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Note on Translations

All translations from German into English are by Cecilia Muratori, unless otherwise
stated. Since terminological consistency is crucial to the development of the argu-
ment, most passages quoted from non-English primary sources were translated
especially for this volume. Nevertheless, references to important modern transla-
tions of Hegel’s works are given in the footnotes, and significant divergences are
noted. Partly for reasons of copyright permissions, quotations from Hegel and other
primary sources are taken wherever possible from editions now in the public
domain. In these cases, references to current standard editions have also been
included in the footnotes. This system has been adopted for quotations in which any
differences between the older and the newer editions are minor and do not affect the
formulation and the meaning of the passages in question. (Significant differences
are always pointed out.) This system of referencing also has the advantage that the
reader can easily consult online texts in the public domain or choose to use the newer
editions. Raphaélle Burns translated the Introduction, Chapter 2, and the Conclusion;
Richard Dixon translated Chapters 1 and 3 and revised the entire manuscript.
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Introduction

“It almost seems to me”, writes Baader in the first notebook of the Fermenta
cognitionis, “that I am today the first and still, unfortunately, the only one to have
recognized and understood the reform of knowledge initiated and pursued by
J. Bohme”, adding that “for me the philosophy of this philosophus teutonicus, that,
as Hegel writes, reaches the vastest depths, has become the guide toward the lumi-
nous heights”.! In 1822, the year in which this notebook was published, Baader
considered himself the only German to attribute a key role to Jakob Béhme in the
history of philosophical thought or, rather, the only one apart from Hegel, since
Baader appeals directly to the judgment of the latter, for whom Béhme’s philosophy
“reaches the vastest depths”. That Baader should choose to refer to Hegel, among the
many other nineteenth-century readers of B6hme, may at first sight seem surprising.
Since studies on the relationship between Hegel and the mysticism of Béhme are
few and far between,” we might in fact wonder whether the theme is relevant to
Hegel’s thought at all. We might also, therefore, wonder what drove Baader to jus-
tify his own appraisal of Béhmian philosophy by reference to Hegel. Terry Pinkard,
for example, omits all mention of Hegel’s readings of B6hme in his biography of the
former,® and the recently published Hegel-Handbuch edited by Walter Jaeschke

'FC, vol. 1, 196: “Es scheint mir fast, als ob ich in unseren Zeiten der Erste und leider noch der
Einzige sei, welcher durch J. B6hme begonnene und durchgefiihrte wissenschaftliche Reformation
als solche anerkannt und begriffen hat. [...] Mir ist nemlich dieses Philosophi teutonici Philosophie,
die gar sehr, wie Hegel sagt, in die Tiefe geht, in die lichte Hohe fiihrend geworden”.

2Only one study ventures beyond the limited scope of the essay form to attempt a more compre-
hensive analysis: Walsh (1978) (doctoral dissertation). As the title indicates, Walsh proposes to
investigate the ‘esoteric origins’ of Hegel’s thought. The study, however, is incomplete: Hegel’s
readings of Bohme are subsumed within the wider framework of Hegel’s general interest in eso-
tericism (Magee (2011) puts forward a similar argument). Walsh, moreover, extends the boundaries
of esotericism to include cabbalistic teachings, classical German mysticism, alchemy and pietism.
The first chapter of the present work stresses the importance of drawing a distinction between
Bohme and this variegated form of esotericism — a distinction already made, it is argued, by Hegel.

3Pinkard (2000).

xvii



Xviii Introduction

dedicates only a few lines to the matter.* Why then defend the value of Bohme’s
mysticism by citing the judgment of Hegel? To put the question another way: Why
think of Hegel as an interpreter of B6hme?

The purpose of this inquiry is to demonstrate that Hegel’s interpretation of the
mysticism of B6hme deserves to be investigated properly. Not only was Baader’s
choice of reference far from casual, it was in fact perfectly justified.’ Indeed, Hegel
played a crucial role in the rediscovery of B6hme in the early nineteenth century,
and his reception and interpretation of Bohme’s thought was highly original.

Pivotal to Hegel’s interpretation is — as Baader reminds us — the acknowledge-
ment of the philosophical significance of B6hme’s mysticism. Hegel’s attempt to
read Theosophia revelata (the title under which Bohme’s complete works were pub-
lished posthumously) philosophically is a recurrent theme in many of his works.
From the first Jena fragments to the generous section dedicated to Bohme in his
Lectures on the History of Philosophy, Hegel demonstrates a detailed and in-depth
knowledge of numerous works by Bshme. The silence of critics on this point is not
due, therefore, to an absence of relevant material. It is, rather, the result of two basic
misconceptions: first with respect to the characteristics of Bohme’s mysticism and
second with respect to Hegel’s interest in mysticism in general. Together, these
assumptions have given rise to a third misconception, namely, that the philosophy
of Hegel and the mysticism of B6hme are essentially incompatible, indeed radically
opposed: in which case nothing would be more improbable than Hegel taking an
interest in the German mystic of the sixteenth century.®

By conducting a detailed inquiry into Hegel’s role as interpreter of B6hme, this
study aspires to go beyond such limited perspectives. It is divided into three distinct
chapters; while each may be read and considered independently from the others,
they are, at the same time, fundamentally interconnected:

1. The first chapter of this work reconstructs the full historical context of Hegel’s
encounter with B6hme’s writings, essential to understanding the originality of
Hegel’s approach. The ‘standard representation’ of Bohme as a mystical cobbler
who, illuminated by God, was elevated from his condition of ignorance is the
result of a particular interpretive tradition which is often transmitted with little to
no reference to any primary sources. The first complete edition of B6hme’s writ-
ings was published in Amsterdam in 1682. Only in 1715 were his works col-
lected in two volumes published in Hamburg under the title Theosophia revelata,
the first edition printed in Germany. Fifteen years later, a third complete edition
was published, this time in Leiden, Holland.’

*Jaeschke (2003), 404.

1t is important to note that Hegel and Baader offer significantly different interpretations of
Bohmian mysticism. See below, Chap. 1, Sect. 2.1 and Chap. 2, Sect. 2.3.

SEfforts have been made in recent years to place Hegel’s interest in Bohme in a wider esoteric
context; see, for example, Walsh (1978) and Magee (2001). The premises of these interpretations
are, however, equally problematic.

7A few writings were published separately prior to this edition. On the history of the original
manuscripts, from mysterious disappearances to unlikely recoveries, see W. Buddecke’s recon-
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For eighteenth- and nineteenth-century readers, including Hegel, any
encounter with Bohme’s writings was inevitably inflected if not entirely deter-
mined by a series of pre-existing codifications concerning the figure of the cob-
bler. The implicit, yet widespread, consensus regarding the affinity between
Bohme’s mysticism and pietism, on the one hand, and experiments with animal
magnetism, on the other, must be considered against this backdrop. Indeed, an
examination of the main interpretations of B6hme’s mysticism among Hegel’s
contemporaries makes it possible to complete the picture, revealing the distinc-
tiveness of Hegel’s approach and at the same time providing a preliminary sketch
of the reasons for his interest in Bohme. The originality of Hegel’s interpretation,
which will come to light below, can only be appreciated by contrasting it with
other readings of Bohme, namely, those of members of the so-called ‘Jena
circle’.

2. The second chapter of this study situates the interpretation of Bohme’s mysti-
cism within a broader horizon of inquiry, namely, Hegel’s reflection on the nature
of mysticism itself. This topic is rarely treated in the vast secondary literature on
Hegel’s philosophy. A few well-known studies focus on the young Hegel, imply-
ing that by the time he reached maturity, Hegel had distanced himself from an
enthusiasm for the mystics.® According to this view, mysticism is radically
opposed to the rigor of the concept, being an irrational attitude unsuited to the
author of the Phenomenology — a text often considered as a crucial turning point
in the development of Hegel’s philosophy. An analysis of the presence of this
theme in Hegel’s writings, from the early writings (Jugendschriften) to the texts
following the Phenomenology, reveals, however, that such superficial dichoto-
mies belong solely to Hegel’s critics and not to Hegel himself. In a study of
Hegel as reader of Bshme published in 1897 (still one of the most perceptive
discussions on the matter), E. S. Haldane gestures toward the need to distinguish
different forms of mysticism in order to understand Hegel’s approach to Béhme.’
This important intuition will be developed in the central part of this work: in
Hegel’s writings, it is argued that two substantially different conceptions of mys-
ticism are discernible. Hegel opposes a speculative type of mysticism, character-
ized by the idea of dialectical movement and exemplified in the approaches of
both the Neoplatonists and BShme, to the pseudo-mystical attitude of the
Romantics and of certain followers of Schelling. This distinction will allow us to
delineate the characteristics of Bohme’s mysticism according to Hegel with
greater precision while clarifying the misunderstanding according to which
Hegel would have rejected all forms of mysticism as leaps into the Absolute that

struction in Bohme (1963-1966), vol. 1, 349-352 and vol. 2, 477-484. See also Bohme (1997),
832.

8 The fundamental texts in which this interpretation is defended are Dilthey (1921); Haering (1929—
1938), vol. 1; and Della Volpe (1929). See also Adams (1910), 67-102.

°Haldane (1897), 146-161, especially 149.
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intentionally forgo the labour of conceptuality.'” A close examination of the
sections of Hegel’s early writings that develop and problematize the concept of
mysticism will serve as a starting point to consider the evolution of two distinct
understandings of the term. It will also clarify the frame of reference in which to
understand Hegel’s encounter with B6hme’s mysticism.

3. The third chapter of the book, in which the first two chapters converge and cul-
minate, analyses Hegel’s interpretation of BShme’s mystical philosophy in
greater detail. The study sets out from two principal theses: that Hegel’s interpre-
tation evolves substantially and that this evolution is particularly evident in
Hegel’s choice of themes and concepts drawn from the writings of Bohme.!' The
inquiry proceeds in an approximately chronological order, from the Jena
Wastebook, to Hegel’s references to Bohme in published works, and finally to his
most comprehensive analysis in the Lectures on the History of Philosophy and in
the Lectures on the Philosophy of Religion. Hegel’s interest in B6hme first sur-
faces during his period in Jena and develops over the subsequent years. It is clear,
from the comparison of various manuscripts relating to Hegel’s lecture course on
the History of Philosophy (in particular the unpublished Hotho 1823—1824! and
the Dove from 1825, along with Jaeschke and Garniron’s reconstruction of the
1825-1826 lectures), that Hegel’s study of Béhme’s writings is still in process
during the Berlin years. Several important differences can be observed between
the transcription from 1823 and the various versions from 1825. Hegel increas-
ingly focuses on the theme of negativity: the way Bohme conceives of the ele-
ment of negativity within God turns his mysticism, for Hegel, into an exceptionally
vital dialectical approach.'® This important conclusion is at the heart of Hegel’s
interest in the philosophy of Jakob Béhme and can only be adequately grasped
by carefully retracing the stages in Hegel’s progressive discovery of Bohme’s
thought.

Taken as a whole, the three chapters in which this work is presented aim to dem-
onstrate the philosophical significance of Hegel’s approach to the writings of Jakob
Bohme. This study thus contributes to filling an important gap in Hegel scholarship,
which still lacks a properly detailed account of mysticism, especially that of B6hme.
Hegel’s reading of Bohme’s Theosophia revelata may also serve as a possible start-

1°This position is maintained by Lamb (1980), 225: “There is little doubt that Hegel was hostile to
mysticism, just as he was hostile to any other short-cut in philosophy”.

""The assumption that Hegel’s interpretation remained unchanged over the course of his life (see,
for instance, Jaeschke (2003), 404) is in my view a direct consequence of the absence of any such
study until now.

12Jaeschke and Garniron describe the Hotho (1823-1824) (= Ho) manuscript as follows: “Eine
sorgfiltige Reinschrift, nicht eine Ausarbeitung wie Hothos Heft zur Religionsphilosophie. Ho
weist wenig Verstiandnisfehler auf, neigt aber mehrfach zur Verdichtung des Gehorten” (see V 6,
xxxiii). J. Hoffmeister relied heavily on this manuscript for his edition of the Lectures on the History
of Philosophy, of which only the first volume was ever published (Hegel (1940)). See V 6, xliv.

3See Werke 15, 317 (cf. TWA, 20, 118), where Bohme’s conception of the Divine is defined by
Hegel as ‘the most vital dialectic” (“lebendigste Dialektik”).
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ing point for a more ambitious project, namely, the rediscovery of Béhme’s writings
in philosophical terms. The latter’s writings are still too often exiled from the
domain of philosophy and mistakenly confined to the confused and uncertain terrain
of esotericism — unless, that is, they are completely ignored. Such a rediscovery
was, I believe, also Hegel’s objective as he read and interpreted Bohme. In this
sense, the analysis of Hegel’s commentary on the mysticism of Jakob Béhme, which
is the object of this study, is intended also as an introduction to the philosophical
depth that is present, as Hegel writes, in the forgotten writings of the mystical
cobbler.



