The crux of his
equivocation appears, ironically, at the pointr@f tomantic physicians’ commitment to
empirical data. For Strauss, Kerner et al. canteg¢avrong conclusions because of their
strict scientific empiricism, their reflexive sulssion to the facts at hand. In the 1830
piece on Hauffe, he maintains that Kerner’s expees had proven stronger than his
theoretical faculties. Kerner’s views on ghost-sgéimust emerge naturally in those
overwhelmed by their direct viewing of such matt&#%—an experience to which Strauss
could personally attest.

This criticism reappears in his response to Kesartountssix years later. The
Accountdncluded some of Kerner and Eschenmayer’s mosi@ads claims, beginning
with the thesis, “that it is a fact, that there gp&its, which appear to men, and demons,
which take hold of them'*! They maintained that age-old popular religiousdiglabout
ghosts and demons provided the only explanatianvwtha adequate to the empirical
results of their studies. “The theory which they fanward, they say, is not added by
them,” Strauss explains, “but lies already in thet$, and imposes itself so irresistibly
with these, that only arbitrary violence can suriti&@om them.*?? Kerner excuses
himself from theorizing entirely. He claims thajpexience leads inexorably to his
conclusions in two ways. On the one hand, the hgsi$ of actual demons corresponds
with uniform consistency to the testimonies of gssed people—as in his writings on

Hauffe, Kerner grants significant authority to bigjects’ claims. On the other hand, this
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hypothesis explains the strange, difficult fact$haf matter in one sweep, with
remarkable ease and clarity.

Strauss concedes that Kerner’s appeal to actuabniekeeps him from becoming
entangled in a whole “web of difficultie$®® From the perspective of common sense,
Kerner’s is thenostcompelling and plausible explanation. But his casidns are still
wrong. Kerner errs when he attempts to suspendhaoyetical presuppositions or
reasoning about the existing world. Ironically,fakls back onto the strict, sensualist
materialism that he despised in contemporary meeliand theology: Kerner begins from
“the claim, which outstrips even the crassest eigipin, that the scientific explanation
can be only the tautological repetition of expecii!®* A scientist cannot fail to think
about the theoretical coherence of his or her atesjust as he or she must consider its
correspondence to the existing world of establidhets. Strauss offers the Copernican
analogy by way of explanation. Kerner and Eschemmatand in the same position as
proponents of the pre-Copernican astronomical sysiée older astronomy “speaks
with invincible persuasiveness for the turning edten and the resting of the earth,” and
“all appearances can be explained sufficiently ftbia presupposition'®° Copernicus’s
novel hypothesis, on the other hand, had led mopeople to accept ideas that were
contrary to their experience—the “invisibility amdperceptibility of the turning of the
earth,” for example, and “the fact that a portidt® inhabitants periodically hang upside
down.”™?® Matters are not always as they appear at firstoglaModern science had

learned accordingly to pass “beyond the appearanitee essence.” After Copernicus,
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we must accept that “the correct theory of the igciot always the exact one, but rather
from time to time is its inverted imag&**

But what is this “inverted image”? The analogy ezha famous passage from the
preface to Kant'€Critique of Pure Reasgmne with which Strauss was familiar. Here
Kant elaborates on his postulate that objectsaradd through tha priori forms
supplied by subjective cognition. He explains tha#¢sembles Copernicus’s heliocentric
theory. Previous philosophers had tried to restileeseparation between subject and
object by making cognition correspond to objectthimworld; Kant suggests instead that
objects have their grounds in consciousness: wavwe@mpressions of the world that our
cognition forms into what we perceive and undeigt&e do not need to search for a
universal ground for knowledge, then, since wereah secure on the universality of the
forms by which we cognize them. He adds,

This would be just like the first thoughts of Copieus, who, when he did

not make good progress in the explanation of thestial motions if he

assumed that the entire celestial host revolvasnarthe observer, tried to

see if he might not have greater success if he rtiedebserver revolve

and left the stars at rel$t
Kant claims that he and Copernicus both deviseid sieeentific views of the world by
considering how observers constitute phenomena.

Like Kant, Strauss emphasizes the mediating r@ed subject plays in shaping
objective experience. The correct, inverted viewmes when we step back from the

object onto the grounds of subjective self-consai@ss. This correction would apply

127 th;

Ibid., 304.
24 mmanuel KantCritique of Pure Reasored. and trans. Paul Guyer and Allen W. Wood (Giafge:
Cambrdige University Press, 1998), 110.
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first to the perspective of the scientific obser¥erner needs to slacken his fixation on
the objective facts at hand in order to see hovit@sries mediate them. The experiences
of possessed people can be explained on the samedy: Claims about demons and
ghosts may seem satisfying, just like the old Pbalie system of astronomy. However,
even clearer explanations will ensue if we consildat ghost appearances are “merely
subjective,”—just as Copernicus provided the matit/ing view of celestial bodies
when he considered that their observed movemeatge“their (likewise subjective)
ground in the yearly motion of the earti*As in Copernicus’s heliocentric theory and
Kant's critical philosophy, this is not to sugg#st subjective perceptions are illusions.
In the article on Hauffe, Strauss rejects the “agidn theory,” for example—the notion
that Hauffe’s visions were hallucinations that sbhenmunicated to the imaginations of
present observers. Rather, the consciousness efvalos and patients gives form to the
real world that they see and describe.

The “subject” to whom Strauss wishes to turn, havediffers from that of Kant.
Strauss's subject, including its consciousnesanisedded wholly within the organic
order of nature. He embraced the organic monis8cbtlling and Schleiermacher. He
could not accept a separation between ideal comsioass and the actual world of things-
in-themselves. In addition, he was influenced byantic medical studies of human
physiology and psychology. He adopted many of Kesrtbeories about bodies and
souls—including ideas about magnetism, for exanfdbeve all, he embraced Kerner’s
attempt to localize spiritual phenomena in the nigandividual body. Consequently,
Strauss’s “subject” is not only the subject of “solusness,” but a living body that

exists in nature. It is an embodied, historicalvidual.
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Frederike Hauffe and the Embodied Limits of Spirit

The 1830 piece on Hauffe offers a first image @ thverted view. Strauss’s new
perspective shows through especially in his resptm$iauffe, Kerner, and
Eschenmayer’s notion of the “nerve-spiriNdrvengeidt an obscure, spiritual-material
organ that Kerner credited Hauffe with having dised. In theSeeressHauffe appears
at times in the role of a theorist alongside Keiret Eschenmayer. Kerner records
numerous statements in which Hauffe bases her tgpasee ghosts, demons, and
spiritual realms on the work of her nerve-spirhie$resents the nerve-spirit as an
embodied spiritual force, embedded in our physieaVes, that enables us to perceive the
world. The eye receives impressions of objectsekample, through its mediating
work.*® Hauffe claims that because the nerve-spirit stamdse height of organic nature,
it establishes contact between bodies and soutsiab as bodies and the wotfd.It
lingers on therefore after death, at which tintakes the shape of a “hull of ether”
around the dead person’s soul. Ghostly beingsanritermediate realm between life and
death can use this ethereal hull to manipulateeghenatter in the atmosphere, by which
they produce sounds audible to humans. Kerner agdueople’s sensations of phantom
limbs as evidence for the existence of the nergtSp? Hauffe’s nerve-spirit gives a
semi-tangible, natural ground for links betweenjsctis and objects, like animal
magnetism. But the nerve-spirit also resembles etagforces in that it is mysterious
and opens a broader, nocturnal spectrum of peueeptwers.

This psychophysical account of the nerve-spiritndran many of the ketppoi of

romantic medical theories of magnetism and somnésmbuHauffe claims that in a
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normal, waking state, a person cannot hear thedsoonade by the dead or see their
corresponding souls. Our perceptive powers rermaprisoned in our material body and
rational brain. A healthy brain protects the boayni the perceptions of the epigastric
region, the seat of magnetic forces. Moreover, amot make spiritual matter an object
of perception because it is what enables us teepardn the first place: simply put, “the
subject cannot at the same time be the objé¢Hauffe and Kerner posit that her illness
had diminished the brain’s protective-dominatingvpoand loosened her nerve-spirit to
an abnormal degree from its bodily support. Haaffegrceptions of the inner spiritual
realm are part and parcel with her relative projrto physical deatf* Thanks to this
loosening, she can turn her spiritual gaze inwlaagk on her soul, in the somnambulic
state of trance. This inward turn creates an ettawaber of soul and spirit, in which her
spiritual energies and sensitivity are heighteadshe passes into the inner realm, she
begins to see and hear things that are normalemdrom waking perception, including
the souls and voices of the de€dd.

Strauss rejects the hypothesis of the nerve-spi@tclaims, first, that no organic
phenomenon can exist without living, material suppsecond, that any autonomous,
living being is a closed unity of its various orgaand members. Even the nerves, for
example, which find their center in the brain anel therefore among the highest
expressions of organic life, stop working withouiveang body to sustain and reproduce

them. Why, then, would the “nerve-spirit” be anffetient? It must stand in the same
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relation to the nerves as that in which they stantie body; without living nerves, there
is no nerve-spirit>®

Strauss admits that Kerner and Eschenmayer coygdtab this account of bodies
and souls on the basis of analogies from naturemdfeegularly explains spirit beings
through the analogy of a butterfly, for examplejahhcasts off its pupa and lives on
independently; human children also live on withiha parents who produced them. But
these “products,” Strauss counters, are preciselynples of closed, independent
organisms, “whose various parts are organized amghged into a living unity, by which
they are capable of an autonomous life”; the nepigt, on the other hand, “is
essentially a simple thing, without hands or feetlisconnected Spiritu$* The same
reasoning would apply if we conceded the exist&i@nerve-spirit but took it only as a
“principle” and “grounding force,” or if we placatdeven more firmly within the natural-
material order. A bodily principle only can be stacexist where there is a body on which
it operates. And if the nerve-spirit is a part afure, then what do dead souls eat, for
example®*®*The critique rests as such on a monistic and naditeriziew of the subject:
an individual is an autonomous totality of the meges and organs that constitute it; the
operation of these various members is limited érttaterial life of the body.

At this point, we can see how Strauss's alteredegation of the subject and its

limits also alters Kant's critical epistemology. ##Kant located the universal
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foundations of knowledge in cognition, he placedrmtaries on what we could know.
Our understanding cannot pass beyond the organizonky of our minds to grasp things
as such, as they exist out there in the world. Wesling with objects of science, we
deal only with appearances. In Strauss’s viewhercbntrary, things-in-themselves are
accessible to scientific understanding. He appeaunsdermine the limits that Kant had
set on scientific knowledge. For Strauss as foreflicy or Hegel, our consciousness is
bound up with the universe itself. And if humane part of nature, then human “self-
consciousness” is also the self-consciousnessajrgianic cosmos. It is objective spirit
coming to know itself. There is consequently nasogeto limit what we can know to the
realm of appearances. Thus, while Strauss’s appé&abpernicus resembles Kant's in
many respects, it also includes the very un-Karntlaim that the inverted viewpasses
beyond the appearante the essence®

In fact, Strauss sets his own critical limits omsggmology. But he does not place
these limits at the gap between consciousnesshenddrld. Rather, they are part of the
world itself. The bounds of epistemology are th@eain effect, as those of ontology.
Naturphilosophigrepared the way for this view. Schelling claimieat tdistinctions
between subjects and objects or finite beingseak but are part of a dynamic, evolving
totality that exceeds and constitutes them. Theéndis finite subjects that make up the
world are hypostatized eddies in the productivesftd the world-soul. As the world-soul
presses onward and evolves, the hypostatized edidsslve back into it. Kerner
similarly claims that the living, rational subjesta calcified extension of the totality, and
that in death the subject is immersed once agdimeigrand totality of nature. Hence

broken, dying bodies and minds have special adogb® hidden order of the cosmos.
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Strauss recognizes with Kerner and Schelling teeahchy of polarities between distinct
beings or products within the organic totality. Bietalso adds a Kantian, critical twist:
he insists on and radicalizes the limits of thas@nttions. The action of any magnetic
forces, human spirits, or world-soul cannot exdadedimits inscribed in the natural
order of life. When Strauss inverts Kerner’s theang turns to the subject, he turns back
to a unitary being that is closed, mortal, and eddh For Kant, legitimate scientific
knowledge stops at the limits of subjective congsiess; for Strauss, it stops at the dead
human body.
Kerner could still appeal approvingly to Kant’s wWom a discussion of the spirit-

world in theSeeressKerner recalls that Kant, “that deep thinker,tetain his “Dreams
of a Ghost-Seer” that he could not bring himselfgject the credibility of all ghost
stories. Individual stories might be improbablet taken together they offer some weight
of evidence. Even more, Kant refuses to make artgineclaims about bodies and souls
in life and death:

Kant...expresses that he knows as little of howhtlmaan spirit passes

beyond a person, i.e., its condition after deatheknows of how it

enters into the world, i.e., how to explain its getion and propagation;

or even how it exists in the present world, i.ewht could be an

immaterial nature in a body through which it iseeffve
This reticence stands in stark contrast with Se'auspproach to the nerve-spirit. Strauss
too claims that ghost stories may have some basect, and he cites the weight of the

evidence; but he preserag$riori limits on the organic nature of the facts in quasti

14%erner,Seherin 293-4.
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Strauss’s architectonics of living and dead bodres souls establishes an insuperable
boundary against the possibility of certain spaitphenomena.

Strauss's vision of the scientific method diffacsordingly. From the 1830’s
onward, he repeatedly affirms his commitment toegixpental method: a scientist must
abstain from conclusions until he has all of thetefan hand and works with as few
presuppositions as possible. When, inAlseounts for example, he commends “a sharp,
but not at the outset already unbelieving exanmomatif the facts,” he then adds that one
should begin with aBpoché&'in regard to the theory...which does not let ¢beclusion
be rushed, but rather allows its further developrberdeferred to further, unknown
observations and investigatiotf:"“Ghosts” and “demons” belong to a class of obdgure
known phenomena at best; it is better for us tbaestent with only one known and
accessible presupposition: the condition of théfésing subject,” the possessed
individual }*? But Strauss’s caution does not lead him to suspenchonist and
materialist worldview: the turn to a knowable, ‘®uing subject” keeps us firmly in its
bounds. Experimental method, like subjective camsess, forms part of the natural
order of embodied life. While Strauss remains temedy open to new facts, any
theoretical explanation of them must keep to th#ines of that order.

Magdalena Grombach, Anna U, and the Psychophysic&ondition of Demonomania

Strauss’s 1836 response to Amountgresents a series of examples in which his
openness to spiritual phenomena enables him toa@fiturn radical limits on their
possible authenticity. He focuses in his respomsthe two cases that Kerner had

observed personally: that of Magdalena Grombatie, ¢irl from Orlach,” and “Anna

¥ICharateristiken und Kritiken307.
14%bid., 306.



65

Maria U,” also from Wurttemberg. Kerner diagnodesiit conditions as a form of
demonomania, specifically the “kakoddmonisch-magaolet [evil-demonic magnetic]
variety. He adduces precedents for this designéton the New Testament and modern
history. At the same time, he distinguishes théemonic paroxysms” from Hauffe’s
somnambulic-magnetic trance. Strauss agrees thagther term exists for the diagnosis
of these women than to call them “possessed,” euwtdus that the name should not
imply that we are dealing with cases of literal denpossessiotf>

Grombach and Anna U's conditions began in distiagts. Anna U's seemed to
spring from within. Her experiences resembled thadfdbe demoniacs in the New
Testament. She suffered from seizures for four hmohefore she began to speak in a
demonic voice. In Grombach'’s case, on the othed hidne demonic activity began
outside of her. Before her possession, she witdesseries of paranormal occurrences.
She first saw visions of sinister animals and tvenfof a white ghost. At the same time,
strange things began to happen on the farm wherévd@d—cows were released from
their pens, for example, or found with their tauésd mysteriously together. The “black
form of a monk” soon began to appear to Grombaeh.ftl-fledged demonic state
began when this figure wrapped his fingers arowsrdhleck and entered into her body.

In spite of their differences, key, shared featufethe women's experiences
enabled Kerner to categorize them together. Inquaat, in their “paroxysms,” both
Anna U's and Grombach'’s consciousnesses seeméd disalaced™** They sought to
resist the demons as hated attackers, but thésspsurped their organs and voices and

forced them to move and speak. Grombach’s demdkespaa rough, bass voice that did
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not resemble her own. She identified this demoth@soul of a monk who had died
centuries earlier after he raped and murdered aTheiwomen were also visited by
good, tutelary spirits—in Grombach'’s case, the gbbthe nun—who protected them
from the attacks. These similarities set the woerpmlly apart from Hauffe. Kerner
found, for example, that magnetic passes werecliésstive with them. In fact, the

demon sometimes responded to these attempts atdbglcompelling its host to

perform counter-strokes. When he passed his hawdrdo move magnetic forces
toward Grombach's brain region, the demon compétlieghatient to move her hand
down along her body in the opposite directiétKerner therefore supplanted this
treatment with exorcisms. In addition, although fimand other somnambulists spoke at
times of good, tutelary spirits and encounters wdhls of the dead, these other women
never experienced a wholesale displacement of tiagive consciousness—an “exchange
of self"—like Anna U and Grombach did.

This displacement forms the crux of Kerner and Eratayer’s views on demon
possession. Kerner appends to the study of Groméaetiection by a friend, a Pastor
Gerber, who voices their shared sense of wonderatehis aspect of demonic states:

Most marvelous is the exchange of personality difficult to find a
name for this state. The girl loses consciousress;|” disappears or
rather another “I” takes its place. Another spiotv takes possession of
this organism, of its sense organs, of its nermelsnauscles, speaks with

its throat, thinks with its brain nerve®,
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In an allusion to the New Testament Gospel accoafiemons, Gerber then adds, “it is
just as if someone stronger comes and chases ther @ut of the house and then looks
comfortably out of the window as if it were his ai” Kerner records numerous
incidents that give evidence of this displacemEletemphasizes that the demonic
personalities differ from the customary disposii@i the two women and that they can
recall buried memories and obscure events in tva’sochistory. Gerber adds that we
should distinguish their experiences from thosmséne or dreaming people—the man
so convinced he is Caesar, for example, that lgefshe is a cobbler. The demoniacs
suffer from a divided consciousness: the demonicaegl possessed individual remain
aware of one another even as one prevails overthtee at different time&?® With these
details in hand, Gerber, Kerner, and Eschenmagss@demon possession apart from
insanity. Like Hauffe, the demoniacs’ magnetic mgties grant them access to souls in
the Hades region and vice versa. In their casegelierythe souls in question are often
manifestly evil. In his concluding reflections, Bsomayer argues that possessions form
part of the cosmic, religious struggle between gawd evil spiritual forces.

Strauss embraces the nuance with which GerbeKarer distinguish between
types and degrees of psychological disorder. Butrimgs the Manichean drama that they
use to support it within the immanent frame ofwwemen's individual bodies and minds.
To begin, he localizes the demoniacs’ spirituatlban their subjective bodies. He takes
his cue from the very romantic theories of phyggithat Kerner, Eschenmayer, and
others developed. The fact that demonomania woeidlter these physicians, Strauss

says, surprises him:
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The only person who could marvel at the fact thatdiseased inner life

disintegrates into duality, one so to speak subje@nd one objective,

one dominating and one suppressed “l,” is who deé&now, or does not

think clearly, that the “I” is already in itself drin a healthy condition this

duplicity of a subject-objecf?
The “I,” the Ego, namely, is divided between theeteal and ganglion systems, the brain
and the epigastric region. These two distinct par® a closed unity—the individual
self or subject. It is surprising to see peopleifiamwith magnetic conditions present the
dualistic, “crass postulate” that an Ego and itdybcould be split, “as if a log or a wedge
were driven in betweert™® Magnetism offers a clear alternative explanation.
somnambulic trance, for example, the ganglioni¢esysprevails over the brain and
nerves; the rational mind appears suppressed\erdaut entirely. Why then could we
not assume that a similar derangement occurs igegemn, “an imprisonment of the
brain’s activity in that of the ganglia...in whithe former remains in consciousness as
what is suppressed and human, the latter as theifing demonic aspect? He offers
as evidence of this view the mediating, tutelanyitspthat appear to both of the women
alongside their demons: these figures, who drawvibraen back toward a healthy state,
are objectified representations of the underlyingyuof their mind—just as the divided
“demon” and “self” represent the internal divisiasfgheir own consciousness. The
presence of these mediating figures demonstraétshtése women have not succumbed

entirely to the dominance of the epigastric forces.
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Contrasted with this subjective psychophysical aration, the hypothesis that a
demon usurps the demoniac’s subjective conscioasnast appear, he says, as an
unnecessarydeus ex machind®? Strauss uses the same phrase to describe thg tifeor
the nerve-spirit> In both cases, it connotes the unfitting, superfiicharacter of these
hypotheses: demons and the nerve-spirit come osctitee without precedent to tidily
solve and explain the conditions in question. Betachinaalso conveys the closed
nature of the self, its composite and autonomotadityin a unity of interlocking and
mutually sustaining parts. As a principle of subijexlife, any soul or spirit is only as
real as the living parts that comprise it. Straapsissage through romantic medicine and
philosophy defines a remarkably negat®fapproach to spiritual matters. Ironically,
Kerner, Schelling, and Schubert had opened foradhnadical anti-supernaturalism that
extended to souls, nerve-spirits, and world-souls.

It bears insisting, however, that the rigor of timaterialism rests precisely on the
fact that it is not strictly mechanistic. In a nepd Strauss’sife of Jesusn 1836,

Christian Hermann Weisse remarks that “speculatbservers of nature” had made
possible a more definitive counter to miracles thesvious enlightenment materialism

had done. For the latter, natural law stands ondragainst any ostensible rupture in its
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1%Strauss’s approach is negative in an ambivalent @aythe one hand, it serves to establish limits on
spirit. On the other hand, this negative criticidages not follow the course of previous rational@m
deism. The negative movement is recuperated. & doeturn away from or reject what it identifiess a
irrational, sick, dead, or disordered (e.g., thel@isuperstitious people, demonomania). Rather the
progress of science and culture depends, for Straasour ability to grasp and make sense of wafi¢sl
reason. As we confront the unsettling or seemiirghfional facts of nature and human experience, we
define the limits of spirit and transform our owaneciousness; we drive on the development of @ultur
The negative movement of criticism comprises iomaiity, sickness, error, and fanaticism within a
humanistic economy of spiritual development. Intthied and fourth chapters, | will consider whehnest
approach leads Strauss into proximity with Hega#sv of negativity and the progress of modern $piri
especially as these appear in Bleenomenology of Spiritere negativity signifies the creative capaaity t
think in opposition to or beyond what already exiStrauss was one of the first major figures snday to
interpret this work, and Hegel's philosophy, ireaalutely humanistic and critical fashion
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operation only as a superficial, external limiteTdpeculative philosopher of nature, on
the other hand, places spirit wholly within natagea closed but infinite and universal
totality. Consequently, any break with the natiaal would demand a radical
contradiction—it would “fully negate and suspend #Httual self, the substance and
concept of nature'® Strauss develops this view into a systematic form

Strauss defines the limits Gfeist mind or spirit, in effect, by making room for it
within the confines of an immanent order. Psychimlalgand spiritual phenomena are real
and efficacious for Strauss. Even magnetic healmgkclairvoyance are possible within
embodied limits. His first premise, that demon gss#on can be traced to a unitary
subjective Ego, sets the boundaries of his subse@malysis, but he goes on to interpret
an array of Kerner’s individual observations onsthénmanent grounds. In some cases
he appeals directly to theories about somnambtadies. He grants Grombach certain
powers of precognition, for example, which might@allowed her to know that a
neighbor would help her with building her barn loaitta stranger would give her some
gold. Tellingly, he presents this as a countedterm@ative, supernaturalistic religious
explanations: magnetic precognition gave an ohjeddrm to what Grombach took as a
“revelation of spirit.*>® When Anna U’s demon instructs her that the panfwhich she
will eat is cracked and lets her know where shefitehanother, Strauss explains this as
well as an example of the “far-seeing” powers ofjnetic individuals->’

But this startling elasticity within the immanentier only illuminates more

starkly its boundaries. If clairvoyance is possilblerve-spirits are an unnecessdeys

155Christian Hermann Weisse, quoted in August Thol@ik,Glaubwiirdigkeit der evangelischen
Geschichte: zugleich eine Kritik des Lebens JesuStoauss : fir theologische und nicht theologische
Leser(Hamburg: Perthes, 1837), 95-6.
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ex machinaAlthough magnetism is possible, “demons” andéfaity spirits” are better
understood as projections of people's inner magiieés. Strauss's appeals to
paranormal phenomena blend invariably into psyaliodd explanations that feel more
modern and critical. For example, when Kerner ersgzies how strange it is that the
poorly-educated Grombach'’s tutelary spirit can neriner obscure Bible verses, Strauss
counters, “Among somnambulists scenes from easdigkihood, long hidden from the
healthy mind, often appear in the most clear ligft His view of somnambulism does
not lead back to romanticism and mysticism. Rathanticipates a modern theory of
repression: when the defensive forces of the rationind fade away, buried memories
come to the fore. The contents of these memoresféen matters of scandalous import,
moreover—crimes and taboo behavior. The ghostsrig®ons of “deceit, drunkenness,
fornication, denial of paternity, brawls, and mutdare typical of the lower class of
people to whom the ghost was supposed to belorays3t claims, but also “can be
fabricated unconsciously in diseases belongingtple in the same class, when their
imagination is excited to the point of a patholagisroduction.**® The limits of spirit
are defined by the embodied life of the subjea second sense, then: spiritual
phenomena are possible, but only as long as tleegasistent with a person's cultural,
physical, and psychological experience.
Elisabeth Esslinger and the Cultural Conditions ofParanormal Experience

At the same time, these psychological and culaspkects of Anna U and
Grombach's experiences become objects of analysieir own right. Strauss’s turn to

the subjective grounds of paranormal experienc@nlytunderwrites his critique of

B8hid.
9hid., 321.
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spiritual phenomena; it opens onto the psycholdgiod social conditions through which
these phenomena took shape. If we cannot accepirdeor nerve-spirits, we must
nevertheless account for people's experience of.tiiéhere a phenomenon presses up
against the limits of nature, Strauss asks thatefaeus our attention from the event in
guestion to the subjective mind that conceiveBécause Strauss embraced a monistic
worldview, this turn to the subject would also ldstk to the objective body. It led in
addition to the objective world of culture and brstthat shaped consciousness. He turns
first to the disordered psychophysical state diedelkperiences of the patients in
guestion, as in the cases of Anna U and Magdaleomkach. He then considers the role
that culture, education, and gender play in shahieg perceptions. Demonomania is a
psychophysical disease, but its expression is restliay culture. Thus Grombach's evil
monk makes his confession in the idiom of the ciasscommunity that she shared with
him.

Strauss develops this psychological and culturalysis explicitly in another
piece from 1836 on a series of ghost-sightingsratal prison. The phenomena in this
case began with a woman named Elisabeth Essliaggmost-seer and treasure-seeker
whom Kerner visited in the prison at Weinsberg833. She claimed that she was visited
regularly by the ghost of a fifteenth-century prieto had stolen money from his parish.
This dead priest begged her to visit the spot tmhvhis soul remained bound to the
material world and, when she had done so, to makié salvatiod® After her release

from prison, she granted the request in a welkdte ceremony with many miraculous

5% erner,Eine erscheinung aus dem nachtgebiete der natuchdeine Reihe von Zeugen bestétigt und
dem Naturforschern zum Bedenken mitgeth@iPhenomenon from the Nocturnal Side of Nature:
corroborated by a series of withess and communicefith natural scientific research in mip(Btuttgart
and Tlbingen: J.G. Cotta, 1836), 12-13.
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occurrence$® A variety of witnesses attested to evidence ofgiest's presence and
communications with Esslinger. During the sameqakriellow prisoners, court officials,
Kerner, and people in the nearby town all perceivaalsual, seemingly related
phenomena in or around the prison. Other prisomeasd strange tones and loud noises,
smelled a musty odor, or saw flickering lights aaguely human forms appear. Those at
a further remove described eerie flashes of etelityint, diffuse phosphorescence, and a
gray mist. Others heard similar tones and smelledcsame musty odd¥

Confronted with these various and well-attesteahgfe occurrences, Strauss
follows the same course he had taken with Haufte@Grombach. He does not dispute,
with one exception, that the witnesses really peeckwhat they claimed to have
perceived. Uncharacteristically, he admits thatikgsr alone might have engaged in
some intentional deception—she had been arrestatlifing people, he explains, as part
of her divination and treasure-seeking busir&ssside from the possible exception of
Esslinger, however, it is not a question of de@ephiut of self-deception; we are pitched
back from the phenomena to the underlying subjectientality that shaped them.

This is a different order of self-deception, maeo from that which we saw in
the case of Grombach and Anna U. Their false p&mepwere shaped by life
experiences, but were still partly pathologicaley¥hesulted from the disordered state of
their bodies and minds. There is no question oftedéliness or irrationalityper se
among the witnesses at Weinsberg. He describesksatimger, for example, “as a

widow, uncultured, but still of sound natural readt* Rather, he explains the events in

151 |bid., 205-211.

182Charakteristiken und Kritiker829-331
153bid., 333.

184Charakteristiken und Kritiker829.
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terms of distinctions between the witnesses' genaerthe one hand, and levels of
culture and education, on the other.

Strauss distinguishes between a series of grdupsservers whom Kerner names
in his report: Esslinger and other female prisondes male prisoners in the next room,
those who perceived phenomena in nearby localesthengroup of “learned and
scientific men,” e.g., the district court judgehet civil officials, doctors, and professors
of mathematics and physics who witnessed the ev@&Hisstinctions in physical distance
stand as such alongside distinctions in gendess@ad education. These distinctions
correspond to discrepancies in how the withesseeped the events—discrepancies, in
particular, in how solid and present the ghoststhei voices appeared to individuals in
each group. During one of the ghost's appearaticesyen in the adjoining room saw
only an “indeterminate luminosity,” for example, &k the women in the room itself saw
a human figure. The educated observers heard owdyticulate tones,” when the
prisoners thought they heard words being spokenSBauss does not linger on the
guestion of relative distance. He asks, ratherthdre'it is not clear, that fear and
superstition allowed some to see and hear morewiaarreally to be perceived? In
effect, gender and education have as much of gatiitig influence on how people
perceive paranormal phenomena as their physicais from them.

Strauss asserts as such that subjective expeigshaped from its roots by
distinctions in class, culture, and gender. He dmeglistinguish between the witnesses'
capacity for reasoper seRather, polarities between genders and levels lofreudefine

a relative capacity to mediate and make sense af thie witnesses perceive. They

189pid., 329.
188 hid., 336.
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determine the shape of subjective, rational miadsnuch as the interactions of the
ganglionic and brain systems. Kant had arguedathatur perceptions of the world are
mediated and made possible by subjective consasssior Strauss, this consciousness
is also historical, cultural, and contextual. Idabsut ghosts are not pure fantasies
because they coalesce within the frame of a péaticonode of cultural thought. It is
therefore irresponsible for science to dismissctaans of ghost-seeing clairvoyants and
demoniacs because they give us new informationtdbhouan minds and the way that
culture shapes them. They lead from the critiaadlgof facts to the scientific study of
human consciousness.

This scientific perspective also serves, howewedefine and reinforce the
cultural hierarchy that Strauss uses as an anabgich individual sees, smells, and hears
from the vantage of his or her relatively advancedelayed position in the course of
spiritual Bildung Strauss demands that science take serioushhthe-gisions of
uneducated, lower-class women, but only in thetlgfthierarchical distinctions between
classes, genders, and levels of education. As Sidyss adopts and alters Schubert and
Schelling's accounts of culture. He traces anatolggtween the microcosm of individual
subjective minds and the macrocosm of culture.R@s between the rational mind and
material body mirror those between educated andlightened people, or between men
and women. Furthermore, these polarities are fuki@al. The progress of spirit in
history leads from the worldviews of those domiddtg theHerzgrubto educated
people in whom it stands entirely under the digectf reason. Unlike Schelling or
Schubert, however, Strauss does away with any rieneancessions to the more

intuitive or divine inner life of those on the lomend of the hierarchy. One cannot
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support their claims or perceptions, any more tharshould avoid them. Disordered
ideas must be taken seriously, but they can onfulbecomprehended within a correct,
modern and rational worldview.

The work of science parallels as such the prookdevelopment that takes place
in education and culture. Critical science ensthiesongoing movement &ildung It
stands at the avant-garde of modern progress. &néducated, critical person can stare
religious phenomena in the face without being ovaimed by them. If on the one hand
physical distance keeps us from perceiving theuroet side of nature and on the other
hand education keeps us from being overwhelmed Byen it is up to educated people
to draw as near as possible to these phenomenauwjlitting off the critical resources
of modern culture. An unflinching science alone oadiate their truth; education can
stave off the lingering traces of pre-modern méntal Strauss's youthf@ildungs-
narrative models a kind of heroic, critical dispi@si. His ironic rapprochement with
romanticism serves as a badge of modern honostantent to his scientific nerve.
Strauss knows he is modern and critical becausameonfront directly the temptations
of faith and emerge utterly skeptical.

It bears recalling in addition that Strauss wasing at a time when new
institutions of spiritual authority and inquiry haégun to dominate the cultural
landscape—the university, in particular, and thduas. Strauss struck out against the
dogmatic and apologetic views of orthodox theolngjdut he also challenged the views
of rural folk healers and clairvoyants. In the @tof rural nineteenth-century Germany
a “demoniac” could exercise a surprising degreaudtiority within his or her milieu.

Studies of possession across cultures have higatighe influential social positions that
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possessed women often occupy in their sociétieRural nineteenth-century Germany
was no exception. Kerner describes the various wonte were the subjects of his
reports—Hauffe, Grombach, Anna U, and Esslinger-essiog secret knowledge about
the cosmos, prophesying the future, and interaetitiy dead souls. At times, they act as
mouthpieces and even confessors for these $8uBombach’s tutelary spirit, for
example, asks for aid in her salvation the fimsietithat they meet. On March fourth, she
appears to her in her room, just after the denoalitif the house has begun. She explains
that no one can bring spirits into heaven exceptife savior, Christ; however, “the
earthiness which holds me here below can be takemie by you: through your mouth

| can tell the world the atrocities that weigh oa.tf° She then tells the story of her
relationship with the monk. After she finishes, beul disappears from the eattfl.

When Grombach relates this story, she presenssatpmrable of salvation for the living.
Before the spirit departed, she says, it twicearotd, “no one should wait until after the
end, but should confess his guilt to the world befee dies!*’* This and other similar
revelations exercise extraordinary sway over thenargs friends, their families, and
religious authorities. After the tutelary spiritiseGrombach that she will be cured only if
she promises to tear down her house on the fifiath, her father, a person of stature

in her community, dutifully arranges for the hotisde demolished on the assigned

167See for example Janice Boddy, “Spirit PossessivisRed: Beyond InstrumentalityAnnual Review of
Anthropology23 (1994): 407-434; Susan Starr Sefruikstess, Mother, Sacred Sister: Religions
Dominated by Wome®©xford: Oxford University Press, 1994); Mary Ke|léhe Hammer and the Flute:
Women, Power, and Spirit PossesgiBaltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 20@2y Erika
Bourguignon, “Suffering and Healing, Subordinataord Power,’Ethos32 (2004): 557-574.
1%8Geschichten43-44; 90-94.

9pid., 41.
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date!’? Kerner also accepts the spirit’s promise; he giyesn magnetic cures in the
meantime.

Strauss grants a certain legitimacy to the subjeicghost-seeing and demon
possession: they are not irrational, stupid, cames But he undermines their credibility
as spiritual authorities. If they are not, with theception of Esslinger, hopeless liars or
outright mad people, they should be subject toembire education: “it is now the
endeavor of all rational educators to expel fromybuth,” he writes, in the response to
Kerner, “opinions about demon possession and niafi¢iis appeal comes during an
era of campaigns &folksaufklarungpopular enlightenment, in the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries. These campaigns sought émizel and systematize the symbolic
worlds of the German peasantry. The peasantry apgéa public officials and
Aufklarernto be especially prone to superstition and farsticithey needed to be
educated. Pastors, state administrators, and standlers set out to disabuse people of
enthusiastic beliefs. Ecumenical, rational, andraoit religious views formed a
cornerstone of the curriculum.

AlthoughAufklarersopposed religious intolerance and political tynartheir
work often served the interests of an absoluteesiGerman state officials and
aristocrats enthusiastically embraced and supptineedolksaufklarung ™ It played a

crucial role in state formation: it not only defehthe illegitimacy of competing models of

1"2Kerner says that he was an upright, honest farfeeventually became the mayor of Orlach
(Geschichten20).

3Charakteristiken und KritikerB02.

"jonathan B. Knudsen notes for example that priramisjnistrators, and rural pastors played a faremor
substantial role in freely distributing Rudolf Betls Noth- und Hulfsbiichlein fir Bauerslepytenovel on
the education of the peasantry, than its intendedeace (“On Enlightenment for the Common Man,” in
What is Enlightenment? Eighteenth-Century AnswedsTaventieth-Century Questiqresd. James Schmidt
(Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1995)7-78). See also Ann Golde&gx, Religion, and the
Making of Modern Madness: The Eberbach Asylum asan@n Society, 1815-1848Blew York: Oxford
University Press, 1999).
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spiritual authority, it helped to unify a diversegple. Those who were not ready to be
inducted into the enlightened public sphere, orother hand, were subject to a different,
often more painful model of reformative educatidnn Goldberg’s study of the
Eberbach asylum in the Germdormarzhas shown the extent to which campaigns of
popular enlightenment in the churches and schoet# Wand-in-hand with a growing
discourse on religious pathology and the rise efasylun"> Medical, psychological
explanations of religious disorder transformed pti& threats from inspired
charismatics into objects of education, psychidtaatment, and imprisonment.
Conclusion

In his writings on the nocturnal side of naturea8ss develops a distinct
approach to the scientific study of religious biediad experiencel he scientist is to take
the most esoteric spiritual phenomena and claitadiyseriously; however, this
engagement should lead from the occurrences irtiqnds the modes of consciousness
that shape religious experience. It should brirgwiorld of spirit wholly within the
frame of an immanent, material cosmos. This motletibque mirrors his account of his
earlyBildung At the start of his career, he feels an attractothe nocturnal side of
nature. He approaches it with sincerity, openr@msg,even piety. This movement
culminates when he brings religious objects insystematic monist vision of the
cosmos, bodies, and souls. For Strauss as foolmarntic contemporaries, this subjective
and scientific process is reflected in the macrowoef culture and the progress of spirit
in history. Education, critique, and history folldlae same course. Strauss breaks with
romanticism, however, and characterizes this moweiae one-sidedly critical and

progressive. He defines in the process a hierasthulture, with critical, modern

17> Golberg,Sex, Religion, and the Making of Modern Madn@8s71.
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science at its apex and serving as its guiding.ligiis crucial that we stare the strange
regions of religious belief in the face. Only tldmwe pass fully into the modern age.