Chapter 1
The Reception of Bohme’s Philosophy
Around 1800

1 Preamble: Bohme’s Comeback in Germany
and the Romantic Reception

1.1 The “Mystical Cobbler” and Franckenberg’s
Biography of Bohme

In Nachtwachen, or Nightwatches, published anonymously under the pseudonym of
Bonaventura in 1804, Jakob Bohme is named several times. From its very first
appearance in a minor, short-lasting magazine, the Journal von neuen deutschen
Original Romanen, the story aroused curiosity for its gothic, nocturnal atmosphere
as well as for the difficulty in identifying the author, so that the theories as to its
authorship included important names like Clemens Brentano, Friedrich Schlegel,
Caroline Schlegel and even E.T.A. Hoffmann." The mystery over the paternity of
the book was resolved only recently, and the name of its author — a minor writer,
August Klingemann — therefore remained unknown to his contemporaries. The
Nightwatches of Bonaventura is certainly the only finished work by him that has left
an indelible mark on the history of German literature. The fact that there are many
references to Bohme is particularly interesting precisely because the book is
emblematic of a literary production that never received the fame and attention
reserved, for example, to the famous group of Jena Romantics. Bohme’s presence in
the text may therefore indicate the widespread interest in the figure of the mystical
cobbler among German-speaking intellectuals during the period between the end of
the 1700s and the early 1800s. Nor is Klingemann’s “anonymous” book immune
from the fascination that Bohme’s life had exercised over Romantic literature.
References to Bohme can, in effect, be found in works by far more important writers

LCf. for example Schulz (1983), 438. Schulz records that Schelling was himself considered at first
as the story’s author (cf. ibid.). See also Dahnke and Hohle (1978), 453.
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2 1 The Reception of Bshme’s Philosophy Around 1800

than Klingemann, starting with Tieck, Friedrich Schlegel, and even — though in an
ironic and critical context — Kotzebue (without counting Schelling, of course, whose
contact with exponents of the Romantik was particularly relevant in his formation).?

We therefore have the impression of finding ourselves before one of the most
renowned and eminent authors in German Romantic literature, to such an extent that
the mention of Bohme in Nightwatches was used by various commentators in
attempts to discover the identity of the author of the mysterious text: among other
reasons, the reference to the mystical cobbler would also help to give credence to
the theory that the author was Schelling, who had a particular fondness for the
mystic of Gorlitz.?

Before considering in more detail the reasons and extent of the interest the
Romantics had for Bohme, it will be useful to pause a little longer on Klingemann’s
story. In order to take a first look at the characteristics of the Romantic interpretation
of the Bohmian mystic, we will start with the passages in which the nightwatchman,
the central character in the Nightwatches, names the shoemaker of Gorlitz without
concealing his full admiration for him.*

It is important to consider first of all in what context these references appear.
Bohme makes his first appearance at the beginning of the first night’s watch, at the
end of a particularly melancholy scene in which the main character observes a
family gathered around the body of a dying man and, moving away, he sings a tune
for the dead. Music, in fact, as is explained immediately after, naturally accompa-
nies the moment of death and Jakob Bohme himself claimed he heard a very sweet
music just before his passing, a music that no one apart from the dying mystic could
hear.’> Klingemann seems to be drawing directly from accounts, of clearly hagio-
graphic origin, given by Abraham von Franckenberg in his famous biography of the
mystic. As well as the description of Bohme’s death to the accompaniment of divine
music,’ referred to in the first vigil, Franckenberg’s Griindlicher und Wahrhafter

2Schultz (1909), 8485 refers to a study by Michel in Klingemann (1904), xliii, where he declares
that no commentator would have considered an attribution of Nightwatches to philosophers such as
Fichte or Hegel as being plausible. The case of Schelling, however, is different: Schelling — Michel
argues — is not only a philosopher but also a poet, and it is for this reason that he seems to represent
a possible answer to the question over the book’s paternity. Schelling, moreover, had published
several poems in Musenalmanach (1802) under the pseudonym Bonaventura (cf. ibid., 67).

31bid., 145. Schultz criticizes this suggestion, adducing as evidence the very fact that interest in
Bohme was shared by the majority of Romantics, and could not therefore be used as a resolving
factor to conclude the investigation. But when Schultz himself proposes the less famous Wetzel as
author of the text, it is recalled that the prophetical Bohmian style of his Magischer Spiegel goes
well with the enthusiasm shown by the main character in Nightwatches for the mystical cobbler
(ibid., 260). On the line of reasoning that led to the suggestion of Wetzel as author of the
Nightwatches, see also Filippini’s introduction to Klingemann (1950).

*1t should however be borne in mind that the story is not without its veiled sarcasm, and that the
conclusion is marked by a deep nihilism (it is no coincidence that the story ends with the word
Nichts). The young protagonist’s enthusiasm for Bohme the mystic must therefore also be put into
perspective.

3Cf. Klingemann (Klingemann 1974), 15-16; Klingemann (1950), 15.
SCf. Benz (1959), 139.
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Bericht (Thorough and Truthful Report) includes a whole series of fabulous and
prophetic episodes that were said to have abounded in the earthly existence of the
mystic of Gorlitz, and which are described in great detail.”

The biography compiled by Franckenberg, which was also included in the edition
of Bohme’s works published in Amsterdam in 1682,% would soon become the main
source of information about the shoemaker’s life. It was an important document but,
as Koyré emphasizes,’ unacceptable from the biographical point of view, due to the
author’s obvious desire to present his spiritual master as a prophetic figure whose
life was marked by events of a supernatural kind.

The fact that Franckenberg’s work became compulsory reading for anyone who
was interested in Bohme’s life during the period when Nightwatches was written
can be seen from many other documents, including a review that appeared in an
issue of Allgemeine Literatur-Zeitung in February 1832. The book under review is
Jakob Bohme: Ein biographischer Denkstein by De la Motte Fouqué, published the
previous year, and it is judged severely and unreservedly. The book, in substance, is
a reworking of Franckenberg’s biography and shares its taste for descriptions of
prophetic visions and supernatural encounters. “We still wait, therefore,” concludes
the reviewer, “for the true biography of Bohme.”!° In short, in 1832 there are no other
sources on the life of the mystic apart from Franckenberg’s fanciful biography.!!

There is, as already recalled, a direct influence of Franckenberg’s biography
upon the image of the dying mystic who yields to divine music!?> — music, writes

"Franckenberg opens by describing Bohme as a Wunder-Mann, where Wunder means “miracle”
and therefore refers to the supernatural aura which, according to the biographer, characterizes the
whole of the mystic’s life (cf. BS, vol. 10, 6. The account of the miraculous events begins
immediately at p. 7).

8 Franckenberg’s biography was also included in the later editions of Bohme’s writings. Cf. also
Mayer (1999), 28-29. On the various manuscript versions of Franckenberg’s Life, see Gilly (2007),
329-363.

9Koyré, (1929), 17: “ce n’est pas Boehme, ¢’est Franckenberg, qui était constamment préoccupé
de présages. Boehme lui-méme n’en parle jamais.” Koyré concludes by stating that Bohme’s life
does not really lend itself to hagiographic treatment — unless the facts are forced in the way that
Franckenberg has done — precisely because of the cobbler’s sober, lucid character, far from the
inclinations of a visionary. In this respect see also Cuniberto (2000), 35.

0Cf. ALZ, 1.37 (1832), 296: “Bihme’s wahre Biographie steht demnach noch zu erwarten” (my
italics). In exactly the same way that Koyré would do a hundred years later, the author of the review
(who signs himself “K.R.”) also underlines the fact that this way of recounting the life of Bohme
seems so extraneous to the style with which Bohme portrays himself in his writings, which raises
doubt as to whether de la Motte Fouqué actually knew the work of the mystic (cf. ibid.). This is
indicated by the fact that, in a review of the book by J. F. Sillig, Boehme. Ein biographischer
Versuch (Arnold, Pirna 1801), which appeared in Allgemeine Literatur-Zeitung, published in Jena
in July 1802, it was emphasized that the information about the life used by Sillig came entirely
from Franckenberg’s biography (ALZ, 3.215 (1802), 245).

ILCt. Liier (1997), 19, where it is stated that Franckenberg’s Bericht was the starting and reference
point for all subsequent biographies. Liier also emphasizes one fundamental aspect: from
Franckenberg’s biography onward, the life and work of the mystic Jakob Béhme were clearly
separated and each considered independently of the other (cf. ibid.).

12Cf. BS, vol. 10, 22.
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Klingemann, is “mystical sister” of the dying.!* To expand this picture and add
further details to the figure of the mystical cobbler represented in Nightwatches, we
must look at the other passages in which the nightwatchman Kreuzgang, the central
character in the story, refers to Bohme. The role played by Franckenberg’s hagio-
graphical text becomes even more relevant.

The plot of Nightwatches develops on two levels, which interact throughout the
whole story until they are finally resolved in the last nightwatch, the sixteenth.'* In
the fourth nightwatch we see the childhood of the main character, who leafs through
the “book of his life” as if it were a series of pictures, or rather engravings. The third
engraving shows the adoptive father of the Nachtwdichter, a shoemaker hard at work
(but his eyes seem absorbed in deep contemplation) while the main character sits on
Hans Sachs’ Fastnachtsspiele and reads from the pages of Jakob Béhme’s Aurora.
Hans Sachs and Bohme, writes Klingemann, shared the same occupation — both
were shoemakers — as well as both being poets. Kreuzgang’s adoptive father carries
out the same work as well; the story suggests moreover that young Kreuzgang had
also read Sachs and Bohme under his encouragement, so that father and son were
also part of the group of mystical shoemakers. Bohme, just like Sachs, looked into
the depths of his profession (Klingemann uses the verb vertiefen), to discern the
mystery of his work and above all the divine mystery that is hidden beneath the
surface of things.!* The mystical gift of Sachs and Béhme is in the end inseparable
from their daily activity — one could almost say it was a consequence of it.!¢

Their figures are marked by a blend of the simplicity of manual experience and
the mystical depth that this same experience is capable of revealing.!” We find
ourselves, in effect, before a model, as will soon become clear.'?

Klingemann’s portrait of Bohme doesn’t go beyond this superficial picture of
Bohme the mystical cobbler who combines simple manual experience with the
capacity to penetrate and understand divine mysteries. What is more, the mystic is
considered as a truly poetic spirit, something that enables Kreuzgang himself to be
presented to the reader as a great would-be poet, reduced to the position of night-
watchman. The only references — though indirect — to Bohme’s work are found in
the fourth nightwatch, in which it is said, for example, that the young protagonist
claimed, like Bohme, he could read nature, in particular flowers, like a book. There
are no specific references, even though, as already mentioned, the interpretation of

3Klingemann (1950), 15.

14On the structure of Nightwatches, see Dahnke (1978), 453.

15Klingemann (1904), 40.

19On the connection between mystic, mystery and occupation (mestiere) see Cuniberto (2000), 27
and the same author’s introduction to Bohme (1996), 9.

"The transition from observing the artifact, the shoe, to theological investigation is explained in
the text from the mouth of Kreuzgang’s father, and traces of subtle irony can be detected in his
discourse (cf. Nachtwachen des Bonaventura, fourth nightwatch).

80n the recurrence of the figure of the mystical cobbler between 1500 and 1600, see Koyré
(1929), 1-3; see also Muratori (2012). I would also refer to a study of mine in which I examine in
particular the role of G. Arnold and J. L. Mosheim in transmitting the model of the mystical
cobbler as outlined by Franckenberg: Muratori (2011).
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Aurora is given to Kreuzgang; yet it seems that various pages of Bohme dedicated
to nature as a book to be comprehended and leafed through, or as a divine power
that has become a palpable object under the touch of man, have been transformed
into statements that are perhaps intentionally vague.'® Klingemann seems simply to
introduce into the text what will, in Romantic literature, become ‘commonplaces’
around which a certain image of the shoemaker Jakob Bohme is built. In this sense,
Franckenberg’s Life has contributed to forming what could be described as a
standard representation, hinging on the very contrast between the simplicity of the
shoemaker’s work and the radical importance of his prophetic role.

The process that led to the creation of this model of the mystical cobbler, which
would have a particular effect on the Romantic interpretations of Bohme the mystic,
was started and encouraged, at least in part, by Bohme himself. At the basis of the
desire to show himself to disciples and readers as a simple instrument at the service
of God,” one can in fact interpret the wish to present himself as the last of the Old
Testament prophets, whose humility is not a sign of weakness but instead one of
divine power, which chooses humble people to announce his revelation to the
world.?! Although the roots and profile of the mystical cobbler presented in
Nightwatches — and also, as we shall see shortly, in other texts of the same period —
can therefore be found in the mystic’s work itself, certain differences must neverthe-
less also be emphasized in the characteristics that Bohme ascribes to himself and to
the perception of his own role. In Aurora, Bohme is certainly already insisting on
the simplicity of his own situation, playing on the contrast between the humility of
manual work and the divine election through which he had access to the deepest
mysteries. But as the author of the review that appeared in the Allgemeine Literatur-
Zeitung was already pointing out, there is no trace of prophetic visions in the strict
sense in the pages of Bohme, nor would he have ever described himself as a being
half way between heaven and earth, as Franckenberg claims when commenting on
the scene of the mystic’s death.?> We must therefore question the story and evolution
of what I have described as the standard image of the mystical cobbler, often

19See BS, vol. 2, ch. 8, 12: “Du wirst kein Buch finden, da du die géttliche Weisheit konntest mehr
inne finden zu forschen, als wenn du auf eine griine und blithende Wiese gehest, da wirst du die
wunderliche Kraft Gottes sehen, riechen und schmecken, wiewohl es nur ein Gleichnif3 ist [...]:
aber dem Suchenden ists ein lieber Lehr=Meister, er findet sehr viel alda.”

20See in this respect AuN, ch. 3. 1. of my introduction.

2 Benz (1959) discusses exactly this problem.

22Cf. BS, vol. 10, 22. With regard to the absence in Bohme’s work of prophetic themes, in the sense
in which Franckenberg interprets them, see also Béchtold-Stdaubli and Hoffmann-Krayer (2002),
1477: “Die schonsten und bekanntesten B.-Sagen hat Abraham von Franckenberg, sein Schiiler,
1651 in einer erneuten Ausgabe der von ihm verfaf3ten Vita gegeben: der Gang in den hohlen Berg
[...], die Begegnung mit dem Fremden und der Schuhkauf, das Simon-Maguserlebnis, B. weissa-
gend bei David v. Schweinitz bei Seifersdorf bei Liegnitz 1622/23; sein Tod bei himmlischer
Musik, — Sagen wie sie zwar mehr oder weniger allen Propheten eigen sind, von Franckenberg
aber pansophisch gewendet. Heut erinnert man sich nur noch des Propheten B., obwohl er fast nie
prophezeit hat, auller auf Driangen seiner Freunden.”
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accompanied by an eloquent picture portraying Bohme in his workshop absorbed in
mystical contemplation, exactly like Kreuzgang’s father in the fourth nightwatch.

Above all, Franckenberg’s Life has played an essential role in transmitting
information — though of a certain type — about the figure and work of Bohme in the
problematic context of the circulation of his writings.?* The censorship imposed by
the judicial authorities of Gorlitz in fact necessitated a direct, limited and cautious
exchange between Bohme and his followers after the scandal that arose between
1612 and 1613 when Bohme wrote his first book, Aurora.>* Bohme’s subsequent
writings were also condemned to an anomalous circulation, outside all official
channels — and this, it should be noted, was already happening in the years leading
up to Bohme’s death. Only one of Bohme’s books (Der Weg zu Christo, 1624) was
published while he was still alive; after his death most of his writings, including
manuscripts and copies made by admirers, were dispersed, probably first kept by the
followers themselves and later becoming reference texts for esoteric communities
of various kinds.? Several original manuscripts, as well as copies, found their way
to Holland through the merchant van Beyerland and were eventually published in
Amsterdam. Bohme’s writings therefore temporarily disappeared from the German
literary panorama and were propagated instead in the country of origin of van
Beyerland, who also devoted himself to translating them into Dutch, thus further
promoting their circulation.

In this respect, the correspondence between Franckenberg and van Beyerland
provides important evidence of the joint work carried out by the two scholars in
collecting together Béhme’s writings in the years leading up to the first edition in
Amsterdam. In a letter to the Dutch merchant of 22 April 1640,% Franckenberg
announces for example that he has discovered several autograph papers of Bohme
in the house of Abraham von Sommerfeld, another admirer of Bohme, who had cor-
responded with the shoemaker himself. Franckenberg therefore asks van Beyerland,
who is compiling a catalogue for a forthcoming edition, if the new short texts he has
just discovered (including a Vorrede to Aurora dating back to 1620 and several
Tabellen), are already included in the list; if not, he promises to send the originals
or a copy to add to the autograph papers already in van Beyerland’s possession. This
letter therefore demonstrates the patient and hard work Bohme’s followers were
carrying out at his death, searching among transcripts of originals and trying to
complete a full catalogue of his writings. Franckenberg in particular seems to have
played the important role of go-between.

23 Abraham von Franckenberg wrote works of a “mystical and natural philosophical” nature and is
remembered above all as the author of Bohme’s biography. J. Telle has challenged the exclusivity
of this role given to Franckenberg and indeed suggests that it is incorrect to define this German
intellectual as a fervent follower, almost an apostle of Bohme (cf. Franckenberg (1995), 37-38).
2 Cf. AuN, 15 et seq.

% For further details I refer to my introduction to AuN and to Muratori (2011).

2 Cf. Franckenberg (1995), 120. See also the letter Franckenberg wrote to van Beyerland on 13
May 1640 in which projects are discussed for the phases after cataloguing and publication (cf.
ibid., 125-126).
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It is significant that the ‘catalyst’, so to speak, is someone who is living outside
Germany: Franckenberg in fact expresses the intention of contributing toward the
cataloguing already begun by van Beyerland without beginning one of his own, and
even suggests sending the originals he has found directly to Holland so they can be
inspected. In this way, a sort of documentary migration was being encouraged from
Germany to Holland, where Bohme was enthusiastically received between 1600
and 1700, and the country of adoption for his writings was certainly more accom-
modating than his country of origin, where the accusation of heresy still constituted
an insurmountable obstacle along the path to a possible acceptance of his works.

But the distribution of Bohme’s writings in Germany and the possibility of access
to the sources of his philosophy must still have been very limited at the beginning
of the following century if it is true that Franz von Baader, perhaps the greatest
nineteenth-century expert on the thinking of the German shoemaker, came into
contact with Béhme for the first time during his travels in England.?’” On the other
side of the English Channel, in fact, Bohme’s writings had become extraordinarily
widespread, having arrived directly from Holland during the reign of Charles 1.8
Hegel’s own edition of the works had also been sent to him from abroad, in this case
directly from Holland, by one of his students from his time in Jena, P. G. van Ghert.”
It is no coincidence that Hegel and Baader encounter Bohme’s work outside
Germany: Holland and England were in fact the two countries where Bohme’s
thought had spread most rapidly, leaving a permanent and profound mark on the
literature of both places.

1.2 Bohme and the Jena Circle

Let us return one last time to the Nightwatches of Bonaventura: an important detail
in reconstructing the gradual spread of interest among Romantics in Bohme’s mys-
ticism comes in fact from the biography of the author, August Klingemann, who in
1798 is enrolled at the law faculty at the University of Jena. At Jena, a focal point
for German Romanticism, Klingemann follows the lessons of Fichte and Schelling,

Y7Cf. Hamberger (1855), 9: “St. Martins ‘Trrthiimer und Wahrheiten’ lernte er erst im darauf
folgenden Jahre kennen, Bohme erst weit spiter wihrend seines Aufenthalts in England, nachdem er
die eigentlichen Grundgedanken dieses merkwiirdigen Mannes schon anticipirt, wenigstens die
offenbarsten Anklidnge an dieselben aus den Tiefen seines eigenen Geistes bereits hervorgeholt
hatte.” Baader begins to read Saint-Martin, himself an avid reader of Bohme, at the age of twenty-two
(one notes immediately that Baader read first Saint-Martin and only later, through reading Saint-
Martin himself, does he arrive at the writings of Jakob Béhme (cf. below, Chap. 1, Sect. 2.2). Baader
traveled in England between 1792 and 1796. Cf. also Procesi Xella (1976), 57.

2 For a very brief account of how Bohme’s works were received in England, see: AuN, ch. 2. 1 of
my introduction. On the reception of Bohme in London I refer to Muratori (2015).

2We shall be returning to this important point later (cf. below, Chap. 1, Sect. 3.1.1).
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becomes friendly with Clemens Brentano, and comes into contact with the circle
that has formed around the Schlegel brothers.*

The Jena group itself seems to have played a key role in the early phases of
Bohme’s reception between the end of the eighteenth and the early nineteenth
century, after years of relative silence around his name, and after his writings had
left for Holland and England. According to Burath, Jakob Bohme would be por-
trayed, alongside Klopstock, Hamann, Herder, Goethe and Schiller, as one of the
tutelary deities of the new generation of Romantics at Jena. This new generation
included Klingemann himself who, in the journal Memnon that he himself founded,
seems to be making a direct reference to the Morgenrote im Aufgang (Aurora) when
he writes: “When we feel the coming of day, it is time to announce the dawn.”*! The
spiritual dawn already announced in the title of Bohme’s first work is therefore to be
interpreted as a symbol of the fulfillment of an epoch-making change: Bohme’s
Aurora represented, in Burath’s view, nothing less than one of the foundations of the
new Romantic culture. Whether Klingemann intended to make a direct reference to
Bohme in that short fragment, or whether it was a more general comment (of course
the metaphor of dawn doesn’t belong only to Bohme), Burath’s view has the merit
of drawing attention to the climate of general enthusiasm for Jakob Bohme and
moreover for his prophetic dawn. Burath’s idea is, in this sense, certainly not new
but it ties directly with a commonly held view — generally accepted but rarely inves-
tigated in detail — of an all-pervading presence of Bohme’s language and themes in
the Frithromantik imagination, starting off with the expectations of rebirth expressed
through the metaphor of the rising dawn, shared also by authors such as Novalis and
F. Schlegel.*

But only by reconstructing the various phases of Bohme’s reception, with
particular attention to the gradual spread of the mystical texts, will it be possible to
make any conjecture as to the real influence exercised by Bohme’s work on early
German Romanticism, leaving aside Burath’s vague considerations regarding the
many allusions to Bohme’s dawn in the writings of the Romantics and instead
considering more closely the role played by that model constructed from the figure
of the mystical cobbler. It will be seen, in fact, how Bohme’s Romantic readers
appropriate certain key features that already belonged to the exegetic tradition
opened up by Franckenberg; but at the same time, the Romantic interpretation of
Bohme’s philosophy brings certain new elements into the picture that we have
already outlined: in effect, one can talk about a Romantic interpretation of Bohme
precisely because these elements are shared by various readers at the beginning of
the nineteenth century. In particular, consideration will be given to the two most

30n Klingemann’s years at Jena, see Burath (1948), ch. 2.
31bid., 66: “Wenn wir den Tag ahnen, ist es Zeit, auf die Morgenrote hinzudeuten.”

2Cf. ibid., 65: “Dazu kam nun, daB Jacob Bohmes ‘Aurora oder die Morgenréte im Aufgang’
(1612) von der jungen Generation als eines der ‘Urbiicher der neuen Kultur’ gefeiert wurde.
Friedrich Schlegel nannte es ‘die Morgenrote begriifen’, wenn er seine Ideen aussprach.”
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exemplary interpreters of the mystical cobbler, Ludwig Tieck and Friedrich
Schlegel, who played a particularly important role in the Romantic reception of
Bohme.*

1.2.1 Tieck’s “Hypochondriac Enthusiasm” for Bohme’s Writings

Ludwig Tieck was one of the first members of the Schlegel brothers’ circle to show
interest in the work of Bohme;* it was thanks to his enthusiastic presentations that
the themes of Bohme’s mysticism entered into the discussions of the group founded
by the Schlegels. Novalis and other intellectuals linked to the group came into
contact with the figure of Bohme through Tieck, who therefore had an important
function of precursor and, at the same time, of intermediary.*® It is not unlikely that
Klingemann himself, though not taking an active part in the group’s discussions on
Bohme, nevertheless sensed the climate of excitement surrounding Tieck’s rediscovery
of Bohme and his presentations at the Schlegel house, which was followed by the
spread of a wider interest in the cobbler and his mystical philosophy. In this sense
Pikulik has claimed that the introduction of Bohme’s mysticism into the Friihromantik
movement of Jena was one of the key aspects of Tieck’s literary activity, and that
Jakob Bohme was one of his most important personal discoveries.*’

On the recommendation of Tieck, who already owned a copy of Aurora in 1797,
Novalis borrowed Bohme’s work from the library at Weimar in August 1799,

3While the Romantic reception of Bohme was complex and had many aspects, it has to be empha-
sized from the very beginning that Enlightenment thinkers had given B6hme no consideration at
all, precisely due to the fanciful and confused nature of the shoemaker’s writings, but perhaps even
more because of the prejudices generated by the standard image of the inspired mystic-prophet that
accompanied and often preceded a direct knowledge of Bohme’s work between 1700 and 1800 (cf.
Mayer (1999), 45). Crescenzi (1996), 22, refers to a real “moral revulsion toward the Schwdrmerei
from representatives of the Aufkldrung”. Cf. also Sgrensen (1963), 134: “In allen westeuropdischen
Lindern war der Name Bohmes in den rationalistischen Kreisen als Ausdruck fiir Unverstand und
mystischen Unsinn fast sprichtwortlich geworden”.