In each of these respects, Strauss defines a tigyimgs secularizing approach to
religion. Still, we can affirm with William Nast #t the roots of this skeptical project lay
in an early affinity for romantic thought and pasamal phenomena. If his writings
reflect the context of campaigns of popular enkgiment, it bears considering how the
theories and revelations of Hauffe and Grombacpesth&trauss and Kerner's views of
science, God, and nature. In the chapter thatvisl|d turn to Strauss's most famous
work, hisLife of Jesus Critically Examined pursue this question. | turn as such from
his work on contemporary German religious belief arperience to that of the ancient,
biblical world. Here too we can trace complex wayw/hich Strauss's critical,

secularizing approach intersected with nocturngilores of religious belief.
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Chapter 2: The Nocturnal Side of Strauss's Historial Critique of Miracle Stories

D.F. Strauss'kife of Jesusvas published in two volumes in 1835-36. The first
volume appeared five years after the first essaaulfe; the second appeared in 1836,
the year that he wrote his response to Kerners saglies of Anna U and Magdalena
Grombach. In the previous chapter, | argued th#teérpsychological writings Strauss
developed a scientific, critical approach to gquesiabout medical and religious
pathologies, and that he did so by way of the rdinatudy of paranormal religious
phenomena—ghost-seeing, possession, clairvoyandenagnetism. | consequently
affirmed with William Nast that the roots of Straiss‘extreme skeptical bent” were
tangled up with his early affinity for esoteric rexgs of belief. In what follows, | pursue
the implications of Nast’'s suggestion in regar&tauss's better known work on the
Gospels and the historical Jesus. | continue ds tsuttace the unfamiliar religious field
in which his materialist, scientific worldview awdtical methods took root.

The Lifeof Jesudvecame a touchstone in the demystification andmalization
of religion soon after its publication. Strausstempt to carry out a historical critique
without “presuppositions” defined an ethos andatietof Wissenschaih the fields of
history and theology. He laid out the consequené@sodern philological and historical
criticism for the historicity of the Gospels in aspecially thoroughgoing fashion. Many
of his conclusions presaged those that dominatédstorical criticism of the Bible from
the turn of the twentieth century onward. Conterages as otherwise distinct as Karl

Marx, F.C. Baur, and the orthodox theologian Augustluck recognized the irreversible
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impact thelife had in what Marx would famously go on to definétag criticism of
religion.”’® Nevertheless, here as in Strauss’s writings emtitturnal side of nature,
demystifying critique involved a complex negotiatiof sometimes arcane religious
arguments. His shift from “religious” to “scientifi psychological or historical
conceptions was by no means straightforward. Strhad to draw and contest lines
between these regions at every turn.

Since the start of the twentieth century, commensahave debated whether
Strauss's conclusions in thie reflected a legitimate, scientific conception cdtbry or
were side-effects of his speculative perspectiee, nis youthful interest in the
philosophy of Hegel!” This framing obscures Strauss’s place in the bfieddi of
romantic thought. His views on the limits and pb#sies of the natural world and
human body were reflected as much in the work de#ieg, Schubert, and Kerner as in
that of Hegel. | argue that Strauss did in factraeé lasting and modern scientific
approach to historical criticism. But in his work history as in that on psychology, his
critical ethic and method only became possible by af romantic cosmology and
medicine. Specifically, his studies in these regienabled him to define the limits of
“history” and “nature” against which he measureel &luthenticity of the Gospel reports.

This was among the most controversial aspectseoividrk, especially as it touched on

"&Toward the Critique of Hegel's Philosophy of Lawtroduction,” in Marx,Writings of the Young Marx
on Philosophy and Societirans. and ed. D. Easton and Kurt H. Guddat @éimajpolis: Hackett, 1997), 249.
Y"Hans Frei claims, for example, that Hegel’s phifispled Strauss to important historical critical
conclusions in theife, but that by the 1860’s he had “thrown off the Elén incubus,” in favor of “the
strong conviction that the empirical and historicatical sense of Wissenschaft was the most ingodit
(Frei, “David Friedrich Strauss,” 248). Ernst Titseh asserts that historiography should not need th
“Hegelian-tinted thought” of Strauss: “historicakthod” provides its own principles of interpretatio
(Troeltsch, “On the Historical and Dogmatic Methaadd heology,” inGesammelte SchrifteNol. 2.
(Tubingen: J.C.B. Mohr [Paul Siebeck], 1913), 7BHhnslation by Jack Forstman). See also Sandberger,
David Friedrich Strauss als theologischer Hegeliarend Harvey, “D.F. Strauss's Life of Jesus Rewsite
Sandberger and Harvey consider his status as dibdegiginker in light of his historical critical @poach
and value as a historian in light of his Hegeliamisespectively.
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the miracle narratives—the resurrection and Jesdss disciples' healing ministry, for
example.

In theLife, as in the writings on demon possession and dgance, romantic
medicine initially widened the spectrum of credibteange and wondrous events. Strauss
had, after all, witnessed firsthand “possessions! ‘@aniraculous” cures like those in the
New Testament Gospels. But here again the noctsi@lof natural science closed in
practice what it had opened in principle. At thatief his account of Jesus’ miracles,
Strauss places the same conception of a unitangamembodied subject that we saw in
his contemporary responses to Kerner. This placesrabled him to twist the monist
and organic cosmology that he used to set limitthhermiracle stories in a critical,
materialist direction. His view of bodies and sdialsns the crux of a radical historical
critique. It extends outward, moreover, to forma@bgl vision of the limits of spirit in
space and time. As such, his writings on possessidrghost-seeing in the ancient and
modern world converge in an essential way withbleiser-known, lifelong obsession
with immanence and the limits of Christian eschaggl
Strauss on Historical Critical Wissenschaft in the Life

The results of Strauss's historical critical aniglyd the Gospels were dramatic
and negativé’® Many authors had written “lives of Jesus” befoira.rBut their efforts
were largely reconstructive. Enlightenment criticisad taken a devastating toll on the
Gospel histories. Critics had exposed their coittexhs and rejected as unhistorical

their patently miraculous elements. But they stitlk the Gospels as credible eyewitness

"®1ere as in the psychological writings, the firstdaf Strauss's negativity appears in the radiiceis
that he sets on spirit. At the same time, thisindlfingly negative confrontation with limits wilbenprise
in turn the progressive movement of spirit. It gesithe ongoing development of human science and
culture in history.
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sources. Most theologians in Strauss’s day admikte@vents might have been tangled
in their retelling, or that the evangelists’ undansling of them was colored by their
ancient view of the world; however, interpretergatoaued to attempt to sort through
these confusions in order to craft a realistidpratl biography of the life and death of
Jesus.”® Orthodox theologians hoped to prove thereby thabeern person could still
see the Gospels as literally true and inspire@ypneters of a more liberal, rationalist
inclination sought to uncover an image of the st Jesus on which modern faith
could rest—Jesus was a proto-modern ethical tegidrezxample, or a man endowed
with a unique consciousness of the divine.

In hisLife, on the other hand, Strauss moves through thathass in a systematic
fashion to set limits on their credibility. At eaphint, he describes other interpreters’
attempts to authenticate the narratives and shdwshey fail. He makes use of a more
exacting philological and historical critique, irhieh he adduces as evidence the
narratives’ plain sense, their internal contradits, and their many evident violations of
the laws of nature, history, and human psychol&@gally, he turns to the “mythical
interpretation” as a compelling alternative. Heusg that the stories are not mainly
eyewitness accounts but myths, blends of legenaatgrial that coalesced around the
person of Jesus soon after his death.

In the preface to the first edition of thée, Strauss lays out the “scientific” and
“critical” foundations of his distinct approach. ldtates that his qualifications for this

undertaking have nothing to do with either hisiéag or critical skill; rather, they lie in

1795chweitzer surveys many of the best-known exampiekiding the works by Paulus and
Schleiermacher cited below, @uest 27-67. See also Frei, “Hermeneutical OptionfafTurn of the
Century,” inTheEclipse of Biblical Narrative: a Study in Eightebrand Nineteenth Century Hermeneutics
(New Haven: Yale, 1977)245-266.
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his freedom from “presuppositions.” He writes,

The majority of the most learned and acute thealwgyof the present day

fail in the main requirement for such a work, auiegment without which

no amount of learning will suffice to achieve angthin the domain of

criticism—namely, the internal liberation of theefiegs and intellect from

certain religious and dogmatical presuppositions!; this the author early

attained by means of philosophical studies. If bbgians regard this

absence of presupposition from his work, as unganshe regards the

believing presuppositions of theirs as unscientffic
Science had to set aside two presuppositions helkdebancient church in particular:
“first, that the gospels contained a history, aaclosdly, that this history was a
supernatural one"®! Rationalist theology had rejected the second p@ssition, “but
only to cling more tenaciously to the former, maining that these books present
unadulterated, though only natural, histol3%This was not enough: “the other
presupposition also must be relinquished, andrtheity must first be made whether in
fact, and to what extent, the ground on which weaditn the gospels is historicaf®
TheologicalWissenschafinust be prepared to undertake an unflinching hcstb
critique of the Gospels; it must put the histoyi@f every narrative to the test.

In this passage Strauss distills a modern ethdarletoric of historical science.

He draws on a well-established trope of enlightemtrdescourse, one that had defined

189 31835 vol. 1, vi; 1892, xxx.
18 31835 vol. 1, v; 1892, xxix.
182
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the modern era as an “age of criticism,” in the agonf Kant®*—criticism takes human
reason as its principle and refuses to exempt au#oritative religious texts from
examination. Strauss learned early from Baur afdefarmacher to turn back from the
ostensible mystical authority of religious objettishe grounds of critical self-
consciousness. When considering the texts of the Té¢stament or events in rural
Warttemberg, Christian beliefs and reported “faesbut demon possessions or healing
miracles could not trump the rational criteria blyieh one would test and limit their
historicity.

At the same time, he set the tone for an arrayito€al work to come. He
expressed this commitment to a freedom from pressippns at a time when
experimental models from the natural sciences Wweginning to reshape the ethos of
humanistic inquiry. Over the coming decades, thiske a variety of fields would
conceive free, objective science in oppositiondgrda and ideology, including even
the ideology of speculative philosophical thinkigke Schelling or Hegel, which were
too riddled with presuppositions. Positivist apteas to historiography and natural
science would soon dominate in nineteenth-cent@yr@any. In Strauss's own later
writings on the New Testament, he takes up a nxokigively positive, empiricist
model of science and criticism.

Not all of Strauss's contemporaries were convirmelis claims to this effect,
however. After the.ife appeared, some demanded to know in what, precteedy,
“freedom from presuppositions” consisted. In onéisfPolemical Writings in Defense

of the Life of Jesy¥® Strauss credits Ernst Hengstenberg, the conseevaiid

18%Kant, Critique, 100.
1%David Friedrich StrausS§treitschriften zur Vertheidigung meiner Schrifetidas Leben Jesu und zur
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orthodox editor of th&vangelische Kirchenzeitupgith articulating this criticism with
particular clarity. In the introduction to an 18@8&ce in defense of the authenticity of
the Pentateuch, Hengstenberg asserts that Straifiesiss as “full of irreligious
presuppositions as it was void of religious pressifipns.*® Strauss's initial claim to
an unbiased scientific perspective was only a pseteHis approach led inexorably to
his negative results because his philosophicapeets/e predetermined it. Théfe

only proves, therefore, that we should free ouesgltfrom the prejudgment that there
is some abstract science of entirely unbiasedjoetithere is only believing or
unbelieving critique *®’ Abstract science is as prejudiced as faith. Urft,

however, it presumes to avoid prejudice.

Strauss concedes that there is some truth to HeEmgerg's argument. Historical
critique has to bring along the scale by whicheighs historicity; it can therefore be
said to rest on one fundamental presuppositione“€an express with a word what
makes up the presupposition of historical critiqties the essential homogeneity of all
occurrence” flie wesentliche Gleichartigkeit alles Gescheh&f® Historical critique
begins by asserting that miracles are impossibtents, objects, and persons inhere in a
network of causes and conditions. Consequentlyadizally unique events can occur.
Real differences exist and new events take plabéstory, but only within the same

homogeneous field of possibilities. Strauss makesame point in the footnote that he

Charakteristik der gegenwartigen Theologie: Drittésft. Die Evangelische Kirchenzeitung, die
Jahrbtcher fur wissenschaftliche Kritik und diedlmgischen Studien und Kritiken in ihrer Stellung z
meiner kritischen Bearbeitbung des Lebens J&gbingen: C.F. Osiander, 1838), 7-54. Hereaftdcas
Streitschriftenll.

18%Hengstenberg, “Die Authentie des PentateucHgi$Z Jan. 1836, 36. ff. Quoted in Strauss
Streitschriftenll, 35.

18"Hengstenbergbid., quoted irStreitschrifterill, 36.

1%8straussStreitschrifterlll, 37.
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adds to the second and later editions ofLiifes

To an absence of presupposition we lay claim ifdhewing work; in the

same sense as a state might be called free frasuggesition where the

privileges of station, etc., were of no accountltsa state indeed has one

presupposition, that of the natural equality otitizens; and similarly do

we take for granted the equal amenability to lavalbévents->®
This singular presupposition emerges from and msrtioe best aspirations of
enlightenment critique and science. Critical histgraphy rejects miracles in the same
way that critical politics rejects privilege. Therdocratic aspirations of the age of
criticism are reflected in the flat and even canmasvhich it draws historical events.

He goes on to submit, however, that Hengstenbelygéction goes too far. If this
conception of a homogeneous cosmos is a presumsitis not of the same order as
the theological, dogmatic presuppositions thatdpects. “Because it is not drawn
subjectively,” he explains, “from the mind of thetic, but objectively, from its subject
matter, history, it cannot actually be called aspmposition.**° History provides its own
principles of interpretation. This claim presagaet historiographers' commitment to
attend to history itself, on its own terms. It sseim push back against the speculative and
theoretical turn of idealism.
Romantic Cosmology and the Modern Critique of Mirade

But what does “history itself” mean for Strauss®tlAow does he arrive at the
principle of the homogeneity of all occurrencesas's position on miracles and

history did not stand ready to hand. He had to vitookit in and through the speculative

189 31840 vol. 1, 84 n. 5; 1892, 80 n. 5.
99treitschriftentll, 39.
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regions of theology and philosophy. In thiée and in his latePolemical Writings
Strauss traces the critique of miracle to an immgmaonistic conception of sacred
history and revelation—of the operation of God apdlit in the organic world of
mundane life. In both writings, his referencesitofreedom from presuppositions crop
up accordingly in the context of overtly religioaisd speculative discussions. The
passage from thieolemical Writinggncludes a reflection on magnetism, presentiment,
and miraculous healinds! The footnote from theife closes an account of how God
works in and through nature. Here again, romamtccraystical thought play a key role
in Strauss's articulation of humanistic sciencee filmdamental presupposition of
historical criticism does not reflect any objectiondealismper se rather, it emerges out
of a radical, systematic pursuit of the consequenfeomantic cosmology?

In the introduction to theife, he traces the evolution of the modern critique of
miracles through a series of interconnected simftesodern theology and historical
criticism. The credibility of miracles had of coarbeen put to the test many times over
the preceding centuries. Scholars had come to attaythe world was subject to
inviolable natural laws. In David Hume’s famousriation in hisEnquiry Concerning

Human Understanding 1748, a miracle would be a violation of the lavisiature—it

Yistreitschriftenll, 39.

19%/ischer characterizes Strauss's immanent worldggwoth the driving force behind his vision of
scientific critique and a prime example of theuefhce that Wirttemberg Pietist theosophy had on him
On the one hand, the two begin from the same camgival and theological principle: “How is mysticism
related to the speculative worldview which liesheg root of Straussian critique? Common to bothés
principle of God's immanence in relation to the iboFhe world should not have an essential indepetd
substance separate from God, nor should it betdileexternally by God. This is an entirely nonseaisi
representation. Rather, it is permeated throughp@od.” (“Dr. Strauss,” 99). On the other hanath
diverge radically from that point. We should bymeans conflate Straussian critique with mysticism.
Strauss arrives at this immanent vision throughiated thought, where mystics and Pietists expeeiénc
in the immediacy of religious ecstasy. Consequettilylatter continue to embrace the flawed, olusief
in immediate divine interventionkid.).
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is a supernatural, transcendent, and thereforaasieable event’® The rational
grounds for rejecting miracles from this perspextive both theological and empirical.
On the one hand, it is inconsistent to suggestahast and omnipotent creator would
break the very laws it had instantiated. It is digudifficult to explain why God would
limit miracles to peculiar, local cases. Often, lthigical miracle accounts reduce God to
an undignified position. He chooses flawed humanisisagents, carries out morally
guestionable acts, and saves some people whilmgeathers to suffer and perish. On
the other hand, miracles contradict our rationalarstanding of experience. Hume uses
death and resurrection as an example. We knovathe of nature from the
overwhelming, consistent testimony of our own senebjects fall, fire burns, and
people die. We see people die suddenly and unesdigdill the time. Hence our
experience teaches us that this is not a miraalesérection, on the other hand, which
has never been observed, would constitute a geboaaeh in the natural order as we
know it. Consequently, a rational person will notept testimony about a resurrection,
unless not doing so would demand a still greatalation of experience. It is more
consistent to believe that a witness is lying duded than to accept such a unique
fact!%*

The enlightenment polemic against belief in miradeveloped substantially in
the field of biblical interpretation. Strauss laesithe origins of the modern historical
critique of miracles among deists in the late sex@mth and early eighteenth centuries.
Deism comprised for Strauss the broad range oflet@hment theologies that removed

divinity from the historical world in order to dagtice to both God and natural law. A

19%Hume,Enquiry, 86.
¥bid., 133-34 (§90).
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remote, supreme God acted immediately on the widruhite things at its creation; he
then left it to work toward its ends on its own @eg. In a sense, God still interacted
with nature and human beings, but only throughntleeliation of the laws he put in place.
Hence deists did not believe that religious trygheared in specific historical incidents.
The divine reveals itself only indirectly, in thewkings of nature, which we comprehend
through natural human reason. This enlightenmesaltigy gravitated toward a universal
“natural religion” in place of those “positive rgions” that rested on unique, special
revelations in the course of history.

In England, deists like John Toland, Thomas Chabld, Thomas Morgan
criticized the miracle stories in the Bible. Stragsedits them with showing just how
widely the texts diverged from modern views of maftnistory, and psycholody’ They
interpreted the Hebrew Bible in particular as demtion of fantasies and lies. The work
reflected the superstitions of antiquity; it haegberafted by power-hungry religious
leaders, beginning with Moses, who wished to baragedulous laity under their control.
Other critics leveled similar polemics against e Testament, where the apostles and
Jesus took the place of MosgS.

Deist interpretation made its way gradually frongnd into Germany in the
middle of the eighteenth century, following a 17dnslation of Tindal’'s 1730
Christianity as Old as Creatiof?’ A number of translations of English works followed
suit.In 1774-78, Gotthold Ephraim Lessing presentedffatiged deist criticism to the

German reading public. He published a controvessdks of short pieces by an

199 31835 vol. 1, 12; 1892, 45.

9bid.

¥"Matthew Tindal and Jacob FostBeweis, dass das Christenthum so alt als die \&gltreebst Herrn
Jacob Fosters Widerlegung dessellteans. Johann Lorenz Schmidt (Frankfurt; Leipzigd1).
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anonymous author, later discovered to be Hermamug&bBReimarus, who had died in
1768. The pieces formed part of a larger unpubdisherk. Reimarus argued that Moses
manipulated his followers. He performed false waadmd claimed to have received
revelations from God. Reimarus’s Jesus was a Jawestsianist with political ambitions:
he hoped to bring about a new kingdom on eartheHdsts failed, however, and his
final words in Mark and Matthew—"my God, my God, yhave you forsaken me?"—
show the disappointment that he and his disciplest tmave felt at the crucifixion (Mt
27:46; Mk 15:34). The supernatural elements irstbeies, beginning with the
resurrection, served as a compensation for this'¥8s

For many German scholars, Reimarus’s fragmentsaapge¢o mark a decisive
rupture between modern historical science and.faghsing maintained that they
showed that Christians should look for the trutiCafistianity outside of historical
investigation:*® Truth appears in the sphere of universal reasamired in the
contingencies of history—contingencies of whichaunies, as random breaches in the
order of nature, would offer the clearest examplég deist critique of miracles not only
showed that special divine interventions were insgads, but that universal truth and
religious faith should not rest on them. Similanclusions led Kant to set apart historical
and philosophical criticism of the Bible. Histord@malysis could only uncover limited,
particular truths. A rational, philosophical appchahowever, could unlock its universal

symbolic meaning®

19%/on dem Zwecke Jesu und seiner Jinlyech ein Fragment des Wolfenbiittelschen Ungenarjiiten
Aims of Jesus and his Disciples, Another Anonyridalgenbittel Fragemehted. Lessing.
(Braunschweig, 1778). This was the final fragmehiolr Lessing published.

199 essing,Theological Writings53.

“Ymmanuel KantReligion within the Boundaries of Mere Reagofeligion and Rational Theology
trans. and ed. Allen W. Wood and George Di Giovd@ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996),
57-215.
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Nevertheless, Reimarus, Kant, and Lessing werepgxcs among German
scholars. Most rejected deist interpretation. Inagel, they were reluctant to sever the
truth of Christianity from the Bible’s ostensiblistorical referents, especially those in
the New Testament Gospels. On the one hand, tideyadiwish to insult the apostles,
evangelists, or Jesus. They could not accepthieabarratives resulted from delusion or
deception. On the other, German Protestants wenenitbed to a historical, positive faith
grounded in the scripturé®! If the New Testament did not describe literal riiea in the
way that previous generations had believed, itstite witness to a unique and
transformative series of events in the historywhhnity. Many even of the most critical
German scholars believed the Bible was centraljyoirtant for the culture and religion
of modernity.

Strauss traces this re-affirmation of the Biblat@vised conception of God'’s role
in history and nature. German theologians and highics in the late eighteenth and
early nineteenth century joined the romantic plojdgers and physicians who took aim at
the dualistic tendency of enlightenment thougheytejected cosmologies that divided
God and the world, the infinite and finite, or sedis and objects. In particular, they
objected to the deist representation of God asrggbeho stands wholly apart from the
realm of nature and its laws. Strauss explainkenntroduction to theife that while
Deism does justice to the natural world, it in effmakes God a mere “finite artist,” that
is, one species of limited being among otH&r&eism leaves the universe in as much of

a fragmented state as Cartesian objectivity andi&amationalism.

2erej, Eclipse 54-65 discusses the particular German Protestaninitment to “positivity,” i.e., that
historical facticity constitutes an essential pdrthe truth of Christian revelation.
29431840 vol. 1, 81; 1892, 79.
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Biblical interpreters, like romantic philosophdimked first to Spinoza’s
metaphysics for an alternative view. Spinoza’'sgguphy underwent a renaissance and
became a source of controversy in late eighteesriucy Germany. Hiractatus
Theologico-Politicudad already played a seminal part in the histoddéfjue of the
miracle stories in the Gospels. Schleiermachgraiicular, helped to bring it fully back
into the field. For Spinoza as for Strauss, Schhe@éeher, and the “rationalist” Paulus,
criticism of biblical miracles begins with a sttictmmanent view of previous dualisms.
God and nature constitute one and the same substEme infinite foundation of finite
things is nothing other than the totality of whaists. Consequently, God does not either
create or act against the laws of nature; theypaeeand the same. In Spinoza’s
formulation, if God and nature are united, then aogurrence that violates natural laws
also violates the will of God; in fact, this ideawld require God to violate his own
proper nature, which would be an absurdfity.

Modern critics took this position a step furtheswever. Strauss and other
interpreters began, as he also had in his writimghe nocturnal side of nature, from the
romantic, organic and monist cosmology that dewedap the generation of Hegel and
Schelling. In their dynamic conception of the dbs® God and nature do not form a
fixed or static substantial unity. If God is trutythe world, then the finite is bound up in
the ebb and flow of the infinite. Strauss expldhmat the divine cannot be separated from
the finite chain of its operations in history; Goelver breaks at once into the finite world,
because the infinite is nothing other than the argymteraction and mutation of all finite
things: “the absolute cause never disturbs thenabfessecondary causes by single

arbitrary acts of interposition, but rather martéasself in the production of the

2033pinoza,Tractatus Theologico-Politicud.ondon: Triibner and Co., 1862), 123.
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aggregate of finite causalities, and of their remipl action.?®* The divine need not enter
the chain of mutually conditioning causes and ¢fféecause the name “God” designates
this chain. The principles of spirit and freedore eascribed in nature. In Hegel's
formulation, the “substance” of Spinoza is alsobjeat.” Strauss would later say that
Schelling and Hegel had discovered “objective gpiai notion with which modern

science had only begun to grapffleMany theologians in his day accepted the broad
contours of this worldview. Strauss cites works/.L. de Wette, Julius Wegscheider,
Philipp Marheineke, and Friedrich Schleiermacheprasedents for his own vie®f

Paulus embraced it as wél.

The organic and monist conception of nature anlkhvts transformed the critique
of miracles from the ground up—just as it had tfamsed the critique of demons and
ghosts. It affirmed the limits of nature in a newywWhat was for Hume an external,
subjective consideration becomes a constitutiveufeaof reality for Strauss. We do not
only reject miracles because they are inconsistéhtour experience; we recogniae
priori that the natural order is a homogeneous fieldhiclvno breach is possible. It is
only by this route that we arrive at Strauss'swldiat historical criticism rests on one
crucial presupposition, “the essential homogengitgil occurrencesOne has to
presume that in every moment in time the same &wisforces are at work. A historian
can never rest easy with a miracle. If the cribesinot reject stories about strange, new

events, he or she must at least question theorkdgy until a fitting analogy can be

%4 31840 vol. 1, 100; 1892, 88.

Defense8-9.

29931840 vol. 1, 83. n. 4; 1892, 79, n. 4.

“"Heinrich Paulus,Das Leben Jesu als Grundlage einer reinen Geschi#seJrchristentumgrhe Life of
Jesus as a Basis for a Purely Historical AccourtEafly Christianity 2 vols.(Heidelberg: C.F. Winter,
1828), Xxxix.
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found?°®

In principle, at least, this view radicalized timaits that deists had set against
miracles. Hence Christian Hermann Weisse contetidgdstrauss went beyond the
deists®®® A mechanistic conception of the universe onlyrietst God's immediate
intervention from the outside. The monist altewatieduces miracle and transcendence
wholly to the natural order. For Strauss there m@asfinite beyond the world; there was
only the infinite evolution and interconnectionffite things. And if the infinite is the
system in which all distinct beings inhere, no fngyvent can stand out above or against
the rest. A miracle demands not only a breach bunt@rnal contradiction. Conversely,
revelation and miracle are in a sense “real,” mly avithin this immanent framework.
Schleiermacher claims in his eaBpeeches on Religidhat “miracle” is the religious
word for any event whatsoever—all of nature spéakbe infinite and divine with which
it is bound ug*®

Nevertheless, organic monism did not automatidatyl theologians to reject the
authenticity of the Gospel miracle narratives. @& ¢ontrary, it had salutary
consequences for those who wished to affirm thembeRin, it led them to re-affirm the
credibility of the Gospel authors. If the divineddispirit” are inscribed in the whole
objective, substantial order of nature and humatohy, one can no longer treat human
religious ideas as mere outdated or fabulous ¢bdfé discarded. From a Hegelian or

Schellingian perspective, reason does not oppaserii texts, and nature as if they were

28gyreitschriften 1) 37-39.

20%See above, chapter 1 n. 105.

21%n Religion: Speeches to its Cultured DespigersRichard Crouter (Cambridge: Cambridge Universit
Press, 1996), 49. See also Friedrich SchleiermaCheistian Faith §46-47. Strauss argues in a similar
vein that whoever wishes to speak of “miraclesggt first consider the great wonders of humaroinjst
He asks at the end of thé&e how we should compare “the cure of a few sick peopGalilee” to “the
miracles of intellectual and moral life belongimgthe history of the world... the almost incredible
dominion of man over nature... [and] the irresistitorce of ideas”l(J 1836 vol.2, 737; 1892, 781).
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dead objects that need to be reconciled to themnaity of living human subjects. Strauss
explains, “Just as we no longer accept Descarties®@y of animals as machines or
Kant's view that purpose in organisms is a ratipaherely imported by the subject into
nature, we no longer consider popular religionh@sdautgrowth of madness and
trickery.””** In place of those views that divided rational harsabjects from an

irrational nature, people had grown more accustatmede view that “rationality and
truth exist in all reality.*'? Thus abstract speculative claims about God ang@at
confirmed what eighteenth-century German classicablars were beginning to claim in
the study of antiquity. They refuted the deist vignat ancient, primitive texts and ideas
were simply stupid or insane; rather, these texaewarnest productions of human art,
poetry, and religion. Even stories about impossihiieacles deserve, consequently, to be
taken seriously as sources of religious truth.

Strauss gathers the major alternatives to the deigjue of miracles in early
nineteenth-century Germany under two broad headirg$sonalism” and
“supernaturalism.” Both meant to redeem the twanftations of historical faith, i.e., the
Gospels and the person of Jesus. Strauss usemaigim” to denote the work of
theologians like Julius Wegscheider and HeinridB.ERaulus, who believed the essential
truths of religion and the Bible corresponded wéhson and could be affirmed on

rational ground$*® In the field of biblical interpretation, thesedigs continued on the

strausspefense9.

“pid.

2% g., PaulusExegetisches Handbuch iiber die drei ersten Evaemgixegetical Handbook on the First
Three Gospels3 vols. (Heidelberg: C.F. Winter, 1830-33); Welgsider,Institutiones theologiae
Christianae dogmaticagHalle, 1815).Terms like “supernaturalism” andtivaalism” capture imperfectly
the real state of affairs. There was often oveblefpveen approaches, with only rare consistent ebesmgb
either one. My analysis does not concern represeaseof these categories, however. It focusesrath
how Strauss developed his own position in and gjindhem. Consequently, in what follows | will
maintain Strauss’s distinction for the sake ofityar
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path set out by “neologian” critics like Semlettire eighteenth century. Like the deists,
rationalists took seriously the limits of naturelagave a this-worldly, human account of
the biblical narratives. But they also opposeddéists and meant to redeem the integrity
of the Gospel authofe? They were informed directly by the study of claasiantiquity:

the evangelists did not write to deceive; ratierytcomposed their narratives, and even
experienced the corresponding events, in the 6§their primitive, unscientific age.
Rationalists recognized that ancient people didyebtinderstand natural law, and
therefore did not view or experience the worldha same way that English deists or
German theologians might. Furthermore, they betidhat the universal truths of reason
were made manifest in the facts of Jesus’ lifehdligh a natural human being, Jesus was
still a unique and semi-divine figure, “a herowhose fate Providence is in the highest
degree glorified #° The Gospel writers were not only honest and ctedthen, but had
provided vital information about the extraordin@erson and actions of the historical
Jesus.

Paulus offers the classic and most thoroughgoiagngie of this mode of
interpretation in his 182Bife of Jesusnd 1830-3Exegetical Handbooke retells each
one of the Gospel stories in a this-worldly idicangd in such a way as to preserve their
basic historical truth. His account turns on treidction between ancient and modern
mentalities. The Gospel writers are blamelessPaulus; they represented events in the

light in which they naturally perceived them asiant; uneducated people. He therefore

Z"Hence Strauss credits Johann Gottfried Eichhoefsttal to Reimarus, “Uebrige Ungedruckte Werke
des Wolfenbuttlischen Fragmentisten,” [‘Remaindiea &npublished Work of the Wolfenbttel
Fragmentist”], inAllgemeine Bibliothek der biblischen Litteratiol. 1 (Leipzig: Weidmanns Erben und
Reich, 1787), 3-90, with initiating the modes dioaalist interpretation that dominated Germanibéil
theology at the turn of the ninteenth centwy 1835 vol. 1, 16; 1892, 47).

#19.31836 vol.2, 708; 1892, 767.
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sets out to separate the “facts” of their narrativem their mere “opinions,” the
embellishments with which these ancient eyewitreespentaneously colored what they
saw. He argues for example that a tame bird hatitelil on Jesus when, at his baptism,
the disciples saw “the spirit descending upon like & dove™*° or that Jesus’ disciples
mistook his near death and revival on and aftectbss as a “resurrection.” Jesus had
only entered a death-like trance; he was healedanded by the combined effects of
the surface wound from the spear thrust, the ointei@ which he was buried, and the
earthquake, which also helpfully rolled the stomawafrom his tomiF’

Furthermore, if the divine is inscribed in natutes opens the range of miracles
that can be deemed historically plausible. Somemnalists looked to the study of
romantic medicine, psychology in particular, to lkexp strange phenomena like
exorcisms. The nocturnal side of natural scienagga a still more pervasive role in the
writings of “supernaturalists.” These figures warere prevalent in Strauss’s day; the
rationalists had dominated German universitieh@first decades of the nineteenth
century. In their most consistent form, superndisisalooked to revelation as a source of
eternal truth, reaffirmed the divine authority b&tBible, and maintained the literal
authenticity of the miracle narratives. These adthofigures stood alongside many
“mediating” theologians who combined rationalisnthwgoncessions to supernatural
belief. In fact, most supernaturalists took a medlipstance. By the late eighteenth
century, it no longer sufficed to appeal directithe inspired character of the Bible.
Even the most dedicated supernaturalists had tod@eational or natural explanations

of the miracles in order to shore up their claifsu inspiration and revelation. The

Zeexegetischeblandbuchyol. 1, 370.
A'paulusLeben Jeswol. 1, 266-70.
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designation “supernaturalism” is consequently sbimgtof a misnomeRather, early
nineteenth-century supernaturalism often took ¢mefof what Albert Schweitzer
designated “spurious rationalisit®

Some adopted a romantic cosmology in the vein oh&e for example: They
accepted that an immanent, natural chain of causgeffects ties together the whole
order of being; however, it is comprised of mukijgvels and includes interstices in
which God and other spiritual forces intervene irdrately in human affairs. August
Neander makes this claim in hige of Jesuswhich he published as a rebuttal to Strauss
in 1837. Although in general miracles “transcerft® taws of cause and effect, he
explains, they do not “contradict” them: “Naturest@een so ordered by divine wisdom
as to admit higher and creative energies into pleei®; and it is perfectiyatural that
such powers...should produce effects beyond theessbordinary cause$* God can
disrupt the normal course of nature without disrdu natureer se In August
Tholuck’s rebuttal to Strausd'sfe, he makes a similar case and appeals directheto t
nocturnal side of nature. He grants that “no fackeeding nature could have come out of
the life of Christ”; however, his miracles mighpresent those “mysterious powers of
nature, as in namely the magnetic powers whicheptdfjom mystical depths into our
time, like a ghost of the night in the light of d&§°

The Nocturnal side of Nature and Strauss’s Concessis to Rationalism and
Supernaturalism

In theLife as in his writings on Hauffe and Kerner, Straus®is the lead of

2185chweitzerQuest,101.

Z9NeanderThe Life of Jesus Christ in Its Historical Connexand Historical Developmerirans. John
McClintock and Charles Blumenthal from the fourttitien of Das Leben Jesu Christ{iLondon: Bohn,
1852), 137-38.

22%Tholuck, Glaubwiirdigkeit 101.
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supernaturalism and romanticism to a remarkablengéxNor, for all of his disdain of
rationalism, does he reject every element in thep8ls as unhistorical. His critical
analysis produced certain positive results. He ides/a distant, blurred image of Jesus’
life and activity. Strauss finds little objectionalabout judging the basic facts of Jesus’
life—his baptism, for example, his crucifixion, ahid healing ministry—to be historical.
In the case of the miracle narratives, Strausgndisishes from the outset between
Wundern extraordinary events and actions that could Ipaéxed in natural terms, and
Mirakeln, real disruptions in natural chains of cause dfete Only the latter would be
strictly speaking impossible. Within this framewphle places the miracles along a
continuum, a “progression in the marvelous,” asédngs, which is “at the same time a
gradation in inconceivability?®* Starting from the exorcisms, Strauss adds the othe
healing cures and ends with miracles as such,tdions against nature such as
walking on water or stilling a storm. Exorcisms dhd resurrection serve as limit cases
among theMundern The exorcisms are the most historically plausibieacles,” while
the resurrection would be the first miracle propéithe lower end of this ladder,
Strauss’s account overlaps with rationalist intetgion, to a point. He refuses to
reconstruct the precise events behind the stdigishe grants that a tenuous thread
connects “supernatural” phenomena in the healingtiges to actual occurrences.

Strauss’s monist cosmology and studies of the moalside of nature contributed
to this concession to rationalism. Romantic medeindened the range of credible
natural and historical events. His experiences Weémer and Hauffe had proven that
one should not dismiss reports of bizarre or indledacts outright. Furthermore,

Strauss had witnessed firsthand possessed peeghaidseen the therapeutic power of

224 31836 vol. 2, 153; 1892, 486.



102

charismatic healers and exorcists. Unlike the esoabout resurrections or the stilling of
the storm, clear contemporary analogies existeddsus’ healing miracles. Strauss had
only to think of Kerner’s “magnetic passes” or figychosomatic exorcisms he had read
about in Kerner'#Accounts|In fact, the earliest Christians could have tedgame
confused religious view that Strauss saw amonggmeasn the German countryside and
romantic physicians: They misunderstood internah&m spiritual disorders as external
demons and psychosomatic cures as exorcisms.

Stories about possessed people play a prominenirrthe synoptic Gospels,
which Strauss treats as more credible sourcesliblam, and in Acts. These texts place
exorcisms at the heart of Jesus and his discipezding ministry. In both Mark and
Luke’s Gospel, Jesus'’ first miracle is an exorcibmmediately after Jesus’ baptism,
temptation, and first preaching he heals a dematitte synagogue in Capernaum (Mk
1:21-28; Lk 4:31-37). As he is teaching in the gjogue, a possessed man cries out in
the voice of his demon, “"What have you to do wit) Jesus of Nazareth? Have you
come to destroy us? | know who you are, the Holg 0hGod” (Mk. 1:24//Lk. 4:24).
Jesus orders the demon to be silent and commamd®ldome out of the man. After
sending the man into convulsions, the demon obegsaits his body. The narrative
exemplifies many of the features of the Gospel @esisns. Strauss analyzes it in detail
along with two other relatively long accounts obeisms, the story of the Gadarene or
Gerasene demoniac (Mk 5:1 ff.//Mt 8:28 ff.//Lk 8:#§ and of the epileptic boy (Mk
9:14 ff./IMt 17:14 ff.//ILk 9:37 ff.).