#Liier (1997), 46-57, provides a detailed bibliography of existing studies on Tieck’s reception of
Bohme’s mysticism.

3 Cf. Schelling (1869-1870), vol. 2, 245: “Im Sommer 1799 traf Ludwig Tieck zum ersten Male
in Jena ein um Schlegel zu besuchen, und gleichzeitig kam Novalis von Weillenfels heriiber. Im
Oktober brachte Tieck zu lingerem Aufenthalte seine Familie mit und fand in Schlegels Haus
Unterkunft, von Novalis hdufig besucht. Diesen wie Schelling hatte er sich durch seine
Volksmirchen gewonnen und machte nun die beiden neuen Freunde auch mit Jakob Bohme
bekannt, iiber welchen er auch den Schlegels ein Gedicht fiir das Athendum verhie.” See also
Walsh (1978), 317.

3R. Paulin, in his famous biography of Tieck, also draws attention to the fact that Novalis’s interest
in Bohme was certainly encouraged by Tieck exhortations to read the works of the mystic (cf.
Paulin (1985), 104 et seq.) On the key role of Tieck cf. Mayer (1999), 51: “the Romantics do not
mention any intermediate source for their discovery of Bohme, but on the contrary expressly derive
it from Tieck’s chance encounter with Aurora”.

37Pikulik (2000), 16-17.
BCY. Liier (1997), 34.
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promising his friend that from then on he would carefully study it.*® The presence of
a complete edition of Bohme’s writings in nearby Weimar, whose library at that
time boasted a particularly fine collection that included rare works, is a factor of
primary importance, given that there were very few copies in private hands at that
time. As for the library at Jena, it can be supposed that the two more recent editions
of Theosophia Revelata (of 1715 and 1730) were acquired somewhere between
1800 and 1820, the year in which a catalogue was compiled that included both
titles.*® In any event, there can be no doubt that the creation of interest in Béhme the
mystic in the city of Jena, and in particular among the intellectuals close to the
Schlegel brothers, was possible above all thanks to the contribution of Tieck, who
used the regular meetings of the circle as a platform to present the object of his
recent discoveries and — at that time — the object of his great admiration.*' But
the conversations on Bohme that were started by Tieck had two effects: while on the
one hand they aroused interest and curiosity (especially, as already indicated, from
Novalis and F. Schlegel), on the other hand they brought obstinate opposition,
particularly from Fichte. At the opposite extreme to the distance shown by Fichte,
Plitt refers to the more open and amenable attitude shown by Schelling himself.*
Yet, much as with the others who took part in the conversations led by Tieck, it is
not easy to establish whether Schelling had already by that time moved from a
general curiosity for Bohme’s mysticism to one of actively reading his writings.*
This problem of whether or not there had been a transition from simple interest to
deeper study, which, as we have seen, was a crucial point for the transmission of the
image of the mystical cobbler over the hundred years following his death, is funda-
mentally important in understanding the nature of Jakob Bohme’s reception by the
Romantics, and its evolution.

Particularly interesting are the adjectives chosen by Plitt to describe Tieck’s
exposition — passionate (begeistert) and at the same time pugnacious, in replying to
Fichte’s disapproval — as well as the nouns used by Fichte to describe Bohme —

¥Cf. Mayer (1999), 9. On the exchange of views between Tieck and Novalis on Bohme’s
mysticism, see also Pikulik (2000), 212.

40For the research on the catalogues at the Handschriften-Abteilung of Thiiringer Universitéts- und
Landesbibliothek I am grateful to Ina Mille.

41t is relevant to mention the fact that the publication of Béhme’s works edited by Gichtel was
present in Tieck’s private library (cf. Anonymous (1970 [1849]), 328).

“2Schelling (1869-1870), vol. 2, 246-247: “Tieck trat dazu, wie schon erwihnt ward, noch als
begeisterter Lobredner Jakob Bohme’s auf und hatte manchen Kampf fiir ihn bestehen, denn
besonders Fichte wollte von dem Schwirmer oder ‘verworrenen Triumer’ nichts wissen, wihrend
Schelling sich den Bohmeschen Ideen zuginglich zeigte; doch 148t sich nicht erweisen, dal3 er
damals schon die Schriften des Theosophen, die er zum Theil kannte, genauer studirt habe,
vielmehr macht ein spéteres Wort von ihm das letztere unwahrscheinlich.”

43P, Mayer examines in detail the direct access and reading of Bohme’s work by the Jena group,
including Schelling himself, arguing that the general and rather vague interest in the mystic was
transformed only rarely into an active study of his writings (cf. Mayer (1999)). According to
S. Wollgast however, there can be no doubt that Schelling was introduced to the reading of Bohme
through Tieck and the circle of Jena Romantics (cf. Wollgast (1976), 164).
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enthusiast (Schwérmer), dreamer (Triumer).** The Begeisterung® attributed to
Tieck is strictly linked to the word Schwdrmer used by Fichte in a disparaging
manner: in fact, the word Schwdrmer — adopted for the first time by Luther to
describe those thinkers who are too independent and critical of the Reformation (for
example, Andreas Bodenstein, better known as Karlstadt) — soon became a synonym
of fanaticus, sectarius, haereticus, but with particular reference to the characteris-
tics of exaltation, of boundless excitement, so that between 1700 and 1800 the word
began to be generally used to define a restless spirit.*® It is therefore clear that head-
long passion (together often with a subversive tendency) is the distinctive feature of
Schwdrmer and Fichte’s criticism must have been directed at both the enthusiast
Jakob Bohme as well as Tieck’s headlong passion for the mystic, such as to make
the latter himself almost a Schwdrmer. In effect, Tieck’s relationship with Bohme’s
work was marked by alternate phases of enthusiastic and passionate reading and
periods of distance and skeptical indifference, with a seesaw attitude that also
characterized Tieck’s approach to his own literary production, which Hegel
described ironically in the Berlin review of Solger’s writings as the development of
a genuine hypochondria.*’

Tieck’s reception of Bohme’s mysticism can be divided into two main periods,
of which the first — certainly, from our point of view, the more interesting — covers
the years 1798-1802 (the meetings of the Jena circle in which Tieck spoke several
times on Bohme’s mysticism were between 1799 and 1801);* the second began in
1817 and continued to the final years of his literary activity.*’ As confirmation of the
fact that the Schlegel circle played a prime role in the discovery of Bohme the
mystic, Paola Mayer has underlined that Tieck abandoned his reading of Bohme’s
work, at least for a short time, after the group had disbanded.™ It is also worth
noting that Tieck’s return to studying Bohme’s work around 1817 coincided in time

#Cf. Schelling (1869-1870), vol. 2, 246-247.

41 translate Begeisterung as passion or inspiration, to distinguish it from Schwéirmerei, a more
specific term than Begeisterung which 1 render as excessive enthusiasm. Tieck would therefore
have presented his discovery of Bohme’s philosophy in an impassioned way; in Fichte’s view, the
passion of Tieck’s approach toward the shoemaker is absolutely anti-philosophical. This doesn’t
alter the fact that Begeisterung and Schwéirmerei are related and often used as synonyms.

4 Cf. DW, sub voce Schwiirmer: “Irrgeist, unruhigen Mensch.”

4T Werke 16, 460-461 (cf. TWA 11, 228-229). We shall return later to Hegel’s review of Solgers
nachgelassene Schriften und Briefwechsel (Solger (1826)), a text of fundamental importance in
understanding the reasons for Hegel’s criticism of the mystical tendency of Romanticism (cf.
below, Sect. 2.2.2).

4 According to Ederheimer (1904), 26, it is already possible to trace a clear influence of Bohme’s
mysticism in Abdallah (1792), and in particular in the teachings of Master Omar (who turns out in
the last part of the story to be an ambiguous and false character) to his disciple Abdallah.
Ederheimer writes in fact: “Tieck lernte Jacob Boehme sehr friith kennen” (ibid.). E. Liier points
out however that in the years that were crucial in his study of Béhme’s mysticism (1799-1803),
Tieck worked on Der Runenberg, in which the influence of reading Bohme would be more clearly
noticeable (cf. Liier (1997), 46).

#“Cf. Mayer (1999), 56 et seq.
OTbid., 60.
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with an exchange of letters between Tieck and Coleridge (through the mediation of
Henry Crabb Robinson), in which there is a reference to Bohme.’! Coleridge —
himself an enthusiastic reader of the shoemaker’s writings — also seems to regard
Tieck as an important source of information about the spread of interest for Bohme
in Germany between 1700 and 1800.%

While it is difficult to establish with any certainty if, and to what extent, the other
members of the circle, the so-called Schlegelei, had direct access to Bohme’s
writings, there is no doubt in the case of Tieck that his enthusiasm for the shoemaker
was accompanied by a reading of his texts: a copy of his complete works in the
publication edited by Gichtel was to be found in his personal library when it was
sold in Berlin after his death and for which occasion a detailed catalogue was
compiled.”® But during the early stage of his study, Tieck seems to absorb from
Bohme only isolated linguistic images or expressions and not an organic
philosophical vision,* so that there still remains a doubt as to the extent and depth
of his reading of Bohme in the years of his visits to the Jena circle. It is certain,
however, that the discussions about Bohme’s mysticism that Tieck had started
aroused the interest of at least half of those who regularly attended the Schlegel
group (including Novalis, Ritter and F. Schlegel, leaving the case of Schelling aside
for the moment), who then each declared their intention of devoting themselves to
reading Bohme’s work.% Tieck thus set off an operation of transposition: not only
did Bohme’s mysticism become one of the subjects discussed by the intellectuals of
Jena but through them it became absorbed within the very “spirit of the Romantics”.>
According to Ederheimer, in fact, the generation of the Romantics of Jena, starting
from Tieck, found in Bohme nothing less than the precursor of Romanticism, a

SICE. Coleridge (1956-1971), vol. 4, 750-751. Coleridge writes to Tieck on 4 July 1817: “Before
my visit to Germany in September, 1798, I had adopted (probably from Behmen’s Aurora, which
I'had conjured over at School) the idea, that Sound was =Light under the prapotence of Gravitation,
and Color =Gravitation under the prepotence of Light: and I have never seen reason to change my
faith in this respect.”

32Cf. ibid., 742: Coleridge writes in fact to Henry Crabb Robinson, who had stayed in Jena during
the years between 1802 and 1805. “Mr. Tieck mentioned an old German Divine — Was it Tauler? I
find in Heinsius three works under this name [...]. Would you be so good as to ask Mr Tieck if this
be the man, and this a correct list of his writings? Likewise, whether there were any Followers of
Jacob Behmen, of any note or worth, about the same time?” There was also a meeting between
Coleridge and Tieck in England in 1817; Robinson gives an account of it in his personal diary
(Robinson (1938), vol. 1, 208). On Robinson at Jena, see Robinson (2010) (see in particular the
introduction of J. Vigus).

3 Anonymous (1970 [1849]), 328: “Bohme, Jac. Alle gottliche Schriften etc. Herausg. mit B’s
Leben v. J. G. Gichtels. Portr. 8vo. s. 1. 1715.”

**In his study of the Romantic reception of Béhme’s mysticism, Ederheimer tries to examine
Bohme’s language and expressions in the three cited works. But in most cases the author is unable
to develop a convincing argument. So far as echoes of Bohme in Der Runenberg and in Kaiser
Octavianus, see Paulin (1985), 141-142. L. Pikulik points to the effect of Bohme’s Naturmystik on
Tieck’s Phantastus and Franz Sternbalds Wanderungen (Pikulik (2000), 258).

3 Cf. Mayer (1999), 101.
S Ederheimer (1904), 66.
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Romantic before the Romantics, whose mystical vision conformed with that of
Romanticism to such a degree as to constitute not only a source of inspiration but
almost a precedent to be reflected.”’

Before considering in more detail the reasons for the intrinsic Romanticism, so
to speak, in Bohme’s work, which Ederheimer uses almost to justify the sympathy
the Romantics felt toward the cobbler of Gorlitz, it is necessary to draw attention
once again to the complex question of the actual availability of the texts.® Paola
Mayer has carried out a careful study of this problem, which enables us to understand
how the model of the mystical cobbler continued also to influence the Romantic
reception of Bohme, characterized by a slow and often fragmented (as in the case of
Tieck) encounter with the mystic’s work, at a crossroads marking the start of a new
phase in the study of Bohme’s thought — which, according to some critics, would
never take off within the Romantik® — and a marked tendency toward almost holy
veneration of the figure of the mystical cobbler. Following therefore the general
lines of Mayer’s provocation, according to which the relationship of the Romantics
with Bohme’s mysticism takes the form, in various cases, of an arbitrary reinvention
of the figure of the shoemaker inspired by the traditions already created by
Franckenberg, it is necessary to consider the Romantic reception of Bohme in terms
of a complex phenomenon which opens the door to the reintroduction of Béhme’s
work in Germany and at the same time becomes heavily influenced by the
hagiographic interpretation of the mystic’s life, which was able to spread due to the
very absence of principal sources.

In effect, Tieck’s first encounter with Béhme’s writings around 1798 happens
completely by chance, as he himself admits. In An den Grafen Wolf von Baudissin
aus Holstein he states that he had been led to read Béhme by a nostalgia, by a
passion for the religious element which had developed directly from his love of
poetry. His encounter with Bohme’s work is described in terms of a genuine revela-
tion.® In a letter to Novalis dated 2 December 1798, Friedrich Schlegel declares:
“Tieck is studying Jakob Bohme with great passion. He is surely on the right path

S1bid., 10-11: “Ihrer ganzen Denkweise nach sind die Romantiker ihm [Béhme] verwandt, sein
Leben und Wirken, gewidmet der Treue, der Wahrhaftigkeit, verbunden mit einer gliihenden
Phantasie, war an sich schon angetan, die Aufmerksamkeit der Romantiker auf sich zu lenken. Er
selbst war Romantiker. Die meisten jener Grundziige, die das Wesen der Romantik ausmachen,
finden in ihm ihr Spiegelbild.”

1n addition to Mayer (1999), see also Mayer (1996), 247-259.

% Cf. Baumgardt (1927), 224-225. According to Baumgardt, Baader is to be regarded as the only
scholar to have really studied Bohme in the years of the Romantik, to which he nevertheless
remained at least partially extraneous.

SOCf. Tieck (1966), vol. 11, Ixxiii et seq. (cited also in Liier (1997), 35): “Indem ich, von selbst
getrieben, nach Vollstdndigkeit, oder Umsicht strebte, entwirrte sich aus der Liebe zur Poesie eine
Sehnsucht zum Religiosen, ein Zufall gab mir den B6hme in die Hand, und ich ward geblendet von
dem Glanz des innigsten, blithendsten Lebens, von der Fiille der Erkenntnif3, erschiittert ward ich
von dem Tiefsinn, und von dem Aufschluf} begliickt, der sich aus diesem neuentdeckten Reiche
iiber alle Ritsel des Lebens und des Geistes verbreitete.” See also Mayer (1999), 56.
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there”,®! from which can be seen the attention with which Tieck’s discovery of
Bohme’s mysticism was also followed by other members of the Jena circle. The
reference to passion — “the love of poetry”, out of which his interest in Bohme’s
mysticism developed, and the love, the passion which, according to Schlegel,
animated his discovery of Bohme’s writings — is a central element in Tieck’s recep-
tion of Bohme’s thought, and also enables us to sense the tone of his presentations
at the Schlegel house. Tieck in fact arrives at the mysticism through his poetry: the
mysticism is therefore seen as the direct continuation and natural fulfillment of the
poet’s work.

In his review of the writings of Solger already mentioned, Hegel makes a significant
attack on the way that Tieck describes the birth of his passion for the mystics (and
for Bohme in particular): starting precisely here, from Hegel’s criticism, it is
possible to reconstruct the characteristics of the interpretation of Béhme that was
begun by Tieck and continued, as we shall see, by other members of the Jena group
of Romantics. A crucial passage in the review of Solger’s writings gives us a first
glimpse of Hegel’s objections to the Romantic reception of Bohme, highlighting
already several fundamental elements in Hegel’s attitude to Bohme’s mysticism, to
which he will later return in detail.

Thus he was led by “the love of poetry, of the eccentric and antique, initially with almost
sacrilegious frivolity” (it is not evident in what the sacrilege would have consisted) “to the
mystics, especially to J. Bohme, who so took possession of all my vital forces that I wanted
only from this perspective to understand Christianity, the most vital word in the image of
the struggling and self-transfiguring forces of nature, and now all ancient and more recent
philosophy became for me only a historical phenomenon” (the opposite happens with phil-
osophical cognition, since mysticism and its formations become historical phenomena to
it). “From my wonderland I read Fichte and Schelling, and found them light, not profound
enough, and at the same time only silhouettes or fragments of that infinite sphere full of
wonders” (light, because the mystical need was concerned only with the general sense, the
abstract idea [...], not with thought as such; not profound enough because in the form and
development of thought the appearance of depth dissolves for the person who is ignorant of
thought, since one tends to consider a content deep only in the condition of its concentration
and often, as happens mostly in J. Bohme, of fantastical confusion and rigidity, but one
tends to mistake the depth in its unfolding).®?

S'KFSA, vol. 24: Die Periode des Athenciums (25 Juli 1797 - Ende August 1799), 207: “Tieck
studiert den Jakob Bohme mit groBer Liebe. Er ist da gewill auf dem rechten Wege.”

2 Werke 16, 458459 (cf. TWA 11, 227): “so fiihrte ihn ‘die Liebe zur Poesie, zum Sonderbaren
und Alten, anfangs fast mit frevlem Leichtsinne (- worin das Frevelhafte bestanden hitte, sieht
man nicht —) zu den Mystikern, vorziiglich zu J. Béhme, der sich aller meiner Lebenskrifte so
bemichtigt hatte, daB ich nur von hier aus das Christentum verstehen wollte, das lebendigste Wort
im Abbild der ringenden und sich verkldarenden Naturkrifte, und nun wurde mir alle alte und
neuere Philosophie nur historische Erscheinung’ (das Umgekehrte geschieht der philosophischen
Erkenntnif3, als welcher der Mystizismus und dessen Gestaltungen zu historischen Erscheinungen
werden —); ‘Von meinem Wunderlande aus las ich Fichte und Schelling und fand sie leicht, nicht
tief genug, und gleichsam nur als Silhouetten oder Scheiben aus jener unendlichen Kugel voll
Wunder’ (— leicht, weil es dem mystischen Bediirfnil nur um den allgemeinen Sinn, die abstrakte
Idee [...] nicht um das Denken als solches zu thun war; nicht fief genug, weil in der Form und
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Hegel’s criticism is particularly exact:%* the quotes from Tieck are followed in
parentheses by Hegel’s objections, often in a sarcastic tone. The text therefore offers
a fairly clear presentation of the key points that form the basis of Tieck’s interpreta-
tion of mysticism in general and Bohme’s in particular. Alongside his love of poetry
which had triggered his interest in mysticism, there was also his curiosity for all that
was extraordinary, unusual and antique, so that Tieck began to interest himself in the
mystics with what he later described as a “sacrilegious frivolity” — and of what
exactly this sacrilege consisted is not apparent, Hegel observes ironically.5 Bohme’s
mysticism, into which Tieck plunges and passionately devotes himself, becomes his
Wunderlande, his wonderland, from which to observe and judge the developments
in the new German philosophy — Fichte and Schelling — which in comparison seem
too light, or lacking in depth, according to the German text. One notes the term
Wunder, which means extraordinary or miraculous, and plays a key part in the story
of the master’s life as told by the disciple Franckenberg, where Bohme was presented
as an almost divine being. Tieck’s words echo the same point of view expressed by
Franckenberg, so that, further on in the text referred to, Bohme’s mysticism is
described as “an infinite magic sphere” (or, literally, an infinite sphere full of
miracles, “unendlich[e] Kugel voll Wunder”), of which the philosophies of Schelling
and Fichte are only partial and incomplete visions. According to Tieck the mystical
approach therefore consists of plummeting into the depths of an extraordinary
abyss, from which and through which to reconsider not only the history of philoso-
phy (new philosophies suddenly appear only as historical expressions, phenomena),
but also Christianity itself. Hegel’s comment about Tieck’s mystical enthusiasm
hinges precisely on the opposition between the accusation of superficiality made
against the new German philosophy and the depth of recently discovered mysti-
cism: Tieck in fact wrongly applies this criterion, without giving due attention to the
systematic development of each philosophy (or rather to the achievement of depth),
but allowing himself to be dragged along by the imaginative confusion and the
apparent depth of certain mysticism — where the accusation is directed principally
at certain aspects of Bohme’s mysticism.%

Entwickelung des Gedankens der Schein der Tiefe dem des Gedankens Unkundigen verschwindet,
denn tief pflegt man einen Gehalt nur im Zustand seiner Koncentration und oft, wie er bei J. Bchme
am meisten vorkommt, einer phantastischen Verwirrung und Hérte zu finden, das Tiefe aber in
seiner Entfaltung zu verkennen —).” Hegel quotes from a letter from Tieck to Solger.

S Poggeler (1999) commented on Hegel’s criticism of Tieck in Solger-Rezension. In particular, on
the passage I have quoted, see 212.

%“The same letter of Tieck cited by Hegel and also referred to by J. von Eichendorff in his
Geschichte der poetischen Literatur Deutschlands. Eichendorff, however, comments on the
expression “mit frevlem Leichtsinn” (“with sacrilegious frivolity”) referring to Tieck’s duplicitous
relationship with Bohme’s mysticism, a wavering between frantic enthusiasm and bitter delusion
(cf. Eichendorff (1970-1988), vol. 3, 800-801).

%The accusation of false depth directed toward Bohme ought to be discussed in its own context:
Hegel certainly doesn’t consider Bohme’s mysticism as superficial (leicht, to use Tieck’s word), as
it might seem from these lines, but on the contrary, in the Lectures on the History of Philosophy
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But what characterizes Tieck’s approach to Bohme’s mysticism is above all the
mediation which, as he himself declares and as Hegel relates in his review of
Solger’s writings, leads him to discover the mystics, meaning poetry.®® Mysticism
and poetry, from Tieck’s point of view, have in fact a remarkable affinity, and this is
why he declares that he began reading the mystics from poetry. Indeed it could be
said that, according to Tieck, poetry is found completely in mysticism and mysticism
in turn throws light on the possibilities intrinsic to the work of the poet: “only in
poetry did I recognise mysticism and holiness™,%’ as if to say that poetry reveals both
the path of mysticism and the understanding of sanctity, giving expression to the
“longing for the religious” (“Sehnsucht zum Religiosen”).®

The interconnection between poetry, mysticism and religious sentiment provides
the context within which Tieck introduces his interpretation of the work — and even
more the figure — of Jakob Béhme. Even his presentation of Bohme’s mysticism to
the Schlegel group was therefore heavily influenced by his own guiding ideas about
Bohme’s thought, and first of all by the conviction that there is a profound link
between poetry and mysticism which can be understood particularly clearly in the
case of the Gorlitz shoemaker. Not only does his love of poetry result in his interest
in the mystics, but the mystic himself (in this particular case Bohme) is regarded by
Tieck as a sort of poet, who at times seems to take on the clear characteristics of the
prophet.®®

This is the context of Hegel’s final critical observation with which the passage
quoted ends, aimed at Tieck’s enthusiasm for the “fantastical confusion” that is
typical of Bohme’s writing. The term fantastical (phantastisch) in fact refers to the
specific role played by fantasy in the Friihromantiker’s elaboration of the concept
and the role of poetry. Fantasy, in Ederheimer’s view, represents the strongest point
of contact between Poesie, a fundamental theme for the Romantics of the Jena
circle, and the mysticism of Bohme: based on this common link is not only the
personal relationship of Tieck with the work of Bohme, but also and above all the
attraction that the figure of the mystical cobbler could exercise more generally on

dedicated to the shoemaker, he repeatedly praises his philosophical depth. In this sense Hegel’s
accusation is directed more to the fact that Tieck tends to underline the less important aspects of
Bohme’s mysticism (with particular reference to the fantastical confusion), thus misunderstanding
the real philosophical significance of his thought, which lies elsewhere.

%On the key role played by poetry in Tieck’s works, see Eichendorff (1970-1988), vol. 3, 797,
who refers to the “revolution against the pompous worldprose” (“Revolution gegen die aufgeblasene
Weltprosa”) of Tieck and Novalis. See also von Friesen (1871), vol. 2, 166: “Was Tieck an
J. Bohme zumeist fesseln muBte, ist mit wenigen Worten ausgesprochen. Es ist die tiefsinnige und
erhabene Poesie, die, ungeachtet aller Schwiéchen und Méngel, aus seinen Schriften herausstrahlt”
(also quoted in Liier (1997), 38).

%’Cited in Eichendorff (1970-1988), vol. 3, 799: “Nur in der Poesie erkannte ich die Mystik und
das Heilige”.

% Tieck (1966), Ixxviii et seq.

“Cf. Mayer (1999), 56. It is particularly interesting to note that in the years in which Tieck’s
enthusiasm for Bohme’s work is overtaken by disenchantment and delusion, the prophet Jakob
Bohme is transformed in Tieck’s view into a false prophet (ibid., 67).
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various members of the first generation of Romantics.”® Through Jakob Bohme the
Romantics, following Tieck, reach an awareness of the fact that a certain type of
mysticism is naturally rooted in the Romantik itself, which is represented almost as
a development and a reworking of the purposes of mysticism.”!