Modern analogies for ancient possessions wereiffioudt to find in eighteenth-

and nineteenth-century German culture. Anna U's@ssion resembled those in the New
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Testament, for example. Kerner took the similasitie evidence that we should not reject
New Testament stories about demons. Hermann Olshaase of Strauss’s main
supernaturalist foils in thieife, cites Kerner and Etienne Esquirol’s studies of
demonomania to argue that gospel stories aboutddstreflected the workings of

actual diffuse forces of evil in hBiblical Commentary on the Complete Writings of the
New TestamenBut even Olshausen considered the idea that demere discrete,
personal entities to be the vestige of a bygoné®idost critics claimed simply that the
gospels’ descriptions of “possessions” represergablevents, but these were based on
natural mental and physical illnesses. With advameenedicine and philosophy, Strauss
explains, “epilepsy, insanity, and even a distudeanf the self-consciousness resembling
the condition of the possessed described in the Mstament could all be reduced to
disorders of the human mind and bo&”

The basic tenets of this analysis had venerableepgents. The nocturnal side of
natural science allowed Strauss to fill out thegman greater detail. Ancient physicians
already debated whether demonic conditions werefasations of better-known
physical illnesses. Johannes Semler’'s 1Z6hmentary on the Demoniacs Mentioned in
the New Testamehtd given the argument from analogy with natuisgases a decisive
modern fornf?* Semler’s contributions to the controversy overdase of the possession

of Anna Elisabeth Lohmann directly shaped this wiFiStrauss's work on the nocturnal

24 31836 vol. 2, 14; 1892, 419.
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#2%Johann Salomo Semler, Johann SaloBmmmentatio De daemoniacis quorum in N.T. fit neenti
[Commentary on the Demoniacs that Appear in the Nstament(Magdeburg: J.C. Hendel, 1769).
#2%Johann Salomo Semlebfertigung der neuen Geister und alten Irrtiimedér Lohmannischen
Begeisterung zu Kembegdalle: Gebauer, 1760). For discussions of Lohm#macontroversy, and
Semler's response see Jeannine Blackwell, “Comgathe Demonic: The Possession of Anna Elisabeth
Lohmann,” inimpure Reason: Dialectic of Enlightenment in Gergpaad. Daniel Wilson and Robert
Holub (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1992b-442; MidelfortExorcism and Enlightenmerg7-
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side of nature also equipped him with a robust gediocabulary with which to draw
these analogies. He describes possession not @alydisturbance in self-
consciousness,” for example, but also as “a spetismdness accompanied by a
convulsive tendency of the nervous systéfi.”

The exorcisms, in turn, could be explained by wiagralogy with modern
psychosomatic cures. Jesus did not in fact possiasulous curative powers. But sick
people who believed he was the Messiah may wek lhh@en healed “solely through the
strong confidence...that he possessed this pdterealings of mental and physical
ailments are theoretically possible if they aretootdeeply rooted in the body. Those
who suffered from relatively superficial nervousatiders, for example, could have felt
the effects of “the surpassing dignity of Jesua psophet, and eventually even as the
Messiah himself#?® Strauss names the healing of a demoniac at CaparilaMark and
Luke as a concrete example. Although the storptargled with legendary elements,
Strauss claims, it lends itself to psychologicéipretation. Aside from his physical
convulsions, the demoniac manifests only a “fixdeki that he is possessed.” His
condition may therefore have been “of the lightexdkwhich is susceptible to
psychological influence®®

Here as in the case of the demons, Strauss cop&hbip significant precursors

for this analysis. He specifically cites W.M.L. Wéette’'sBiblical Dogmaticé*® and

89.

29 31836 vol. 2, 47; 1892, 435.

227 31836 vol. 2, 101-102; 1892, 461.

28 31836 vol. 2, 47; 1892, 435.

29 31836 vol. 2, 48-49; 1892, 435, trans. modified.

#B%Bjblische Dogmatik: Alten and Neuen Testamentst kdésche Darstellung der Religionslehre des
Hebraismus, des Judenthums und UrchristenthiBitdical Dogmatics: Old and New Testaments: or
Critical Presentation of Hebraic, Jewish, and Ea@ristian Religious TeachifgBerlin: G.Reimer,
1831).
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Paulus'sExegetical Handbook to the New Testanamninodels for his approach. “We
cannot but agree,” he writes, when “Paulus remtr&scures of this kind...were the
easiest in themselves,” and “even De Wette saregpsychological explanation of the
cures of the demoniacé® These interpreters were also passingly familiah wémantic
medicine and psychology. Paulus anticipates Stsapsgchosomatic reading of the
Capernaum demoniac. The possessed man was ovebgdimeidea that Jesus could
cure his possession, Paulus explains, when he a@tuim speak in the synagogue. This
conviction caused him to fall into a “paroxysm.’sus noticed and decided to use the
man’s “fixed idea” to heal him: “what was more nalithan that [Jesus] should make use
of the man's persuasion of his power?” When Jegiesed the demon to depart, in other
words, he “laid hold of the maniac by his fixedagdehich according to the laws of
mental hygiene might very well have a favourabfeaf**?

In the third edition of th&ife in 1838, Strauss makes still more remarkable
concessions to historicizing interpretations. lis tase, however, he moves in the
direction of Tholuck and Neander’s supernaturaligra:gospels include records of
paranormal, unusual powers of nature. In a newdiiction to the second volume, he
explains that we must allow for extraordinary farteat elude observation in the light of
everyday life Alltaglichkeif***—i.e., manifestations of the nocturnal side of natu
Some of Jesus’ miracles fall within the sphere afyetic healing, for example. This

new category of miracles stands between the stscgbernaturaMirakeln and ordinary

Wundern In a contemporary essay, he explains that magastiowments are no

Zpid.
233 31836 vol. 2, 22; 1892, 423, trans. modified; Paulixegetisches Handbuebl. 1, 474-75.
#33.31838 vol. 2, 7.
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different than other natural talents, e.g., gre&ngth or eloquenc®’ But neither are
they part of the ordinary, everyday order. Ratheyttake us from the realm of
miraculumto mirabile—from the supernatural as such to “unusual ankistyi but
nevertheless natural phenoméffaThis view enables Strauss to upgrade certairscure
that he had deemed unhistorical in the first editianvoluntary cures, for example, and
healings of paralytics.

At this point, we might be tempted to concludd tBmauss’s experience with the
nocturnal side of natural science had a regressfiteence on his historical critical
approach. In the third edition this is evidentlg ttase. He gravitates toward the same
conception of miracles that Tholuck and Neandesqmted in their 1837 rebuttals to his
first edition. His old affinity for romantic medimee was no doubt enlivened by their
appeals to this familiar territory, as well as bg three years of bitter condemnation that
followed his initial publication. Even in the firahd fourth editions, we can see affinities
between Strauss’s work on the nocturnal side afreand rationalist approaches to the
Gospels. Strauss, Paulus, and de Wette’s psycloalagiplanations of exorcisms all
resemble aspects of his contemporary writings @sg@ssion and ghost-seeing. Paulus’s
explanation of the Capernaum demoniac not onlycgmaties Strauss’s treatment of this
ancient exorcism in the Life, but also his 183¢pmse to Kerner'é.ccounts Both reject
the eyewitnesses’ flawed explanation of the eveatgrant the basic facts of the
narrative. They interpret exorcisms as naturalapiess, in which the “exorcist” enters
into and exploits a patient’s “fixed ideas.”

But the majority of Strauss’s concessions to retiism and supernaturalism

B4strauss, “Vergangliches und Bleibendes im Christritin Zwei Friedliche Blatter91.
235(14:
Ibid., 94.



107

comprise only hypothetical possibilities. When halgzes specific events in the
narratives, his conclusions are overwhelmingly tiggaWhat he admits in general—
that, for example, Jesus could have healed peapiehpsomatically—he refuses to
affirm or rejects outright in individual cases. Wihe exception of the Capernaum
demoniac, Strauss refrains from authenticatingettecism narratives. Nor does he grant
more credibility to those miracles which occupy siueceeding rungs of his ladder. Even
in the third edition of 1838, he hesitates to wenfost accounts.

The Nocturnal Side of Natural Science and the Limg of the Gospel Stories in the
Life

In the first and third editions, as in the respanseKerner, Strauss’s embrace of
the nocturnal side of natural science only opepath toward romantic and apologetic
interpretations of religious phenomena. It doescootpel him to follow it. On the
contrary, the same dynamics appear here that we dlezady seen in the ironic or
equivocal inclination that Nast detected in Straugsuth. At first, Strauss willingly
embraces the possibility of nocturnal phenomenaséie out in the direction of romantic
and orthodox views of religious phenomena. Butrniges at the opposite conclusions.
In theLife as in his studies of possession and ghost-segirass opens up the nocturnal
region of nature and it leads him to draw radicalridaries.

Strauss had developed a more extensive, systeumaterstanding of psychology
and physiology than other contemporary biblicaicsi In theLife, he tests the
historicity of healings and other miracles moreatxagyly and with less hesitation. Even
in the third edition, he tempers his concessiorgifiernaturalism in this way. He still
distinguishes carefully between more and less bledinds of healings. Animal

magnetism might have allowed Jesus to exercisafarence over the damaged nerves of
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paralytics, for example, but Strauss refuses tgkwvai on whether he could affect deeper
ailments, especially “corrupted humouf&®Furthermore, he sounds significant notes of
ambivalence throughout his revised analysis. Adtermagnetic powers are often found
in individuals who suffer from mental illness. Weish be wary not to identify the Gospel
protagonist with Kerner’s patients. At the verydgave should not use his magnetic
powers as evidence of a unique moral or semi-digiregacter. To grant Jesus magnetic
powers is only to bring him more firmly into the sabof natural and fallible human
beings.

In the first and fourth editions, analogies frora tiocturnal side of natural
science define still clearer limits on supernaianad) interpretations. Strauss rejects all
miraculous healings of a manifestly physiologicatigty. No analogies exist for
magnetic healings of blind people, for examfileBut even stories that lend themselves
more readily to paranormal explanations are inanitbeFor example, Strauss rejects the
authenticity of the story of a woman who suffereshf hemorrhages for twelve years. In
this pericope, which appears in the synoptic Gaspeé woman is healed miraculously
when she touches the hem of Jesus’ garment. (Mk342Mt 9:20-22//Lk. 8:42-48). In
Mark’s and Luke’s accounts, Jesus feels his poeerd him at the woman'’s touch.
Strauss, Olshausen, and Paulus all concede thatdahelends itself to an interpretation
based on animal magnetism. Jesus resembles a rnicdygader, “who in operating on a
nervous patient is conscious of a diminution oéisgth, or like a charged electrical
battery, which a mere touch will dischargé®Paulus and Olshausen reject this

interpretation, however, in order not to diminiglsus’ authority. They wish to avoid

238 31838 vol. 2, 74.
237 31836 vol. 2, 67; 1838 vol. 2, 87; 1892, 445.
238 31836, vol. 2, 97; 1892, 459.
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reducing the savior’s power to a merely physicglaciy, as if he had no willful control
over it. Strauss condemns this apologetic reasaasrgfailure of critical nerve. He
appears poised, for a moment, to accept the magegtianation, but he rejects it as
well. Analogies from the realm of medical scienfferono clear confirmation, he
explains, of this particular miracle: magnetism Woot usually endow people’s clothes
or the region around them with pow?ét.

Strauss raises and rejects paranormal explanatgais in a number of cases,
usually in opposition to Olshausen. For examplsh@usen claimed in h&blical
Interpretationthat the story of Jesus healing a centurion’srien servant without
being present in the room can be explained by viaynalogy with animal magnetism. In
this instance, “Christ, without personal contactrefty by the magic power of his will (if
| may use the expression), exercises an active pataedistance—a fact which again
has its analogies in magnetisAt”Strauss counters and presents himself as the-bette
informed critical expert. In general, “I will notrdctly contest this,” he writes in
response, “but only point out the limits within whj so far as my knowledge extends,
this phenomenon confines itself in the domain afmah magnetism.” Analogies from his
experience with magnetic healers allow him to defimese limits:

According to our experience hitherto, the caseshith one person can

exert an influence over another at a distance r@setevo: first, the

magnetizer or an individual in magnetic relatiornbm can act thus on the

somnambule, but this distant action must alwaygrbeeded by

39 71836 vol. 2, 102; 1892, 461.
24%lshausenBiblical Commentary on the New Testamémins. A.C. Kendrick (New York: Sheldon,
Blakeman, and Co, 1857), 343.
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immediate contact,—a preliminary which is not suggmbin the relation of

Jesus to the patient in our narratie.

He follows the same approach to counter Olshaustaiis that the Capernaum
demoniac recognized Jesus as the Messiah throagthogiant perception. Olshausen
adduces as evidence, namely, “the preternaturaltyhtened nervous system, which, in
demoniacs as in somnambules, sharpens the preggdiger, and produces a kind of
clear-sightedness.” By this means, he claims, “sustan might very well discern the
importance of Jesus as regards the whole realminitss’*** Strauss responds that this
explanation presses us toward supernatural, othiketyderrain. For the demoniac to
recognize Jesus as the Messiah before anyonerelkeling Jesus himself, would
demand a strictly transcendent aptitude. It woaldeikceed the more modest forms of
clairvoyance we typically see in those who suffenf nervous disorders—no matter
how excited their nervous systems mightte.

These more precise analogies rest in turn on a ngUSa priori conception
of human psychophysiology. As in Strauss’s contamyoresponse to Kerner’s
Accounts physical, mortal bodies define the limits of wighistorically possible.
Divisions between the successive rungs of his ladflmiracles reflect the extent to
which the diseases being cured affect “the entirpareal system** The ladder begins
with “cures of mental disorders,” then moves ofiabkinds of bodily maladies, in
which, however, the organization of the suffereswat so injured as to cause the

cessation of life and consciousness,” and finaitivas at “the revivification of bodies,

244 31836, vol. 2, 121; 1892, 470.

243 31836 vol. 2, 29; 1892, 424; OlshausBihlical Commentary364.
243 31836 vol. 2, 30-31; 1892, 424.

244 31836 vol. 2, 153; 1892, 486.
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from which the life has actually departed>The exorcisms are the most historically
credible miracles because they only concern theoosrsystem, i.e., that part of the
human body “which is immediately connected with maéaction” and is therefore the
most susceptible to change. In cases of insanigpibepsy, and even, he says, in some
cases of physical illness, “leprosy, blindness daess, etc... there was always something
present, to which the miraculous power of Jesufdcapply itself; there was still a
consciousness in the objects, on which to makengneission—a nervous life to be
stimulated.?*® When facing an actual dead body, in which no sitiactivity remains,
there can no longer be any question of a cure.

The progression centers on the same view of embputiertal subjects that
appears in the writings on modern demon posseddm®agites it from the outset of his
treatment of miracles, when he turns to the quesifalemon possession. Strauss claims
that a properly modern antipathy to belief in demasts only in part on empirical
research and modern analogies. It has a seconcharedessential, conceptual
foundation: our revised, modern image of the huswject’s body and mind.

Whatever theory may be held as to the relation eetvihe self-

consciousness and the bodily organs, it remainslatiesy inconceivable

how the union between the two could be so far tiissl that a foreign

self-consciousness could gain an entrance, thuighat which belonged

to the organism, and usurp its pl&&e.

Self-consciousness and the physical organs ofdbg form one closed, unified, and

singular totality. The idea is familiar from hissponse to KernerSeeresand

2pid.
249 pid.
241 31836 vol.2, 14-15; 1892, 419-20.
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Accounts—when he rejects the possibility of the “nerve-ggifor example, or

reprimands Eschenmayer for the “crass postulagt’@h alien consciousness could cram
itself between the “l and its organisnas if it were something like a log split in the
middle—a split into which then a wedge taken fraams other lumber might be allowed
to be driven in.?*® Ironically, Kerner, Eschenmayer, and other ronegpttysicians had
provided the surest grounds on which to rejectahmspotheses. Individual self-
consciousness unifies the brain and “episgasteigion within a singular body. The

limits of this individual body are the limits of isip.

The same principle determines the limit of possihtorical events at the
opposite end of his ladder of miracles, when hegto the question of resurrection. For
Strauss, this is the most elementary example afacta proper. In the third edition he
states that it represents the “supernatural as’sditm the Gospel stories about Jesus’
death and resurrection, he says, modern cultlieeneuere Bildunjgconsequently faces a
stark dilemma: “either Jesus was not really deatieadid not really rise agaif™As in
the exorcisms, Strauss plays the role of the moahedical expert. For Strauss, unlike
Hume, the impossibility of resurrection is not agtion of experience, but of arpriori
conception of the immanent human subject, the &mbropinion of the relation between
soul and body?®* This view inverts the ancient, but still populdwalistic image of the
soul inhering in the body like a bird in its cagelte contents of a box. Strauss reiterates
the coextensive portrait of bodies and souls teawas simultaneously bringing to bear

in his writings on possession:

248Charakteristiken und Kritiker811.
249 31838 vol. 2, 7.

259 31836 vol. 2, 647-48; 1892, 736.
251 31836 vol. 2, 645; 1892, 736.
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What we call the soul is the governing centre whiolds in combination

the powers and operations of the body; its funcfidratigkeit, or rather

the soul itself, consists in keeping all other @sxes of which the body is

susceptible in uninterrupted subjection to the sopenity of the process

of organic life, which in man is the basis of hirisual nature?>?

Strauss’s psychophysically reductive, immaentizerglency is in full evidence here. The
soul is nothing but the ordering function or “regfihg power,” that keeps the body’s
“inferior principles” from their inevitable driftaward entropy, corruption, and
dissemination. In general, the spiritual natur@whanity is only the unity assumed by
particular constellations of organic processesséah, the body and soul must die
together: “the souldie Seelpas such ceases in the same moment with its domamd
activity, which constitute its existence.” Evenrebiss writes, in a backhanded concession
to the popular views of his day, “if it should ocd¢a the departed soul, or be imposed on
it by another, to re-enter its former dwelling @at would find this dwelling, even after
the first moments, uninhabitable in its noblestqaand unfit for use?*

In itself, this view of bodies and souls was widatcepted. Indeed, in order for
Strauss to be able to claim that it was the “cdrt@codern view, it could not have been
without precedent. Most theologians were familighvwhe underlying medical concepts.
In his 1819 lectures on the life of Jesus, Schiesmher also claimed that where diseases
are more deeply rooted in people’s physiology niémare correspondingly less likely,

for examplé®* Even Olshausen’s analyses of demons were noseietitific in this

%4 71836 vol. 2, 646; 1892, 736.

53 71836 vol. 2, 647; 1892, 736.

®%Friedrich SchleiermacheRas Leben Jesu: Vorlesungen an der UniversitatenlirBim Jahr 1832
[Lectures to the University of Berlin in 183&. K.A. Rutenik (Berlin: Reimer, 1864), 214-223.
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respect. He took to heart the modern concept 6selsciousness, i.e., that the self is a
subjective unity, one that cannot be dislodgedmhgobabit with an alien spirit. Even for
him, Strauss writes, “Personal demons are too irggmntg.the comprehension of two
subjects in one individual is too inconceivabldital a ready acceptatior?” Likewise,
although Paulus and de Wette accepted psychosoexatianations of the exorcisms,
they were reluctant to extend it to those miraalbagh that were too manifestly
physiological in nature.

But Strauss carries out the limiting consequenééiseir shared view in an
especially ruthless way. F.C. Baur claimed thahaLife Strauss had not surpassed the
insights of the modern, historical critical age;Ha&l only followed their lead without
flinching.?>® The miracle narratives offer a case in point. ®thierpreters used analogies
from medicine to explore where Jesus’ miracles lghpossible; Strauss, instead, metes
out the consequences of the concepts of bodiesrits on which these possibilities
rest. Every event in every story had to be measagathst the limits of a human
subject’s embodied life. This approach already sdps responses to Kerner and
Eschenmayer. Rather than reject their psychophysaaantic concept of the subject, he
turned it against them.

He follows the same course when he turns irLifeeto Olshausen’s and Paulus’s
interpretations of the story of the Gadarene deamrior example. This narrative,
versions of which appear in the three synoptic glssgpresents an array of difficulties for

modern interpreters. Matthew, Mark, and Luke disagyn its most rudimentary

551836 vol. 2, 17; 1892, 421.

%6, C. BaurPaulus, der Apostel Jesu Christi: sein Leben undk&¥, seine Briefe und seine Lehre: ein
Beitrag zu einer kritischen Geschichte des UrckrighumgPaul, Apostle of Jesus Christ: His life and
work, his letters and teachings. A contributioratoritical history of early Christianitly(Stuttgart: Becher
und Muller, 1845), 2.
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elements—on how many demoniacs were in questigoarticular. Even were we to
decide which of these should take precedence,dhative outstrips the other
possessions in incredible elements. It describvarawho is isolated from his
community, lives among the tombs, hurts himselhwiiones, and has extraordinary
strength. As in the story of the Capernaum demomiecGadarene’s demon recognizes
Jesus and asks, “What have you to do with me, J8sunsof the Most High God?” (Mk.
5:7//Mt. 8:29//Lk. 8:28), after which Jesus perfgram exorcism. But this individual is
not only possessed by one demon; a whole hostitish@m. When Jesus expels them,
they rush out into the bodies of a nearby heasivafie whom they compel to drown in
the nearby sea.

The medical view of bodies and souls demonstrates the outset that the
story’s most basic element is unhistorical. Theambf one possessing demon is difficult
to conceive in a rational, modern light; two or s outright ludicrous:

For as possession means nothing else, than thdethen constitutes

himself the subject of the consciousness, and @sctmusness can in

reality have but one focus, one central poins iimder every condition

absolutely inconceivable that several demons shaiLtlde same time take

possession of one mar.
If the unity and singularity of the embodied subjeditates against one possessor, it
certainly could not bear an entire legion of them.

Of course, Paulus would agree in principle witts tiew, and even Olshausen
admits it. But both attempt to find the story’sthigcal foundation. Paulus attempts to set

it on strictly natural grounds. He claims thassiti historical record of a psychosomatic

257 31836 vol. 2, 31; 1892, 427-28.
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healing that ancient witnesses misunderstood,€irvéin of the Capernaum demonfat.
Olshausen, on the other hand, turns to the immamerid of spirit. His perspective is not
unscientific. He presupposes that “possession&atgpsychophysical illnesses and that
self-consciousness cannot be dislodged by or cohéthi an alien spirit. But he argues
that the gospels’ references in the gospels to demaignify the workings of a diffuse,
impersonal “kingdom of darkness,” which exerts aritrolling foreign influence on the
[suffering person’s] nervous lifé> Satan remains real, in Olshausen’s view, as both a
personal and supernatural entity. But demons dsetba impersonal, dark forces at work
in people’s struggles against immorality and selitsu2° By giving in to their worst
appetites, these individuals, who are not peil se allow the kingdom of darkness into
their souls’®* For Olshausen as for Kerner, this contact withshigt world has physical
consequences—even in the more benign New Testaraniples of speaking in tongues
or “being in the spirit,” the body and mind are gabed to an “overpowering holy
force.”®?In the case of the demoniacs, the combinationfofeign, evil influence and
the individuals's own debilitating pangs of remolesads to an intensification of physical
and mental suffering. “Hence,” he writes, “the coamopinion, which pronounces the

demoniacs to be sick people, is partially true;dnly partially, as it confines itself to the

¥ aulus Exegetisches Handbuglol. 1, 438; 475.

2%lshausenBiblical Commentary353.

*pid., 362.

210]shausen accordingly distinguishes between thesaf evil and suffering to which demoniacs fell
victim and the more calculated, “intellectual” epflthose—he uses Judas as an example—who suffered
corresponding disruption in the unity of their coinsisness. Where Judas was eventually led to detipai
struggle of the demoniacs against evil contribtitetheir physiological degeneration, even as tpisned
them up in turn to contact with the spirit realiniq., 363).

*pid., 364.
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outward effects, while the representation of Sarptregards the phenomena in their
moral origin.”?®?

For Strauss, both interpretations fail to do juest the modern medical
conceptions they presuppose. Paulus’s psychosoextianation is out of the question
in this instance. The demoniac in the tale suffiens an especially “intense and deep-
rooted mania®** “Spirit,” no matter its natural, psychologicatiio, could not exercise
such force on a material body. The demoniac’s skngould not have dissipated from a
mere word from Jesus, no matter his charisma. &heeobjection applies to the third
major exorcism narrative that Strauss consideessthry of the epileptic boy, “since an
epilepsy which had existed from infancy and thackis of which were so violent and
regular, must be too deeply rooted in the systamthi® possibility of so rapid and purely
psychological a cure to be credibf@™It also applies to Paulus’s psychosomatic
explanation of the healing of the woman with a hettrege. Paulus claims that when the
woman touched Jesus’ garment her illness abatadesilt of her faith in Jesus. “She
was seized with a violent shuddering in her wh@evaus system” which led her to be
healed?®® Strauss concedes that such an explanation coyidgssble in theory—the
historical Jesus may have healed people throughptiwer of imagination and faith.”
But he rejects this specific explanation for twasens. First, it is unlikely that the

confidence of a timid person, hidden away fromdight of Jesus, would have sufficed to

free her from her disorder. Second, once agaiswhs an especially deeply-rooted and

283pid., 363.
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stubborn illness, one that had lasted for twehars2”’ It is not the sort of superficial
nervous disorder that is normally susceptible gehesomatic influence. Strauss
considers it possible and even likely that stoalesut Jesus healing people
charismatically reflected his real historical mingsBut no single element in them could
be traced to a historical fact.

Strauss’s objection to Olshausen’s analysis isrstite firm: “this shifting of the
guestion from the ground of physiology and psycggltw that of morality and religion,”
he writes, “renders the discussion concerning #raahiacs one of the most useless
which Olshausen’s work contain®®In making vague claims about a “controlling
foreign influence on the nervous life,” or an “opewering holy force,” Olshausen, like
Kerner and Eschenmayer, supplies needless religeuses for phenomena that can be
explained on natural terms. Olshausen grants tldemahilosophy of subjectivity and
self-consciousness; he fails, however, to carryitsutegative consequences for the
historicity of the Gospels, those that followednfrtnis own psychophysical view of
spirit.

The problem is not simply that Olshausen leavesrtay strange, immanent
forces at work in the natural order. After all, anggnetic interpretation would do the
same. Rather, Strauss objects to the fact thaehesthis spiritual, moral, or religious
view as the primary lens for making sense of theati@es. Here we can trace the roots
of Strauss’s more exacting approach to anotheindtdeature of his cosmology and
method. Namely, he applies his limiting view of Bdand souls more precisely because

he situates it at the heart of his whole accoumeeélation and miracle. It constitutes the

267 31836 vol. 2, 102; 1892, 461.
268 31836 vol. 2, 20; 1892, 422.
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crux of his taxonomy of miracles—the primary, déogdfactor by which he tests their
credibility at each level. The embodied human stthjearks the final, decisive restriction
on the operation of spirit in history. No otherargretive lens of criteria can trump the
first, limiting factor that extends from “the gradiof physiology and psychology.”
Olshausen is not the only interpreter from whona®s diverges on this point. In
his lectures on the life of Jesus, Schleiermadhegxample, divides between credible
and impossible miracles mainly by their relativeirffenness.” His distinction between
psychosomatic and miraculous physical healings smsaeond after this more essential
criterion; it stands alongside the question ofrthelative moral dignity and of the degree
to which they show a love of humanity that beféésuk’ extraordinary charact&f.He
can therefore use medical criteria to show thatatizescould be possible without
finally deciding the question on this basis. Steaws the other hand, must force the
dilemma of historicity every time he encountersaation of the underlying principle.
The distinction between Strauss and Schleiermagla@proaches is especially
evident in the case of the resurrection. In spitésgatently supernatural character,
critics in Strauss’s day could draw on substastantific and philosophical resources
here as well to explain Jesus’ resurrection. Roioaatence played a key role in this
effort. Strauss could testify to its persuasive poas well as anyone: seven years before
publishing thelLife, during his early years at TUbingen, he wroteizepgssay in which,
as he put it in a letter to his friend Friedrictsder in 1838, “I proved exegetically and
through natural philosophy, with full convictiomet resurrection of the deat’® Some of

the most influential rebuttals to Strauss’s 1888 began from a similar view. Neander,

295chleiermachet,eben Jes214-223.
#"David Friedrich Straus#usgewahlte Briefeed. Eduard Zeller (E. Strauss: Bonn, 1895), 52.
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for example, made use of an immanent but tierecandim cosmology in the vein of
Schelling or Kerner to explain how Christ might balied and risen again. He claimed
that when Jesus died, he entered into a “higheom&gn which the laws of corporeal
existence no longer held sway. Here, in this higitate of existence, the body and soul
that had tenuously separated in death reunited amdéor all>’*

Alongside these supernatural interpretations, & dffosommentators offered
natural explanations. Enlightened readers widetgedjthat the gospels misreported the
incident: Jesus had not really died on the crassthe historical core of the story was
true.This view was already prevalent in deist criticisReimarus famously revisited the
ancient argument, attested in the Gospel of Matif#64) and Origen’dgainst Celsus
that Jesus’ disciples stole his body from the tamrder to deceive the peogig.
Rationalists turned the naturalist explanationpgol@agetic ends. In the early 1780’s Karl
Bahrdt wrote an imaginative life of Jesus, for epéamin which he argued that the gospel
protagonist had collaborated with an order of Eeséa stage the resurrection. The
Essenes rightly sought, in doing so, to lead tloplgebeyond the narrow messianic
representations of their ag€.We have already considered Paulus'’s equally symefiat
and less imaginative account, in which Jesus fedbascious during the crucifixion but
revived afterward while alone in his tomb.

Schleiermacher adopts a similar view, but onlyttove that the story might be
plausible. The most we can say is that Christ agokt® have died. The gospels mention

nothing about his body decomposing, for exampleetir or not he was actually dead

2"t NeanderlLife of Jesus436-37.

272 ReimarusVon dem Zwecke Jesu und seiner Jiinger

2% arl Friedrich BahrdtBriefe tiber die Bibel im Volkston. Eine Wochendthidn einem Prediger auf dem
Lande.[Popular Letters about the Bible. A weekly papealmpuntry clergyman(Halle: J.F. Dost, 1782).
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is impossible to know: “We need not go further ittte fact, because nothing is to be
ascertained about it As such, Schleiermacher’s mediating view leavesnapspace
for the supernaturalism of Tholuck as much asHerrationalism of Paulus. In a response
to the published edition of Schleiermacher’s legtun 1864, Strauss objects directly to
his hedging claim: “That sounds like an excusejtasta warning, like a skull erected at
a dangerous swimming hol&’® Schleiermacher had refused in effect to renderdiet
on the dilemma that Strauss already identifiedd&5t “either Jesus was not really dead,
or he did not really rise again.” By 1835, Straliad of course reversed his view of 1828,
i.e., that resurrections could be proven on thegas of natural philosophy. His
subsequent view of bodies and souls rebuts dir&sBnder’s claims. Even in the third
edition, where he makes so many other concesssoNsdnder and Tholuck, he remains
firm on this point. A dead body still represents tinbreachable limits of spirit. Souls and
bodies do not break apart and reunite. They areogyanism and they die together. If
Schleiermacher does not wish to stare too longeastene of the cross, Strauss demands
that we go looking for a corpse.
Bodies, Souls, and the Global Limits of Spirit in 8auss’s Cosmology

Strauss’s treatment of the resurrection leads tsrmbeyond the individual
miracle reports. The limits that he sets here fpart of a global vision of the operation
of spirit in space and time, nature and historgoldils and bodies are inseparable, then
modern ideas about the immortality of the soupanticular, are untenable. This is not a
marginal concern. “The belief in immortality,” Stiss would go on to say in the second

volume of hisGlaubenslehrén 1841, “is the soul of the current religiosityfegling and

2"schleiermachet,eben Jesu486.
2"3straussThe Christ of Faith and the Jesus of History: atigtie of Schleiermacher's 'The Life of Jesus'
trans. Leander E. Keck (Philadelphia: Fortress7).9124.
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understanding,” i.e., of modernizing theologiesdobgn the work of Schleiermacher and
Kant, respectively—“More than God and Christ, tde@ated pious person takes on the
hope for continuance after death. What use for i@ed what ground do | have, to take
Christ's yoke on myself, when in death all is ftmesl??’® Strauss saw this idea of
subjective immortality—no matter how philosophigalell-conceived—as the last
remainder of the old eschatological hopes for @ars®cond coming and the
transformation of heaven and earth: “Out of theccete fabric of biblical and churchly
representations of a return of Christ, resurrecfwigment, heaven and hell, modern
reflection has drawn the abstract central threachafortality, and affixed its | to the
same, over the dreaded abyss of annihilation.” Bdybe odd millenarians and Pietists
who held fast to ancient and medieval apocalypticthese modern eschatological
beliefs were mainstays of theological and philoscgranthropology. He notes that Kant,
in particular, set personal immortality as the leigfpostulate of practical reason. For
Strauss, this modern residue of ancient eschatmbgiews was “the last enemy, which
speculative critique has to battle and where péssibovercome?’’

Thus the architectonics of souls and bodies thdédies Strauss’s writings on the
nocturnal side of nature is tied up with the quesiof immanence and eschatology that
obsessed him throughout his career. In 1830, time s@ar that he published his first
article on the “Seeress of Prevorst,” he wroteshisrt dissertation on the Christian
doctrine of the@noxatdotacic ndvrov, the “restoration of all things” (Acts 3:21), in

which he traces the evolution of eschatologicalithd from ancient Judaism into

#®David Friedrich Straus®ie christliche Glaubenslehre in ihrer geschichikém Entwicklung und im
Kampfe mit der modernen Wissenschéfte historical development of Christian doctringlats conflict
with modern sciengg2 vols. (C. F. Osiander, 1840-41), vol.2, 697.

“bid., 739.
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modern theology and Hegelian philosophy—where,rgaes, it would finally be
liquidated®”® Five years later, eschatology became the guidiame of the ife where he
sets the gospel narratives squarely within the @gptic worldview of first-century
Judaism. It remained central in tGéaubenslehref 1840-41 and in higheOld Faith
and the Nevof 1872.
Conclusion

It is fitting that Strauss later represented hi28.Brize essay on the resurrection,
De resurrectione carnjsas the crux of his turn to a more rationalist®w “as | dotted
the last period,” he wrote in an 1838 letter toddmre Vischer, “ it was clear to me that
there was nothing in the entire stofy>'Strauss’s experience in composing this essay,
ending with his realization that “there was nothiaQthe resurrection, proved to be
prototypical for his subsequent negative, limitargl critical approach to Christianity. In
theLife as in theGlaubenslehref 1840, Strauss meticulously traces the course of
narratives and dogmas, but now in order to showttiege is nothing to them. As in the
writings on modern cases of demon possessionkies the narratives seriously and
brings them within a radically circumscribed frarfrewriting the “resurrection of the
flesh” of 1828, Strauss had inadvertently put thepon a death certificate for Jesus
Christ—he would spend much of his following caréec|uding theLife of Jesusn
particular, taking up this accidental act of comshé as his proper vocation.

This critical approach coalesced around the conaipbdies and souls that

Strauss developed in conversation with romanticicvegl and natural philosophy. A

monist view of bodies, souls, and the world enabiiedto radicalize the critique of

2’¥Dje Lehre von der Wiederbringung Aller Dinge inghReligionsgeschichtlichen Entwicklung,” in
Muller, Identitat und Immanens0-75.
2*Ausgewahlte Briefes2.
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Gospel miracles, even as he left open the podgibilicertain paranormal phenomena.
Nor do the parallels between his writings on ancér modern religion stop there. In
the next chapter, we will see that, as in his wgisi on the nocturnal side of nature, the
first, limiting critique of supernatural occurrescepens onto a critical theory of mind
and the progress of culture. Strauss's analys@eshons” and “ghosts” led him to
analyze the psychological and cultural conditiomhef subjects of ghost-seeing and
possession. In thefe of JesusStrauss's critique of stories about miraculowsihgs,
resurrections, and imminent apocalyptic transforomadlso leads to an account of the
subjective cultural mentalities that shaped theksst It leads, specifically, to his famous
interpretation of the Gospels as “myths.” In thiolwing chapter | will consider his
seminal treatment of the Gospel authors and mytigh of his work on religious belief

and paranormal experience among demoniacs and-ghes in the German countryside.
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Chapter 3: D.F. Strauss on Myth and the Nocturnal f#le of Nature

Over the last two chapters we have seen how Ix&uss defined and secured
limits on spirit in history and nature throughoid fvritings in the 1830's. His
conceptions of embodied subjects and an immanema® led him to critique reports of
supernatural events and beings—demons, for exagipbsts, and resurrections—in the
ancient and modern world. In the first chapter,sa® that in his writings on the
nocturnal side of nature, this critical view ledrfr the phenomena in question to the
psychological and cultural condition of their suddge from ghosts and demons to the
minds and experiences of clairvoyants and the gessk In theé.ife of JesusStrauss's
critique of miracle stories follows a similar coerdt leads to the cultural worldviews that
shaped these narratives. And it sets them withiovanarching account of the progress of
spirit and culture. In the pieces on demoniacsgirabt-seers, Strauss relates the progress
of Bildungto distinctions in gender, spiritual disorder, dnkls of education. In thafe,
he considers the difference in historical cultutés.traces lines between ancient and
modern mentalities.

In this chapter | move accordingly from the finsajor critical and scientific
aspect of Strausdife, his critique of miracles, to a second, his adaptaof mythical
interpretation. Myth theory had flourished in Gemmamantic thought and biblical
criticism before Strauss. It turned biblical schslattention to the consciousness that
shaped ancient writings and the narrative formfandtions of these accounts. With
romantic thinkers, it came to redefine in a positight the religious worldview of
ancient people. The scientific study of antiquéty,much as that of nature or medicine,

would have to recognize how spirit infuses andiasithe totality of the cosmos. All
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phenomena, texts, and mentalities have meaningalod; they deserve to be explored
seriously on their own terms. For romantically-inell thinkers like Schelling or J.G.
Herder, myths were the spontaneous, poetic expressif people who stood in a closer
unity with God.

Strauss drew explicitly on these romantic insigirtd brought them to bear on the
Gospels. His work here converged in specific, @sslamays with his studies of the
nocturnal side of nature. Kerner, Schubert, andrsthad already drawn parallels
between modern somnambulists and ancient seensoatsl Strauss's firsthand
experience with these individuals deepened hisgamgant with the mentalities at work
behind the Gospel narratives. In both Liife and the writings on the nocturnal side of
nature, he confronts the non-modern, alien aspéetdigious thought from which
enlightened interpreters turned away in revulsion.