In this respect it seems particularly significant that the reception of Bohme’s
mysticism by the Romantics occurred in several cases also in the form of poetry,
demonstrating the inner harmony of B6hme’s baroque mysticism and their poetical
expression. Novalis for example, with whom Tieck would have immediately shared
his new interest during the years between 1798 and 1801, writes to his friend that he
anxiously awaits his poetry on Béhme.”? Although Bohmian images and expres-
sions are to be found in various poetical compositions by Tieck, it is not clear
whether the poetry on Bohme that Novalis awaited was ever written;”? their shared
interest in the mystic reemerges, however, in Novalis’s poem entitled An Tieck, in
which the author makes wide use of the language typical of Bohme’s mysticism.™
Indeed, in a comment by Friedrich Schlegel we read: “Romantic poems of all kinds
on and as from Jak.[ob] Bohme”” — where the qualification “on and as from” is
particularly noteworthy and demonstrates as much the role played by Bohme as a
source of inspiration for the Romantics, as the consonance between the poetic
production of Romanticism and the parallel elaboration of Bohme’s thought.

Hegel’s criticism of the interpretation of mysticism provided by Tieck shows its
point of strength in its attack on the theory according to which mysticism is said to
be expressed naturally in the form of poetry, rather than in the articulated and logical
process of conceptual development, as is written in Hegel’s review. Baumgardt, the
author of an important study on the relationship between Franz von Baader and the
early Romantics, emphasizes the fact that the Romantic reception of Bohme’s
mysticism (considering in this case not only Tieck but also other members of the
Jena circle) was centered on their admiration for that form of Gedankenpoesie — a
complex blend of poetry and conceptual elaboration — which the Romantics thought

70Ederheimer (1904), 8 and 11.
Tbid., 8: “Die Mystik ist demnach von selbst in der Romantik begriindet.”

2Tieck (1864), vol. 1, 306: “Auf Alles bin ich gespannt — besonders auch auf Dein Gedicht iiber
Bohme.” The letter is undated.

"1n all probability, this is the same poem on Béhme promised for the review Athendium edited by
the Schlegel brothers, and to which Plitt refers (cf. Schelling (1869-1870), vol. 2, 245).

"1n this respect cf. Paulin (1985), 141. There is also a letter from A. W. Schlegel to Tieck (Tieck
(1864), vol. 3, 250) which contains as a postscript: “Noch eins: Schreib an F. von Hardenberg tiber
seine eingesandten Gedichte, oder schicke sie mir zuriick, damit ich es thun kann. Besser wire es
aber, Du thétest es, da ich mich auf Jakob Bohme noch gar nicht verstehe” (letter 10, dated: Berlin,
28 May 1801). According to Ederheimer, Novalis’s reception of Bohme’s mysticism completed the
work of elaboration begun by Tieck: only through Novalis would Bohme’s mysticism in fact be
finally appreciated for its links with Romantic Poesie (cf. Ederheimer (1904), 66). P. Mayer, on the
other hand, moves in a completely opposite direction, tending to reduce the real effect of Béhme
on Novalis and the significance of the latter’s reading of the shoemaker’s work (cf. Mayer (1999),
77 et seq.). Cf. also Bonheim (1996), 314-319.

SKFSA, vol. 16 (Zur Poesie und Literatur II), 305 (613): “Romantische Gedichte jeder Art iiber
und aus Jak.[ob] Bohme.”
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they could detect in the work of Jakob Bohme the mystic, who revealed himself in
this respect to be a true forerunner of the Romantik.”® Tieck, in particular, found in
Bohme’s writings an example of that mixture of poetical expression and religious
spirit through which to create a new philosophy inspired by mysticism:”” for this
reason the work of the German philosopher appeared as the very incarnation of the
Romantic ideal, a point of encounter and conjunction between poetical inspiration,
mystical depth and religious purpose.”® The recurrence of the image of dawn in
Romantic literature of this period, as Burath recalled, could also be justified by the
desire to acknowledge and appreciate Bohme’s writing from a literary and even
stylistic point of view, highlighting the role that imagery and metaphor played in his
writings, giving them a poetical character.

It has already been pointed out that Tieck abandoned and resumed his reading of
Theosophia Revelata several times, alternating between periods of great exaltation
and then of distance and reassessment, marked by the exercise of a faculty that was
itself widely found in the approach and literary production of many Romantics and
which is presented by Tieck himself as almost the counterpart of mystical enthusi-
asm, namely the faculty to doubt. Indeed, the very desire to explore the depths of
mysticism inevitably carries with it the need for doubt.” The result of this move-
ment between the two poles of excessive enthusiasm and of a more cool (kiikl) and
calculated tendency to doubt, produced that uncertain course, that syncopated
rhythm between absolute devotion to Bohme’s writings and sudden abandonment,
which Hegel christened “Tieck’s hypochondria”.

In this way — moving between enthusiasm and uncertainty — Tieck confronts the
discovery of an author still barely known in Jena at the time of the Schlegel group,
but whose fame as an inspired and controversial mystic had certainly gone before

76Cf. Baumgardt (1927), 225.

77Cf. Paulin (1985), 99-100: “Tieck finds poetry and religion finely fused in the Spanish baroque
drama of Calder6n, but he finds an even more appealing fount of inspiration in the old German
heresiarch Jacob Bohme. B6hme was, in Heinrich Jung-Stilling’s later words, manna to the mysti-
cally-inclined religious.” Note the comparison between Bohme and Calderén, demonstrating the
fact that the Romantic reception of the mystic of Gorlitz takes place entirely on the level of literary
tradition, well before the philosophical tradition (in Tieck’s view, in fact, Fichte and Schelling
appeared superficial in relation to the depth of Bohme’s mysticism). Poggeler also insists on the
Romantic conjunction of poetry, religion and mysticism, underlying in particular Hegel’s distance
from this position: “Tieck spricht also der Philosophie ein mystisches Bediirfnis zu und stellt sie
neben Religion und Poesie — wie Hegel sagen konnte: in den Bereich des absoluten Geistes. Aber
Tieck will dieser Mystik nicht die Form des Denkens geben” (cf. Poggeler (1999), 211). Lastly, on
Jung-Stilling as reader of Bohme, see Mayer (1999), 44.

BCf. Sdnchez de Murillo (1986), 191: “Jacob Bohme wurde in der Romantik als ein Ereignis
gefeiert. Der Philosophus Teutonicus erschien als Inkarnation des romantischen Wissenschaftsideal,
das in der alles liebenden Liebe, nicht im sich wissenden Wissen, Sinn und Ziel der Geschichte
sieht.”

Cf. for example Eichendorff (1970-1988), vol. 3, 800, where Eichendorff quotes Tieck: “Bei
meiner Lust am Neuen, Seltsamen, Tiefsinnigen, Mystischen lag auch stets in meiner Seele eine
Lust am Zweifel und der kiihlen Gewohnlichkeit und ein Ekel meines Herzens, mich freiwillig
berauschen zu lassen.”
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him. On the other hand, Tieck’s admission about his problematic relationship with
Bohme’s mysticism offers the possibility of establishing a link with Friedrich
Schlegel, another important Romantic reader of Bohme. The conscious movement
between the two extremes of enthusiasm and doubt did in fact, according to Schlegel,
constitute a characteristic feature of the ironic attitude.® Eichendorff speaks in this
respect of a Doppelnatur, meaning a perpetual oscillation, or suspension, between
mysticism and doubt, between enthusiasm and ironic distance; this double nature is
not only that of Tieck, but is also a part of Schlegel’s attitude.®! One could indeed
regard this concept — in Eichendorff’s terms — as the key element through which to
provide an interpretation of the Romantic rediscovery of the mystics, and of Bohme
in particular: from Tieck, to Schlegel, to Novalis, right up to Solger, the relationship
between the Frithromantik and mysticism appears marked by this inner duplicity.
The same Romantic reception of Bohme, which starts with Tieck’s enthusiastic
presentations at the Schlegel circle, then passes through alternate phases, including
the loss of interest by its first promoter, and continues in a far from linear manner,
so that the Romantics will never manage to free themselves from this double-edged
relationship with the study of Bohme’s writings, thus remaining caught up at the
level of veneration, of enthusiasm for the Gorlitz cobbler, or in an entirely opposite
attitude.®

From Solger’s writings, published by his friend Tieck after his early death, Hegel
extracts a significant phrase regarding the Romantic conception of mysticism:
“mysticism [Mystik] is the mother of irony when it looks to reality; when it looks to
the eternal world it is the child of enthusiasm or inspiration.”®* The very concept of
mysticism elaborated by the first Romantics shows within it a Doppelnatur.
Following Solger’s reasoning we can deduce that the attitude of the Romantics
toward mysticism was determined in the last analysis by the two-fold nature of the
same object under investigation: mysticism in fact appeared to the Romantics as a
hybrid path, tending toward the heights of divine inspiration, and at the same time

80The attention directed by Schlegel to the philosophical role of irony, considered as a fundamental
role of Friihromantik, gained him the name of “Vater der Ironie” (Werke 16, 465; cf. TWA 11, 233).
On the points of contact and difference between the way in which Schlegel, Tieck and Solger
understand the concept of irony, see TWA 11, 257. In particular, on the concept of [ronie in
Schlegel, see Behler (1997), ch. 4: Friedrich Schlegels Theorie der Ironie. On Tieck’s changing
attitude see also a comment by Kierkegaard in Uber den Begriff der Ironie, quoted by Vieweg
(2007), 107.

81Cf. Eichendorff (1970-1988), vol. 3, 800-801: “Als er [Tieck] nun aber so leicht und willkiirlich
in die Intentionen der Romantik eingegangen, mufite jene Doppelnatur, jene kiihle Lust am
Tiefsinnigen und am Gewohnlichen, an der Mystik und am Zweifel notwendig mit der von Novalis
und Friedrich Schlegel gar ernst gemeinten Romantik selbst in immer bedenklicheren Zwiespalt
geraten und, weil sie eben nur Lust war, endlich in jene feine Ironie umschlagen, die uns iiberall
absichtlich herausfiihlen 148t, da3 der Autor an alles das, womit er so geistreich spielt, eigentlich
doch selber nicht glaube.”

82Cf. Baumgardt (1927), 225.

8 Werke 16, 489 (cf. TWA 11, 257): “Die Mystik [...] ist, wenn sie nach der Wirklichkeit hinschaut,
die Mutter der Ironie, wenn nach der ewigen Welt, das Kind der Begeisterung oder Inspiration.”
Hegel quotes from: Solger (1826), vol. 1, 689.
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intimately bound to the dimension of doubt, of irony (even wit, Witz), remaining
suspended in this way between two apparently irreconcilable opposites.®*

In this respect, both Tieck’s interpretation of Bohme’s mysticism as well as that
advanced by Schlegel form part of a broader picture, since both move on a common
and shared terrain, which is Romanticism’s encounter with the problem of the
mystical phenomenon and the discussion as to its significance. Beyond this general
consideration, there were further points of contact between Tieck’s interpretation
and that of Schlegel, especially insofar as the natural connection between mysticism
and poetry (and therefore the role of the mystic as poet). An examination of certain
significant comments provided by Schlegel on Bohme’s mystical philosophy will
make it possible to focus more precisely on the characteristics and the complex
evolution of Béhme’s reception by the Romantics of Jena.

1.2.2 Bohme’s Poesie According to Friedrich Schlegel

As Paola Mayer has rightly pointed out, F. Schlegel is the only early Jena Romantic
in relation to whom we can be sure without any shadow of doubt that his interest in
Bohme’s work was also translated into careful and lengthy study: there is evidence
of this in the abundance of notes and comments on Bohme’s mysticism — including
observations directly relating to the interpretation of his writings — as well as praise
for Bohme in his literature and philosophy lectures of 1805.35 Schlegel’s interpreta-
tion, in its fundamental approach, retains some of the main characteristics of Tieck’s
interpretation, but is presented at the same time in a more complex and detailed
manner, so that Bohme assumes an increasingly central role in the course of
Schlegel’s reflection — we therefore witness an evolution in his interpretation and
not just a wavering interest, as in the case of Tieck.

Bohme’s name appears for the first time in the letter mentioned above, addressed
to Novalis, in which Schlegel tells his friend of the great interest that Tieck was
devoting at that time to Bohme’s work.% Schlegel himself began in all probability to

%The same wit is characterized by Schlegel as divine (see for example the following fragment
from Ideen (1800), in KFSA, vol. 2, 258: “[26] Witz ist die Erscheinung, der dufire Blitz der
Fantasie. Daher seine Géttlichkeit, und das Witzénhliche der Mystik.”

8 Mayer (1999), 114 and 129. Mayer notes in particular that the absence of relevant comments on
Bohme in Novalis’s writings lead to a drastic reassessment of the theory that Bohme’s mysticism
had a decisive effect on the evolution of von Hardenberg’s philosophical and literary ideas. In this
sense the famous statement by Novalis himself in a letter to Tieck (“Jakob Boehme lese ich jetzt
im Zusammenhange und fange an, ihn zu verstehen, wie er verstanden werden muss”, in Tieck
(1864), vol. 1, 305 et seq.) — which Ederheimer emphasizes, according to which Novalis is said to
be the Romantic reader par excellence of the shoemaker’s writings (cf. Ederheimer (1904), 57
et seq.) — is not substantiated, for example, in a series of reading notes, which provide fundamental
evidence in the case of Schlegel. Hellerich (1995), 89-91, briefly discusses the theory, already
advanced by J. Neubauer, of a direct effect of the reading of Bohme on one of Novalis’s Geistliche
Lieder.

8 Cf. Mayer (1999), 115. On the textual evidence regarding Schlegel’s first contacts with Bohme’s
mysticism, the picture outlined by Cuniberto (1991), 77 is particularly clear.
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take an interest in Bohme in the wake of Tieck’s “great love” for Bohme’s mysticism:
according to Behler, the discussions (already referred to) at the house of the
Schlegels on the mystic’s work rediscovered by Tieck had a direct influence on the
thought of F. Schlegel, particularly insofar as it relates to the progressive importance
attributed to symbology®” and to the observation of nature in philosophical specula-
tion.®® From the beginning, Schlegel therefore brings the themes of Bohme’s
mysticism presented by Tieck into his own personal horizon of research, in such a
way that Bohme’s contribution in the last analysis seems far from marginal in
relation to the development of certain fundamental motifs in Schlegel’s thought:
indeed, Theosophia Revelata is an active presence on the philosophical path it takes
from the years 1799—-1800. Above all, the progressive increase in interest for Bohme
seems to run parallel to the development of a new concept of Mystizismus on
the part of Schlegel.® The interpretation of Bohme plays a fundamental role in the
context of a broader speculation around the characteristics and significance of the
mystical phenomenon, above all regarding the interconnection between mysticism
and poetry — a theme that inevitably recalls Tieck’s interpretation. But unlike Tieck,
for whom mysticism cannot be distinguished in reality from a generic aesthetic
approach, Schlegel undertakes a process of philosophical re-elaboration of the sig-
nificance of mysticism, with the aim of revealing its speculative depth.” In this
context, Bohme’s contribution to Schlegel’s study on Mystizismus appears complex,
multi-faceted and one might say all-pervading: Bohme’s mysticism is repeatedly
cited as an example of that particularly delicate and unusual encounter between
poetry, philosophical profoundness and careful use of language (later we shall see
how these aspects are linked together), from which Romantic literature ought to
gain inspiration. The rediscovery of Bohme and interest in the history of mysticism
in general, which, as we have seen, are recurring themes in the output of the early
Romantics,” are intermingled in Schlegel’s case with original philosophical
elements thanks to which his interpretation of Jakob Bohme’s mysticism seems
particularly interesting. Starting off from the ideas put forward by Tieck, Schlegel is
the first of the Jena Romantics to elaborate a philosophical conception of Bohme’s
mysticism, based on the following key points: the importance of mysticism for the

87The concept of mysticism itself is interpreted by Schlegel in a particular phase of his reflection as
a form of symbolism (cf. Behler (1966), 77).

88 Cf. ibid., 79.

% As for the evolution of the concept of mysticism in Schlegel’s thought, see ibid. In particular in
the years around the publication of Athendum, Schlegel had interpreted mysticism in terms of a
“poetische[r] Symbolismus” (cf. ibid.). In Athendum Schlegel published a fragment containing the
following ‘definition’ of mysticism: “[398] Der Mystizismus ist die midBigste und wohlfeilste aller
philosophischen Rasereien. Man darf ihm nur einen einzigen absoluten Widerspruch kreditieren,
er weil} alle Bediirfnisse damit zu bestreiten und kann noch groen Luxus treiben” (KFSA, vol. 2,
240).

OCf. Behler (1992), 265-266. Behler emphasizes the fact that Schlegel and Novalis used to define
their own intellectual attitude as mystical.

! According to E. Ederheimer the rediscovery of mysticism was an essential factor in the very defi-
nition of the intellectual and literary orientation of the Romantik: Ederheimer (1904), 8.
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elaboration of a philosophical language (and the German language in particular);
the concept of Poesie and its relationship with mysticism, and the relationship
between mysticism and Naturphilosophie (from which point of view Bohme is
emblematic).

We should recall Schlegel’s fragment, mentioned above, referring to Bohme’s
presence (almost omnipresence) in the literary, and in particular poetical production
of Romanticism.?” It is a passing comment, but at the same time fundamental for our
study: Schlegel in fact vouches for the broad penetration of Bohme within the
Romantik movement, for which the mystical cobbler is a source of inspiration and,
at the same time, of admiration — poems are composed that draw on Bohme’s mysti-
cism or present it directly as their theme. The reasons for this intimate resonance
must be sought, according to Schlegel, as much in the natural link between Romantic
Poesie and the very spirit of mysticism,” as in the characteristics of that particular
mysticism expressed in the work of Jakob Bohme, a mysticism unique of its kind.
Bohme’s mysticism is in fact a form of poetry, and Bohme is included for this rea-
son within the German-language poetical tradition.”* In other places Schlegel com-
pares Bohme’s work to that of other great poets (Milton and Dante, for example)
with which, in his view, it shares not only the depth and fantastic wealth of poetical
vision, but also a refinement of expression.” Elsewhere, Theosophia Revelata is
likened to the writings of Shakespeare, so that the shoemaker of Gorlitz is presented
almost as the German equivalent of the English bard. For example, in the eleventh
of his lessons on the History of the Old and New Literature, Bohme is presented as
a prototype and incarnation of the Genie — a key concept of the Romantik and a
fundamental theme in Schlegel’s thought.” The creative capacity of the man of
genius is expressed first of all in the “gift of language”, and it is from this point of
view that Shakespeare and Bohme can be compared to each other. Shakespeare in
fact drew inspiration from the Volkspoesie, from the popular poetical tradition, and

2KFSA, vol. 16 (Zur Poesie und Literatur II), 305 (613).

%1In this respect, see for example the following fragment: “Das Romantische fiir x[Poesie], was
d[as] Absolute fiir Myst[ik], das Primitive fiir ¢o[Philosophie]” (ibid., 262 [102]).

94 Cf. ibid., 333 (936): “Die dritte Epoche d[er] deutschen n[Poesie] (I) burgund[isch] 2) schwib.
[isch]) ist Jak.[ob] Bohme.”

SKFSA, vol. 6 (Geschichte der alten und neuen Literatur, Fiinfzehnte Vorlesung), 364-365.

%Cf. ibid., 255: “Sehen wir auch auf den erfinderischen Geist und die Gabe der Sprache, und
vergleichen wir die Philosophie mit der Dichtkunst, so ist auch in dieser Hinsicht das Genie kein
ausschlieBendes Vorrecht der Gelehrten. Konnte ein Shakespeare, der sich doch ganz an die
Volkspoesie anschlof}, eine Hohe und Tiefe der Darstellung erreichen, in welcher den kunstreich-
sten Nachdenkens, und jener hohern und geheimen Philosophie erschépfen konnte, welche damals
aus dem Kreise der Wort- und Schriftgelehrten verstolen war. Dies findet seine volle Anwendung
auf jenen Mann, dessen Name schon den Aufgeklirten ein Argernis und den Gebildeten eine
Torheit ist; den sogenannten teutonischen Philosophen, Jakob Bohme, der zu seiner Zeit nicht blof3
in Deutschland, sondern auch in andern Léindern, in Holland und in England viele eifrige Anhénger
hatte, zu denen auch jener, durch sein Ungliick so beriihmte K6nig Karl von England gehorte.” The
concept of Genie recurs repeatedly in the Athendums-Fragmente (see, for example, no. 119, in
KFSA, vol. 2, 184: “Genie kann man eigentlich nie haben, nur sein. Auch gibt es keinen Pluralis
von Genie, der hier schon im Singularis steckt. Genie ist nemlich ein System von Talenten”).
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it is on this — not on the language and theories of experts (“Wort- und
Schriftgelehrten™) — that his masterpieces are founded, in a perfect fusion between
philosophical depth of representation and the form of expression used.’” In the same
way, the shoemaker Jakob Bohme, someone as distant as ever from the world of
educated professors (those whom he himself called “Mr Know-alls”)*® managed
nevertheless to create a philosophical language for his writings, and in this respect
he is a prime example of the absolute lack of education and schooling — something
that has always and inevitably irritated scholars. In Jakob Béhme, Schlegel adds, the
disparity between his extraordinary creative capacity and his remoteness from the
education and language that characterizes the Gelehrte emerges even more clearly
than in the case of Shakespeare, and therefore the “gift of language” appears even
more apparent to anyone reading Theosophia Revelata.

Itis notable how Schlegel follows here the interpretative tradition of Franckenberg:
he returns once more to the theme of Bohme’s exceptional abilities and the striking
contrast between the greatness of the author’s work and his humble origins. But in
this context, the bold parallel between Shakespeare and Bohme and the latter’s
inclusion within the classical tradition of German poetry — in which he represents
one specific stage of development, the third — constitute two new elements in
Schlegel’s interpretation.

In another part of the same cycle of lessons, emphasis is given to popular writers,
Volksschriftsteller. The description of Bohme as Volksschriftsteller adds another
important detail in understanding the role he played in Schlegel’s history of litera-
ture and, above all, the importance and significance of a rediscovery of Bohme’s
writings for early nineteenth-century readers. Schlegel interprets this word in a par-
ticularly flexible manner, and is thus able to cover different aspects and disciplines,
spanning religion, poetry and philosophy: from this point of view, examples of
Volksschrifteller include Luther, Bohme and Hans Sachs, the famous Meistersdnger
of Nuremberg.” In this picture, Bohme once again occupies a boundary position,
given that his work is at the same time philosophical, religious and poetical.'® But
what characterizes the Volksschriftsteller more exactly — beyond his link with the
people, which can be the author’s social class of origin as much as the person to whom
the literary work in question is addressed (in this sense the word Volksschriftsteller

7For a short presentation of Schlegel’s interpretation of Shakespeare’s works, see Behler (1966),
39-41.

BCf. AuN, 41.

P Cf. KFSA, vol. 6, 363: “Nicht bloB die Religion war wie in Luthers und andrer Werken im
protestantischen Deutschlande Gegenstand und Angelegenheit der Volksschriftsteller, sondern
auch die Dichtkunst fiel vorziiglich ihnen anheim, ja sogar die Philosophie. Ich erwihne hier nur
als die merkwiirdigsten, den bekannten Meistersdnger von Niirnberg, und dann jenen zur Zeit des
Dreifigjdhrigen Krieges unter den Namen des teutonischen Philosophen in den protestantischen
Lindern und dem iibrigen «ndrdlichen> Europa beriihmten christlichen Naturdenker und Seher.”
100Schlegel’s theory on the mutual relationship between poetry, philosophy and religion should
clearly be considered in this context; see in particular Ideen (see, for example, no. 46: “Poesie und
Philosophie sind, je nachdem man es nimmt, verschiedne Sphiren, verschiedne Formen, oder auch
die Faktoren der Religion.” KFSA, vol. 2, 260-261).
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has two aspects) — is his role as innovator of language. The Volksschriftsteller
possesses an “erfinderischen Geist”, a spirit of discovery.!®! Luther’s contribution in
the evolution of the German language through his translation of the Bible can thus
be seen along the same lines as Bohme’s attempt to create a philosophical terminology
in German.!> Bohme’s enormous merit in the field of language makes it possible
almost to make up for what appears lacking (lacking, above all, in clarity) in his
philosophy, or that which is simply difficult to understand. From Schlegel’s point of
view, Bohme has full right to enter the history of the German language for the very
wealth and expressive power of his language: surprisingly, the shoemaker of Gorlitz
appears first of all as one of the most perceptive and ingenious founders of the
German (philosophical) language — even though, as we shall see, his role in the history
of German culture is not limited, according to Schlegel, to the sphere of language.'®
The importance of salvaging Bohme and his writings has a key function in this
respect. Schlegel complains, in fact, about the gradual weakening of the German
language during the years when he is writing these lessons, due mainly to the lack
of real innovation and a tendency to imitate linguistic forms imported from foreign
languages. Bohme’s writing, on the other hand, offers eloquent proof of the height
of expressive intensity the German language can reach. Bohme for this reason,
along with Luther, becomes one of the great founders and innovators of German
culture and language. In Ideen Bohme is named among the “old heroes of German
art and science”:'™ in Schlegel’s view he therefore represents one of the main
sources of German culture, to be looked upon as a point of reference. The compari-
son with Hans Sachs is particularly interesting: not only are there two shoemakers
among the founding fathers, but some of the characteristic features of the figure and
writing style of Bohme — his depth of speculation (7iefsinn) combined with his
simplicity, humility and almost gaucheness of literary expression — are interpreted

10'With regard to Luther as a Volksschriftsteller see also KFSA, vol. 6, 363: “Luther war durchaus
ein Volksschriftsteller. So merkwiirdige, umfassende, vielwirkende, durch Geisteskraft aufieror-
dentliche Volksschriftsteller hat kein anderes Land, in dem neuern Europa gehabt, als Deutschland.”
12 The parallel between Luther and Bohme with regard to the creation of a new terminology, firstly
in the field of religion, and secondly in the field of philosophy, would also be pursued by Hegel,
according to whom, in the same way that Luther gave the Bible a voice in German, Bohme gave
philosophy a voice in German. On this we shall return later (cf. below, Sect. 3.3.1.2).