In the process, he develops a critical applicabibomyth theory in two key areas.
He does so first in the realm of historical crgimi. Myth interpretation forms a second
stage in his critique of miracle stories. Strauist §hows that elements in the Gospels are
impossible; he then demonstrates that they caretterlexplained as products of an
ancient mythical worldview. This movement guarastie ruthless, negative results of
his tests of authenticity of the Gospels. But foaSss this is only a first axis of the
negative movement of critique in Higfe of JesusAs he rules against the historicity of
Gospel narratives, he also turns a glaring ligheach point at which a breach had
opened between modern, critical reason and themingientality shared by Jesus, the
disciples, and the Gospel-writers. He follows ts&d of romantic theorists and moves

from a history of events to a history of consciass Here again, Strauss's ironic affinity
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for the margins of Christian belief plays a conseyial role. He insists on those portions
of the Gospels that other theologians sought tonghbay. In the realm of first-century
Jewish thought, this meant emphasizing apocalyppicesentations in particular. He
holds fast to the plain sense and meaning of tkte,tbut does so in order to mark out the
divergent territories of the ancient and modernlgidCriticism of the Gospel narratives
serves as such to educate modern people abouthdyadre not. Theife operates as a
critique of culture and consciousness. Critique aleths an internal reckoning in religious
worldview of an age and enacts the procedildingby which modernity would
emerge fully on the stage of history. He woulddditeorize this aspect of the work
explicitly through his interpretation of the phitgghy of Hegel. In this chapter, | consider
these dimensions of Straudsife and call attention to those points where they later
with his work and experience in the nocturnal sifleature.
German Romanticism and the Scientific Study of Bibtal Myths

Scholarship on myth in Germany developed signitilgain the middle of the
eighteenth century. Mythical interpretation begathie study of classical antiquity.
Studies of the Hebrew Bible by the Oxford ProfesgdPoetry Robert Lowth and the
Goéttingen classicist C.G. Heyne brought it into filetd of biblical theology®° For
Heyne “All the history and philosophy of the and¢geproceeded from myths,” including

the Old Testamerft! Johann David Michaelis, a seminal biblical schdiatped to bring

291 his 1740 lectures, later publishedes sacra poesi Haebrorul753), Lowth read the Hebrew Bible
as a collection of ancient poetry. Its truth layrasch in its art as in its sacred history. Heyreaadon

Lowth to argue that the Hebrew Bible contained fgophical myths,” reflections on origins, alongsid
“historical myths” that focused on events.

281 A mythis omnis priscorum hominum tum historia tunitogophia procedit (Apollodorus,Bibliotheca
Graeca(1803), 3; quoted in Strauss 1835 vol. 1, 28; 1822.
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Lowth's lectures into the German context with ieatated editions of thef? J.G.
Herder expanded on Heyne’s research and presestgalite mythology as the
expression of a shared national sgftitin contrast to previous enlightenment thinkers,
Herder and Heyne did not use myth in a pejoratéress. It designated the poetic and
philosophical form of ancient stories, in distictifrom their ostensibly historical
content. In antiquity, religious, aesthetic, aational interests came before any ethic of
accurate historiography. The stories were primitiuehad their own truth and value.
Mythical composition formed the basis, for exampbe,ancient and modern art and
religion. It therefore deserved to be taken sefipasd analyzed without modern
prejudice, as an ancient form of expression.

Theories of myth flourished in German romanticuiijat. They constituted a
historical, cultural counterpart to speculativdeaetions on God, spirit, and the cosmos.
Recall that for Schubert, Kerner, and Schellingjemt humanity's unity with God and
the universe formed a first stage in the dynamigentent of the world-soul. They
believed that modern thought constituted an améntaddvance on ancient worldviews;
they also claimed with Herder that ancient peopedin a more immediate relation to
God and nature. This connection to the universpeshéhe stories the ancients
composed. A similar dynamic appears in romanti¢imgs on myth to that which we saw
in the polarities of romantic medicine and cosmglddodes of consciousness dominated
by theHerzgruband brain stand in a hierarchical relation. A naip modern worldview

is healthier; it leads to a more accurate accofititeoliving, material world.

282Robert Lowth,De Sacra poesi Hebraeoryred. Johann David Michaelis (Géttingen: J.C. Détr
1770). Sheehargnlightenment Bible184.

233 G. Herderyom Geist der Ebraischen Poesie: Eine AnleitungiférLiebhaber derselben, und der
altesten Geschichte des menschlichen Gej§teghe Spirit of Hebrew Poetry: a Guide for Lovefghe
Same, and of the Most Ancient History of the HuBint] 2 vols (Desau, 1782-83).
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Nevertheless, ancient people, the mentally ill, wanthe uneducated, and children have
special intuitive access to the nocturnal life mifis. Kerner could write, for example,
that old age and childhood stood within the cirdéthe spirit world along with “the
childhood of the human race” and “saints, poetd, atill closer to the center, seef&>
The experiences of somnambulists put them in tevtththis ancient world—in her
trances Hauffe even reverted to a strange “inr@rfjlage resembling those of antiquity.
Romantic myth theory formed part of the reactiomhe enlightenment. Like
speculative cosmologies and romantic medicinefered new means by which German
scholars could redeem faith, and the Bible in paldr, for modern thought and culture,
after the devastation of enlightenment criticistrerlabled theologians to admit in good
conscience that these were not modern texts—the Bdes not offer the same kind of
rigorous, scientific truths we expect from a conpenary historian or philosopher. But
that does nothing to diminish its value for faittdaeason. The truth of ancient texts did
not lay in their historical content but in theirgii expressiveness, or in their capacity for
conveying deep human feeling and religious intait/hen Johannes Semler argued for
example that the Book of Revelation was too irraicand Jewish to be part of a canon
of modern Christianity®® Herder countered that we must consider how JoHrhan
ancient audience would have experienced its apptalygrophecies. The truth of John's
Apocalypse was not to be found in any particul@dpotion; rather, it lay in the

underlying feeling it generated—that God was nearaould see the universe through

#/Seherin 197.
#2Christliche freye Untersuchung (ber die so genafffenbarung Johannig=ree Christian
Investigation of the So-Called Revelation of Jditalle: J.C. Hendel, 1769).
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its most harrowing tribulatiorf$®

This model of interpretation redefined the taskhef study of antiquity and
religion. It opened an historical science of cuidtand historical mentalities. According to
myth theory, science worthy of the name must geasspent thought and belief on their
own terms. Scientific historiography could no mdremiss with myths as fables and
delusions than a natural scientist could dismiegpychophysical phenomena associated
with somnambulism and possession. At the same thiseconcept of myths shifted the
focus of scientific historiography from the histarfyevents to that of narratives, on the
one hand, and of the collective modes of consciegsthat shaped them, on the other. It
pushed back against those deists, rationalistspahddox defenders of inspired
scripture who sought only bare facts behind thédabnarratives. It expanded the
already growing study of the bible as a culturatdrical text and underwrote the rise of
the scientific university, in the place of the atturas a privileged site of inquiry into the
truth of Christianity.

Theories of myth exerted a formative influencelonscience of higher criticism.
By the time Strauss composed tlite, a number of interpreters had used mythical
interpretation to distinguish historically authendind inauthentic material in the Bible. In
the introduction to theife, he names as precedents in this vein the workeofrhythical
school,” figures like J.G. Eichhorn, G.L. BaueP.Jabler, and othéf€ who argued that
the composition of the Old and New Testaments lesoh lzolored by ancient modes of

thought. Eichhorn had determined, for example, tiatNew Testament gospels were not

2863 G. HerderMaran Athaoder das Buch von der Zukunft des Helfiara Atha or the Book of the Lord's
Comind (Riga: Hartknock, 1779).

#TFollowing Hartlich and Sach®er Ursprung des Mythosbegriffamodern scholars usually group these
three together as the “mythical school” in higheticism.
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exclusively eyewitness accounts. The stories waresinitted for a short time after Jesus’
death before being written down. They consequeamnttjerwent some supernaturalizing
alterations. He argued that in a few instancesevaribad crafted biblical stories from the
ground up’® Although Eichhorn originally maintained that thée narrative in Genesis
2 and 3 was an account of an ancient poisofithipr example, he eventually changed
his mind and developed a full-fledged mythical iegdthe story embodied a
philosophical thought, “that the desire for a bhrettendition than that in which man
actually is, is the source of all the evil in therld.”*®

For the most part, however, Eichhorn's later astofithe fall narrative was an
exception. His earlier, euhemeristic version wasatgpical of the mythical school. He,
Gabler, and others argued that the biblical nareatithe Gospels in particular, were
“historical myths.” They recorded real events; otligse records were inflected by the
ancient worldview of their writers. Though Eichh@cknowledged that Biblical
narratives were written down after the fact, héstesl that, with a few exceptions in the
Hebrew Bible, this compositional work was not tao femoved in time from its subjects.
If the Gospels were not immediate eyewitness adsotimey were based nevertheless on
the experiences of eyewitnesses. They preservadalatively faithful manner the
history of Jesus' life and death. He and other neembf this mythical school in
historical criticism set out accordingly to separtte historical kernel of the stories from
its supernaturalistic chaff. They set the stagéPfaulus's thoroughgoing rationalism.

Eichhorn “agreed with Paulus,” Strauss explains cnsidering the miraculous in the

28jchhorn, “Uebrige Ungedruckte Werke des Wolferltsigihen Fragmentisten.”
#%Ejchhorn,Urgeschichteed. Johann Philip Gabler, vol. 3 (Altdorf and lierg: Monath and Kussler,
1793), 98 ff.

29931835 vol. 1, 25; 1892, 50.
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sacred history to be a drapery which needs onhetdrawn aside, in order to disclose the
pure historic form.2%*

Strauss believed that this mode of historicalasitn betrayed the romantic and
scientific impulses from which it began. AdmittedRaulus and Eichhorn recognized the
distinction between ancient and modern mentaliges.they put this insight to a
selective use: they pressed it into the service pdsitive history of events. In their haste
to unearth historical facts, they failed to takelibal texts seriously on their own terms.
They lost sight of their poetic forms, religiousanégs, concepts of truth, and
underlying cultural interests. They forced the acts into the mold of a modern
historical worldview that their composers would have recognized.

The Gospel narratives about demons differed incouneial respect, in that vein,
from Kerner's accounts of demoniacs in the Gernoammtryside: ancient people did not
set out to write exacting empirical records. Modeterpreters mangled the meaning of
the stories when they reduced them to archiveaat§f Compared with Eichhorn's later
account of the Genesis fall narrative as the velo€lan idea, for example, Strauss claims
that “nothing could be worse” than his originaktiricizing interpretation: “In
considering the tree of knowledge as a poisonaastphe at once destroyed the intrinsic
value and inherent meaning of the histdi¥f.Rationalist interpretation led to absurd
distortions of the plain sense of the narratives.

In contrast, he cites approvingly two major recgaitolars of myth in the Hebrew

Bible: J.S. Vater and W.M.L. de Wett& These authors broke with Eichhorn et al. in two

*bid.

294 31835 vol. 154; 1892, 66.

2981 S. VaterCommentar liber den Pentate€@ommentary on the Pentateuch], 3 vols. (Halle:
Waisenhaus, 1802-1805); W.M.L. de WeBejtrage zur Einleitung in das Alte Testame@mpls. (Halle:



133

respects. First, they claimed that biblical stoviese not based at all on eyewitness
accounts; they were products of a lengthy tradiibtransmission. Second, they
emphasized the genre of the texts and intentiotisef authors. Vater argued that we
“do violence to the original sense of the compilefrthese narrative® when we take
them as eyewitness accounts. De Wette affirmddmite strenuously that the Hebrew
Bible should not be mined for bare historical faliis composers never set out to write
that kind of history. Even when their work tookiatbriographical form, their interests
lay elsewhere.

Strauss credited de Wette with bringing the romsasgnception of myth fully to
bear on the Bible. De Wette followed Schelling'dyeaork on myt¥°° and argued that
they were spontaneous and poetic religious exmnessHe affirmed with Herder that
ancient authors were guided by nationélkischecommitments—the biblical stories
articulated their patriotic, religious feelings.dffect, he attended to the shape of the
narratives, as well as to the ancient mentalitresaultural contexts behind them. He
undermined the historical credibility of the naivas almost entirely in the process. But
the analysis carved out a space for faith. It &had new forms of religious and historical
truth. If the Pentateuch did not record partichigtorical events, it reflected the culture
in which it was composed—along with that culturelggious and poetic conceptions of
God and humanity. Consequently, Strauss saysatlmmalists not only found “the web

of facts they had so ingeniously woven togethar tmunder,” but also “all the art and

Schimmelpfenig and Co 1806-7).

294 31835 vol. 1, 32; 1892, 54.

29°5chelling, “Ueber Mythen, historische Sagen, unioBbpheme der altesten Welt,” fmiedrich
Wilhelm Joseph von Schellings We¢géuttgart and Ausburg: J.G. Cotta, 18%6%13-83. Ironically, the
essay was originally published by Paulus inMé&morabilien(Leipzig: S.L. Crusius, 1793) 5:1-68.
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labor expended on the natural interpretation aeateclared useles$? Paulus
complained that, where he sought to laboriouslassp fact from opinion in biblical
narratives, this mode of criticism resolved thedrisal question at once, by dissolving
them entirely back within “theamera obscuraf ancient sacred legends~*

Strauss took the insights of de Wette, Schellimgl Herder to heart. In the
introduction to the.ife, he asserts that scientific critics must heedtipose that the
Gospels had for their ancient composers. ChristrahJewish scriptures formed in eras
of religious and social agitation, not unlike thedarn age, in which novel modes of life
intersected with rapidly shifting worldviews. But@ent people were not modern
philosophers or scientists. The first Christiaiis their contemporaries were “a
community of Orientals, of mostly unlearned menjohtas such were in no condition to
admit and indicate that idea in the abstract fofime understanding and concept, but
rather in the concrete manner of the imaginatisrimege and history** Ancient
religious thinkers could not conceive ideas in euttphilosophical terms; they could
only articulate them as stories, i.e., as sacrechtiges. Like other mythical stories, the
Gospels were meant to capture new ideas in an maage, history-like form.

To make sense of the narratives, a modern scivolald therefore have to lay
bare the ideas behind them. Mythical interpretaitiverts the historicizing approach of
rationalists and deists: the latter, Strauss empldsacrifice all divine meaning in the

sacred record,” but “uphold its historical charaétehere mythical interpretation rather

29831835 vol. 1, 54; 1892, 66. Strauss only clariftest he had de Wette's mythical interpretation indni
specifically here in later editions (1840 vol. 5;58).

291 31835 vol. 1, 55; 1892, 67.

298 31835 vol. 1., 71-2. This passage only appearsdriitht edition. In later editions he revised and
expanded on his explanation of myth in section fitheLife. He adds four subsequent sections (13-16) in
which he responds more thoroughly to his critiect®n 12 of the first edition still provides a sinct
synopsis of this view, however. It affirms the sdmasic premises as the longer passages in lateredi
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“sacrifices the historical reality of the narrasva order to preserve their absolute
truth.”?%° Reimarus and other deists uncovered real evehtadthe narratives to show
that they lacked religious value for a modern persioe rationalists did so in order to
hold onto a core of positive historical revelati@woth elided in the process their
underlying, ideal meaning. Eichhorn's reading efftdl narrative as a story about an
ancient poisoning typified this approach.

Full-fledged mythical interpretation, like Eichims later reading of the narrative
as the shell of a noble idea, attends to the caadbat ancient people struggled to
represent by using concrete, historical imagerythab extent, it returns to ancient and
medieval forms of allegorical interpretation, i thein of Origen. Both consider that
“something historical lay at the foundation of thistories; however, whether the
composer was conscious of the fact or not, a higpeit made use of this historical
element as the mere shell of a transcendent trutireaning.?°° Both sought the true
idea behind the external, historical narrative.

Nevertheless, mythical interpretation does noabkmtogether with history. It
differs from allegorical interpretation in this ooricial respect: “according to the
allegorical view, this higher spirit,” i.e., theigpthat drove the composer to press an idea
into a historical shell, “is the immediate influenaf the divinity; for the mythical it is the
spirit of a people or a community”* The mythical view, like Strauss's psychological
interpretations of demon possession, attends operthe world ofGeist mind or spirit,
as well as to religious truth; however, it remainighin the immanent historical and

cultural order. The modern speculative conceptioith® universe determines this

29 31835 vol. 1, 52; 1892, 65.
300 31835 vol. 1, 52; modified in later editions.
304 31835 vol. 1, 52-3; 1892, 65.
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approach. God does not intervene directly in paldiccases, but moves everywhere and
at once through the dynamic evolution of nature launganity. As for miracles, so also
for revelation in general: Truth and spirit emewgthin human thought in history. A
mythical interpreter who seeks ideas in the stdigesontrolled,” therefore, “by regard
for the conformity with the spirit and modes of tight of the people and of the agé*”
The “ideas” behind the narratives are neither tyrideal nor strictly historical religious
truths; they are ancient people's way of makingeseh the universe, as seen and
expressed from the vantage of their particularestadghe intertwined evolution of God,
humanity, and nature. Science must attend to lissbrical and cultural contexts. Like
Herder and de Wette, Strauss drew romantic speaulgitto the service of a more
rigorous historicism.

As collective compositions, myths take shape spoedusly and unconsciously.
The “intention” and “meaning” that Strauss and detté/set out to expose does not lie on
the surface of the biblical authors' consciousnBss.ancients composed without the
reflexive intentionality of modern, individual weits. If the substance of a myth narrative
is not revealed by a transcendent God, neitheat tie work of an individual, but rather
of the universal individual of that community, byr@m it is also produced without
consciousness or intentiof 2 Strauss follows Schelling and affirms that theyave
“unartificial and spontaneous productions” in ogpos to any “artistic product of
intentional design3** In later editions, he cites as a precedent fer\héw the work of
Karl Otfried Muller, a scholar of Greek antiquityheralso drew on myth theory to

develop a historicist view of ancient narrativesillgr had asserted that the lack of
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analogies in contemporary writing should not blusdto the unconscious way in which
ancient people composed. These stories are nptddects of individual consciousness,
but of “a higher communal consciousne¥S.Popular traditions could emerge and
transform dramatically in the course of oral traission>’® In passing from one mouth to
another and a third, Strauss explains, a storychagge only a little; however, these
small changes can coalesce into major, dramagcadibns without any of their narrators
being the wiset"’

Miiller, Schelling, and de Wette's notions of spoebus, collective composition
gave Strauss resources to consider that the Gogpetscomposed without intention,
from a shared stock of cultural ideas. His firstharperiences with people whose
consciousness had not reached the level of mdgi&tanglent still more certainty to this
approach. Strauss knew from Grombach and Anna tstlenge history-like narratives
could form, seemingly out of thin air, in the minafspeople who were neither lying nor,
strictly speaking, insane. While Strauss believedn@ach and Anna U suffered from
disordered psyches, they were a far cry from thibdles who believed he was Caesar, for
example. Their somnambulic-demonic states, in wtheliHerzgrubdominated over
their brain, was not so different than the conditd the ancient poet or seer as he or she
drew verses seemingly out of the ether. And Grarhlzaad Anna U, these otherwise
relatively rational and sincere individuals, marggedream up accounts of the lives of
their possessors, in particular, including sped#gtails about their personal histories. As
in ancient myths, it was a question of unconscmmposition. As we recall from the

first chapter, when Anna U spoke in her possessoirt® and confessed a series of his

30% 31840 vol. 1, 89; 1892, 82, translation modified.
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sins, these were “fabricated unconsciously” indggtated condition, from a stock of
ready cultural material. The deeds she descrilsteit, drunkenness, fornication, denial
of paternity, brawls and murder--were in fact typiof the class of people” to whom the
dead soul was supposed to belong, as well as towreclass’®
The First Critical Aspect of Strauss's Adaptation & Romantic Myth Theory: Myth
and the Critique of Miracles

In theLife Strauss follows Miller and de Wette, and he desetbpse insights
from myth theory and his own experience into a cetechistoricist application. He
claims that the stories emerged after Jesus' @eatlenabled his followers to engage
unconsciously ideas about the relation between&@ddhumanity. They elaborated this
narrative in the idiom of first-century Jewish aplyptic thought. This is not to suggest
that Jesus' actual existence was irrelevant ttrdiitions behind the Gospels. Rather, it
provided a “framework” for them, in scanty concretents of his life: he was raised in
Nazareth, for example, was baptized by John, adsdndisciples, preached about the
messianic kingdom, entered into debates with copteary Jewish thinkers, and was
crucified. From the first, “this framework was wtiead around with a manifold of deeply
meaningful threads of earlier reflection and imagjon;” soon after his death, “these
threads interwove with ideas about [Jesus}...aadsfiormed into facts about his Iif&®
The Hebrew Bible furnished the most substantighe$e threads. Its stories and
prophetic types of the Messiah converged with Jewfsocalyptic thought. Together they
formed the fabric of the social and religious cosnmowhich the early Christian

community lived and moved.

308Charakteristiken und Kritiker821.
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Over the course of this analysis, Strauss putiieat twist on previous views of
myth. Here as in his writings on the nocturnal ssfleature, the foray into romantic
territory supplies the material of a demystifyirmesice. To begin, he carries mythical
analysis into a region of the Bible where otheeiipteters hesitated to tread. Orthodox
and rationalist theologians objected to de Wetiaisns that the Hebrew Bible included
myths; they would respond still more vehementlgtauss's mythical reading of the
Gospels. There were a number of reasons to takeothjections seriously. The stories
had a more this-worldly form, for example, than €régends about the exploits of the
gods. Furthermore, they emerged at a period whatarfography was fairly well
developed. There was finally the lengthy Christiadition that attributed the texts to
disciples and fellow-travelers. Strauss grants sbate of these considerations are
significant. But to take them as sufficient reasposto conduct mythical analysis
smacks of exceptionalism. Unscientific prejudicenal can keep scholars from analyzing
the Gospels in the same terms as stories from ttmitions®'°

He consequently presses mythical interpretatia {e@ points at which other
interpreters stopped short. He brings the critiofumiracles together with mythical
analysis to show where stories were fabricated ms@ously in ancient communities. In
the introduction to the second and later edititvesyses them to define two major
criteria, negative and positive, respectively, byich he tests the historical status of
Gospel stories. He names two negative criterigyto€h the critique of miracles is the

second and more weighty. The critic should askf,fivhether a narrative is inconsistent

31931840 vol. 1, 62-3; 1892, 69. He explains in thistipm of the later editions that every positivetffai
pretends to have privileged access to God in hjistiorough its prophets, texts, or traditionsslhbt
possible that these multiple and mutually exclusigkefs are all true. Christianity's alleged roiots
authentic historical revelation are just as crexlés those of Judaism, Islam, or ancient Pagagiasli
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either internally or with its parallels in othergpels. Contradictions among them
highlight the difficulty of uncovering a secureaséd eyewitness account. With this
criterion one cannot prove that a narrative is isgilde; however, it presses back against
efforts at reconstruction. The second criteriom@e decisive: he asks whether the
narratives break the “known and universal laws Wigjovern the course of events?
including the established patterns of nature angaldy, as well as of human
psychology—how people customarily behave and tHin&m there, the single positive
criterion, which constitutes the heart of the mgahiinterpretation, follows suit: “If the
contents of a narrative strikingly accord with e@rtideas existing and prevailing within
the circle from which the narrative proceeded..s itmore or less probable...that such a
narrative is of mythical origin®? Strauss draws on precedents from the Hebrew Bible
and other ancient comparands and shows that stiymag Jesus reflected their context.
The miracle reports, for example, developed asslésllowers passed on stories about a
person whom they considered to be the messiaht ‘thkealewish people in the time of
Jesus expected miracles from the Messiah istseff natural, since the Messiah was for
them a second Moses and the greatest prophieftiey molded their narratives to fit
these types. If Moses provided his followers witpernatural food and Elijah raised
people from the dead, so must have the Messid¢gidh predicted that in the messianic
age people would be miraculously healed, then Jasiss have healed thettf All of the
miracle reports are made up of mythical elements.

The positive and negative criteria work hand-imdhéhroughout theife. If an

314 31840 vol. 1, 100; 1892, 88.
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element of a story meets both sets of criteriattifainsgresses the laws of nature and
corresponds to the interests of Jewish thougHhterfitst century—then the story is likely
to be mythical. Strauss's treatment of the demadslge herd of pigs, in the story of the
Gadarene demoniac, exemplifies this approach. Ribedlin Matthew, Mark, and Luke
the demons begged Jesus to expel them into a hprgsy a request which he granted, at
which point the pigs rushed into the nearby seadnaodned. For Strauss, this element
provides sure proof of the impossibility of the radive, as much as the legion of
possessing demons. It is a question of the fandiirats of bodies and spirits, now
framed in terms of the relative spiritual developinef humans and animals. An alien
self-consciousness dividing a subject from hiserliody is impossible; the idea of
multiple demonic possessors is still more bizaggially outrageous is the claim that
these intelligent spirits would enter into animainhs, i.e., pigs—“Every religion and
philosophy,” he explains, “which rejects the tramgnation of souls, must, for the same
reason, also deny the possibility of this passdgleeodemons into swiné** Hence even
Olshausen recognizes the story as a “scandal antbBhg block” for an interpreter who
wishes to set it on natural terrain.

As he often does, Strauss frames his mythicatpng¢ation against Paulus's
rationalist account. Paulus claimed that the ssaz@nflated the possessed man and the
demons. The Gadarene demoniac, frenzied undenfibence of his fixed idea, rushed
toward the pigs and chased them into the waterhBrg again, Paulus blithely disregards
the plain meaning and intention of the narrativegke and Mark expressly describe how
the demons “enter ink{cijAbov ] to the pigs (Mk 5:13, Lk 8:33), while all threlescribe

them “coming out” §£el0ovteg /6EeABOvTa] (MK 5:13, Lk 8:33, Mt 8:32). Paulus fails to

31931836, vol. 2, 32; 1892, 48.
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explain the narrative because he breaks with theoasl “Our Evangelists do not in this
instance merely relate what actually happenedarcttours which it took from the false
lights of their age; they have here a particuldrciv cannot possibly have happened in
the manner they allegé™® And if the evangelists explicitly present a sttt is not
possible, we are pitched from the realm of eyewtrevents to that of consciousness. We
have to explain why they would craft this kind @rrative from the ground up.

Strauss passes accordingly to the realm of anthienght and mythical
narratives. Where Paulus invents natural explangtiStrauss explains, “we must rather
ask, whether in the probable period of the fornmatibthe evangelical narratives, there
are not ideas to be found from which the storythanhistory before us might be
explained.?!” And in fact these ideas stand ready to hand ifreahcomparands. We find
multiple ancient accounts in which the expulsiomaemon is proven by the movement
of a nearby object. Josephus, for example, deschibineAntiquities(8:2, 85) how a
man named Eleazar, who used ancient exorcistioiigebs from Solomon, would “set a
vessel of water in the neighborhood of the possigsseson, so that the departing demon
must throw it down and thus give ocular proof te fipectators that he was out of the
man, '8 Apollonius of Tyana describes an incident whestatue fell over at the moment
a demon was expelled. These narratives take ustfreravents to their function: to prove
the efficacy and reality of an exorcism. Furtherejafr other narratives had exorcists
whose healing rites could affect nearby objecisséhperformed by the Messiah would
have to include still more dramatic effects. Thendas ran into the bodies of pigs

because of the association in Jewish culture betwaelean spirits and unclean animals.
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“Only by this derivation of our narrative from tkenfluence of various ideas and
interests of the age,” Strauss concludes, caneaxpkined and its various contradictory
elements resolvet?

We can see here the extent to which mythical pmétation secures the
devastating, negative effect of the historicalicaitanalysis of miracle storiellot only
are the stories impossible, they are better expthin terms of ancient thought.
Consequently, they are more surely unhistoricde IMagdalena Grombach's demons,
those of Matthew, Mark, and Luke are less likelyh&we been real to the degree that
Strauss finds more plausible immanent, historicaligds to explain them. His
explanations in both sets of texts reinforce théenna limits that he set on the work of
spirit. If it could be better explained on immangmunds, then a demon must appear as
a superfluousleus ex machinaStrauss recognizes, as de Wette recognized wdrk
on the Hebrew Bible, that this is a sure resultisfanalysis. If the stories are myths, they
are not historical. His work might appear therefimehare more in common with the
rationalists than he admitted. For both, the gaalllel be to see what could be
reconstructed of the Gospel narratives. Only foal®&ts the answer would be, “very
little.”
The Second Critical Aspect of Strauss's Adaptationof Romantic Myth Theory: the
Critique of Ancient and Modern Bildung

But in fact this is only the first face of his &ms of myths and miracles. As in
his account of Grombach and Anna U, Strauss'shtack to subjective consciousness not
only fixes limits on the supernatural elementshef $tories: it sheds a clear light on that

consciousness and makes it an object of analysis awn right. In his critical analyses

319 31836 vol. 2, 40; 1892, 431.
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of Grombach's demons or Hauffe's nerve-spiritbiteaches that these conceptions
demanded in the immanent, psychophysical realrhiledback to the minds and
experiences that shaped them. He first positedgXample, that no external
consciousness could force itself, like a wedgeybeh a person's body and her mind; he
then went on to seek “subjective” grounds for Grantband Anna U's divided
consciousness and strange demoniacal symptom$ieQmée hand, he sought these
grounds in the women's distorted psychophysicatlitimms; on the other, he located
them in the unlearned religious culture of the Garroountrysidé®® Only non-modern,
undeveloped mentalities can blatantly transgresdinttits of nature and human bodies
without calling their own trustworthiness or sariityo question.

In theLife, Strauss sets the critique of miracles to wor& similar fashion, in the
service of an exploration of ancient, mythical nadities. Even before he turns to cultural
contexts in the.ife, supernatural elements serve as evidence, in tleess of an alien
mind at work. The presence of miracles in a nareatheasures the influence of non-
modern thought. From the opening pages oLife he connects the two. He defines
sacred history, “in which the divine enters withoiermediation into human affairs; the
ideal thus assuming an immediate embodim&ft,’e., in which there are miracles, as an
expression of ancient worldviews. It is the maumsbling block to a modern person’s
understanding of the scriptures.

In the introduction to the second and later edgjde cites the presence of
miraculous elements in the narratives as the megtdia justification for applying myth

theory to the Gospels. After the barrage of cstitithat followed the first edition's
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publication, Strauss felt it necessary to devetip justification in more exacting detail.
He asserts, first, that the external grounds fimkihg the Gospels were written from
eyewitness narratives are flimsy at best. Ther@anmore substantial reasons to think
the Gospels were written by Matthew, Mark, Lukej dohn, than that the Pentateuch
was composed by Moses. The attributions are relgtiate and inconsistent. We know,
moreover, that pseudonymous composition was wigespin the ancient worf? This
external argument shows that the Gospels migleaat, not be eyewitness accounts.
Still more decisive are arguments on internal gdsime., those that take their cue from
the content of the texts. And among these groumds point in particular offers the most
incontrovertible evidence that the Gospels are mogthThey include elements that
directly contradict modern conceptions of God aatlire.

Strauss's discussion of changing conceptionstafaldaw underwrites this
claim. He asks, first, whether the biblical histatgshes with our idea of the world, “and
whether such discordancy may furnish a test afntsistorical nature.” He describes how
in antiquity, “the knowledge of nature [was] so ilied, that the law of connection
between earthly finite beings was very loosely régd.”** The ancients did not
understand the interdependence and consecutivehtssnatural order. They
consequently imputed major shifts in the world wdG immediate action on them: “He
it is who gives rain and sunshine; he sends thievéad and the storm; he dispenses war,
famine, pestilence; he hardens hearts and softens, tsuggests thoughts and
resolutions.*?* “Our modern world,” on the other hand, “after mampturies of tedious

research has attained the conviction, that algthare linked together by a chain of
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causes and effects, which suffers no interruptfénHe then continues with the various
shifting concepts of nature and God that we haeea,deom the deists to Spinozan
monism, supernaturalism, and dynamic monism irvéie of Hegel, Scheleiermacher, or
Schelling. At the end, he asserts, simply, thigtdlerview secures the “surprising
conclusion...that the Hebrew and Christian religidike all others, have their myth¥*®
Thus the singular “presupposition” of historicatigue—Strauss's monistic views of
human subjects and the cosmos—forms the measumedsrn thought. The limits of
bodies and souls mark inversely the presence ofatiges that transgress them.

In each of the miracle accounts that we havadireonsidered, the patently
impossible, miraculous elements in the narratieegesaccordingly to illuminate the
ancient mentalities at work behind them. In thiescpi of his analyses, Strauss diverges
more radically still from contemporary rationalistsd supernaturalists. For Strauss, the
problem with Paulus, Schleiermacher, Tholuck, sh@lusen’s interpretations is not only
that they fail to set psychophysical limits firmfyplace; in doing so, they fail to engage
seriously the ancient worldview behind the naresivn his haste to explain the passage
of the legion of demons' passage into a herd o, bay instance, Paulus fails to consider
why an author would craft this narrative. But gtilbre damning, for Strauss, is that when
these interpreters obscure the ancient, alientepsabf the narrative, they blur the lines
between ancient and modern thought. They overloelsheer impossibility of miracle
reports, for example, because they cling to theebitlat the evangelists and Jesus shared
a modern, fully rational perspective on the wohidtheir efforts to make them palatable

objects of faith or sources of religious truth omodern person, they credit Jesus and the
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disciples with concepts that these figures couldhawe held.

Olshausen’s interpretation of the Gadarene derogr@sents an especially
glaring example. Recall that Olshausen’s interpiaaested on two central clains.
First, he claimed that the New Testament “demoreemot personal, individual beings
but part of an immanent, diffuse spiritual evilc8ed, he claimed that the demoniac’s
disorders were at once physiological, moral, afigioeis; Jesus and the disciples could
therefore heal them through faith. Between thesedi@ims, Olshausen hoped in part to
preserve the literal veracity of the reports. Baitallso hoped to affirm that the Gospel
stories were inspired sources of truth, in spitehefr patently unscientific and unmodern
representations. The disciples and Jesus may le@g@hcient views on demons and
possession, but these beliefs were ultimately stsrgrmatters. Their real goal in
addressing these issues was to engage the undemhgral, spiritual afflictions that
generated them.

Because the origin of the diseases were morakover, and because the
possessed individuals’ wills were inadequate t&shlaem off, the gospel accounts of
healings and exorcisms could function as paralilestaedemption through faith.
Olshausen meant as such to grant a more universdkern application to an ancient
New Testament idea. Ancient people believed pneoresil could be defeated through
an appeal to a higher spiritual authority—e.g.,rtame of Jesus could serve to cast out
demons. A nineteenth-century person, without necggdelieving in demons, could
understand his or her own struggle with “sensuglnations,” in an analogous fashion.
Olshausen’s interpretation aims to draw us neartrd authors of these ancient texts.

Strange ideas about demons are only the antighatgdof the disciples’ and Jesus’ more

32'Bjblical Commentary362-64.
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essential beliefs of the disciples and Jesus—Isdlieft resemble at their core modern
religious notions about faith and morality.

In his rebuttal, Strauss takes up a question@gltausen had raised, but not
pursued, in a footnote, namely, how the anciensiég®would have understood modern
mental illnesses: “were the apostles to visit oadhouses,” Olshausen says, “it is
questionable how they would designate many of tifferers in them ¥ Olshausen
cites Kerner and Etienne Esquirol’s studies of deoneania as a justification for the
guestion. Olshausen had to leave the answer tgigistion uncertain, Strauss claims, in
order to avoid two conclusions: First, that thesdf@s were unenlightened by modern
standards, that the idea of demon possession shewdd artifact of a bygone age, no
matter how we interpret it; second, consequertibt &ncient stories about possessed
people could not possibly have been “inspired.fa@s responds directly and writes,
“they would to a certainty name many of them deracsy’ continuing, “the official who
acted as their conductor would very properly ende&w set them right: whatever names
therefore they might give to the inmates of thdwasyg, our conclusions as to the
naturalness of the disorders of those inmates wooldbe at all affected®®® The ancient
Christian disciple shares the possessed indivitinalisidual's belief in the influential
power of demonic entities; the asylum official amdic work to exorcise these delusions
by naming them.

In fact, this image of the asylum official as héiates Jesus’ disciples into the
proper names of the modern study of psychologyucaptthe essence of both Strauss's

reproach to Olshausen and his vision of criticarsme. Both he and his official
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undertake a labor @ildung The official wants to show the disciples the trabiout
“demonomania.” He means to prove there is no s@peral influence at work, but also
to educate them about immanent, natural differehetéseen their states of mind and
body and those of the demoniacs. Strauss meah®woa modern, rational person—i.e.,
Olshausen—the truth about the disciples and evestgiethat they do not have share the
mentality of a modern theologian. To do so, heitleteatures of the ancient apocalyptic
worldview in which the possession and exorcismatases took shape.

Jewish demonology in the first century emergedhfapocalyptic traditions that
developed over the previous three centuries, Straxslains, around the flood narrative
in Genesis 6. He sums up the underlying storylime\arites, “in the Hebrew view, the
demons were the fallen angels of Genesis 6, this sbtheir offspring the giants, and of
the great criminals before and immediately afterdeluge, whom the popular
imagination gradually magnified into superhumambsi®*° After the angels mated with
humans, they gave birth to the “giants,” trephilimwho ruled the world before the
flood. This was a time of great evil, and God deditb cleanse the earth. According to
later traditions, the flood destroyed the evil gsaand God imprisoned or otherwise
restrained their angelic progenitors; the soulhefgiants and “great criminals”
remained, however, to tempt and possess humand3&iikhe demons and wayward
angels would only be eliminated in the last judgmanthe end of time. Hence Jesus'
power over the demons is part of an eschatologiatalyptic worldview. It signals the
onset of the last days. When Olshausen suggesth&éh@apernaum demoniac might

have recognized Jesus as the Messiah through pissggrower, Strauss directs his
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attention accordingly back to the narrative's pkgnse and, in turn, to this unfamiliar
field of apocalyptic thought:

The evangelical narrative...does not ascribe thatkedge to a power of

the patient, but of the demon dwelling within hiamd this is the only

view consistent with the Jewish ideas of that mkrithe Messiah was to

appeatr, in order to overthrow the demoniacal kimy@nd to cast the

devil and his angels into the lake of fire: itléoved of course that the

demons would recognize him who was to pass suehtaisce on therit?

When he made this kind of claim, Strauss steppatioutside of the theological
mainstream in his day. Theologians since the @asytieth century have grown
accustomed to Jewish apocalyptic elements in Gdmistories. But most of Strauss's
contemporaries willfully ignored or sought to dovaypthese features of the texts.
Schleiermacher, for example, in his treatise ongfihn doctrine, stipulated that
eschatological beliefs, especially in Jesus’ resition and parousia, were incidental to
Christian faith: “The facts of the resurrection ahd ascension of Christ, and the
prediction of his return to judgment, cannot bd ldown as properly constituent parts of
the doctrine of his persori* Christians should not look to Jesus' sayings ®@Ghspel
stories about strange miraculous phenomena andrament kingdom for their faith;
they should focus instead on who Jesus was anésamigue consciousness of God.

For Strauss this dismissal could only do violetacthe texts. He asks that

interpreters “understand the statements of the Nestament as simply as they are

%39 71836 vol. 2, 24; 1892, 424.
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given.”** He insists with the old strains of orthodoxy aodtemporary romanticism on
the plain sense of the narratives. In the prodessever, he makes clear the alien quality
of their worldview. If we are to take these storsheir plain meaning, we must not
embrace that meaning in tutff.Olshausen fails equally on each of these couredriels
to make the evangelists modern and devises an micobsapirit that drags us back into
the ancient world. Strauss deems Olshausen’s éifseeless” in part because it violates
the immanent limits of the natural order. But itfgust as much as an attempt “to
modernize the New Testament representation oféheodiacs.2*°

When he insists on the plain sense of the naasiti8trauss means to make this
kind of confusion impossible. He aims to cut oftess to ancient thought—or rather to
show that this access is only illusofs in his critique of miracles, Strauss draws an th
resources of Pietism and romanticism and turns tioesncritical effect. His image of the
exorcism stories not only shows where they arestahcal. It takes his contemporary
readers into unsettling, alien territory. It legldem, like the disciples in the asylum, to
recognize and acknowledge the true, immanent, ahdal form of the gospel writers'
consciousness. It consequently drives a wedge leetarecient and modern culture. Each
of the critiques of miracle narratives doubles asaf and examination of the
differences between ancient and mod@itfdung Inversely, they provide Strauss an
opportunity to outline the contours of modern stifenconsciousness. Modern people do
not believe in demons because of the conceptienuriitary, embodied self-
consciousness. Only in “modern times,” he explasm&he contradiction in the idea of

demon possession...beginning to be dimly percéived, that,
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whatever theory may be held as to the relation eetwthe self-

consciousness and the bodily organs, it remainslatiesy inconceivable

how the union between the two could be so far tiissl that a foreign

self-consciousness could gain an entrance, thuighat which belonged

to the organism, and usurp its place.
Modern people do not believe in resurrectionsym,tbecause “modern culture” has
taught them to conceive of bodies and souls astensive. If “modern culture has
decisively established the dilemma: either Jesusneareally dead, or he did not really

#8then modern culture, as well as the impossibiftthe event itself, comes

rise again,
into clear relief when science takes on the Gospeahtives.

Hence the same dynamic appears when Strauss hvgakSchleiermacher on the
guestion of Jesus' resurrection. We have alreagly et Strauss pushes past
Schleiermacher’s warnings and closes once andlftireadoors that Schleiermacher left
open to both supernatural belief and rationalisbnstruction of the historical event.
Mythical interpretation adds another layer to hique. As in Olshausen's reading of the
exorcisms, the issue for Strauss was not that Bchiacher had gotten history wrong; it
was that he failed to see how truly ancient anehaine gospel narratives were. In his
1865 response to the published version of Schigeher's lectures, Strauss states that,
like Olshausen, Schleiermacher wished to affirmdteglibility of the gospel authors.
Schleiermacher did not only want to give groundshistorical belief of the rationalist or

supernaturalist variety. He could not believe thgatives were untrue because to do so

would be to accuse the gospel writers of craftiagatives to make their point, rather
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than attending to the real facts of Christ's lifevould, as such, attribute to them “such a
spiritual weakness that their entire testimony al@hrist becomes unreliable®*

For Strauss, the combination of Schleiermachatismalist account of the
resurrection and his disregard of its importaneeCoristian belief did the worst kind of
violence, not only to the meaning of the texts, tou€hristian faith itself as it actually
took shape in the course of its history:

For the belief in the resurrection of Christ is fbendation stone, without

which the Christian church could not have beentjodr could the cycle

of Christian festivals, which are the external esgntation of the

Christian faith, now suffer a more fatal mutilatittran by the removal of

the festival of Easter: the Christ who died coubd lme what he is in the

belief of the church, if he were not also the Ghiiko rose agaifi*

Strauss repeats over and again that a Christiimviairthy of the name cannot turn away
in fear from the doctrines and ideas that haveqaaguch an instrumental role in its
history. He believes that his work improved onaaslism because it took all of faith
seriously, even where it made modern people uncaatfie. And yet, precisely this fear
and this discomfort come to serve as the groundsnaw critical exercise. As in the
writings on demonomania and ghost-seeing, Straussan to attend to those points
where modern theologians feel aversion when cotdrbwith alien dimensions of belief.

341

For example, enlightenment interpreters feel “refaunge™ " at the idea that Jesus and

the Gospel writers believed in demon possessiost, gs they felt “aversion and

33%The Christ of Faith and the Jesus of History: Atigtie of Schleiermacher's The Life of Jestans.
Leander E. Keck, (Philadelphia: Fortress Press719127, quoting Schleiermache€éristian Faith
418-19.

%49 71836 vol. 2, 718; 1892, 773.

34171836 vol. 2, 10; 1892, 417.
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contempt” for the phenomena in Kernéxtscounts of the Modern Possessgttauss
does not allow his readers to look away in eitlzsec

In the introduction to thkife, Strauss argues that critique begins with a breach
the historical evolution dBildung It begins where established sacred texts evoke a
feeling of anachronism and decay in the face dfanging culture.

Wherever a religion, resting upon written recop®jongs and extends

the sphere of its dominion, accompanying its vetathrough the varied

and progressive stages of mental cultivation, erdmancy between the

representations of those ancient records, reféored sacred, and the

notions of more advanced periods of developmeriltjivavitably sooner

or later arise>*?
As a religious culture evolves, it diverges fromifiked texts and traditions. Those who
become cognizant of this breach experience a “sein@pulsion” inbehangliches
Sichabwenddrat the sight of the outmoded cultural artifat’f¥At that point, an
interpreter can pursue one of two courses: in atogptic mode, he or she will “close his
or her eyes to the secretly recognised fact otlibegreement between the modern
culture and the ancient records;” a critical intetpr, on the other hand, “unequivocally
acknowledges and openly avows that the matterstearin these books must be viewed
in a light altogether different from that in whittey were regarded by the authors
themselves3** The critic should serve as a kind of herald, theim scrutinizes and

announces the signs of the times; he or she slataddserve as a coroner: having refused

343 31835 vol. 1, 1; 1892, 39. Most interpreters havglerted this affective dimension of Strauss's
account of cultural memory and development inlilie. An exception is Blantorisplacing Christian
Origins, 50-66.

$3bid.

%4.31835 vol. 1, 2; 1892, 40.
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to try to bring the dead cultural past to life mienmediate and artificial way, the
interpreter has instead to guarantee its expirafibe critic who keeps her eyes open to
the breach exacerbates the “sense of repulsioat htledern people ought to feel for the
old religious representations to which they unwgty or passively cling.

Once again, Strauss's youthBildungmirrors at once the development of culture
and the work of scientific critique. Criticism cakttention to the crises of culture; it
brings people into the light of the new age by exhating the aversion they feel for the
lingering presence of calcified ideas and institosi. As thd ife tests the historicity of
pericopes, it sheds an unflattering light, to “repee” effect, on the boundaries between
ancient and modern worldviews. If each era’s respeconceptions of history, God and
nature, and bodies and souls define the distingti@mtween them, then Strauss’s efforts
to set limits on particular miracles double asmfits to draw and secure lines between
ancient and modern consciousness. Only modern @eojplerstand the unbreachable
unity of bodies and souls. Strauss shows thatdinetives violate these natural limits at
every turn. Thus historical criticism and the ¢uie of culture converge to define a
unified, radical method of scientific interpretatio
Strauss's Hegelian Exposition of his Method: an Immanent, Historical Critique of
Consciousness

Soon after he published thée, Strauss would use Hegel's philosophy to
theorize this movement of criticBildung,in one of his polemical writings in defense of
theLife.3** The essay in question responds to theologicalhgevative Hegelian critics
of his work. In this piece, Strauss claims to pext&om Hegel's post-romantic

adaptation of Kant's critical philosophy. The esdafines Strauss 's contribution to a

34°The essay from th8treitschriftertranslated by Massey &s Defenseof my 'Life of Jesus.'
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theologically critical reading of Hegel's philosgphBruno Bauer and Karl Marx, for
example, saw Strauss's work as a precedent terelaments of Hegel's philosophy into
an active social and religious critique. Strausstgribution in this region is consistent
with the modern critical approach that we have $eendevelop elsewhere, from the
time of his earlyBildungin the German countryside to his application otimtjreory in
theLife. Hegel's philosophy provided Strauss with theoattiesources by which to
conceive his engagement with ancient and moderginsof religious belief and
experience. In order to see how he develops tewrétical view, we have to pass by way
of Kant's critical philosophy to Strauss's Scheilam and Hegelian rebuttal and finally on
to his revised, historicized version of a “critiqoeconsciousness.”

Strauss's adaptation of Kantian critique forme@ad axis of the “critical”
dimension of thé.ife of Jesus Critically Examinedlongside historical critique. For
Strauss and his contemporaries, critiggetik] had a range of meaning3roadly
speaking, it denoted practices by which one judigats between what is legitimate and
illegitimate, authentic and inauthentic. Strausffarts to test the authenticity of the
Gospels against the limits of nature, for examfalk within the realm of “historical
criticism.” Critique is not a strictly negative ezalor, however. As a critic sets limits, he
or she determines foundations on which to secutbgr beliefs, and values. From the
early modern period onward, new forms of critiqeseloped to secure the conditions of
a legitimate modern faith, one that could survive Wwars of religion and sectarian
divisions3* Critics sought to name what was original and his&bin the ancient texts in
order to expose the rational grounds of positiVigimn. David Michaelis and Johannes

Semler, for example, tried to show where bibligdigion already converged with reason.

348_egaspi,Death of Scripture3-26.
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They did not believe they were attacking the Bibigacle, or revelation from the
perspective of reason; rather they showed how @amhat extent positive revelation
could be intrinsically rational. This approach é¢ooed with rationalists like Paulus and
Wegscheider, as well as with Schleiermacher, wied gsiticism to reconstruct a modern,
rational, and unique historical Jesus.

Kant transplanted the philological model of cuiggonto the field of cognition.
He set out to define the conditions of possibilityational thoughper se and to
establish in the process the legitimacy of sciemzyding historical criticism. We have
considered already how his “Copernican” subjedtiva led in this direction. It
established how subjective consciousness, dividetisfrom the world of objects
around us, could guarantee the adequacy of cognitpresentations to what exists. In
Kant’s view, science could attain firm and consisteuth from our experience of nature
and history, but only because all subjects relyh@nsame forms of consciousness to
unify and make sense of their manifold impressifrtsie world.

This model of critique has negative functions @& vikant deduces legitimate,
canonical concepts of the human understandingalbatshows where reason cannot
tread. As a condition of its universality, the lzom of subjective pre-understanding limits
consciousness to tiphenomenal realm, i.e., to the empirical worldtagppears to us.
We cannot pass beyond the categories through whéctvorld is made available to our
cognition. We cannot grasp the “noumenal” realrftiohgs-in-themselves,” i.e., things
as they really are out there. In particular, reasamot fulfill our propensity to
comprehend objectively supersensible realities sisaBod, the immortal soul, or the

ends or origins of the cosmos. We can only graspeimatters tenuously, as postulates,
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as if they were objects, in order to orient our ah@iction. This approach from the realm
of “practical reason” differs from “theoretical s&m,” which attempts to conceive God
etc. objectively, in the manner of previous metagits/

Kant's model of critique had implications for thegy and biblical criticism. On
the one hand, he granted that historical criticiske, other sciences, could produce
universally verifiable truths. But these are slyi@mpirical truths, limited to the
phenomenal realm. When an interpreter tries to pagsnd these phenomena to things-
in-themselves—the will of God, for example, of thee eternal nature of the historical
Jesus—he or she transgresses the limits on re@sgrattempt to grasp supersensible
truth through the analysis of historical or textpatticulars is bound to fail. He
consequently divides philosophical and historio&tiipretation of the Bible. Historical
critics pursue the history of and behind religitessts, but cannot contribute to
knowledge of religious trutper se We can only orient ourselves toward such truth
through a philosophy of practical reason.

Kant develops these ideas in parRieligion within the Limits of Mere Reas@n
work that Strauss names in the introduction toLifeeas a major contribution to the field
of biblical criticism. As the title suggests, Kea#ts out to conceive the truths of
Christianity without transgressing the limits oasen. In the Bible, he claims, we only
find symbols of moral truths. Strauss cites hipoase to Michaelis’s interpretation of
the 59" psalm as an example of this symbolic, moral iretggion. Kant first notes that
the Psalm goes to terrifying extremes in its patifior divine vengeance. Taken in its

literal sense, it stands in discomfiting tensiothvaur—inherent, in Kant’s view—drive
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toward morality**” Michaelis had argued that the psalms were insgirettherefore
authoritative: “if in them punishment is prayed,fdre wrote, “it cannot be wrong, and
we must have no higher morality than the Bibt¥.For Kant, this claim confuses the
facts of the text with its religious truth. A phslophical interpreter will approach it
instead from the grounds of rational morality. Friims perspective, the Psalm cannot
refer to actual enemies. It refers to symbolic eiesnan individual's own inclinations
toward evil.

His interpretation of Jesus proceeds in a sinfélahion: Jesus is as an archetype
of the idea of moral perfection, an idea towardaklour moral reasoning tends
ineluctably. Various biblical descriptions of Jestes the son of God, as the one who
descends from heaven, etc.—emerge from our idd@egdossibility of moral perfection.
Nevertheless, we by no means require an empiraralom to assure us of this
possibility>*° on the contrary, if we were simply to assert Jesxistence as the positive
divine-human, or if we were to demand empiricalgbraf historical miracles, we would
relinquish our rational autonomy. Our decisiondoft moral maxims would depend on
a determinate empirical reality rather than ontthescendental exercise of our will.

Kant leaves questions of what the Bible in facamgwhether it was inspired,
who said it, etc. aside altogether. As a historimadument of positive religion, scripture is
a mere “dead” object: “Historical faith ‘is deadibg alone’; that is, of itself, regarded as

a creed, it contains nothing, and leads to nothirigch could have any moral value for

us.”*°The Bible comes to life only as a rational, philplical interpreter reconciles it to

3'Kant, Religion 142, n.
3% bid.

*bid., 119.

*%bid., 143.
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the universal moral truth that inheres in humarscmusness. There is consequently
nothing we can say about the Bible's intrinsic galtiis only serendipitous if it happens
to contain “perfectible” representations: symbotgah are uniquely amenable to the
aspirations of universal truth and reason. Andact this is what we find when we read it
philosophically. Although Kant separates betweestadnical and philosophical faith, the
Bible's status as an object of theological reftacttiemains intact.

In the introduction to thkife, Strauss presents Kant's model of interpretation i
an ambivalent light. Like Origen's allegorical angthical interpretation, the moral view
leaves aside positive, historical truths and sebkslute truths in the Gospels. In this
respect it improves on aspects of the work of Paatual. But Kant seeks these ideas
from the perspective of individual consciousnedsens they become subjective rational
postulates about God, Jesus, etc. As such, he agenQliverge equally from the
mythical interpretation. “The allegorical interpeet he explains,

as well as the moral, may with the most unrestcharitrariness separate

from the history every thought he deems to be wooftGod, as

constituting its inherent meaning; whilst the myg#iiinterpreter, on the

contrary, in searching out the ideas which are efdabin the narrative, is

controlled by regard to conformity with the spaitd modes of thought of

the people and of the ag¥.

For all of his antipathy to positive historicaltfai Strauss keeps his mythical approach
tethered to history. But by “history,” he means li&tory of cultures and consciousness,
not of specific events.

In the later response to his Hegelian criticsa®&s traces his opposition to Kant

3% 31835 vol. 1, 52; 1892, 65.
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to the speculative philosophies of Hegel and StigelHe reiterates the romantic
generation's familiar critique of Kant as a subjextdealist. Kant's attempts to reconcile
human consciousness to eternal truth had exacdrifedragmenting tendencies of the
enlightenment; he sustained a dualistic worldvigtrauss explains that when he
separates things-in-themselves from the phenomfer@nsciousness, Kant makes the
world and all that is in it, including the Biblepear as dead objects in opposition to the
living consciousness of the subject who conceiliest Fichte would eventually took
take this view to its culmination—"the Fichtean,"lhe writes, “took reality standing
over against it to be a dead mass into which thgestihad to import form and
understanding through its own activity”; but Kantiealism already presses in this
direction®®? Strauss cites, for example, “Kant’s view that msgin organisms is a
rationality merely imported by the subject intourat®>*Kant refrains from granting that
beings in nature and history have a palpable shespirit.

As a consequence, his view fails to rise to thellef speculative philosophical
science. He can only claim what objects in the vsHould or might be from the
universal vantage of subjective reason. But he @agiscern what it is in itself—his
“ought” stands opposed to whatever “is” as to stwingtdistant and fixed in place. Kant
and Fichte are like the deists or Descartes inttiegt fail to conceive the “absolute,” the
unity of spirit and nature. Strauss draws on Hegel claims that they set the “actual,”
existent world in opposition to the “rational,” gattive ego: “The philosophical systems
immediately preceding Hegel’s view knew only thettdogical proposition, ‘the rational

is rational; the actual is actual.” They could arbth sides only in the form ‘the rational

%Defense.
353bid.



162

should also be actual, the actual should also tiEned.”*** Kant’s moral, symbolic
interpretation exemplifies this abstractly negatekation to actual religious objects. The
interpreter does not access its truth as suchr Bbeeoonly re-imagines its meaning and
tells us what it should say within the dictatesezson.

Hegel and Schelling, on the other hand, uniteestitgnd substance, God and
nature, spirit and matter, etc. into a universtllity. Spirit pervades everything. Hegel
proposes accordingly that “the actual is ratiomal the rational is actuaf™ If spirit is
inscribed in the objective world, subjective reasannot oppose the existent as if it were
extrinsic and dead. It must instead grapple withjéotive spirit,” an actual historical
universe, infused with rationality, of which itggrt in turn®*®

The consequences of Hegel’s and Schelling's vigwiblical interpretation align
with those of Schelling’s and Herder's views onhmyio existing reality, even an ancient
text like the Bible, can lack its own, native sfial meaning and truth. This conception
pushes back at once against rationalism and thalnmberpretation. Of course Kant
stood directly opposed, along with Lessing and Reurs, to Eichhorn or Paulus: he
separated religious truth from biblical history.tBirauss claims they share a
rationalistic conceit in common: They all treat Stianity as “perfectible,” to use Kant's
terminology. They use critique as a means of séipgrthe eternal core of Christian—
historical or philosophical—truth from its supennatistic narrative husk. For Semler,
this meant that Christian historical revelatiomdal, but only where it corresponds to the
grounds of modern reason. For Paulus and, to amgxXor Schleiermacher, it meant that

we have to find the unique, semi-divine Christha historical Jesus. For Kant, it meant

#Ybid., 8. Strauss draws directly on Hegel here (HeGleé Encyclopaedia Logi@8-30 [§6]).
$Defenses.
*9pid., 8-9.
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that Christian truth had to be liberated from pesitaith altogether. Strauss groups these
views together and levels Hegel against them:

We are even beyond considering the Christian migis one in which the

best element is ‘perfectibility’ and as one whisho be the first to be led

back through a ‘censorship’ of the thinking subjetd the ‘limits of

reason’ and purified as a ‘religion of the matund af the more perfect.’

Rationality and truth exist in all reality in geagrand thus particularly in

religion, the highest spiritual reality, and, irettleepest sense, in the

Christian religion as the absolute religion. Aigite which makes a move

to excise a mass of untruths and unhistorical &saerin Christianity

draws from the beginning the accusation that itMas/et been raised to

the Hegelian point of vied?’
Yet again, an affirmation of speculative philosogimalesces with his affirmation of the
essential truth of Christianity. The effect is fyesad the reach of science into the entire
realm of Christian thought and doctrine. This moeatrenables Strauss to theorize
explicitly the view that appears in his critiquédgQdshausen's account of demons and
Schleiermacher's reading of the resurrection.ithossible to expose Christianity's
innate perfection by separating a rational corenftbe irrational husk. There is no
irrational husk. Even the most strange, supergsti@gions of religious thought are
expressions of spirit, which emerge as humansstotyi strive to make sense of their
world with the cognitive tools at hand. Consequesitience must focus on even those
areas where the Bible breaks overtly with modeougfnt, where traces remain of pre-

modern superstition and irrationalism. The speotdatiew of a God who is coextensive

*"bid., 9.
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with the universe of history, nature, and livingladying natural beings underpins an
objection to rationalistic critique in all of itsanifestations—Kantian, deist, or
rationalist.

At this point, Strauss admits that it would seéat vith Hegel and Schelling he
had done away with Kant and Fichte's critical ensghaltogether. One could use Hegel's
philosophy to affirm the intrinsic rationality, amigerefore legitimacy and truth, of
whatever is actual. The existing world, includihg Bible, has has no need of being
critiqued: they are manifestations of the ratiooaigctive spirit in history. Politically
conservative Hegelian thinkers drew on this vieyustify the established social and
political order*>® Theologically conservative Hegelians drew it ittie service of
orthodox belief: they argued that every conceptush in the Bible must also have been
an historical reality. For example, if the ideadofinity and humanity united is true, then
a unique divine-human must truly have exist&d.

But Strauss takes a second, crucial step, ondligidts the essence of his
interpretation of Hegel's philosophy. He draws r@eseof distinctions, namely, between
Hegel and Schelling based on the preface to Hegleésomenology of Spirit® Like
Schelling, Hegel sets finite forms of natural, digtal life within a dynamic system of
interlocking mediations—they intersect with, shagad] transform one another
constantly. But Hegel insists more firmly on theyatve side of the absolute. For
Schelling, Strauss explains, we grasp the absotutediately, at once, through

intuition.*** For Hegel, we can conceive it only through theang stages of its

¥To0ews,Hegelianism 93-97.
®Defensel4.

*pid., 9-10.

*1pid., 10.
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evolution in human thought and collective life f&at, this succession constitutes
absolute spirit, which comes to recognize itsethi@ course of history. Distinct modes of
culture and consciousness emerge one after the tthedliated” worldviews gradually
inform and transform “immediate” mod&¥.In modern, mediated worldviews, people
learn to recognize how consciousness and the wuaddsect. This process leads to
dawning self-consciousness, where human spiritgrizes its freedom and involvement
in its own—saocial, political, natural—life and wdrlPeople become rational and self-
conscious as they cease to take objects of albtgpdixed, transcendent, or eternal
realities over and against theffi.

It is plausible that with these distinctions Stsand Hegel both elide aspects of
Schelling's thought; however, they enable Stranistefine Hegel's thought in a way that
determines the conceptual framework for his metludasitique: Schelling's philosophy,
he says, does in fact suppress critique in the ra&rtiee absolute, objective spirit, but
Hegel's only appears to do so. In Bteenomenologke inscribes critique back into
history. Hegel historicizes Kantian critique. Hevas the limits that Kant identified
between subjective reason and the objective woddhely, into the heart of the monist
and organic cosmology of Schelling. The limits at appear between subjects and the
world, but between stages in historical evolutibboth Hegel and Schelling had a
dynamic account of the movement of spirit in higtétegel alone made this into a
critique of collective social and historical cormgsness, i.e., of cultural mentalities. Both
have a hierarchy of culture, but Hegel alone gs®auss the resources to show where

modern thought must break once and for all with i@ject the ancient mentalities from

%%2pid., 11.
383 pid.



166

which it sprang. His philosophy provides resouttcedraw critical lines between ancient
and modern modes of thought.

Of crucial importance for Strauss to that endhesdistinction that Hegel draws
between modern, philosophical “concept®&griffd and the “representations”
[Vorstellungehof religious mentalities. Hegel uses the categdryrepresentation,” to
connote imagistic forms of religious ideation, gtist from the concepts of philosophy
and critique. Representational thought looks rfatht namely, in positive, external
objects, persons, and events. It does not conte@re as mediated through history and
culture. This is the view of the evangelists, whbtkeir conceptions of God and spirit to
rest on the person of Jesus and the particulat®wetiis life. In the representation of
Jesus’ incarnation, for example, the idea of theohlie takes a sensuous, historical form.
In philosophical concepts, thought achieves amatig- and historically-mediated
perspective on religious truth. This is the poinvhich thought turns back from the
historical events to the historical modes of comssness that had conceived them. With
the rise of modern forms of self-consciousnessfdah®er begin to dominate over the
latter.

The distinction between representational and quioed thought has an
ambivalently secularizing, modernizing tendenckel.5chleiermacher or Schelling,
Hegel believed he had reconciled faith and sciehise.conceptual view justified and
completed representations even as it transcenéed Bhristian ideas about the
incarnation or Kingdom of God, for example, in whi@od and humanity were united,
expressed in a primitive, other-worldly form whabaernity would bring about on earth.

At the end of spirit’s long development from Grdgoman antiquity through Judaism,
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early Christianity, the middle ages, and the refation, the modern enlightened subject
and state finally instantiated religious ideasemdstrial and rational forms. Concepts
completed th&erweltlichung the “making-worldly,” of religious concepts.

Hegel’s followers disagreed on how this seculaigzreof religious self-
consciousness should be understood, however:iaaldiduidation of Christianity, for
example, as its perfection, or as a transfer afdgmas into a post-dogmatic ididfi.
The question preoccupied Strauss in the early $88@ien he and his friends at the
Tlbingen Stift first discovered Hegel. They welcahtiee distinction between
representations and concepts as a means of nagjgaé breach that the enlightenment
had opened between faith and science. But theggrd with how far to take its critical
implications: could the conceptual kernel standhaitt its representational husk? And in
the modern age could representations be reduasshtepts%°

Strauss answers yes on both counts. He does gdanasusly in the concluding
dissertation to theife, in which he cites Hegel explicitly. Here he argtigat Christian
representations are pre-modern, limited expressibhaman self-consciousness. They

represent an “early stage” of faith, in which & §overned by the senses and therefore

%%%n the end of th®efensg38-66) Strauss divides Hegelians into those of Right,” “Left,” and

“Center” according to their position on the imptioas of Hegel's philosophy for the gospel histditye
more orthodox, “Right” Hegelians include Carl GéslcfAphorismen Uber Nichtwissen und absolutes
Wissen im Verhaltnis zur christlichen Glaubensenkeis [Berlin: Franklin, 1829]) and Bruno Bauer
(“Rezension Strauss, Das Leben Jedalirbiicher fir wissenschaftliche Kritk{1835]: 879-912; 1
[1836]: 681-94, 697-704. Bauer later shifted toitiaal stance and theology that placed him to“tef” of
Strauss). Karl Rosenkrangrfcyclopadie der theologischen Wissensdtdtle: C.A. Schwetschke, 1831];
Kritik der Schleiermacherschen Glaubenslefténigsberg: Gebruder Borntrager, 1836]) occupies t
more ambivalent and ambiguous “Center” positiora®s places himself alone in the third, “Left”
category, which is characterized by his commitnertistorical critical investigation as the meafis o
liberating the truth of the Gospel history (66)eWs,Hegelianism 203-216, argues that Strauss's division
applies well to the Hegelianism of the late 1880& his work also helped to shape.

3654|n a short time, the most important question dhhis for us became how the concept related to the
historical components of the Bible, especially @mspels: whether the historical character beloagke
content, which since it is the same for both regméation and concept, thus demands recognitiohdoy t
latter; or whether the historical character ise¢ocbnsidered as mere form to which conceptual thipug
therefore, is not bound?Defense3).
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contemplates a temporal history; what [it] hold®é&otrue is the external, ordinary
event.”®® First-century followers of Jesus concretized tidga of divine and human
unity in an external reality: the “Divine-Human,’h@st. These ancient people grasped
human spirit—Strauss’s version of Hegel's absofyieit—but they confused this
primitive insight with an actual individual humanibg. It is therefore the task of the
modern critique of dogma to elevate these repratiens into philosophical concepts—
to show, for example, the humanistic ideals thatert people struggled to grasp in the
incarnation or resurrection.

The later essay clarifies the critical applicatadmmyth. In the religious field,
Strauss explains, the representational mode oftitdakes the standpoint of “believing
certainty,” i.e., belief locates truth in the semss, historical reality of particular religious
objects and events. Believing certainty correspdadkse standpoint of “sense certainty,”
one of the first stages in HegePhienomenology Sense certainty is demonstrated in the
process of th€henomenologio be the poorest and emptiest mode of knowing tlans,
believing certainty, the retaining of the indicatdds,’ ‘this’ miracle, ‘this’ person, in
general ‘this’ excision from the rest of historydameality, must be recognized to be a
relatively lacking form of religious life®*’ Strauss’s attack on the Gospel miracle
expands to encompass the entire mode of histaareciousness on which these
narratives rest. Belief in miracle is only a speaé&that ancient mentality which looks
for truth in particular, positive historical repesgations. Modern thought and culture
begin as positive belief falls away.

Consequently, the conceptual view does not ordk seas to replace

%99 31836, vol. 2, 737; 1892, 780.
%'Defense15; see HegePhenomenology of Spiritrans. A.V. Miller (Oxford: Oxford University Pss,
1977), 149-160.
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representations; it also drags them into view ab We can better understand the whole
process of history and the movement of spirit. Wiversee truths presented as
immediate realities, we know we are in the presef@ncient thought. We return as
such to the first part of thefe, to myth and the critique of miracles. Here Stsatises
not cite Hegel explicitly, but he brings myth undee heading of “representations.” For
example, when he appeals to Schelling to articukeeéunartificial and spontaneous
origin of myths in general,” he renders this argatreccording to Hegel’s distinction:
“The sages of antiquity,” he explains, did not ogiheak in historical forms for the sake
of their ancient audiences, but also for their oimorder to illuminate what was
obscure in their representatiovofstellung in a sensuous portrayal, because of their lack
of abstract concept8ggriffd and expressions’® In later editions he adds further
passages to make the connection clear. He wraesxample,

If religion be defined as the perception of trutht in the form of an idea

[Begriff], which is the philosophic perception, but investath imagery

[Vorstellung; it is easy to see that the mythical elementlmamvanting

only when religion either falls short of, or goesybnd, its peculiar

province, and that in the proper religious spheneust necessarily

exist>%°
At times he revises key passages to bring mytlewutiet heading of representations.
Where in the first edition he claims that for mgtdiand allegorical interpretation the

historical element in the narratives served as fitleee shell of a transcendent truth or

368 31835 vol.1, 31.
36931840 vol. 1, 84-5; 1892, 80.



170

meaning,®’® he later describes it as “the mere shell of aa [theeller, of a religious
representationMorstellung” *’* He clarifies in this way the breach between artcien
modern thought. If the concluding dissertation states mythical narratives more
directly into stories, the long historical-critigabrtion of thelife serves to let us know
where precisely the lines between ancient and mocldture and consciousness are to be
drawn.

Because the lines between these regions markaitgisn a one-sidedly
progressive evolution, moreover, they define ardiéararchy oBildung as much as
Strauss's account of ghost-sightings at the Werggiméson. We learn through the course
of theLife to see how modern culture has advanced beyondrartbought—and where
it still clings to it or covers over the breach.dAonce again, the same task reappears in
analogous forms at all levels of culture. It detiexes a labor oV/olksaufklarungAt the
end of thelife, Strauss urges preachers to do what they camadatheir unlearned
congregations in the direction of humanistic thggldde grants that most are will not be
prepared for the full impact of modern scientificdecritical thought. But preachers could
highlight those representations which that pressest actively in its direction. A
theologian preacher should “adhere to the fornth®@popular representations
[Vorstellungeh but...exhibit their spiritual significance, whi¢o him constitutes their
sole truth, and thus prepare—though such a resaoltly to be thought of as an unending
progress—the resolution tfose forms into their original ideas in the consshess of
the community also®? Furthermore, with this historicized, critical vief

consciousness, Strauss opens wide the field oflsaad political adaptations of Hegel's

37931835 vol. 1, 52.
374 31840 vol. 1, 54-55; 1892, 65.
372 31836 vol. 2, 742; 1892, 783, translation modified.
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philosophy, including his own. By the 1840’s, heulgbclaim that the shift to an
immanent conception of spirit was the last, crustap toward a new, modern age, in
which the educated, philosophical class would idi2would call for a future, post-
religious “humanity state’Humanitatstadt In the Glaubenslehrehe claims that a
society grounded in principles of immanence willthe most just society:

Just as revelation is not to be grasped as ingpirilbm outside, nor as an

individual act in time, but rather as one with thgtory of human

generations... so is this earth no longer a vatears, whose wanderings

have their goal outside of themselves in a fut@avienly state of being,

but rather it is valid here to take up the treasdrdivine lifeforce, which

every moment of earthly life nurtures in its worhify*
Conclusion

Strauss's practice of myth interpretation and Hageccount of the same
recapitulate the movement that | have traced througthe previous chapters. Here once
more, Strauss takes up aspects of romantic tharghtiraws on his experience with the
nocturnal side of nature. In the process, he definscientific and demystifying approach
to religion. This approach mirrors both his acconiris earlyBildungand his scientific
critiques of ancient miracles and modern demonsdidess near to and takes seriously
the strange, discomfiting regions of religious thlou He illuminates and grapples head-
on with non-modern mentalities. In his treatmentngth, Strauss draws this movement
into the service of a new critical task: To sevaciant and modern culture. This project
would enable him to conceive a Hegelian critiqueaial, historical consciousness. It

would serve in addition, like his writings on dernaws and ghost-seers, to define a

3%Glaubenslehreol. 1, 68.
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hierarchy ofBildung

We might be inclined at this point to consideraBss's repeated claims to do
justice to the Gospels' intentions and Christiath fim be hypocritical, if not
disingenuous. There is evidently an ironic dimengmhis protests against the violence
that rationalists do to the Bible. Strauss rejdutse views and favors a pious or romantic
affirmation of the plain sense of narratives, beituises this plain sense as leverage
against positive religion. He harnesses the marafesn, ancient qualities of the
narratives to liberate a critical, scientific modevorld from its attachment to the Bible.

Nevertheless, if Strauss takes an ironic apprtoacéligious matters he does not
cast them aside; rather, he works sincerely thrahegin own internal movement. As we
think through representations, we are led inexgrabmodern, philosophical concepts.
As such, Strauss's critical approach keeps thesBitshly at the heart of modern culture.
The Gospels are key texts by which modern peopbevkmho they are and what they are
not. They have this function as central documeh@hoistian faith. The Bible is the
socially and religiously authoritative tepar excellencelt is consequently the most
certain testing ground on which to liberate Chaistmodernity from its past. If any
document risks stirring up lingering confusions @bantiquity and modernity or
religious representations and philosophical corsgsepwill be this one. Strauss
contributes therefore to the rise of universitied academics and universities, in the
place of churches and religious leaders, as thedgues of expertise on spiritual matters.

Furthermore, as in other modes of critique, Ss'gusfforts to establish limits also
set lines of contact between the divided regiohgsg are needed to secure the historical

foundations for modernity and modern reason—es/hgefier he makes it clear that
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they did not lie in the Gospels of Jeges se In the next chapter | will consider the
points at which Strauss connects modernity anavibr& of critical science explicitly to
Christian faith. These links shed further lighttbe strange piety that underlies Strauss's
vision of science, as well as on its points of echtvith models of esoteric religious
belief, practice, and experience. | begin frompgbat of his most radical breach with
historical faith and affirmation of a modern, sesiding critique of religion: His account

of the historical Jesus.
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Chapter 4: The Nocturnal Side of Christian and Moden Origins

In this chapter | turn to D.F. Strauss's accotithhe historical Jesus and Christian
and modern origins. When Strauss brings mythidafrjpmetation to bear on the person of
Jesus, he presses it beyond the work of previdagireters. He traces the contours of
Jesus' messianic self-consciousness in light adidgesand context. Normally, Strauss's
mythical analyses lead him to argue that elemeiitseoGospels are unhistorical. But
here it has the opposite effect. He authenticategwber of Jesus' apocalyptic sayings—
passages that modern interpreters had, with ttebleoéxception of Reimarus, tended to
ignore. The image that he devises as a result gromsettling for theologians in his day.
His Jesus has a full-fledged messianic, apocalgealfeconception. This was not a figure
on whom they could set their faith. Strauss's neihdhis arena follows the familiar
ironic movement that we have seen in each of theipus chapters. He brings the
unsettling, alien elements of Jesus' sayings fotly view, without flinching, in order to
sever the ancient biblical and modern rational dsorl

With the figure of Jesus, however, this negatixerese in cultural critique takes
on new dimensions. It underwrites an alternativaant of Christian origins, one that
reflects in turn Strauss's distinct vision of tlmegress of modernity and science. It
defines a critique of religion and modern reasdre Timiting work that Strauss carried
out on miracles and mentalities in the Gospels oomfines ancient and modern
historical individuals, including modern theologsamo their respective contexts. Strauss
takes aim at interpreters in his day who tried tmlernize Jesus. For Strauss, such
interpretations lift Jesus beyond the bounds ofifostal existence as surely as stories

about his resurrection. They make him into a ghdstconceives of cultural and
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historiographical anachronisms, like eschatologiediefs, as subject to the inexorable
mortality of people and cultures.

Thus after the historical-critical portion of thée, it seemed that Strauss had
extricated modernity once and for all from its exgl@ment with ancient religious
representations. But this critical result led woaundrum: He still had to account for the
historical passage between these divided terrgo@gitique had to establish foundations
as it determined limits. Many theologians in Stedsiglay still looked to the individual
Jesus as the foundation and origin point of modeason. To divest history of this proto-
modern Jesus was to root out the standard mechdnyisvhich we move from antiquity
to the modern age. Consequently, his critique cealin to risk the legitimacy of its own
operations, i.e., of a thoroughly modern, humanigBion of the progress and method of
science. Strauss had therefore to find a new @diatigin for the work of critique. To do
so, he devises a novel historical account of Ahnstrigins. In the place of Jesus,
Strauss uses the “resurrection event” as the nodtgpirit in history. This ancient event
was the ground on which, he claims, the subsedustary of Christian doctrine and
practice unfolded until the early modern periodwimch Christian dogma mutated into
rational, conceptual thought. The resurrection eigethe historical crux of the advent of
the modern age. Here, however, more than in amysafther interpretations of miracles
in the Gospels, Strauss turns to analogies fromaéikns of paranormal experience. He
claims that the disciples, devestated by the asicif of the messiah, were pitched into a
state of religious enthusiasm, in which they cdailedy hallucinated that they saw the
spirit of Jesus. The resurrection event resemhkeglost-seeing of Hauffe, Grombach,

and the Weinsberg prisoners in Kerner's case studie
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Strauss's historical Jesus and critique of modEason bring the demystifying
aspect of his work to new heights. And here, atihex of his critical project, he appeals
to the nocturnal regions of religious belief. Tapeal has an ambivalent effect. On the
one hand, it secures the triumph of critical, redicscience over religious mystification.
Where previous interpreters rejected or ignoredrgbling, irrational elements of
human religious thought and experience, Strauss tilnem to the profit of modernity
and reason. To do so, however, he must entangkeelfim a more intimate fashion with
the nocturnal side of spirit. This entanglementides in turn the economy of modern
reason in which he aims to secure it.

Throughout the chapter, | contrast Strauss's agprto the resurrection event and
image of the historical Jesus with W.M.L. de Wett€antian, rationalist account of Jesus
as the foundation of Christian and modern origingnany respects, Strauss and de
Wette's approaches to the Bible resemble one an&tueStrauss opposes de Wette
directly on this issue. Their argument illuminaties radical features of Strauss's account
of modernity and Christianity as well as the diffiees into which it leads him.

Strauss on Jesus' Messianic Self-Consciousness

In his treatment of the historical Jesus, Strauss the mythical interpretation to
a distinct use. He makes Jesus' consciousnesgent obanalysis alongside that of the
Gospel writers. Mythical interpretation tended bhow that where a narrative
corresponded to first-century ideas, it was naliikhistorical. When applied to the
historical Jesus’ sayings, however, it leads toojhygosite conclusion. A saying is likely
to be genuine precisely when it reflects an an@gotcalypticMeltanschauunglf we are

to accept the division between ancient, Biblical amodern rational thought, then the
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words and thoughts of Jesus must also be considgretly in the light of first-century
Jewish messianism. Strauss grants the eschatdlsgiiags pride of place among the
remainders by which one might reconstruct who Jesiss

The results of this analysis make Jesus an untamathcient thinker, one who
stands at a far remove from the proto-modern, athéigious innovator conceived by
liberal theology. Strauss's Jesus embraced whelé&saldemonology of first-century
Judaism, for example. His many direct referencatetaons in Gospel sayings had been
“a source of offense for those whdddédungdoes not brook such a belief in demon
possession®’* Not only Olshausen, but also his more liberalpreglist contemporaries
sought to avoid this pitfall and read the sayingsyambols of the struggles of faith. For
Strauss, there is nothing figurative in Jesus'e&sgions. He cites Matthew 12:25 ff. (Mk
3:23 ff.// Lk 11:17ff.) and Luke 10:18-20 as prirmeamples”” In the passage from
Matthew, Jesus frames his exorcisms as part opacadyptic confrontation between the
kingdoms of God and Satan—"If it is by the Spifit&od that | cast out demons,” he
says, “then the kingdom of God has come upon ymMi”12:28). In Luke 10:18-20,
Jesus states that the successes of his discipte®assts show their authority over the
“power of the enemy,” their capacity to bring thal spirits into submission (10:19); it
manifests a shift in the apocalyptic cosmos, Satdall from heaven, like lightning” (Lk
10:18).

Nor does the apocalyptic worldview only frametjgatar aspects of Jesus' life
and character for Strauss. It constitutes the akfgatures of his self-conception and

teaching. Jesus believed he was the Messiah. Bheudses on his second coming, future

37431836 vol. 2, 10; 1892, 417, translation modified.
379.31836 vol. 2, 9; 1892, 417.
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kingdom, and return in clouds of glory expressrhast characteristic thoughts about his
destiny, duty, and identity:

Wherever he speaks of coming in his messianic ghaylepicts himself

surrounded by angels and heavenly powers (Mt 18:2780, 25:30 ff.; Jn

1:52); before the majesty of the Son of man, conmtye clouds of

heaven, all nations are to bow without the coeroibthe sword, and at

the sound of the angel's trumpet, are to presemgklves, with the

awakened dead, before the judgment-seat of theideaad his twelve

apostles. All this Jesus would not bring to passi®own will, but he

waited for a signal from his heavenly Father, wloma knew the

appropriate time for this catastrophe (Mk 13:32Y he apparently was

not disconcerted when his end approached with@uhdwing received the

expected intimation’®
Strauss's Jesus is a first-century Jewish mestianisdelusions of grandeur whose
predictions proved untrue. Strauss judges authdontiexample, the main portion of
Mark 13 and its parallels (Lk 21, Mt 24), in whidasus places the imminent destruction
of Jerusalem in connection with the approachingalyptic catastrophe and return of the
Son of Man. He concedes that details of the dismoray have been added later, but it is
likely that both the apostles and Jesus believeg#nousia would occur in their
lifetimes. The notion that the Messiah would retsoon at the right hand of God to
judge the living and dead stood ready to hand mesaporary thought. It appears plainly
in the seventh chapter of Daniel, one of the laterks of the Hebrew Bible. It was

therefore likely that Jesus, “so soon as he hetdélf to be the Messiah,” made this

378 31835 vol. 1, 493-4; 1892, 296.
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image part of his self-conceptidf.Of course, we know that the parousia did not fello
the destruction of the temple in the late firsttoeyt “it will soon be eighteen centuries
since the destruction of Jerusalem, and an egloaity period since the generation
contemporary with Jesus disappeared from the eattie announcement of Jesus
appears so far to have been erroned(fs.”

The image of a misguided apocalyptic Jesus costrath the rational aspirations
of the modern age. By the beginning of the nindteeantury, apocalyptic beliefs had
fallen into disrepute in the German theologicahbbshment. They continued to enjoy
some popularity among the broad sweep of Germaisiizims, with the influence of
figures like Johann Albrecht Bengel and Hans Jutilg#8g still palpable in Pietist
circles. Nevertheless, they were rare in the astadd churches and universities.
Schleiermacher presented the consensus view whasseeted that Christian faith rested
on Jesus’ character and God consciousness, nds sedond coming or resurrectiv.
Theologians who inclined to apocalyptic rhetori@anmeed it only in a spiritualizing,
individualist reconfiguration. Conservative Pietishd Orthodox Christians writing in
the 1830’s stripped biblical apocalyptic discounsés mystical revelations, images of
divine irruptions in the mundane order, and appkala transformed material world; in
their place they set the afterlife and the fatéhefsoul. Even the fiery Friedrich
Krummacher, for example, drew on the gospels’ irsagfehe last judgment only to urge
his listeners to repent. In an infamous sermon atthdw 25, he reminded his

congregation that they would all one day face deathjudgment; those who renounced

37131835 vol. 2, 360; 1892, 596.
37831836, vol. 2, 344; 1895, 591.
3"°The Christian Faith 417 (§99).
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sacred history to follow the philosophers—he naist, Fichte, Hegel, and Strauss—
also gave up their entry fee into head&h.

As such, Strauss's account of Jesus' messiansciooisness forecloses any
attempt to make Jesus modern. Along with his negatiew of the historical authenticity
of the stories and treatment of the Gospels assnittappeared to sever the link between
Christian origins and rational, modern thoughtaBs$s updates in a post-romantic idiom
the position of Reimarus, whose writings fifty yearior had described Jesus as a
disappointed political messianist. Recall thatlfessing, Reimarus's Jesus was sure
proof that we should not seek religious truth ia tealm of historical contingencies.
Strauss only aggravates this effect. He removes\&eis's this-worldly, humanizing
emphasis on Jesus' political ambitidfsStrauss's Jesus is caught up in a world of
angels, demons, and grand cosmic struggles betgamahand evil.

This was also the point at which Strauss broke dehWette and led mythical
interpretation onto wholly new terrain. De Wetiersical studies of the Hebrew Bible,
and specifically his adaption of romantic myth thet this region, influenced Strauss's
approach to the Gospels. Even more, de Wette tggested before Strauss that there
were mythical elements in the New Testament. IrOmsReligion and Theologwhich
appeared twenty years before thfe, he claims we must cconsider that the evangelical
history reflects the worldview of a period aftesug and the disciples. These are not
individual eye-witness writings, in other wordst Ioayths; they are collective and

unconscious compositions, “the work of an enti@a@ra sect*? Nevertheless, he

30| “The Last Judgment,” ifthe Foreign Protestant Pulpftondon: Dickonson, 1870), 181-195.
81 J 1835 vol. 1, 491-94; 1892, 295-96.

32eber Religion und Theologie: Erlauterungen zu seirLehrbuche der Dogmafi©n Religion and
Theology: an Exposition of the 'Instructional BamkDogmaticg'(Berlin: G. Reimer, 1815), 154.
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refuses to bring this view to bear in his analygsithe historical Jesus. In his 1816
Biblical Dogmatics he rejects outright the possibility that manyle$us' apocalyptic
sayings were authentic. These sayings are $obwarmerischi he says, i.e., too
fanatical: they contrast “with the clarity of spifGeistesklarhe]tthat did not abandon
[Jesus] in his death, and which is incompatibléginaticism $chwarmerdi” > For de
Wette, Jesus was thoroughly rational and remainexien in the face of crucifixion. His
account directly opposes Reimarus's, in which Jéisias words in Mark and Matthew—
“my God, my God, why have you forsaken me?"—shogvdisappointment that he and
his disciples must have felt at his failed messigmoject (Mt 27:46, Mk 15:34).

After Strauss lays out the essential featuregsiis messianic self-
consciousnes¥’ he confronts de Wette on this point. He citespifgsage from the
Dogmatikand writes,

Those who shrink away from Jesus’ messianic ideaglnbecause they

would make him look like a fanatiSghwarmef*® should consider how

these hopes corresponded to the long-cherished&xtipas of the Jews.

In the supernaturalistic soil of that time andhe tlosed-off circles of the

Jewish nation, an extravagant national represemtati

[Nationalvorstellunggwhich offered some portion of truth and excelienc

might draw ineven a reasonable magifen besonnenen Mdni°

Hereafter cited a8ber Religion.Thomas Howard finds it telling that Strauss neglédb mention this
passage from de Wette, even though he hadWbad Religion Strauss’s history of myth interpretation
forms part of a “self-aggrandizing” introductiongicevious interpretation of the New Testamdel{gion
and the Rise of Historicisn®6).

33De Wette, Bblische Dogmatik190.

%4 31835 vol. 1, 493-4; 1892, 296.

3%ere he cites the passage from de WeB##tische Dogmatik

3891835 vol. 1, 494; 1892, 296.
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The citation plays on the contrast that de Wettegsling of the apocalyptic sayings
provides to the mythical mode of interpretatiorhlae developed: de Wette's aversion—
his “shrinking away”—at the thought of Jesus’ faciatn blinds him to the messianic
heart of first-century Jewish national identity—tarsiing oversight for the person who
taught Strauss to attend to “national represemtafigNationalvorstellunyy Strauss turns
myth analysis back against his teacher. A scientifythical interpretation must grapple
seriously with Jesus' claims and the cultural,ameti worldview on which they rested. It
has to recognize their relative legitimacy, i.eattthey appear “reasonable” or “sound”
within the bounds of their particular historicaldgpsychosocial milieu—as much as
Hauffe and Grombach's visions of dead souls ofabepel representations of demons.
And as we face these representations we learmuetfar we stand from that milieu. We
come untethered from Jesus and his world.

The familiar ironic movement appears here agaith wwmantic myth theory
playing a leading role. Strauss faces and takésusty an unsettling piece of Christian
tradition; he exacerbates the feelings of avergiahensue; and he drives a wedge in the
process between the ancient and modern worldshélessde Wette where he had fallen
short of the scientific potential behind his ownthwal. But there is more at stake here
than the security of modern faith. De Wette's agialgf the sayings and Strauss's
response comprise distinct views of the origin€bfistianity; behind these accounts of
origins lie divergent visions of religion, critiquand modernity. Their points of
disagreement consequently deserve careful contimlera

Fanaticism, Religion, and the Origins of Christianty
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The exchange between de Wette and Strauss fahigwai long history of
enlightenment and modern discourse on apocalyptijdanaticism, and religion.
Writings on apocalyptic heresy extend back to artdzhristianity. In the early modern
era, however, these polemics took a distinct tmf@eérman Protestant thought when they
were coupled to the emerging discoursé&schwarmeregia feminine noun that can
variously mean enthusiasm, rapture, ecstacy, @tii@sm. In the 1520's, Martin Luther
developed the modern connotatiorSahwarmereifrom the vertschwéarmer“to
swarm,” like insects or animals], as a caricaturthe spiritual and political agitations of
his theological opponents. He used it to desigtiase individuals who, he believed,
sought revelation or interpreted the Bible in wthat could not be legitimated in a public
realm. Luther's rhetoric served to shore up forfrShoisitan orthodoxy as well as civil
authority against religious threafs.In succeeding centuries, the term passed from
theology to philosophy and medicine. Kant, Herded others used it to caricature the
positions of their theological and philosophicapopents, whether these were orthodox
or Pietist, romantic or rationalist. The uses tachtthey put the term varied widely. It
could signifiy the overly calcuated system-buildwfca rational philosopher as much as
the excesses of religious and mystical feefffigderder leveled it against the abstractions

of FrenchPhilosophes® for example, where Kant brought it to bear onrtfesmerist

%'Dominique ColasCivil Society and Fanaticism: Conjoined Historiésins. Amy Jacobs (Stanford:
Stanford University Press, 1997); William Cavanaugihe Invention of FanaticismModern Theology
27(2011): 226-237.

38The uncertainty and widespread use of the termswel that Christoph Weiland asked in 1775 that
writers try to stablize its meaning (“Enthusiasmiasl Schwéarmerei,” in C.M. WielandZammtliche Werke
[Leipzig: Géschen, 1840], vol. 35, 134-37). La Vaymnsiders Wieland's challenge and the various
responses that followed from Herder, Kant, andrstire“The Philosopher and the ‘Schwéarmer.™
38%philosophei und Schwarmerei, zwo Schwestern” [I[#¥tphism and Fanaticism, Two Sisters” ] in J.G.
Herder'sSammtliche Werke3 vols., ed. Bernard Suphan (Berlin: Weidmar@7,7:1913), vol. 9, 501-504.
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Cagliostro®*° By the time of th&/ormarz the term took on an increasingly secular,
psychological cast. It had become a standardgxilfle, diagnosis for a number of
“religious madnessestdligiose Wahnsinnga-Teufelswahn, Demonomania, etc.—
spiritual disorders whose names appeared in registe@sylums in Europ&*

Apocalyptic beliefs, which had been, since Marturther, heretical forms of
Schwéarmereinow began to be classed among psychopatholagpeaies of the same
disorder. Throughout the period, the term continweskrve key discursive functions—
that, in particular, of marking out legitimate afidgitimate or sound and unsound forms
of thought, belief, and action. DiscoursesSmihwarmereoutlined in reverse their
authors' distinct visions of the public sphereipradlity, and civil authorityWith Kant,

for example, discussions of fanaticism served aataral corollary to the work of
critique. It was Kant's conception of fanaticisnparticular that stood behind de Wette's
analysis>®?

Kant wrote extensively o8chwarmereiHis reflections on the topic surveyed a
variety of mental state§° In an early essay “On the Sicknesses of the HEEB4Y** he
diagnoses aSchwarmerrhose individuals who claim immediate inspiratiorspecial
intimacy with God. In later writings, the term'stipalogizing usage provides a natural

complement to his visions of critique, reason, tredpublic sphere. Like Strauss, Kant

39%0On Exaltation and the Remedy for It,” (1790) innves ed.Raising the Tone of Philosopk®altimore:
Johns Hopkins University Press, 1993), 107-8.

1Goldberg,Sex, Religion, and the Making of Modern Madn#83 ff.

39%De Wette identified as a Kantian theologian andigabcritic. For a discussion of his close adheeto
Fries’s Kantian defense of faith see Thomas HowRaligion and the Rise of Historicisf@ambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2000), 43-50.

393 a Vopa writes that between 1772 and 1798, “we Kt clarifying the ternBchwarmereiepeatedly.”
It served for him “as a kind of diagnostic catch-aith ample room for madness, melancholy, mystici
bliblical literalism, excessive introspection,dittonal metaphysics, and 'lazy-free thinking, Tlie
Philosopher and the ‘Schwarmer,” 105).

394n Kant, Observations on the Feeling of the Beautiful anhliwe and Other Writingseds. Patrick
Frierson and Paul Guyer (Cambridge: Cambridge UsityePress, 2011), 203-218.
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posits that once we recognize subjective limitshaee to account for a given subject’s
failure to take them seriously. For Strauss, tbéslk to disordered psychophysical states
and cultural psychologies. For Kant, it leads tbjsctive delusionyahn of which
Schwéarmereivould represent a privileged species. For exanfi@eften uses the term to
connote actions and ideas that fail to meet rigpsiandards of mediated rational
discourse in the public sphere. In the piece oni@stgp, for example, he names the
educated classes' “mania for reading,” their failiar read scientific works with care and
discipline, as the root of their fanatical incliioat toward strange medical curésthey

will be cured of their delusion, he says, when tbegse skimming so many works and
begin to read only a few wefi® In other instances, he usshwérmereito signify
overreaching the critical limits that reason se&tst® own operation. In a 1786 essay,
“What does it mean to orient oneself in thought®@’skiggests that fanaticism names “the

maxim that reason's superior lawgiving is invalitf”

In his 1788Critique of Practical
Reasorhe suggests in a similar vein that “in the mostegahmeaning,” one may
considerSchwarmerefan overstepping of the bounds of human reasoeniakien
according to principles®®® It differs as such from madnes&/dhnsini strictly
speaking. In th€ritique of Judgmertte explains that fanaticism is not a “passing
accident,” like madnessvhich might afflict a person of sound understagdahrandom.

It is rather a maniafahnwitz and can be circumscribed by the proper use of the

understanding. It takes hold only where we seeksigalize or grasp an abstract, non-

39%0On Exaltation and the Remedy for It,” 107.

*pid., 108.

%9’Kant, “What does it Mean to Orient Oneself in THiTg®” in eds. Wood and Giovanmieligion and
Rational Theologyl3, translation modified (Kant3ammtliche Werkeds. Karl Rosenkranz and Fried.
Wilh. Schubert [Leipzig: Voss, 1838], vol. 1, 388).

39%Critique of Practical Reasqrirans. Werner Pluhar (Indianapolis: Hackett, 20020.
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sensible idea of reason as susbhwarmereis “the delusion [Wahn] of wanting to SEE
something beyond all bounds of sensihilf§ An abstract idea of freedom, for example,
can liberate our imagination and free action, betcannot make it visible to ourselves.
To attempt to do so must lead to a derangemeieofinderstandingf®

In a late essay, “On the End of All Things” (179€ant names apocalyptic
thinking as a particular species of thought in wH&naticism can take hold. He takes as
a guiding example the passage from the tenth chapf®hn’s Apocalypse in which an
angel declares “henceforth time shall be no méteHere John tries, he argues, to reflect
on and transcend the basic condition of our liférive: The constancy of alteration. John
opposes this temporal condition to an absolute;{@osporal timelessness. The effort is
doomed to fail, however, leading only to Revelasagrotesque images of a static heaven
or hell where people endlessly praise God or weepnail *° The hideousness of these
images speaks to the contradictory logic at worthem. It is impossible to think a
“time” aftertime in a way that would not put this “new timeitin the framework of
succession and alteration—i.e., one cannot thirtkishewtime as botlafter and also
eternal or infinite. As such, the notion must vielthe theoretical limits on reason.

Anyone who lingers too long on it will “fall into ysticism...where reason does not

39%Critique of Judgmentrans. Werner Pluhar (Indianapolis: Hackett, 79835. He compares this limit of
reason to biblical proscriptions against idolathid.).

“M%bid.
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Immanuel Kant, “Das Ende der Alle Dinge,”limmanuel Kants Schriften zur Philosophie der Retiged.
G. Hartenstein (Leipzig: Modes und Baumann, 18%4)4808; translated as “The End of All Things,” in
Religion and Rational Theolog221-28. Kant follows Luther’s translation whenites “henceforth time
shall be no more,” “Dass hinfort keine zeit melinsoll” (“Ende,” 400;Religion and Rational Theology
226). Recent translators have preferred insteagtétbhall be no more delay,” (NRSV 10:6) emphagizin
imminence rather than a dualistic concept of time eternality. Kant’s reliance on this translatadrihe
verse speaks to the core elements of his modegndigtourse on apocalyptic thought: “Henceforthréhe
shall be no more time” highlights with precisiom throblem of dualism, the opposition between two
modes of temporality, one finite and one infinggen if this was not in fact the concern of thehaubf
Revelation 10:5-6.

“0%bid. 1839, 402Religion and Rational Theolog227.
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understand either itself or what it wants, but @retto indulge in fanaticisnli¢ber
schwarm} rather than—as seems fitting for an intellecinhbbitant of the sensible
world—to limit itself within the bounds of the latt™%

In theBiblische Dogmatikde Wette draws directly on this pathology of
apocalypticSchwarmereiHe locates its roots in the dualistic view oftbig that Kant
outlines in his essay. Certain sayings manifestsictimisunderstanding of the relation
between the eternal and temporal;” if Jesus hett siews, they “would have produced
Schwéarmerein him.”* Kant's view stands behind Strauss's account asAvetigside
the passages on the second coming in the synoftresiss raises the question of Jesus'
fanaticism in reference to sayings on his “preexise,” in the Gospel of John. In both
sets of passages Jesus appears to hold a radigallgtic conception of time. He
distinguishes his present, mortal life from a paduture “time” outside of time. In fact,
the Johannine passages present the more dramaitipkes. A saying like John 8:28,
“Very truly | tell you, before Abraham was, | anigiiplies that Jesus experienced the kind
of radical disjunction between memory and experenith which Strauss was familiar
from his psychological writings on “derangementsafisciousness.” If authentic it
would suffice, he says, “to ruin [Jesus’] healtlopsciousness and expose him to a

fanaticism of which he otherwise shows himself ff€8

*Spid., 228.

“0“Biblische Dogmatik 191 n. c.

40931835 vol. 1, 484. In thBlew Life of Jesusf 1864, he argues that it would pitch him beydmel tealm
of sanity altogether: “He who thinks he remembeassdrmer existence anterior to his birth...which no
other human being remembers, nor he himself eiithér,our opinion nothing but a madmaair|
Verruckteil. He who expects to come again after his deathpdsuman being ever has done, is in our
opinion not exactly a madman, because in referemtiee future imagination is more possible, but ati
arrant enthusiassichwarmel” (Strauss A New Life of Jesugol. 1 [London: Williams and Northgate,
1865], 323).
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Both de Wette and Strauss reject the possibildy desus is a fanatic, however.
For de Wette, the sayings are inconsistent withs)€eistesklarheitFor Strauss, the
Johannine sayings clash with first-century Jewislught. The apocalyptic sayings are
more likely historical; however, these do not prewther that Jesus was a fanatic. Faced
with the possibility, Strauss equivocates. Eitheus is &chwarmerbut nevertheless a
relativelybesonners-“thoughful,” “level-headed,” or “reasonable”—onay; else he does
not qualify as &chwarmeat all. What would be fanaticism for us is a liy&ion for the
most reasonable first-century messianic JewistkénirStrauss applies to de Wette’s
analysis the reasoning that mythical interpretatleveled against deists in defense of
Christian narratives. Ancient mythical mentalitgee distinct from modern rationality,
but also from individual disorders. This reasoniligplaces the question of Jesus’
fanaticism on historical grounds and creates aar@iguity in the process: Jesus, as an
apocalyptic thinker in the ancient world, appedrsreereasonable and fanatical to our
modern eyes, a sort of reasonable fanatic.

It appears that in this way Strauss protects Jesaosthose who would bring
Reimarus together with Kant or de Wette to questisrpsychological well-bein$® But
this appearance elides the essential role thas'Jasibivalent mental status plays in
Strauss’s analysis. The ambiguity is stubborn ehdhbgt Schweitzer, paraphrasing
Strauss's portrait of Jesus eighty years late@atessit without comment: “the Nazarene,

even thoughthat fanatical idea had gripped hjroan be considered, nonethelessyraes

“08strauss rejects Reimarus’s interpretation becaesimas not believe that Jesus' words evince
revolutionary political ambitions. The sayings at# chiliastic, however; Jesus only waits on Godring
about the imminent transformation of the world.dt¢es not look forward to a political revolutionar
spiritual regeneration, but to the miraculous remtion of the dead. This Jesus is tm@ealienating and
ancient even than Reimarus’s, although Strausmslthat he represents a midpoint between the gatliti
millenarian reading of Jesus among “opponents ofs@anity” and the personal, spiritualizing turh o
orthodox Christianity (1892, 295-6; 1835, 492-4).
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in full possession of his facultigsartly because of the fact that his expectateasits

roots in the general conceptions of latie][Judaism.*®’In fact, although he does not call
Jesus delusional, Strauss’s equivocal rhetoricesesg a secularizing challenge in its own
right. When Strauss displaces the Kantian pathotd@chwarmereirom the person of
Jesus, he also sets the terms of a distinct undgraccount of reason, religion, and
modernity.

In order to trace these effects, we have first twenfrom the question of a
diagnosis to consider the functions that the dissmofSchwéarmerehas in de Wette and
Strauss's respective accounts. Neither theologitsnasit primarily to decide whether
Jesus is &chwarmeor notper se. Although it had begun to make its way into roaldi
discourse, the term remained relatively ambivadert its meanings contested throughout
the modern period. It did not lend itself readbycbncrete medical applications. It was
this same ambivalence, however, that made it usafihose who wished to draw lines
between legitimate and illegitimate forms of thoyddelief, and action. Here Kant set the
stage for Strauss and de Wette once again.

When Kant locates fanaticism as a capacity withason, he turns it into a
rhetorical wedge by which to shore up the legitipnatforms of rational thought and
moral action. This operation plays an especiallgonant role in his account of practical
reason—his attempt to set ethics and values oconatgrounds. Kant’s conundrum here
is simple enough: If there is such a thing as fineeal action, it cannot be determined by
the phenomenal world. Otherwise it would only Harection of that world, a reflexive
response to an existing set of conditions, andetbex not genuinely autonomous. But it

cannot be grounded in anything transcendent edingrsupersensible object for

“"The Psychiatric Study of Jes{Boston: Beacon Press, 1948), 35, my italics.
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example, since this would vault reason beyondvits borizon. The subject’s appeal to
supersensible objects would determine its actishga thoroughly from the other,
transcendent side. If | do something “good” outrf loyalty to God, subjection to the
word of the Bible, or a desire to go to heaven,atiyons remain heteronomous—I am
only responding to my notion of God etc., yet aeofieature of the phenomenal realm.
Kant needs to find a non-transcendent universatt Keerefore distinguishes the
universality of the “law of duty,” to which the nadractor appeals, from the “moral
Schwéarmes” appeal to immediate revelation, divine insgmat or some other source of
his or her freedom. To locate the source of oretlseraanywhere other than in the law of
duty is to risk fanaticism.408 But at the same {ithes hypotheticaBchwarmegives
some sense of security to the ambiguous “law of.tllihe unconditional nature of this
law of duty in Kant's account places the moral actg@roximity to a fanaticism against
which the term functions as a ward. The imaginedtia reassures the rational moral
actor that the free pursuit of a good action ismetely reflexive and that it does not
cross the bounds of reason.409

Arelated discourse oBchwarmereappears in Kant's meditations on progress in
history. In this region he draws a distinction beg¢w “fanaticism” and “enthusiasm”
[Begeisterun When the ternschwarmereappears for the first time in “On the
Sicknesses of the Head,” it serves an ostensiblyndistic function. But it diagnoses the

imaginative leap beyond the present that a “fahatauld take, in opposition to that of

“08¢ant, Critique of Practical Reasqri10.

“Fenves, “The Scale of Enthusiasm,” 123 ff., consid®w tenuous this distinction is and the
consequences that follow from this uncertainty. 8se Fenves' introduction, “The Topicality of Tghi®
Raising the Tone of PhilosopfBaltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 199339, and in the same
volume Jacques Derrida, “On a Newly Risen Apocatypone in Philosophy” trans. John Leavy Jr., 117-
172.
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the more sober “enthusiast,” who helps to bringuabbeal change in history. The
distinction crops up again in a famous passag@&mOIld Question Raised Again: is the
Human Race Constantly Progressing?” Here Kant refspto Edmund Burke’s polemics
against the “fanaticism” of the French Revolutioesiand the philosophers who inspired
them. In response, Kant defends the enthusiasiredberman spectators—the readerly
public sphere—across the Rhilé For these learned spectators, the French Revnligtio
a “sign” of progress, mediated through thought emture. This symbol of progress, like
the symbolic Jesus Religion within the Limits of Reasosignals an idea and a
possibility; it does not represent an immediatdityeave could grasp. The distinction
between fanaticism and enthusiasm helps as sumitlioe historical progress in the non-
revolutionary public sphere.

These two functions of Kant's discourseSohwarmerei-te secure the space of
free, rational action and to establish the growfdgwogress in history—move explicitly
into the field of religion in de Wette's historiclsus and Christology. De Wette's Jesus is
a Kantian moral actor. In the place of any objextievolutionary or messianic goal, this
Jesus had a longing and a presentiment of a highter He only acteds ifa better
world were possiblegs ifhe could transcend the bounds of his mortal life @pprehend
God. But Jesus claimed no firm evidence to thacefiOtherwise he would be a
Schwérmer If he anticipated an imminent transformationthia world, as in Reimarus's
account, for example, this would negate the freedbhs action. The significance of his
death is “separate,” accordingly, “from any goaiathhe might have wished to

accomplish through the sam&*He did not have any doctrine of atonement, for

“1%ant, Religion and Rational Theologg97-309.
“Jber Religion 163.
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example. He acted in response to “sin” only inmlsglic sense and sacrificed himself to
“the evil of [his] opponents, the dishonest ethbkis confessors, and the dominance of
evil in people’s earthly naturé** Nor did Jesus submit to his ordained duty outlioich
faith. Ancient Jewish people, de Wette claims,adsesubmitted to God’s law

reflexively; their submission formed part of theational identity. Jesus, in contrast, was
a free moral individual who responded to univeinstdrests. In his semi-autobiographical
novel, Theodore de Wette explains that Jesus’ motto was “allathimg”: he knew that

his attempt to bring the “infinite and perfect’anthe world would be impossible, strictly
speaking; he therefore “satisfied himself by segliith his death the idea and
recognition of them, the faith in therf*To say that he takes up his duty and his cross
with Geistesklarheits to say that he knew the bounds of human thoaigtitaction.

This resigned death forms the crux of de Wette'stkéa Christology. De Wette
insists on Kant’s boundary between the phenomemhhaumenal, subjective experience
and the reality of “things-in-themselves” in ordersecure a space for legitimate
Christian belief. For de Wette as for Kant, subpead object do not cohere in any
immediate way, but he follows Jakob Fries and asdbat a subject can still experience
their union tenuously in religioshnung—perception, intuition, or aesthetic feeling—
independently of rational inquiry. Thus when agaél Christian sees Christ’s death, he
or she can still feel his resignation as sometburgiime. Because Jesus submits to God
in spite of pervasive and realistic forms of ek#, tempers his death with hope, and

resignation opens thereby unto a second categaomligious feelingAndacht reverence

4120 ¢

1bid.
“*Theodore; or the Skeptic's Conversiool. 2, trans. James F. Clarke (Boston: Jamesrééuand Co.,
1856), 354.
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or worship*** Jesus manifests reverence when he sees theardinitork through the
thick of his ultimately lethal, mortal relationskipnd experiences. When a modern
Christian contemplates this story, he or she eepess reverence as w&ft. The modern
rational person still has this intuitive acces€twist.

De Wette follows as such the lead of Kamligion within the Limits of Reason
Alone The Jesus of history is obscure; in fact, héniswwded precisely in the mythical
thought of his contemporaries. But we can encouhteChrist of faith in a mediated,
subjective form, as a symbBf More than Kant, however, he uses this symboliciread
to shore up an image of the historical person sfig8’ The stories about Jesus’
resurrection are not historical, for example, Iatytreflect real experience by early
Christians of an extraordinary individual who gtated toward the true and universal.
Here de Wette draws on another category of relgfeeling, one that is familiar from
Kant's discourses on fanaticisemthusiasnjBegeisterunp This is the inspiration that
ancient and modern Christians feel when they refilache epicharacter of the gospel
narrative—imagining Jesus standing strong agaiagsayers and enemies, for example,
or taking firm steps toward his inevitable de#ftAs in Kant's account of the French
Revolution, this good enthusiasm is distinct fréva bad fanaticism of a millenarian. It
does not lead to radical action, but ends in tmepathetic intuition of a spectator. In

faithful contemplation of Jesus, a Christian irgufte absolute—the reconciliation of the

““Uber Religion 163.

“Ipid., 164.

“18strauss groups Kant and de Wette's Christologigsther as “symbolical” interpretations in his
reflections on dogma in the conclusion to tlife (Strauss 1836 vol. 2, 720; 1892, 773).

“1'De Wette positéhnungas the category by which we grasp these symbelshéeteby put a stronger
emphasis than Kant on the work of faith.

“&Jber Religion 163.
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finite and infinite—as @ossibility, where the fanatic would claim it as an objective
reality.

To say Jesus is a symbol is not to dismiss therisi importance of his life and
death. De Wette still offers a concrete, realizechatology: Jesus actuahgconciled the
divine and human in history. But this reconciliatiwas not miraculous or immediate, as
supernaturalists—those orthodox and Pietist inezeps who still defended the historicity
of the gospel miracles—argued. Rather, Jesus chametigious consciousness when he
submitted to the infinite in clear-sighted recogmitof natural, human finitude. He
opened thereby a new, more rational mode of faithe ancient world. In spite of his
obscure historical origins, Christ was the “initiadf a spiritual metamorphosis, not just
for his nation, but for all of humanity* For de Wette, Judaism had perfected the feeling
of Andachi reverence, while paganism had perfe@edeisterungenthusiasm.
Christianity brought these together wRlesignationHe believed this new constellation
made distinctly modern forms of subjectivity possib

Indeed, de Wette held that Jesus Christ inaugliratalernity: In a letter to Fries
in 1817 he writes, “Christ is for me the anticipatiof educated reasowdrstandbildunjy
that has brought about the whole modern periodts biee first free point from which our
free life has developed®When Jesus intuited God in his human relationsthies,
grasped the universality of humanity in a new wég.was a humanisivant la lettre

This is nowhere more evident than when we envikisrdeath: “Christ on the cross is the

419 1¢

Ibid., 162.
429 etter of 17 December 1817. Henke, “Berliner Brj&f04; quoted and translated in John W. Rogerson,
W.M.L De Wette: Founder of Modern Biblical CritigisAn Intellectual BiographySheffield: JSOT Press,
1992),136-7.



195

image Bild] of humanity purified by self-sacrificé’® The image makes modern

people’s humanism possible. Christ provides thet®jimand historicalprototype for a
rational, free moral subject.

De Wette shared with many of his contemporarieviéw that through Christ,
Christianity begins and anchors modernity and rality; enlightened European thought
is the culmination of Christian truth. In controsies over historical science and belief,
such an argument could cut both ways. On the ond, litamight push back against the
deistic separation between history and belief.dntiast to Reimarus, the gospel history
is still an object of faith for de Wette. Indeelistfaith has precisely to be cordoned off
from the work of empirical testing. It rests on thediation of a rational or feeling
subject. In German idealism, the historical Jeseserges from the crucible of criticism
in a transfigured form: he is a symbol, image,daal of modern ration@ildung As in
older Christian figural readings of the Old Testamé&he “history” presages a later truth
that transcends its refereiféOn the other hand, they set the terms of what soamit
legitimate faith in more or less scientific terrie.say one can access Christ only in
subjective faith delegitimizes both rationalistdiegical metaphysics and orthodox
dogma. It underwrites a shift from Protestant taleraizing triumphalism: the truth of
early Christianity crystallized in the reformatiahyould perfect itself in modern

philosophy or theology.

“2/Jber Religion 163-4.

“22Thomas HowardReligion and the Rise of Historicis®B-94. Howard argues that in this way German
idealism drew back, albeit in a highly rationaliZedhion, from enlightenment empiricism’s objectton
figural or typological mode of interpretation. Rrstant theologians and philosophers acceptedhbat t
older typology, which looked to the historical inesgof the Hebrew Bible for types of Christ, wasudet.
Nevertheless, they transplanted this model ontevafield. Strauss makes a similar claim when heesta
that mythical and “moral” or symbolic interpretati@.e., Kant and de Wette) follow the lead of @mti
allegorical interpretation in the vein of Origeril three sacrifice a strict focus on the positikisstorical
kernel to the underlying religious truthife of Jesusl835, 52; 1892, 65).
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With de Wette, this two-sided approach to the hiséd content of the New
Testament takes a Kantian shape. De Wette meaawéofaith by limiting the incursions
of rationalist or empiricist reason: the symbatage from history. But he also affirms
that reason has the power to set these limitsadigal way. He strikes out in this way
against orthodox and Pietist supernaturalism asitipe religion, and defines a modern
hierarchy of spirit in which rational religion stsat the apex. If Jesus Christ marks the
advent of modern, humanistic rationalism, this doatsonly mean that rationalistic
Christianity is defensible; it is thmostlegitimate form of faith. When de Wette opens the
possibility that Jesus wasSghwéarmerhe brings its illegitimate others into relief.téf
he acknowledges that some of the kingdom of Gothgayappear fanatical, he adds,
“The typical supernaturalist can say nothing agaimet, since his belief in the literal
truth of these promises would rest on the samemdenstanding of the relation between
the eternal and the temporal which would have bnotayth fanaticism in Jesus’
case.*”He delegitimizes supernaturalism by conflatingittvapocalypticSchwarmerei
Orthodox or Pietist interpreters would have braste this claim. They would object to
being calledsSchwarmerepof course. But de Wette’s suggestion goes furtder
conflates “typical,” milder forms of apocalyptic@miraculous thinking with full-
fledged millenarianism—even though he knows verif that early nineteenth-century
supernaturalists by no means embraced the latter.

Strauss's rebuttal to de Wette strikes back atd#tignalist etiology of
Christianity. It does so in two regions in partenulde Wette's underlying conception of
modernity and his corresponding vision of religamd critique. He develops, to begin, a

distinct account of origins of modern consciousreg$the modern age. For Strauss,

42Bjblische Dogmatik191 n. c. (§216).
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unlike de Wette, modernity does not build on oeexlt Christianity; it repeats it.

Christian and modern origins are distinct but isgrha. Both movements opposed the
cultures in which they emerged. Unlike Judaism meeR religion, which brought a
civilizing process to primitive antiquity, Christily came into an advanced civilization,
and therefore “a distinction manifested itself fréme first.*?*In previous religions, the
development of culture had led interpreters to mévedd traditions. But with the advent
of Christianity, a new religion sprang up agaitstiative civilization. Early Christianity
was at once reactionary and progressive: in itsti@ait developed a “new principle”

that challenged the cultural world around it. Whiee Roman Empire adopted
Christianity, religion and culture coalesced agamg this more or less harmonious union
lasted for fifteen hundred years—until the Refolioramanifested a first disturbance:
“The Reformation...was the first vital expressidraculture, which had now in the heart
of Christendom itself, as formerly in relation tagadnism and Judaism, acquired strength
and independence sufficient to create a reactiamagthe soil of its birth, the prevailing
religion.”*?® Once again, a new principle opposed an old w&d.in its first stirrings
modernity struck back against the very religion sdorigins it was repeating. This
reaction against Christianity would become the ati@ristic feature of the modern age.
It led from the Reformation to criticism: deismtiomalism, and speculative philosophy.
Modernity begins with Luther, not with Christ. Siss transposes de Wette’s mythical
analysis from one stage of history to another. B¢t®\had focused the attention of his

contemporaries on the difference between modetarfdal thought and the mythical

424 31840 vol. 1, 10-11; 1892, 44.
429 pid.
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view of the Old Testament “histories.” Straussstsibn the same rupture between
modernity and early Christianity.

As Strauss extends the boundaries of the mythgmlrgto the world of early
Christianity, he also reshapes the critical archites behind de Wette’s Christology.
Their disagreement does not only concern the adManbdernity, but its shape. They
disagree, above all, about the nature of religimh @modern reason. Apocalyptic
fanaticism serves in de Wette's account to marlolthéerritory against which the
rational, modern Jesus emerges on the scene ofhistyth and fanaticism intertwine.
Both oppose equally the modern, rational faith treahopes to preserve and augment.
Within this framework, reason is not opposed t@reh. Rather, a critic can distinguish
within religion between legitimate, rational anlggitimate, “fanatical” modes
consciousness. A person may be a fanatic or anedtperson; nonetheless, he or she is
still religious.

Strauss reorders this network of mentalities. Wiger&\ette links myth variously
with both religion and fanaticism, Strauss bringghrtogether with religion under the
auspices of Hegel's concept of “representatidotgtellung, in opposition to modern
concepts. Religion is “defined as the perceptiotruth, not in the form of a concept
[Begriff], which is the philosophic perception, but as@esentation\orstellung;”
consequently, “the mythical element can be warnimlg when religion either falls short
of, or goes beyond, its peculiar province, and i&be proper religious sphere it must
necessarily exist***This view defines a comparative and critical appho religion as
such, including ancient and modern Christianitya&s refutes the prevailing theological

view, i.e., “that which distinguishes Christianftpm the heathen religions is this, they

428 31840 vol. 1, 84-5; 1892, 80, translation modified.
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are mythical, it is historical*’ All religions can be compared on the basis ofrthei
mythical elements, and all religions are formsegresentational thought. With this view,
we no longer draw lines between fanatical and maliceligion. Religion is set in
opposition, along with fanaticism, to modern reason
Strauss's Critique of Modern Reason, Part 1: The Lmits of the Modern Spirit

The nature and task of critique changes accordifigigLife operates in effect as
a critique of modern reason. It defines the limaitsl conditions of the modern age and
modern, rational thought. For Kant or de Wette,diecess of critique and progress in
the religious field is subjective in origin. It @® up wherever a rational person in any
culture tries to bring religion within the limit$ ceason. In thé&ife Strauss paraphrases a
passage frorReligion within the Limits of Mere Reasas an example of this view: “in
all religions old and new which are partly compdise sacred books, intelligent and
well-meaning teachers of the people have contitoeckplain them, until they have
brought their actual contents into agreement withuniversal doctrines of moralit§?®
Greek and Roman philosophers, for example, peddbir religious narratives by
interpreting the most dubious popular narrativesuathe gods according to their
“mystical sense.” Ultimately, they integrated tha@iverse pantheon into a single, rational
god. Teachers of Judaism, Christianity, Islam, ldimtiuism all developed similar means
of transforming popular narratives into increasynghiversal ideas.

For Strauss, on the other hand, critique demandstamal reckoning in the spirit
of a whole age or culture. In order for progrestate place it must confront its own

calcified, outmoded or contradictory ideas and ralgigs. It is not a question of

421 31840 vol. 1, 61; 1892, 69.
428 31835 vol. 1, 7-8; 1892, 51.
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individuals emerging on the scene to make the wmidde rational, but of an age taking
its own old representations utterly seriously idesrto press itself into the future. The
Life and Strauss's writings on the nocturnal side afnediorm contributions to such an
effort. In these works he not only shows that amicgad unlearned people are mistaken,
he shows his readers where their own conceptiotdealefs linger in the realms of
these ancient and uncultured modes of thought efeniters theamera obscuraf

ancient thought, he also reflects a critical ligatk up into the modern age.

When de Wette rejects the authenticity of the alyptia sayings, he also draws
an analogy between orthodox supernaturalists aciérrapocalyptic thinkers. In his
rebuttal to de Wette, Strauss does the same timmedfect, to de Wette—as well as to
Schleiermacher, Paulus, and Olshausen. We havaweeaaasons already that he
rejected other interpreters' accounts of Jesust, Eirey did not recognize the clear
violations of the immanent world in the Gospelsc@wl, they obscured the fact that
Jesus and the Gospel writers belonged to an aneiem world. We can now add a third:
for Strauss, these authors also violated the ligfitgpirit in their own right. When they
made Jesus a unique, modern figure, they breableddits on bodies and souls. They
affirmed a singular exception to the immanent lgnat nature and they brought the soul
of Jesus beyond its embodied context, into the mmoderld.

Strauss recognized that interpreters who sougbintioidern and rational Jesus
had not so much done away with “miracle” as recafeet it in a new idiom. For these
figures as for supernaturalists like Neander orlli¢lq historical facticity and revelation
were still bound up together, but now in the faclesus’ uniquely exemplary, personal

character. Many of them reflected explicitly orstBhift. Friedrich Krummacher wrote in
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his autobiography that when he visited Paulus acdsed him of treating Jesus as a
“mere man,” Paulus angrily shot back,

That is an unjust statement which people are naryvef repeating

against me! Believe me, that | never look up tollady One on the cross,

without sinking in deep devotion before Him. No, idenot a mere man as

other men. He was an extraordinary phenomenorgether peculiar in

His character, elevated high above the whole huraes, to be admired,

yea, to be adoretf?

With Schleiermacher, the rationalists, and othéenlgers of the positivity of Jesus’
person, questions about miracle had simply shiftetd new terraiff*° As Strauss puts it,
the rationalists, “in a certain sense retainedl&sus the character of a divine
manifestation,” presenting him as, “the greatest mho ever trod the earth—a hero, in
whose fate providence is in the highest degreeopéisd.”*! Theological interpreters
found a naturalist refuge for miracle and set thges for the ethical, modern Jesus who
has dominated liberal theology ever since.

In the conclusion to thieife, Strauss cites Schleiermacher's notion of Jesus'
unique God-consciousness as a prime example ofithwsin the field of theology.
Strauss follows Heinrich Schmid and asserts thahéo presume, like Schleiermacher
had, that in Jesus’ consciousness of God, “thd Was manifested in a single historical

individual, involves the violation of the laws ddture by a miracle**?In fact,

“2% rummacherAutobiography187.

“3%ans Frei claims that as such the quest for pesitivelation endured in a natural idiom. “Positittius
became anchored in ‘miracles’ not of a physicaldfwt peculiarly historical, inward, or moral sgeerhaps
one should say miracles of character” (FEgilipse 58).

31 71836 vol. 2, 708; 1892, 767.

%9, 1836 vol. 2, 715; 1892, 771.
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Schleiermacher acknowledged this, with some cavdats true,” as Strauss notes, that
“he limits the miraculous to the first introductioh Christ into the series of existence and
allows the whole of his further development to haeen subject to all the conditions of
finite existence.”433 Schleiermacher distinguishetiveen this “relative miracle” and
the kind of “absolute” miracle that would be impibés in an immanent theology, “but
this concession cannot repair the breach, whiclstpposition of only one miracle
makes in the scientific theory of the world*Schleiermacher’s distinction between an
“absolute miracle” and the “relative miracle” of @t's person remains spurious.
Furthermore, Strauss claims that a modern thilikeiSchleiermacher can remain
mired in eschatological dualism. His Christ hasal-s-a timeless essence—that went
beyond the limits of his bodily existence: “the liation, the imperfection of the relations
of Christ, the language in which he expressed Hifrtbe nationality within which he
was placed, modified his thoughts and actionsjrbtiteir form alone; their essence
remained nevertheless the perfect idé3 Schleiermacher set out expressly, in fact, in
his lectures on the life of Jesus to distinguighttme-conditioned appearance of Jesus'
particular actions from his underlying, divine cheter. He posited that Christian thinkers
had accessed this soul more and more over timéei8ahacher’s view encapsulates the
standard view of Christianity's “perfectibility’héologians slough off its historically-
conditioned husk to access its timeless core. Bthe process he violated the limits of a
human life in history, albeit in a different sertkan particular eschatological
representations of resurrections or apocalyptitsfiimations. When he turns to critique

modern thinkers' images of Jesus, Strauss transplosg@sychological and physiological

*Fbid.
“*bid.
**Ibid.
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limits on spirit from the individual to the colleet sphere. He frames Jesus’ embodied,
historical consciousness within a social psychalogy

As Schmid has satisfactorily shown, an historindividual is that which

appears of him, and no more; his internal natukadsvn by his words

and actions, the condition of his age and natieragpart of his

individuality, and what lies beneath this phenonenétence as the

essence, is not the nature of this individual,tbathuman nature in

general, which in particular beings operates onigas the limitations of

their individuality, of time, and of circumstancd$us to surpass the

historical appearance of Christ, is to rise nearetrto his nature, but to

the idea of humanity in gener&P
Schleiermacher separated Jesus’ person and adtisressential inner being and the
physical form to which he was limited. Consequeritg/repeated the basic dualistic
logic of bodies and souls. In this case, howewsé conditions no longer concerned the
individual, mortal body, but nationality, conteatd history.

In the passage from psychological to historicalasm, Strauss moves from one
mode of embodiment to another, from the sympatlatitganglionic systems to the
phenomenal world of social and historical life. Teeul” is the collection of an
individual’'s appearances in the world, all of whiélong to a particular cultural matrix.
Anything beyond that is only an expression of tighést-order social totality, i.e., of
humanityper se.n this earliest edition of thieife, at least, he rejects the romantic search
for an eternal inner person as firmly as he hagctefl Hauffe's nerve-spirit. This search

reproduces the ancient error of separating a adutom an individual body. It repeats,

**Ibid.
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in other words, the logic of resurrection and esalogy in general. The image of
resurrection is only the most basic form of reffica, of a soul abstracted and sustained
beyond its natural, living regions. And as suchl&ehmacher’s claims about Christ’s
person were not a far cry from the modern ideasigpersonal immortality that he
rejected. In effect, Strauss claims, interpretides $chleiermacher, de Wette, and Paulus
make Jesus intoghost

What spectres and doppelgangers must Moses ansl li@gel been if they

mixed with their contemporaries without any reattiggoation in their

opinions and weaknesses, their joys and griefméitally dwelling apart

from their age and nation, they conformed to thretions only

externally and by accommodation, while, internalhg according to their

nature, they stood among the foremost ranks o¢tiightened in modern

times:’

Representational, religious mentalities remaingeapin resurrective, ghost-seeing
thought.

Once more, as in the writings on the nocturna sifinature, we resolve these
ghosts by entering fully into the mentalities tbahceived them—Dby granting them room
to speak. Modern concepts do not simply rejectasgmtations. We must encounter them
intimately in a process that mirrors Strauss's lyiBildung and his inverted image of
“exorcism”: the critic mirrors the exorcist who ert into a possessed persad&es
fixes leads them to confess and, in the process, uisrthagdr contradictory internal

thoughts—i.e., who inaugurates “the psychologicsgalution of the sick person’s

431 31835 vol. 1, 620; 1892, 359.



205

demonic delusion®® The critic of religion draws similarly close tioe religious object
and takes it utterly seriously in order to learrewehits mortal limits lie and, in doing so,
to call modern culture to confess its internal cadictions.

The modern historical critic helps spirit comektmw itself as mortal. Strauss
interprets Hegel's philosophy of history and comgsness accordingly, through the
disorienting material terms of the emerging sciesfo@mantic medicine. At each stage
of spirit's evolution, it sets calcified thoughtrits—those that take historical entities
strictly as objects of the senses, for example—anpoocess of transformation. The
Phenomenologtraces the progress of spirit through a seridsstbrical and
epistemological mediations, culminating in absokriewledge, the perspective from
which Hegel’s philosophy begins. In the prefacéh®work, Hegel identifies this process
as “a way of doubt and despair”; in the final lilesdesignates absolute knowing, the
last stage of self-consciousness and the point Wwbroh his own philosophy begins, the
“Calvary of Absolute Spirit.” Modern absolute knawgiwould recapitulate what
Christianity had already formulated in the primgtj\pre-philosophical form of a crucified
God-human: absolute spirit dies. The progresslétsasciousness that he traces is the
process of spirit coming to take death more anderseriously: “The life of spirit,” he
writes in the preface to the work, “is not the lifat shrinks from death and keeps itself
untouched by devastation, but rather the life ématures it and maintains itself in f¢°

Strauss concretizes this Hegelian account of spitivo ways: he brings it

directly into the field of early Christian histoaynd he centers it on the limits of the

“*3%Charateristiken und Kritiker316.

43%G.W.F. HegelPhenomenology of Spiritrans. A.V. Miller (Oxford, 1977), 19 (§32). Thegative
movement of critique transforms, for Strauss, mt@source from which the modern spirit can priffit.
draws what appears to stand outside of reason—grreiggion, fanaticism, ghost-seeing, etc.—into a
process of mediation.
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human body as defined by natural science. If magemmarked the last stage in the
progress of spirit, then this stage was defined byrictly psychophysical reckoning with
death. In history, society, and consciousnBgdung education or the development of
culture, takes place as spirit comes to know itstahdimits in history. Culture advances
through a critical pedagogy of death. Thus Stravmdd set his own youthful
experience, beginning with his affinities with mgat religious thought and ending with
the insight that there was “nothing to” the resctitn, as the standard of historical
criticism.
The Critigue of Modern Reason, Part 2: The Conditim of Modernity

As the process of critique sets limits on the nmodpirit, it drives the age toward
its culmination. Strauss did not only redefine tiligk of critique, however. He also tore
up the grounds on which theologians set the origfrimoth Christianity and the modern
age. De Wette's conception of those grounds—he.uhique and uniquely rational
person of Jesus—resembled many other contemporeoyiats. Schleiermacher needed
his Jesus to represent a “relative miracle” orhtiseorical field, for example, so he could
account for the world-transformation that came alath Christian origins. Even if
critique works through Christianity and religionreach modernity, then, it would appear
that Strauss had torn Christianity's history awaynf modernity altogether. If critique
emerges in the reformation to inaugurate the moaenid, where exactly does it begin?
How do we get from the apocalyptic Jesus to moékéth, and from there to modern
reason? When Strauss moves the origins of the modaid from Jesus to the

reformation and defines the limits of modern ptoloisical reason over and against
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religion, he appears to sever once and for allittks between Christianity and
modernity. He acknowledges as much in the conctudettion of thé.ife:

The results of the inquiry we have now brought tdose, have apparently

annihilated the greatest and most valuable pattaifwhich the Christian

has been wont to believe concerning his Saviows]dmve uprooted all

the animating motives which he has gathered fraxdiih, and withered

all his consolations. The boundless store of teutth life which for

eighteen centuries has been the aliment of humaedéyns irretrievably

dissipated; the most sublime levelled with the dGstd divested of grace,

man of his dignity, and the tie between heavenearth brokerf*°
But this bleak picture was not the end of the storyStrauss. In his view, his work, for
all of its critical results, had not so much entetlef as shifted its grounds: from the
history of historical individuals to the history thfe idea of humanity.

The conclusion to theife accordingly sets out, as he says, “to re-establish
dogmatically that which has been destroyed crigi¢4f* This short section consists of an
essay on the “Dogmatic Import of the Life of JeSuswhich he argues that with the loss
of the positivity of the historical narratives, tGéristian dogma of the “God-human” still
remains true. But it is true only inasmuch as ttasslated into its philosophical form,
i.e., when it is conceived as a representatiomofasal humanity. This concept
supplants the representational view, as such, wdtittsees the God-human as a singular
historical object. Modern concepts of humanitydallsuit. For Strauss, each of the major

components of the Christian story—Jesus’ divine-aparentship, his miracles, his

44931836 vol. 2, 686; 1892, 757.
4Ypid.
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death and resurrection—signify something abouttheningling of human and divine
natures in the course of human existence. Miratbegxample, symbolize “the miracles
of intellectual and moral life belonging to thetbiy of the world...the almost incredible
dominion of man over nature... [and] the irresistiforce of ideas.”442 Faced with such
tangible, this-worldly wonders, Strauss asks, howla one possibly compare “the cure
of some sick people in Galileé¥*The Jesus Christ of the Gospels is the representati
of the human genus, the faltering step by whichesmigeople moved toward modern
humanistic thought.

Most theological and historical-critical commentatbave seen this as an
unsatisfactory answer to the problem he raiseduS$'s humanistic revision of Christian
ideas feels arbitrary; it would soon be surpassechdre capable interpreters—notably
Ludwig Feuerbach, in his 184ssence of Christianityfhe consensus among Strauss's
readers has been that his true contribution wasver and thereby liberate historical
criticism and theology. He had accomplished in aenvedfective manner what Kant set
out to do: to make the search for religious trigygarate from historical investigation.
His effort to bridge the two in the concluding @digsation failed, but the shambles that it
left had a certain value.444

The same criticism would apply to his account &f tineach that had opened up
between the ancient and modern world in generabnfte submerges the historical
Jesus into his context, he cuts off a singulartpoiimccess between ancient Christianity

and modernity. The comparison with de Wette dennates that this would not only be

44 71836 vol. 2, 737; 1892, 781.

*“Abid.

““Thus, e.g., Hans Frei, “David Friedrich StrausBgpert Morgan, “A Straussian Question to New
Testament Theology.”
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an issue for faith. It would concern modern reas®mwell. Where, precisely, do the
foundations of modern reason lie in Strauss's adgdfunot with this—now utterly
ancient and apocalyptic—Jesus? It was this questipart that drove him, in his later
New Life of Jesus for the German Peogpdefall back again to the Kantian-de Wettian
model of Jesus as a supremely rational religionevator. In this later work he abandons
the image of Jesus as an apocalyptic thinker. lde the Sermon on the Mount to show
that Jesus was a humanist before his time, onecame into a world rife with fanaticism
and single-handedly rationalized it. The work reprées a radical departure from the first
Life.

But in fact, Strauss has an account of the origfrGhristianity in the firstife.
Furthermore, like Kant and de Wette, he distingessim this account between the good
enthusiasm that moves through history and the ifasat that fails to operate.
Commentators tend to elide this account in favahefnegative historical-critical and
philosophical elements of théfe. But it is a historical account, one that estdlgsa
passage between the ancient and modern world thr@pgocess of concrete social and
historical development.

Strauss traces the beginning of Christianity, ngntelthe resurrection event—the
first disciples' experience of Jesus' return fragatt. The importance of this event for
early Christian believers is attested by the eMiegv Testament, from the gospels and
Acts to Paul’s letter$!® Strauss turns to these sources to argue that ahiergrliest
followers, Jesus’ suffering and death had lentva meyency to the question of his
messiahship. After the crucifixion, the anxiouscghes came to believe that Jesus’ death

must have led to his resurrection and ascensitimetaight hand of God. From there, the

44931836 vol.2, 690-91; 1892, 758-509.
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entire Christian dogma unfolded inevitably. Thetdoe of atonement, the future
resurrection and kingdom of God, Jesus’ superniagergeration, his pre-existence with
God and cosmic rulership, etc., all followed stoini the combined ideas of Jesus’
human death, resurrection, and heavenly ascenBim@resurrection was as such the
“foundation stone, without which the Christian ottucould not have been buift®
Standing at the end of the historicizing narrativethe gospels, the resurrection event
marks the beginning of Christianiper se.

The disciples would not have arrived at this cotioep however, without a
concrete, historicale experience to justify ittis crucial moment in Strauss's account
of Christian and modern origins, he must pivotwashan the direction of orthodox
interpreters, who insisted on the facticity of teeurrection. But for Strauss the event
could not have been the kind of literal event thaserpreters imagined. We have seen
that resurrection represented a limit case for dvinthe field of history. The idea of a soul
re-entering its body, returning life to dead matethe most clear and direct
contravention possible of the immanent limits dtbry. And yet, the disciples’
experienceof Jesus’ resurrection turns out, for Strauss gtthle actual, historical hinge
on which the origin of Christianity—and, by extemsi modernity—turns. It is the only
thread that connects the world his critiques oftmgrtd miracle had torn apart.

What, then, was the nature of this event? Straysethesizes that it was a
collective hallucination in the aftermath of Jesgsbminious crucifixion. He draws here
on an analogy from the nocturnal side of naturedree. He knew firsthand that people
could have convincing visionary experiences of deads. He turns for evidence of this

view from the gospels to Paul’s letters, specifica the fifteenth chapter of Paul’s first

44831836 vol. 2, 718; 1892, 772.
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letter to the Corinthians. There Paul describes, ladter his death, Christ appeared to
Peter, James, the twelve, five hundred others, farally, to him “as to someone
untimely born” (1 Cor15:1-8J*" The passage poses a dilemma: either Paul claimed h
encountered Jesus in a physical, earthly fornm #ise stories in John or Luke, or else he
assumed that Peter, James, the twelve, et alhlkaghtne kind of experience of Christ
resurrected that he had: “For aught that [Paullkrikeose earlier appearances were of
the same nature with the one experienced by hith&&If we agree that Paul’s vision
was only subjective, it stands to reason that theraesurrection experiences were as
well. Paul presents the experience in terms thggest this was the case. Even apologetic
theologians in Strauss’s time were reluctant togime that Paul had actually seen Jesus.
Neander, for example, for all of his insistenceloa physicality of Jesus’ resurrection in
the gospels, did not “positively dare to maintaiorenthan an internal influence of Christ
on the mind of Paul®®

The hypothesis poses some difficulties for a hisab critic. Strauss
acknowledges that it is hard to see how the dissiplould arrive at the idea that Jesus
had come back from the dead. When Paul had hisrnyise had heard the story of the
resurrection from the sect whom he was persecuti@drad only to “vivify it in his
imagination until it became his own experiené&®The disciples, on the other hand, had
to make the much more audacious leap of imagingtdmgging their crucified leader

out of the grave in the first place. To accounttfos surprising act of imagination,

“4"He mentions this revelation two other times inlktgers (1 Corinthians 9:1, Galatians 1:11-16. Ke a
similarly states that he traveled into the “thiebkien” to receive “visions and revelations of tr&l in 2
Corinthians 12, and in Acts 9 Luke uses it as @dfor his account of Paul’'s conversion on thaslrm
Damascus.

48 71836 vol. 2, 656; 1892, 740.

9 Jvol. 2 1838, 6881892, 741 (added to third edition).

9.3 1836 vol. 2, 656; 1892, 741.
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Strauss puts himself in their shoes: “we must frartsourselves yet more completely
into the situation and frame of mind into which thisciples were thrown after his
death.*** This interpretive choice is, in Strauss's casersng. We have seen Paulus,
Eichhorn, Olshausen, and others transplant theeseinto the theater of early Christian
history in order to reconstruct particular eveBst it is nearly without precedent in
Strauss's interpretative work in thiée. When he turns to other narratives that might be
explained as hallucinations—the appearance of gal@o Zacharias in the temple, for
example, in the opening of Luke—he rejects similaionary hypotheses, opting instead
to read these stories as myths. He could easilgimeahat early Jesus followers would
add familiar apocalyptic elements—angels, visi@is,— to stories as they transmitted
them. But mythical modes of consciousness shapestties as they were passed along,
not as they were experienced.

At this pivotal scene in the origins of Christignhowever, he develops a highly
speculative account of the event itself. He strimigsnarrative together with a medley of
references to the gospels. He begins with the tiwgrdissonance and despondency
which that must have followed the crucifixion. Tdhisciples, accustomed to thinking of
Jesus as the Messiah, were faced with a crisis:doodd this semi-divine figure, who
was supposed to usher in the kingdom of God, had®?drhis “first shock” soon passed,
however, and led to the “psychological necessityat¥ing the contradiction,” i.e., “of
adopting into their idea of the Messiah the chamastics of suffering and deatf>® They

turned to the scriptures and found precedents suffering and dying Messiah in

481 31836 vol. 2, 656; 1892, 742.
453 31836 vol. 2, 659; 1892, 742.
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passages from the Psalms and Is&iafihe fact that these interpretations were tenubus a
best only convinced them that they had unlockechitiden secret of the texts. Their
enthusiasm redoubled, and they came to believelésats had “entered into glory,”
remaining with them as a spiritual presence— * Isydeath he had only entered into his
messianic glory (Lk 24:26) in which he was invigiklith them always, even unto the
end of the worldMt 28:20).”** With this reassurance, however, a new expectation
followed suit: that the glorified savior would méest himself to them directly. At this
moment in Strauss’s account, the disciples hachezha height of “enthusiasm”:

But how could [Christ] fail, out of this glory, Which he lived, to give

tidings of himself to his followers? and how coti@y, when their mind

was opened to the hitherto hidden doctrine of agiilessiah contained

in the scriptures, and when in moments of unwoetgdusiasm

[Begeisterunptheir hearts burned within thefhuke 24:32),—how could

they avoid conceiving this to be an influence stwedhem by their

glorified Christ, an opening of their understandinyghim (24:45), nay, an

actual conversing with hifi?
The longed-for event would soon follow:

How conceivable is it that in individuals, espegiaomen, these

impressions were heightened, in a purely subjectiganer, into actual

vision; that on others, even on whole assembl@msgeshing or other of an

objective nature, visible or audible, sometimedpps the sight of an

unknown person, created the impression of a revelar appearance of

453 31836 vol. 2, 659; 1892, 742.
*S4bid.
459 71836 vol. 2, 659-60; 1892, 742.
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Jesus: a height of pious enthusiagnthusiasmyswhich is wont to

appear elsewhere in religious societies peculiaplyressed and

persecuted®®
Here we have Strauss’s image of the founding ofditanity. The death of the Messiah
posed the question of the divine and human in awayv It might have extinguished the
disciples’ eschatological hope; however, the saflthe crucified Messiah escalated their
enthusiasm. That enthusiasm soon reached sucleated pitch that his followers, the
women in particular, hallucinated that Jesus apgukty them.

With this dramatic reconstruction Strauss has Etack to the nocturnal side of
nature. The ghost-seeing disciples recall thevadgants and possessed people with
whom he was familiar from his writings on Hauffe,o@bach, et al. Gender and class
inform this account of Christian origins, just bey had shaped his analysis of the
prisoners at Weinsberg. In both cases, it is atgpresf “education, Bildung, for Strauss.
Theungebildeteprisoners are like the people who have not yatregti modern culture,
specifically the “correct opinion of the relatiohlmdies to souls.” In both cases, this
lack of Bildungleads people to see ghosts. Strauss traces thasarapces of spirits
detached from their mortal bodies back to the varedes of consciousness that
generated them. The breakdown of the psychophysitaéct negatively defines the
limits of spirit on the field of history; positivglit unfolds the space of spiritual thought
and experience. As a critic, he accordingly shafisfocus from the demons and
apparitions—the resurrected Jesus, the ghost® dvinsberg prison, the spirits
inhabiting a man in ancient Gadara or a woman ideno Wirttemburg—to their roots

in consciousness.

458 31836 vol. 2, 660; 1892, 742.
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We might suspect that this account forms parttauss’s repellant portrait of
early Christianity. When he makes the disciplestoultte a group of enthusiasts, he
distances theology still further from early Chastihistory, and modern consciousness
from its ancient precursors. However, Strauss @igakes the resurrection event the
actual, historical mechanism by which spirit motl@®ugh history. His account of this
first experience mirrors and inverts his conceptibscience and critique, i.e., as a work
of coronership that begins with a “sharp, but ndtelieving” embrace of the ghosts of
religious thought. For the first Christians, theatteof the messiah condenses and
clarifies the limits of spirit: the messiah is soppd to initiate a new age, a new heaven
and earth; his death—ignominious, in this case,aimiinal, as much a matter of
contingency as his messiahship—marks the impoggibfl any such rupture in the
course of history and nature. The tragic event @kes an emotive response in those who
witness it, however, one which that culminatese@l transformations in the life of spirit.
It sets a new mode of consciousness in motion.

In the final, “concluding dissertation” of théfe, Strauss argues that since the
time of its origins the progress of Christian aoaasness has taken place as believers
ritually internalized the death and resurrectiomhef “God-human” as thexperience of
the community and, eventually, of their own indivad egos:

The God-Man, who during his life stood before lostemporaries as an

individual distinct from themselves, and percegiby the senses, is by

death taken out of their sight: he enters intortimeagination and

memory: the unity of the divine and human in hirmgcimes a part of the

general consciousness; and the church must repieigdaly, in the souls
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of its members, those events of his life which xigegienced externally.

The believer, finding himself environed with thenddions of nature,

must, like Christ, die to nature—but only inwardhg Christ did

outwardly,—must spiritually crucify himself and baried with Christ,

that by the virtual suppression of his own sens#istence, he may

become, in so far as he is a spirit, identical withself, and participate in

the bliss and glory of Chri§t’
In the place of the objective, sensible and hisgdrChrist, the believers come to identify
God and humanity’s unity with their own subjectamstence. They spiritually
participate in Jesus’ death and resurrection, ianthe process, learn to feel their
communion in the history of spirit. In its discoerand practice of religion, the Christian
community begins to experience itself as a formetdtive universality. Over time, these
experiences lead its members to contemplate a amatenore universal, human and
immanent idea of divinity. The concept of “humahitpnsequently emerges, Strauss
argues, as the latent truth of Christian represients in which a single, particular
human, Christ, was supposed to incarnate universaksts. This universalization would
culminate in the modern era, with the rise of theutar state and speculative philosophy.

The resurrection event serves, as such, as tlessery lynchpin in Strauss's
Hegelian account of modern origifkthe idea, not the fact, of the God-human is the
motor of history, then the experience of the re=ttion event is the vehicle through
which this idea passes into the ancient disciglessciousness. Eventually, it leads to
modern humanism. The impression made by Jesusiitegcand person, especially his

eschatological ideas, prepared the disciples ®rekurrection event. But even Jesus was

457 31836 vol. 2, 732; 1892, 778.



217

ultimately incidental to the proto-humanist doatrime represented. Rather, it is the
resurrection event that unites theology and hisésryvell as the two parts of thée of
JesusThe disciples' confrontation with the death of khessiah leads, historically
speaking, to the next stage in the history of s@trauss’s mythical interpretation, in the
historical critical section, ends with the resuti@t and ascension; his Hegelian account
of representations turning into concepts, in thgnaatic conclusion, begins with them.
This entire movement of spirit through history imsgas such with a group of
ancient religious people's encounter with a ghHaghis final, alternative account of the
origins of Christianity, Strauss brings us backh® world of Hauffe and Grombach. He
breaks with enlightenment rationalism; he refusesxipel the dark, irrational side of
spirit from the history of modernity. He aims ratle secure and stabilize it as a
necessary moment within an economy of ascendaswmesnd developing culture. His
account of the resurrection event mirrors his cphoéscience as well as his later
recollection of his first encounter with Hauffe.dach case, Strauss sets out toward a
direct vision of the divine realm only to confra@nfused ghost-seers. Where he looked
for other-worldly transcendence, he found only hnrembodied, mortal life. The first
disciples experienced something similar when tlaay the messiah crucified. But in
each instance this seemingly failed vision turnistode a necessary moment in the
evolution ofBildung Strauss follows the lead of romantic thinkers paslits that what
enlightened theologians might reject as irrationah-emotional, collective, enthusiastic
experience of an impossible event—is in fact esskfior science and reason. In his
ironic reworking of romanticism, however, this mgd moment bears the seeds of its

own disenchantment and transformation. Where posvemlightenment rationalism
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turned away in revulsion from what is nocturnalraational in human thought and life,
Strauss follows Hegel and insists that we mustroonft. The negative, critical
movement in which we learn to see the limits ofibsdsouls, and spirit press us onward
toward a more fully humanistic culture. The irra@ nocturnal elements of spirit are
sublated as necessary moments in the economy anmmidand reason.

Once again we can see how inexorably Straussteagpfunctions to secure a
hierarchical vision of the triumph of modern cuéuBut the modernity on which the
operation rests becomes more tenuous where hepasténrfix it in place. If Hauffe or
the disciples serve as foils for modernizBigdlung Strauss's vision of history brings him
back into a difficult proximity with them. He has tesort to an atypical—illegitimate,
from his usual perspective—series of reconstructmaginative exegetical manoeuvers
in order to watch the event unfold. For his accairtistory to work, Strauss needs to
visualize the alien moment in which spirit transfigsrand a new age begins. He is
constrained to raise up the dead Jesus and higespétorder to consign them to the
past.

Conclusion

In this chapter | have considered two points attihin contrast to his typical
approach, Strauss reconstructs positive histogleshents behind the Gospel narratives:
Jesus' apocalyptic self-consciousness and theptiistcollective vision at the
resurrection event. Bottecall the labor of criticaBildung that runs throughout his work.
As he grapples with the historical Jesus, he exptseunfamiliar heart of ancient,
biblical thought. Critique, modernity, and ratioityabreak away from religion in the

process. Religion and fanaticism come to form twstirect antitheses to modern reason.
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Strauss sets out to expel the ghosts of Jesusamctr all from modern thought and to
press the age on to its culmination. He demonstthe divisions between the ancient,
biblical and modern, rational worlds and defines ¢bntours of the modern age. But he
still needs to account for the passage betweee tggled territories, for the bridge that
leads from antiquity to modernity. Here, at thigxcof his account of spirit, he turns back
to the nocturnal side of religious belief and exgace. The consequent image of the
resurrection event resembles one of Kerner's ¢adees of possessed or clairvoyant

individuals. Christianity, modernity, and scienagin with ghost-seeing and enthusiasm.
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Conclusion: D.F. Strauss's Visions of Modernity andHistorical Science

D.F. Strauss's account of the resurrection evatdraizes the ambivalent quality
of his scientific approach to the Gospels and @angeligion. He rejects supernaturalist
accounts of an actual resurrection along with ratiist attempts to save Jesus by other,
natural means from death on the cross. He recanstiiie event as a mere subjective
vision. And yet, he declares with orthodox thecdogi that this experience was the
necessary foundation of Christian faith. Even mineas the historical mechanism by
which spirit and culture evolved. The disciplegheisiastic vision of Jesus' resurrection
led to their enthusiastic composition of mythicatnatives about him. In these stories
they developed the core dogmas of Christian f#@incarnation, ministry, death,
resurrection, and ascension of Jesus, the hist6Goal-human.” Over the long course of
the centuries to follow, this representation ofrgslar divine human would transform, in
the ritual life of Christian communities, into theodern concept of “humanity.” Strauss
claims in the final pages of tiéfe of Jesushat this shifting view returns, albeit “by an
inverted path,” to Christian orthodoxy:

For while there, the truth of the conceptions &f ¢hurch concerning

Christ is deduced from the correctness of the esfargd history; here, the

veracity of the history is deduced from the truttthmse conceptions. That

which is rational is also real; the idea is not ehethe moral imperative of

Kant, but also an actuality. Proved to be an ideaason, the unity of the

divine and human nature must also have an histaridstence'®
Orthodox Christians sought the truth of Christigmit the stories about Jesus recorded in

the Gospels. Modern humanism would locate it inidlea of divine-human unity that

458 31836 vol. 2, 732-33; 1892, 779.
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gave shape to these stories. The orthodox vievecityrasserted that this idea exists in
history. But its existence could not be reducedrty singular historical individual.
Rather, it comprises the totality of human conssimss and culture as it evolves in the
natural world. In the modern era, this humanistea supersedes theological
representations of Jesus Christ. It shapes the madécal and scientific reaction to the
Christian world in which it originated. Neverthedes bears repeating that here, just as in
Strauss's account of his own edBiyjdungin the German countryside, modern science
only begins after a detour through the esoterimregof pious religious faith.

Historically speaking, modern philosophical, thegpéal, and historical science
depend® as much as Christianity, on the paranormal visipeaperience of a group of
apocalyptic enthusiasts and ghost-seers. Straagsint of the resurrection confirms
William Nast's suggestion that his infamous skegticshared more in common than it
might appear, at first glance, with his early affirfor religious esoterica. It illustrates the
irreducibly wayward route of modern disenchantment.

Strauss's lesser-known studies and early exp@&sandhe realms of the nocturnal
side of nature shed light on this difficult moverantheLife. We have seen that his
critical writings in the 1830'emerged in a context where speculative idealism and
romanticism still converged with popular religidoslief to shape scientific discourses
and methods. Scholars of the nocturnal side ofrabsgience, figures like Justinus

Kerner and G.H. Schubert, framed their objectsuwdyswithin an anti-dualistic

“SYVe can take this dependence in two senses. Omthhand, Strauss means to follow Hegel and secure
the nocturnal or irrational elements of nature,soiousness, and history as necessary moments \aithin
economy of modern reason. This attempt underwnitesh of the strikingly modern, even contemporary
aspects of his work. It sets him apart from theerstraightforward, rationalist Enlightenment cigio of
religion that still dominated in his context. Oretbther hand, this dependence troubles this ecarlomy
opens questions about the fragile status of theenmity Strauss would appear to represent.
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philosophy of the universe; they remained assidyaen to religious beliefs that their
enlightened contemporaries dismissed; and theylgaagonfirm the reality of
paranormal experiences through rigorous empiresting. Strauss developed an affinity
for this field of research at an early age. He ighigld a series of his own critical writings
on the topics of ghost-seeing, clairvoyance, argsession. Over the previous four
chapters, | have considered how his work in thggare sheds light on his better-known
contributions to the critical, scientific study lmktory and theology. In the first chapter, |
outlined the main features of his critical approtxldemon-possession and ghost-seeing.
I turned in the subsequent chapters to examine thed-known aspects of his 1888e
of Jesushis critique of miracle narratives, his intergtgin of the stories as myths, and
his account of the historical Jesus and originGluistianity.
The Results: The Nocturnal Side of Strauss's Visionof Historical and Theological
Science

The results of this analysis fall into three magategories. First, we have seen a
series of instances in which Strauss's experieniteghe nocturnal side of nature
informed his analysis of the Gospels directly. Theyished natural analogies for
“miracles” in ancient texts. He knew that storiésuat exorcisms and miraculous
healings could be based on real events. Ancierdaoasness could be compared, in
turn, to that of contemporary people who lackedcatian or suffered from
psychophysical disorders. They grasped religiauth Wifferently than their enlightened,
modern counterparts. Strauss used psychologic#megions, at times in opposition to
his usual negative tendency, to authenticate pwtad Jesus' biography and the history

of early Christianity. He acknowledged the posgipthat Jesus could have performed
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“exorcisms” and magnetic healings, for instancee fost remarkable example of this
analysis appears in his account of the resurreetvemt, in which he imaginatively
transports himself into the minds of the disci@ésr the crucifixion. Furthermore,
Strauss believed ancient poets and modern demaroats craft realistic narratives
unconsciously from the fabric of their cultural exignce. If the resurrection event
resembled the ghost-seeing of Elisabeth Esslitigeicomposition of the Gospels
resembled Anna U's spontaneous confessions indilbe of her sixteenth-century
possessor. In these instances, Strauss grant&tiaeréegitimacy to myths and
paranormal experiences. Their subjects were nahmsstupid, or disingenuous. He
agreed with Kerner and Schubert that their stateserved to be taken seriously. Science
should shed light on the cultures and mentalitiesaak within them.

Second, he drew on romantic medicine and natim&dgophy to set firm limits
against their supernatural elements. Kerner haddstrated that empirical analysis
could marshal evidence in favor of demons and ghdstcritique his arguments and the
Gospel miracle stories, Strauss had to turn bathkederrain of ontology and theology.
The immanent, organic worldview of Schelling playedonsequential role in this effort,
along with romantic physicians' conceptions of amyitembodied subjects. Here as in the
wide sweep of romantic thought, the microcosm efltbman subject mirrored the
macrocosm of the universe. God and nature, spidtraatter, and bodies and souls were
all bound up together. They could not be separatedunited in particular, discrete
instances. Kerner and theologians like Olshausdnraonluck used this immanent view
to validate the reality of religious beliefs abtsipernatural” entities. They reduced

dualistic views of spirit and matter to a naturahfie in order to retain them—the world
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of spirits was concealed or diffused in the ordanaiure. Strauss carried this
immanentizing movement a step further. Souls wéegly coextensive with human
bodies, just as God was coextensive with naturaghklesby set radical limits against the
same phenomena—demons, the nerve-spirit, ghostsgesirrection of Jesus—that
Kerner and Olshausen meant to validate. Furthesnha turned these limits against
anachronistic rationalist conceptions of the histrJesus. If souls are limited to the
mortal lives of individual subjects, then ancieabple cannot exceed the historical
milieu in which they lived and died. Jesus canraxehbeen a modern, rational person
before his time. To suggest otherwise is to makeihto a mere specter.

Finally, we have seen that Strauss adapted spgreufamantic and idealist views
of the dynamic evolution of the world-spirit in bahe psychological writings and the
Life of JesusSchubert, Schelling, and Kerner believed thatdmity had fallen away
from its ancient, primitive unity with God. Humaesgolved into fully rational beings at
the cost of that unity. The enlightenment had bhotige disjunction to its apex, but it
also opened new means of reconciliation. Moderarabphilosophy, studies of myth,
and romantic medicine seemed destined to reurasorewith religion and humanity
with the divine. They would make evident the urfythe cosmos and development of
the world-spirit. The words of ancient poets anddera somnambulists could open dull
modern ears to the obscure voice of God in nagtrauss adapted the basic terms of this
account to a one-sidedly progressive, critical, lamahanist vision. He too rejected the
dualistic tendencies of enlightenment criticism andceived history in terms of the
overarching progress of spirit. However, the watdrt was the spirit of humanity, and

the dualism of ancient thought, in which God intared immediately in the natural order,
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appeared less satisfactory even than the subjectitieal dualism of the deists or
Descartes. Ancient representations grasped rehbirout these truths only came into the
full light of day under the auspices of modern @pts. He interpreted Hegel's
Phenomenology of Spiidis a critique of consciousness. Hegel made criiilnioea

driving force within history. Historical and philoghical criticism articulated the self-
consciousness of objective spirit.

This critical adaptation of speculative thoughptcaes Strauss's vision of the
scientific method. Science does not ar@xenihiloon the scene of history to correct false
beliefs. It evolves out of religious representagiobhe scientific study of history and
psychology cannot, as such, merely discard orwaydhe false husk from the rational
core of religion. It must take beliefs seriouslylaemain open to the experiences they
describe. Critique gives voice to somnambulistsy@i@acs, and ancient stories about
apocalyptic events and miracles. But it enablemtteespeak only within an immanent
frame that it has defined in advance. To take Hamgelists or demoniacs seriously is to
expose the latent rationality at work in their malgnating expressions. This process
transforms them irrevocably.

The work of science mirrors the operation by wHitrauss explains the efficacy
of “exorcisms” in Kerner'&\ccounts of the Modern PossessBae exorcists in Kerner's
reports did not expel any actual demons; rathey; éntered into theamera obscuraf
people's disordered psyches. When they appeacsrtpel the “demons” to confess,
they in fact gave the demoniacs room to articudaie resolve the contradictory internal

presuppositions of theidées fixesExorcism was only “the psychological dissolutadn
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the sick person’s demonic delusidfi®The criticism of religion operates in the same
manner. Strauss expresses the plain sense of ggeQurratives in a strictly human and
this-worldly idiom, i.e., he reads them as mytinsthle process, the internal
contradictions of these representations appedeitight of day along with their latent,
conceptual truth. Demystification recapitulateaim“inverted” form the work of
exorcism. It expels the ghosts of the Bible andn@ar countryside when it compels them
to speak. Strauss substitutes rationalistic andanant explanations for supernaturalist
alternatives; he articulates a humanistic worldyiamd he sets historical-critical science
at the vanguard of modern culture. Still, thesgtikal elements of Strauss's work shared
a foundation with his early affinity for mysticisamd religious esoterica. He was of
course not a romantic religious thinker in the v@ifrKerner or an orthodox theologian
like Olshausen. But neither were his claims to sltaucial affinities with these thinkers
disingenuous. Strauss conceives the process oftigiceritique and historical progress
in terms that mirror his inverted mystical init@ti into the mysterious worlds of Bbhme,
Kerner, and Hauffe. We become modern as we engagesly and articulate in full self-
consciousness the nature and truth of religionn @vés most pious, mystical, or esoteric
regions.
D.F. Strauss as a Historian and Student of the Nagtnal Side of Natural Science

The results of this analysis complicate the comimmage of thd.ife of Jesuss a
strictly negative, rationalistic account of the @ekhistory and Christian religion.
Orthodox critics in Strauss's day first develogddd view of the work. Ernst
Hengstenberg accused him of reverting to the d@st of myths as false beliefs.

Conservative Hegelians claimed he had broken wiagdHand Schelling's “objective

489Charateristiken und Kritiken316.
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spirit” in favor of a subjective approach to critejy Modern commentators have tended to
repeat elements of this characterizafitrStrauss followed Kant, Reimarus, and Lessing,
for example, and divided the critical study of brgtfrom the philosophical pursuit of
truth**2 He failed to reconcile historical-critical andilplsophicalWissenschaftThe

first, historical-critical portion of theife exemplifies a subjective, rationalist and
empiricist model of science. His sole aim hereisdparate fact from fictioft* The
analysis does not produce any truth; rather, italistmes the historical foundations of
faith. Only at the end of the work, when he tum$iegelian speculative philosophy,

does Strauss attempt to reconstruct the true mgahi@hristianity out of the rubble of
historical critique. Furthermore, theologians fr@tnauss's time onward have found his
reconstruction of the “eternal truths of Christtghtotally inadequate. It served only to
illustrate how inexorably historical science hadkam with theology. In fact, in this

view, this is where theife's true value lies. Strauss may be seen, for exgrigphave
liberated historical criticism from theology, aslings theology from historical

criticism.*** He showed that they comprise totally differennaseof the scientific pursuit
of truth. Strauss defined a theological problentasfing significance, in particular, when
he demonstrated the incommensurable divide betteetdesus of history and the Christ

of faith.” The distinction between the two can baced to Strauss's 1865 work of that

“*The main features of the characterization thabfedl appear in the majority of works on Strauss as a
theologian and historical critic. They appear feample, in Frei, “David Friedrich Strauss,”; in Mamn,

“A Straussian Question”; in Peter Hodgson, Intrdoucto The Life of Jesysand in Zachhubef heology
as ScienceMost commentators focus on the question of hawuss's historical and theological work
related to his Hegelianism. The standard view sfHegelianism follows Sandberg8trauss als
theologischer HegelianeStrauss's appeal to Hegel was sincere and hbeffeets on his work; however,
his attempted synthesis of speculative and histbsicience diverged from Hegel (Sandberger). The
standard account of his historical contributiondeto follow Van Harvey (“D.F. Strauss's Life okds
Revisited”): it was equally legitimate apart frote Hegelian tendency, but lacked hermeneutical
sophistication.

“%?Frei, “David Friedrich Strauss.”

**Ipid., 233.

“*“Morgan, “A Straussian Question.”
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title, in which he responded to the published editf Schleiermacher's lectures on the
life of Jesus. In spite of an early and seriousagegent with Hegel, Strauss's
contribution to theology should be measured acogidiin his ongoing confrontation
with Schleiermacher's approach to historical dsiic*®®

Elements of this characterization are certainlyex. Strauss does in fact claim,
often in terms that echo Kant, that the truths lofi§lianity are independent of the results
of historical-critical judgments on the facticity marticular events. He sets out to
undertake a scientific pursuit of history, freenfrdogmatic presuppositions. And he
establishes criteria by which to test the authégtaf the Gospel stories. His image of
the historical Jesus defined a lasting problemfanal point for subsequent theological
and historical-critical inquiry. Still, this viewngphasizes certain aspects of his work at
the expense of others. Accounts of his treatmetitefesurrection event exemplify this
tendency. Strauss is widely recognized as the awuthibe “subjective vision
hypothesis **® But commentators have not taken seriously theraeimportance he
attaches to this event, or the role that he gramghe history of ancient faith and
modern reason. It appears rather, ironically, @among the many points at which
Strauss liberated Christian faith from hist&%.

Strauss rejected the view that he had severearigisit-critical and philosophical
science. The roots of his vision of the task andmrey of historical critique lay, as much
as his humanistic reconstruction of the dogmatithtof Christianity, in the realm of
speculative romanticism and idealism. He makepthet clear in his 1837 response to

his Hegelian critics. He draws on Hegel and ardbatcritique is part of the evolution of

“%%Frei, “David Friedrich Strauss”; Lang#jstorischer Jesus oder mythischer Christus.
%% g., Hodgson, 794-95, editor's note, 795 §140.
“870r they ignore it altogether, e.g., Frei, “Davidefirich Strauss,” and Schweitz&uest
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absolute spirit. It is inscribed in the historitiéé of cultures and societies, and it reflects
objective spirit becoming self-conscious. The miadimentary historical criticism, in
Strauss's view, is the product of a process oitgplrevolution, a process which brings
modernity to its culmination. This evolution ane ttesulting critique did not rest in
subjective empirical research, but in shifting dogtes. Even the historical “freedom
from presuppositions,” which rejects miracles aets istory on a flat, even plane,
begins from speculative claims about the natureshwaghe of divine action in the cosmos.
Strauss did not undertake historical criticism g@sediminary, limiting attempt to shift
faith onto other grounds. He sought to trace ancgednward the movement of spirit
through history.

Nor did Strauss approach the work of sciencesashgective rationalist who takes
religion, texts, and historical entities as extgrdaad objects. Critique was not, as in de
Wette's view of Christian and modern origins, ajectiive rational capacity that an
individual—Jesus or a modern theologian—could axc&he very possibility of this
subjective rationalism emerges, rather, from theament history of spirit. The task of
critical science differs accordingly. External igyites of religious objects contrast
dramatically with Strauss's ironic rapprochemerihwlie esoteric and marginal regions
of religion. The critic does not simply stand bacid test the veracity of religious and
historical facts. Nor does he or she try to sloaffluntruths in search of a rational
historical core. Rather, critique engages religimmesentations and takes them on their
own terms, until they unravel and transform.

When we claim that Strauss's only contribution welsave severed the Jesus of
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history from the Christ of faith, we miss major mmemneutic insights in his wofk® In the
Life of Jesushe rejects positivism and defines a robust ambréa historical and
theologicalWissenschaftStrauss conceives of ancient culture, consciassmeligious
experience, and narrative composition as partgibhy. He does not only argue that the
historical Jesus cannot be the end goal of thecddbgiquiry. History cannot be reduced
to a positive record of events. It also consisth@movement and exchange of ideas and
culture, what people believed and experienced hamdthey grappled with their world.
Historiography in general should not fixate on matoes events or the actions of great
individuals. To do so is to sustain the ancientaeé#or miracles in the immanent
cosmos. Schleiermacher, Paulus, and de Wette'esraglesus present a case in point.
In fact, we have no direct access to events aviohaals except through the
mediation of culture and consciousness. The bibtishorian will not arrive at pure
facts. It is not impossible to gauge the likelihadavents behind the records, but these
cannot be extricated one-by-one from the legenfiang in which they appear. Nor
should they be. The legend deserves historiograpaitention in its own right. Strauss
recognized the place of historical imaginationmeiant narratives. The visionary
“enthusiasm” of the first disciples, when they balhated Jesus' return from the dead,
repeats in the “enthusiasm” by which they compagklreand on narratives about him.
Ghost-seeing and unconscious invention are pdristdry as much as the events they
conceive and represent. For Strauss, events charsgiparated in any neat way from the

social and psychological worlds and experienceg tépresent. These worlds and

“*8Jens Schréter, by contrast, has emphasized cettirents of Strauss's hermeneutical contributian th
correspond to the account that follows (“New Testah&cience beyond Historicism,” Fiom Jesus to the
New Testament: Early Christian Theology and thegibrof the New Testament Candrans. Wayne
Coppins, (Waco, TX: Baylor, 2013), 9-21.
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experience, in turn, are part of the conceptuahtaf history. Thus whereas Kant turned
back, in Strauss's view, from history to the ideadarch for the truth of Christianity,
Strauss turned to the “idea in reality,” i.e., Higtorical consciousness and culture of
ancient people.

Furthermore, he calls attention to the positidpalf the modern scientific
historian. His work functions as a critique of modeeason. Each image of ancient
mythical thought serves to outline in reverse thertdaries of modern consciousness.
With certain notable exceptiofi% commentators have tended to neglect his inqutoy in
the origins, conditions, and limits of modern sceand critique. Strauss shared with his
German Protestant contemporaries the conceit theemity emerged out of
Christianity. Only he altered the nature of thisg@etional transformation. For de Wette,
Schleiermacher, and others, modern reason beghnesus. He stood astride history and
inaugurated the rational transformation of the @ioReason and science bring
Christianity to its culmination when they opposel ant away false ideas about ghost-
seeing, apocalypticism, and demon possession.tFausS, on the other hand, these
elements are essential to the historical emergeho®dern reason and science. We must
experience them intimately in order to begin toa@we them.

Strauss's account raised his contemporaries't@ia part because it challenged
positive faith. But he also gave a disorientingaaet of the foundations of modern
science, reason, and criticism. Ancient storiesrandern historiography are equally
mediated, for Strauss, by consciousness and cultheeonly historical Jesus whom we

encounter is conceived through historical imagoratAt a certain point it becomes

4%%See especially Blantoljisplacing Christian OriginsMasseyChrist Unmaskedand Toews,
Hegelianism
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difficult to disentangle the enthusiastic visiomgldictional compositions of ancient
disciples from positive historical representatiofisis insight defines the radical anti-
positivism of Strauss's work. Théfe did not only appear to his contemporaries to
threaten the theological, historical foundatiorpositive religion, but also the positive
study of history. August Tholuck complained thata8ss “volatilized history.” In 1838,
J.F. Wurm wrote a satiricélfe of Martin Luther h response to thefe. He presented the
text as the composition of a Hegelian critic wigtiinom Mexico in the year 2838.
Wurm'’s satire takes events from contemporary acisoofLuther’s life and argues that
they were contrived for other reasdf$For example, Luther’s father was a miner
because “the statement suggested a symbol of teion of the son,—namely, to bring
forth to the light of day the jewel of pure doc#jrout of the pit in which it was
concealed”’! Luther was born in 1483 because that would mafke34 when he began
his ministry—he was a year older than the age attwhesus finished hf€? In an 1840
essay on Strauss, the American transcendentakstdiine Parker complained that a
dedicated critic could “dissolve any given histatievent in a mythical solutiorf*® One
could call the whole history of the United Stafies,example, “a tissue of mythical
stories, borrowed in part from the Old Testamenpart from the Apocalypse, and in part

from fancy.”"*

We could reduce important historical dates arehes/in American
history to their numerological significance or nedsance to incidents in the Book of

Revelation.

4793 F. Wurm, “Extracts from the Life of Luther: Megic2838.” inVoices of the Church in Reply to
Strauss's 'Leben Jesed. J.R. Beard (London: Simpkin and Marshall,5)8324-44.

“pid., 328

*bid.

*"*Theodore Parker, “Strauss's Life of JesTi& Critical and Miscellaneous Writings of TheodBarker,
(Boston: James Munroe and Co., 1843), 299. Parkecsunt is nevertheless appreciative overall. &lls c
theLife a work of “profound theological significance}b{d., 248).

*bid., 300.
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But in fact Parker and Wurm's remarks come closiescribing real features of
the mythologization of Luther and America. Parkeggests among other things that “the
British government oppressing the puritans couldeael as the “great 'red dragon’ of the
Revelation.*”® The suggestion conveys an unintended insight BFtiish government's
oppression of puritans may have been real, but Aselaccounts of it then and now are
informed by the apocalyptic self-conception of Rarisettlers in the seventeenth-century.
Strauss's volatilization of history activates cativigilance about our accouts of national
and religious origins.

Utlimately, Wurm and Parker speak to a subverswneency in Strauss's work.
He exposes his own culture and consciousness, alth@ncient mentalities, to critical
scrutiny and, as such, opens it to transformadrauss's contemporaries believed the
Life had radical social and political implicatioftsdhegan with what appeared to be firmly
established in history and dissolved it back ihi® inediated, historical and immanent
sphere of collective lif8’® In the late 1830's and early 40's, figures likarigr Bauer and
Karl Marx would carry this approach further andwsrghat all established institutions
carry the seeds of their own dissolution. To s&y‘tkal is rational” means, in that sense,
that no “given,” including forms of scholarly, cleal, or governmental authority, stand
over and against the living process of spirit. Baared Marx conceived the idealist-
critical rejection of historical empiricism and tdbgsm as an active manifestation of
antipathy to the established order. Positivistdtiegraphy rests on a conservative
veneration for traditions; it affirms the past asigheritance of cultural treasures and a

firm foundation for the present. Hegelian criticageStrauss had begun to conceive it, on

47511

Ibid.
“’®lassey argues that Strauss's contemporaries igentiifis “ironic structure” of his account of pasit
religion with Young German literary irony and ccism of the restoration state.



234

the other hand, set loose and revolutionized wieatiakes on an appearance of fixed
inevitability.*"’

Strauss's 1864New Life of Jesusand 18720Id Faith and the New, and the Genealogy
of Historical-Critical Science

In the eyes of the reading public of the Gerrdarmarz Strauss'tife of Jesus
placed him firmly among the critics who had beguichallenge the authority of the
church and state. His name became associatedheiske bf Ludwig Feuerbach and
Bruno Bauer. But Strauss did not remain long is tdmpany. He never embraced
openly the democratic political implications of msrk. When he was elected by liberals
to a government post in 1849, he surprised histtaracy and took a staunch
monarchist position. At the same time, from thed@8#nward, he abandoned the
speculative idealist and romantic elements of artyavork. In his later writings on the
historical Jesus, he embraced historical positiasigh the secular bourgeois culture that
came over the course of the century to dominatkearGerman public sphere.

In his 1864New Life of Jesuke takes a positive empirical approach to hisabric
critique?’® His last work, the 187@Id Faith and the Newcelebrates the post-religious
habits and beliefs of the modern bourgeoisie;dates empiricist historical criticism at the
head of the representative sciences of the newh"tdithose individuals who, liberated

by capital from governmental and religious autlypgbuld no longer rest content with

“"'E.g., Bauerrumpet of the Last Judgment against Hegel theigithad Antichristtrans. Lawrence
Stepelevich (Lewiston: E. Mellen Press, 1989), #0%Marx, “The Philosophical Manifesto of the
Historical School of Law,” in “Writings of the YognMarx,” 96-105. The continuity between Strauss,
Bauer, and the young Marx on this point pointshgihadequacy of caricatures of “Young Hegelian”
works on religion as part of a mere objectivisiticism of religion,” as opposed to the more ratisacial
“critique” embraced by Marx. In these texts frore thte 1830's and early 40's they conceived catiqu
explicitly as an inquiry into the grounds of confmmary social and political life.

“’A New Life of Jesyswthorized translation (London: Williams and Natey 1865). Hereafter cited as
NLJ.
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Christianity*”® These two works present two distinct, alternagiveounts of Christian
and modern origins, each of which breaks with ttet fife's image of the resurrection
event as the historical axis on which Christiamispirned. Furthermore, they represent a
defensive movement against the field of critiqudnad opened inadvertently with the
1835Life. They foreclose or obscure those elements thaeshmiemystifying critique
actively in esoteric fields of religious belief aagperience. We have seen repeatedly that
Strauss used his critical writings on psychologd history to define a hierarchy of
culture. The later writings secure this hierarchgiast every countervailing tendency of
his own early work.

Strauss composed thew Life of Jesus for the German Peapl&864, thirty
years after the firdtife. Here he sets out to produce a strictly positgective image of
Jesus, in contrast to the infamously negative gibitr the previous work. He reverts,
surprisingly, to the kind of unique, semi-divinesus conceived by de Wette and
Schleiermacher, along with a similar model of emgpirand rationalist historical
Wissenschaft’ In the preface to the work, he declares his invent sift through the
canon for its most authentic parts: “We have ttimslish between that part of it which
is true and valid for all time, and that which, dading on casual and temporary
circumstances, has now become useless or pernitfukhis approach clashes with his
declaration in 1837, that “a critique which makea@ve to excise a mass of untruths and

unhistorical assertions in Christianity draws frtima beginning the accusation that it has

“"Der alte und der neue Glaube: Ein Bekenntfiigse Old Faith and the New: a Confesgjorolumes 1-2
(Leipzig: Hirzel, 1872)The Old Faith and the New: A Confessidals. 1-2, tr. Mathilde Blind from the
sixth edition (New York: Holt, 1873). HereafteremitasOFN 1872 and 1873, respectively.

“8%A year later, in his 1865 “The Christ of Faith alebus of History,” Strauss would challenge
Schleiermacher's recently-published lectures onsléife. But he only attacks particular historicasults.
In particular, he rejects Schleiermacher's appetilé Gospel of John.

BINLY, xiv.
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not yet been raised to the Hegelian point of vi&tf3trauss falls back to rationalism. He
uses historical criticism to bring Christianityline with reason.

His portrait of Jesus mirrors Schleiermacher'sugésa uniquely moral person
endowed with a heightened “God-consciousness.US$rbases this figure on the
synoptic account of the Sermon on the Motifitn the 1834 ife, he had argued that this
passage exemplified the apocalyptic discourseafs)age. It offered a list of

“conditions of participation in the kingdom of heay™*

ethical injunctions which were
colored throughout by Jesus' messianic and esclyital self-conceptiof® Historically
speaking, it was likely authentic, but no more thag other messianic sayings. In 1864,
on the other hand, the apocalyptic element fatts tihe background and he treats it as the
most authentic of Jesus’ speeches. “The SermoheNobunt has always been, and
rightly so, regarded as the nucleus of the syngpéeches,” he writes, and, in a footnote
adds, “Keim calls it the most genuine of all tragenuine **° He argues that the
apocalyptic elements of the sermon are incidentaktuniversalizing notions of human
brotherhood, as exemplified by famous sayingsNiegthew 7:3, “Why do you look at

the speck of sawdust in your brother’s eye andragttention to the plank in your own
eye?” and the “golden rule” of 7:12, “So in eveigth do to others what you would have

them do to you, for this sums up the Law and tlopPRets.”

In 1835, Strauss argued that any attempt to sepaud Jesus' “inner person”

*8Defense.

“83And its parallel in Luke 6, the “sermon on the plaiStrauss held to the view that Matthew was tres,f
more authentic Gospel. He believed that Luke’sivarscluded many of Jesus’s original sayings,
especially in the beatitudes, but Matthew capttinedt correct, more original meaning. Schleiermache
relied on John's gospel for his image of JesuauS#rrelied on the Sermon on the Mount. But theebas
image that they devised as a consequence wasivatgrs

%4 31835 vol. 1, 495;1892, 297.

89 31835 vol. 1, 492; 1892, 293.

*¥NLJ 276, n.2.
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from his time-conditioned thoughts and actions wautly expose his underlying
humanity, which all people share. In 1864, he ckailhat Jesus’ ability to access this
inner humanity marks him off from everyone arouird.hJesus reconciled God and
humanity in his own mind, perceiving the divinitiylmimanity itself, and this notion
flowed from “the innermost principle of Jesosinheart.*®’ This Jesus is a full-fledged
humanistavant la lettre He stands opposed to the apocalyptic Jesus difshevork and
the apocalyptic worldview of his ancient context.

Commentators have long questioned Strauss'sdaiugrapple rigorously in the
New Lifewith the apocalyptic Jesus whom he had done so nauitliminate. Reviews
of the work in his day already raised the questioma letter to Wilhelm Lang in 1864,
Strauss offers the following response:

| have continually recited to myself that we aré permitted to carry our

occidental views into the oriental world to whittetNew Testament

personalities still belonged; but | could not bringself to swallow the

hard nut of his second coming. | find in the eardipeeches of Jesus,

namely the Sermon on the Mount, such a rationglodision, that | cannot

rightly believe him capable of that idea, whichiy eyes stands so near

to madness\Wahnsin *%8
Strauss acknowledges the imperative to attende &l before, to the world of the first
century. At the same time, he wishes to keep Jesfiesfrom the fanaticism to which he
had exposed him in the firkife. It is plausible that Strauss hoped thereby teestdf the

disturbing implications of his firdtife for Christian faith. But it bears considering that

**Ibid., 280.
“8%Quoted in Theobald ZiegleRavid Friedrich Strausss09.
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this was not from any sense of piety, strictly $e@ The explanation to Lang suggests
he was more concerned to safeguard the ratiomgisosition that he found in the
Sermon on the Mount than he was to retain the iiésialesus as an object of religious
devotion. “The rational disposition” in Jesus' sgess on brotherhood risks
contamination by apocalyptic thought, which “stasdsiear to madness.”

The 1864 image of the historical Jesus does nigtpyeserve an historical object
of faith. It anchors and stabilizes positive higtar science and rational humanism. By
1864, this singular, subjective and rational hursiaappeared to Strauss to be more
secure of a foundation than the enthusiastic dessiwho grappled with the death of the
messiah and hallucinated his return. As in de Véetiecount of many years earlier,
Strauss presses the foundations of Christian &ithmodern reason back to the person
of Jesus. The ethics of the Sermon on the Mounw $taaw “thepeculiarmoral principle
of Christianity” opposed and catalyzed transfororaiin the existing Jewish and Greco-
Roman worlds. Its universalizing tendency brougrgfarmative impulse to Judaism in
keeping with the “true essence of religidfi*From the mere externality of the law, Jesus
turned inward to the deeper, more universal lawgagon. In a conventional and
opprobrious example of enlightenment Protestanteptions of Judaism, Strauss makes
Jesus’ opposition to the religion of his contempesaexemplify both the essential
newness of Christianity and the process by whi¢hreamous rationality overcomes the
particularism of existing religious forms in genetkesus’ famous antithetical statements
in the Sermon—"you have heard it said...but | havaedo tell you’—model the ways
in which a “new principle” opposes itself to wh#teady exists. It does not proceed

through the evolution of objective spirit. It emesgwvhere individuals embrace their inner

4BNLY, 277.
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rationality.

This shift from theLife of 1835 to theNew Lifeof 1864 corresponds with shifts in
Strauss’s social and political self-conception1&35, he was at odds with his culture. He
believed he stood on the cusp of an incipient bemisgmodernity, holding fast against
the regressive tendencies of the German statelandit In 1864, on the other hand, he
could point to the adequate liberalism of the Germanstitutional monarchy and the
relative political security of the middle class€ke Humanitatstaatvhich he prophesied
in 1840 felt more like a reality, with only residuef age-old superstition and dogma
remaining to be wiped away. He directs Mew Lifeto the increasingly triumphant
bourgeoisie—it is flir das Deutsche Vglkas the subtitle says. He only expected
theologians to read the first work; here, he devaséistory of Jesus that would be
appropriate for all “educated laymen.” He dedicdbeswork to his brother, as their
representative. His brother can afford, sociallg palitically, to have a controversial
work dedicated to him, he says, because he is geldent—exempted by the privilege
of commercial pursuits from any solicitude as te féwor or displeasure of spiritual or
lay superiors.” Consequently,

| consider him as a representative of the peatds Molk, believing that

among the German people, for whom the book is mksdtithere are many

like himself; many who find their best solace atietay of toil in serious

reading; many possessing the exceptional couradsitegard the beaten

track of conventional and ecclesiastical routimeal # think for

themselves on the most important objects of huroacernment; | may

add—the still rarer capacity of seeing that therea security in Germany,



240

at least, for political liberty and progress, uttié public mind has been

emancipated from superstition, and initiated irueely human culturé®
The Volk who will read the work do not include every Gernpgnson. They are the kind
of people who read theologically controversial weofér edification in their leisure time.
Strauss had come to see himself as the great autiuse task it was to give voice to the
German reading public.

In1872, he would move further in this direction.his final major workThe Old
Faith and the New: a Confessi¢h872) he abandons the effort to secure the fdiorda
of historical criticism and modern reason. Ratherfakes their triumph for granted. In its
totality, the work offers a paean to quietist baaig secularism and modern scientific
thought. He juxtaposes the negative results ofrtbdern historical criticism of
Christianity with an account of the “New Faith” thie modern age. Modern people
adhere to Darwin’s view of human origins, for exd@appreciate the constitutional
monarchy, and are wary of the first internatiofifley read the newspapers and enjoy
political discussion. They love the great figuréditerature and music, but without any
excess of devotion. Friedrich Nietzsche, in thet fof hisUntimely Meditationg1873),
and Franz Overbeck, in “How Christian is our Présky Theology?” (1873), criticized
this work as the epitome of nineteenth-century geaisie's self-satisfaction and
exhaustion®* Strauss gathers up the scientific, philosophaad literary “geniuses” of
the modern era—Darwin, Goethe, and Lessing, amtmgg®—and sets himself at their

head. But he eschews the radicalism of each aof finejects in turn, along with that of

P9ONLY, iv.

9l riedrich Nietzschel)nzeitgemésse Betrachtungen, erstes Stiick: Daigdlfich Strauss, der Bekenner
und SchriftstellefUntimely Meditations, Part One: David Friedrich 8tiss, the Confessor and the Wijter
(Leipzig: Fritzsch, 1873). Hereafter cited as Nsetre UB; Franz Overbeckiow Christian is Our
Present-Day Theology®d. and annotated by Martin Henry (London: T&Bi®| 2005).
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his own early work. Their writings become treasunrethe collection of the bourgeois
reader.

Strauss had once struck out on a treacherousecdartheOld Faith and the New
he presents himself as a literary genius and fauoide “new faith.” He takes as
evidence of his greatness the fact that he andduiggeois readership can still scandalize
a few orthodox theologians. The source of the saldag in his conclusion, namely, that
he and his readers were no longer Christian. Hedotlss verdict on an image of
Christian origins that appears, at first glancel iana surprising reversal from theew
Faith, to revert to positions he developed in the fiigt. He lays out the most severe
results of historical criticism and insists on theergence between ancient and modern
culture. He concludes first that we have almosinfarmation on which to base faith in
Jesus: “the Jesus of history, of science, is omigodlem; but a problem cannot be an
object of worship, or a pattern by which to shapelives.”?? He secures this result with
the few positive remainders that he finds credibldhe Gospels. These consist in Jesus'
familiar apocalyptic speeches on his messiahsh@anhgels, the second coming, the
presentiment of death and judgment. Strauss coesltidit if Jesus was in fact the son of
God then such beliefs are legitimate on his paut.ri® modern person can accept this
kind of supernaturalistic figure. Consequentlygfiis no help for it; according to our

conceptions he wasSchwarmer 4%

Here, finally, he metes out the diagnosis thatdu
brushed aside with romantic myth interpretation eatbnalism in the.ife andNew Life
respectively: Jesus was an apocalyptic fanatic.

Nor does the resurrection event fare any bettiershbjective vision hypothesis

4920FN 1872, 81; 1873, 91
4%30FN 1872, 80; 1873, 92.
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remains the same. The disciples, the women inqodati were devastated after the
crucifixion. They experienced “spiritual confliaigich, in Oriental and especially
female natures of an unbalanced religious and $tingd development, easily turned into
ecstasies and vision8” There was nothing disingenuous about the dis¢iptEmunt of
their own experience: “It was no case of pious ggoa, but all the more of self-
deception; embellishment and legend, of courskpagh possibly still in good faith,
soon became intermingled with f° But it was an illusion all the same. At this point
however, Strauss's account changes. He divestegheection of its historical
significance. It was still the root of Christiantfa the event that kept Jesus' name and
teachings from being erased from human memory—aikerhe would only have been
one fanatic in a sea of contemporary apocalyptiewers. But the significance of the
event for Christian faith and modern culture changléogether. Strauss explains that
although he had already given a “thorough invetibga of the event in the firdtife of
Jesushe still considered it a “duty and a right to esgs without any reserve” the
“consequence”Brgebnis of that analysig™®

Taken historically, i.e., comparing the immense@fbf this belief with its

absolute baselessness, the story of the resumegftitesus can only be

called world-historical humbug. It may be humilrgito human pride, but

nevertheless the fact remains: Jesus might sti keught and embodied

in his life all that is true and good, as well dsatvis one-sided and

harsh— the latter after all always producing tlierggest impression on

the masses; nevertheless, his teachings wouldbdesreblown away and

“9%0FN 1872, 71; 1873, 80-81.
99bid.
4%8OFEN 1872, 72; 1873, 83, translation modified.
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scattered like solitary leaves by the wind, hadg¢heaves not been held

together and thus preserved, as if with a stouiltde binding, by a

delusional belief\Wahnglaubehin his resurrectioft?’
The event is no longer the mechanism, in other gydfdough which spirit moves
through history. On the contrary, it is precisédlg bpposite: a mere contingency, on the
one hand, and a piece of “world-historical humbumthe other; a “delusional belief”
that steered people wrong for centuries.

Here Strauss delivers the verdict that commergdtave attributed to the first
Life of JesusThe Jesus of history is a fanatic who oppose<€tirést of faith. The
foundation of Christian belief is a collective d&hn that must be abandoned. Modernity
and antiquity, faith and reason, are severed ondda all. This crucial alteration of his
view of Christian origins epitomizes Strauss'stdifa secular scientific worldview, one
that is unmoored from speculative idealism and msm. There is no question of
truth arising in the experience of the resurrectwant, or of historical science beginning
in the realm of an assiduous faith. To an extédad, dccount seems to augment or confirm
the radical elements of the filsife as a critique of religion. But it abandons theigué
of modern consciousness that formed an integralgbdnat earlier work. Strauss
reserves his critical energies strictly for religiand the ancient world. In the filste, he
still had to carve out a space against which tiowdete modern thought over and against
religion. The effort involved certain risks. It pgttientific demystification in a complex
proximity with esoteric religious thought and piieet In theNew Faith on the other
hand, he occludes the complexities in which hisyeaork involved him.

Disenchantment appears as an inevitable, naturaeps.

4970FN 1872, 72-3 1873, 83.
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Nietzsche's critique of the later work capturas ttansformation. He asserts that
Strauss's “new faith” manifests the complacencydisishgenuousness of modern
“philistine” culture and its faux-transgressive &satific men.” The rejoinder anticipates
key elements of Nietzsche's later genealogical sudtkpresages his later genealogical
accounts of the base origins of religious and s$iéiemorality and truth. In his 1887
Genealogy of Moralslietzsche argues, among other things, that thatsteequest for
knowledge can recapitulate aspects of religioustassm. A petty, disingenuous will to
power fuels both. Strauss was likely one of thersidic ascetics whom Nietzsche still
had in mind. In 1872, he argues that where Strelag®is to eschew political power in
pursuit of literature and science, his true, coaert is to neutralize all challenges to the
ease and contentment that he derives from thelis$tad order. Strauss dedicates himself
as such to the “deification of succe$®His historical methods short circuit their own
unsettling possibilities in favor of collecting &dng, entertaining facts. Strauss
exemplifies the fate of historiceissenschatihat Nietzsche would lament in this and his
secondJntimely Meditation“On the Use and Abuse of History for Life.” Stssu
exemplifies the exhaustion of modern science. mega, Nietzsche claims, “a true
paradox lies in the nature of the scientific margimely,

he behaves like the proudest idler of fortunef agistence were not an

unholy and precarious matter, but rather a firm#ydrpossession, secure

for eternity. He feels permitted to waste his tfequestions whose

answer could only have importance for those to wietemity is

guaranteed. On the earth for a brief moment, Berniounded by terrifying

precipices, so that every step should remind hiastq “Whither?

4%8\jietzscheDavid Friedrich Strauss 14.
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Whence? Why?” But his is soul is warmed by the tstounting
stamens on a flower or breaking up stones on the, r@nd he plunges the
whole weight of his absorption, passion, strengtid pleasure into this
work %
In the contemporary historical science exemplifigdStrauss'©Ild Faith and the New
this situation has reached a nadir. Here, Nietzstms, the assiduous pursuit of facts
and details had begun to feel like a necessitin@ &f enslavement. Scientific scholars
have become exhausted laborers, who have neithéinte nor energy to consider the
threatening territory beside which they tré&tStrauss showed some audacity and rigor
at least in his early work* In theOld Faith and the Neyhe gives himself over to
guiescent bourgeois cultural apologetics and smifycatulation.

Nietzsche claims in addition that Strau§3ld Faithis underwritten throughout
by his vision of anealthymodern subject. He “invents for his habits, moalethinking,
favor and disapproval the general formula ‘heakhsi [Gesundhe]t and disposes of
every discomfiting troublemaker as being sick aadrntic.*°? He stands among the
many nineteenth-century historians who “profedsdate fanaticism and intolerance in
every form,” but “in fact hate the dominating genand tyranny of the real demands of
culture, and therefore turn all their power to pariag, dulling and dissolving every

ground on which a fresh and powerful movement jeeted to appear®™ And

historical consciousness is the means by whichlpdilge Strauss “save themselves from

4pid., 53-54.
50pid., 54.
5% pid., 74.
52pid., 15.
5pid., 14.
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enthusiasm?>”* This scientific irenicism converges in turn withéiss’s quietist politics.
Strauss complains, for example, that the socialodeats' attack on hereditary property
undermines the “indispensable basis of moralityvel as of culture>®

We have seen how the elementary materials of swthtural pathology appear in
Strauss's work in the 1830's. There he determiveebnits and conditions of modern
reason in a radical fashion. Where earlier enligiment critics had rejected fanaticism
and false beliefs, Strauss brings them under thpiegs of a regime of corrective cultural
education. He sets the nocturnal, irrational sideumnan spirit within a hierarchy and an
economy of modern reason. But the negative movenfehe firstLife includes
countervailing elements as well. We can think o tiegativity in two senses, both of
which are distinct from his negative, limiting agite of supernatural phenomena. First,
there is the sense in which Strauss is a critiegdan. He appeals to the rationality of
the actual in a way that opens culture to infitigmsformation and re-evaluation. The
negative capacity of human thought, the abilityhiok in opposition to what already
exists, opens the endless work of social critigue certain point, this critique would
have to fall back on the modern order and its ddahinstitutions. Tendencies in this
direction develop in the late 1830's and early,40'the critical writings of figures like
Arnold Ruge, Max Stirner, Mikael Bakunin, Bruno Bauand the young Karl Marx.
Second, there is a more difficult sense in whicgatieity remains irreducible in Strauss's
account. His clumsy attempt to reconstruct therrestion event as the concrete
historical foundation of spirit's progress captutes aspect of his work. An imaginative

account of an ancient hallucination serves asrémglé heart of his vision of modern

5% pid., 13.
S050FN 1872, 278; 1873, 324.
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reason and critical, humanist culture. His struggldetermine this foundation illustrates
the uncertain status of science and critique. Hettiaesort to the kinds of interpretive
maneuvers that he otherwise rejects emphaticadiynystification and progressive
Bildungtake place, for Strauss, in intimate encountetls ghost-seeing, apocalypticism,
and demonomania. But they become entangled wiethedes of consciousness in the
process. The difficulty should activate our critigagilance in the face of the tendency of
Strauss’s later work. It disturbs any assurancehistorical positivism and secular

criticism are the sure possessions and guarant@esew, modern and secular faith.
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