13 Cf. KFSA, vol. 6, 365: “Was man ‘indessen’ auch in Riicksicht auf Philosophie Mangelhaftes
und Irriges ‘oder vielleicht nur Unverstidndliches’ in den Lehren des Jakob Bohme zu bemerken
glaubt, die Geschichte der deutschen Sprache darf ihn nicht mit Stillschweigen iibergehen, denn in
wenigen Schriftstellern hat sich noch zu jener Zeit der ganze Reichtum derselben so offenbart, wie
in diesem; eine bildsame Kraft, und aus der Quelle stromende Fiille, welche sich zur Zeit des
DreiBligjihrigen Krieges zuletzt in dem Maf3e kund gibt, und welche die Sprache in der jetzigen Zeit
kiinstlicher Ausbildung, duBerer Abglittung und Nachbildung fremder Kunst- und Sprachgestalten
nicht mehr besitzt.”

14 KFSA, vol. 2, 268 (Ideen, no. 120): “Der Geist unsrer alten Helden deutscher Kunst und
Wissenschaft muf3 der unsrige bleiben so lange wir Deutsche bleiben. Der deutsche Kiinstler hat
keinen Charakter oder den eines Albrecht Diirer, Kepler, Hans Sachs, eines Luther und Jakob
Bohme. Rechtlich, treuherzig, griindlich, genau und tiefsinnig ist dieser Charakter, dabei unschuldig
und etwas ungeschickt.”
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by Schlegel as distinctive elements of German culture in general. In this sense,
Bohme is regarded as no less than a milestone in German culture.

Just like the two shoemakers Sachs and Bohme — old forgotten heroes — the very
concept of mysticism, frequently used to describe their cognitive approach, itself
fell into disuse: the memory of its true meaning, Schlegel claims, is now lost. The
rediscovery of Bohme must therefore be considered in the context of a more general
discussion around the meaning of mysticism, and above all its current relevance for
Romantic readers.'® In this respect, in a short piece published in the review
Athendum, Schlegel criticizes the position of those who regard mysticism as a
general “sentimental speculation lacking in subject”, since on the contrary “this fine
ancient word” indicates nothing other than “the absolute philosophy”, the philosophi-
cal path that leads to the essence of the mysteries.!” The ancient and deep meaning
of the word Mystik is therefore implicitly contrasted with a new and inexact
meaning.!” So far as the nature of the mystery (“Geheimnis und Wunder”, says
Schlegel) that constitutes the essence of the mystical approach and viewpoint,
Schlegel writes that “secret and mystery is all that can be grasped only through
enthusiasm and with a philosophical poetical or ethical sense.”'”® The word Mystik
is not directly used on this occasion but, instead, the term enthusiasm (Enthusiasmus)
is introduced, whose importance in reconstructing Bochme’s influence in Romanticism
has already been mentioned. It can therefore be seen that there exists for Schlegel,
as there was already for Tieck, a direct connection between enthusiasm and poetical
spirit; but for Schlegel the picture is a great deal more complex. So far as we are
concerned, there are two important points to clarify: the link between philosophy
and poetry, and the concept of Poesie.

It has already been pointed out that the poetical qualities of Bohme’s work make
up in some way for the lack of philosophical discussion; on the other hand, Schlegel
recognizes the hybrid and extremely malleable character of Bohme’s approach,
straddling philosophy, poetry and religious purpose. Enthusiasm, linked to the
concept of imagination and a distinctive aspect of mysticism, appears in this context
as a decisive factor. Schlegel also took part in the debate over the concept of
Schwiirmerei and on the characterization of Bohme as a Schwdrmer — a theme that,
as already pointed out, livened up several of the meetings of the Jena Romantics and
led to the direct confrontation between Tieck and Fichte. Before taking a closer look

15 Ederheimer (1904), 8, interprets the rediscovery of mysticism by the Romantics as a return to
their own cultural origins, and in this sense speaks of “urdeutscher Mystizismus”.

106 Cf. KFSA, vol. 2, 184 (Athenciums-Fragmente, no. 121): “Nichts ist kldglicher und veréchtlicher
als diese sentimentale Spekulation ohne Objekt. Nur sollte man das nicht Mystik nennen, da dies
schone alte Wort fiir die absolute Philosophie, auf deren Standpunkte der Geist alles als Geheimnis
und Wunder betrachtet, was er aus andern Gesichtspunkten theoretisch und praktisch natiirlich
findet, so brauchbar und unentbehrlich ist.”

107 A very similar reasoning is used in the Zusatz to Paragraph 82 of Hegel’s Encyclopedia, which
will be examined later in detail (cf. below, Chap. 2, Sect. 3.1).

18 KFSA, vol. 2, 249 (Athendiums-Fragmente, no. 428): “Geheimnis und Mysterie ist alles was nur
durch Enthusiasmus und mit philosophischem poetischem oder sittlichem Sinn aufgefafit werden
kann.”
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at the meaning of mystical Schwdrmerei and examining its relationship with the
problem of expressing philosophical matter in poetic form, it is necessary to further
clarify Schlegel’s concept of Poesie, which plays a key role in the interpretation of
Bohme’s mysticism.

Firstly, Poesie is not simply the same as the art of writing in a poetical manner,
of Dichtkunst: unlike the latter, Poesie transcends the limits of individual arts
(Kiinste) and individual literary genres,'® and appears in the last analysis as an
approach to understanding, in which philosophy plays an essential part.!' In this
sense Poesie can be redefined as “the highest of all arts and sciences”, and Schlegel
identifies various expressions of it in his history of philosophy. Once again he gives
Jakob Bohme the mystic a role that is far from secondary: Bohme’s theosophy, like
Plato’s dialectics, is a science in the fullest and most exact sense of the word, since
it is concerned “with that which only and truly is real”; from this point of view it
constitutes a form of Poesie.!''! Bohme’s work is therefore used as a model for
Schlegel’s ideal union between poetry and philosophy, between Kunst and Wissenschafft:
Bohme appears from this point of view as a precursor of the Romantics, his
Theosophia Revelata as an example of a poetical text — in other words, of a text in
which Poesie itself is at work.

If we return now to the point where we began, namely the comparison between
Tieck’s understanding of Bohme as a poet, and that of Schlegel, it is clear that the
word poet has a different and more complex connotation in Schlegel, since it is not
intended to refer only to the style of writing — from richness of metaphor to
refinement of expression — but also to the way in which the philosophical content is
transmitted. Schlegel therefore regards Bohme as a poet in the new sense he gives
to the word. The innovation brought by Bohme in the field of language is therefore
combined with the poetic capacity to express what “is truly real”, so that Theosophia
Revelata assumes a high value from the scientific point of view.

This double aspect of Bohme’s poetry is the subject of another passage in the
abovementioned lessons on the History of the Old and New Literature, in which he
considers the concepts of Schwdirmerei and Fantasie.''> “B6éhme is called an

199 Cf. Vigus (2009a), which refers to a comment by S. T. Coleridge, in which the author regrets that
the English language has no equivalent for the German word Poesie, so that the substantial differ-
ence between Poesie and Dichtkunst cannot be adequately expressed.

190n the need to reconcile and go beyond the opposition between Kunst and Wissenschaft, see
KFSA, vol. 2 (Lyceum-Fragmente, no. 115), 161: “Alle Kunst soll Wissenschaft, und alle
Wissenschaft soll Kunst werden; Poesie und Philosophie sollen vereinigt sein.”

"I Cf. KFSA, vol. 3 (Aufsditze in der Europa), 7: “Die Poesie also betrachten wir als die erste und
hochste aller Kiinste und Wissenschaften; denn auch Wissenschaft ist sie, im vollsten Sinn die-
selbe, welche Plato Dialektik, Jakob Bohme aber Theosophie nannte, die Wissenschaft von dem,
was allein und wahrhaft wirklich ist.” On Poesie as an integral part of the program of Romantik see
KFSA, vol. 2, 182 (116).

I2KFSA, vol. 6, 364-365: “Man nennt Jakob Bohme einen Schwirmer. Wenn es aber auch
gegriindet sein sollte, daf} die Fantasie einen bei weitem groBern Anteil an den Hervorbringungen
seines Geistes hatte, als ein wissenschaftlich geiibter Verstand; so mufl man wenigstens gestehen,
daf} es eine sehr reich begabte und hoch erleuchtete Fantasie war, die wir in diesem sonderbaren
Geiste gewahr werden. Wollte man ihn desfalls blof als einen Dichter betrachten und mit andern
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enthusiast [Schwdrmer]”, declares Schlegel: the generic nature of the expression is
an eloquent reference to the widespread debate on the notion of mystical enthusi-
asm in the early 1800s and to Bohme’s central place in it. On the other hand, it is
clear that the word Schwdrmer was used in a negative sense (in the same way as it
was used by Plitt to refer to Tieck), so that therefore to describe Bohme in this way
was the same as expressing a negative view of his thought, considered as the
manifestation of an immoderate enthusiasm and not a philosophical way of
proceeding. Against this historical background Schlegel adds on his own personal
interpretation of the poetical character of Bohme’s mysticism. Firstly, what deter-
mines the Schwérmerei of Bohme is the absolutely central role of imagination in his
work, to the expense of “intellect exercised scientifically”, which seems to pass into
the background or even completely disappear. But if this were so, continues
Schlegel, it still has to be acknowledged that Bohme had an “extremely illuminated
imagination”, a true gift. The particular Fantasie possessed by “this extraordinary
spirit” must therefore not be confused with a general tendency to swerve away from
the tracks of reason and strike out into the realms of an unregulated confusion.
Bohme’s theosophy represents, for Schlegel, a form of Poesie, and Poesie is a
science (Wissenschaft), indeed the noblest of all sciences.

To the accusation of lack of scientific rationality directed toward Bohme’s
mysticism, Schlegel then replies by elaborating a new criterion of “scientificity”,
according to which the cobbler cannot be described as a Schwdrmer in the sense in
which the word was generally used at the time. On the contrary, Bohme’s work
reveals a depth of imagination worthy of the great poets; and yet Schlegel lets it be
understood that it is not right either to consider Bohme as “simply a poet”: as for the
expressive beauty of Theosophia Revelata, it is equal — at least in certain expres-
sions, in certain pages — to the style of Dante, Milton or Klopstock; but Boéhme’s
“depth (Tiefe) of feeling”, his richness of imagination, are a distinctive feature of his
work, thanks to which Bohme “almost surpasses” the model of the great poets
referred to. Not only can Bohme therefore be rightfully included in the tradition of
the finest poetry of Christian spirit, but the depth of his mystical intuition (conceived
as the mirror opposite of the enthusiastic superficiality of those who accuse him of
it) raises him to a higher level than even that of Dante and Milton: Bohme is in fact
a poet in the sense that he interpreted Poesie scientifically in terms of theosophy.

It is important to emphasize that Schwdrmer, in Schlegel’s interpretation, plays
an important role in the inflexibility in which official culture — represented by pro-
fessional scholars — tends to be caught up. The superficiality of the “dead formulae”
composed by men of letters represents in this case the mirror opposite of the vital
profoundness of the enthusiastic philosophy of certain illiterates from among the

christlichen Dichtern, welche iibersinnliche Gegenstinde darzustellen versucht haben, mit
Klopstock, Milton oder selbst mit Dante vergleichen, so wird man gestehen miissen, da$} er sie an
Fiille der Fantasie und Tiefe des Gefiihls beinahe iibertrifft, und selbst an einzelnen poetischen
Schonheiten und in Riicksicht auf den oft sehr dichterischen Ausdruck ihnen nicht nachsteht.” Liier
(1997), 30, has commented on this passage placing the accent on the capacity that Schlegel attri-
butes to Bohme to keep open the boundaries between philosophy, poetry (Poesie) and poetic art
(Dichtkunst).
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people. In the same way, the secrecy and fragmented manner in which the work of
the Schwdrmer had been passed down (the case of Bohme is exemplary from this
point of view) is contrasted with the freedom of expression and fame that learned
men at the top of the social ladder could enjoy.

In this context the task and the main characteristic of the Schwdrmer seems to be
that of preserving the original vitality of philosophy against the ‘mortifying’ attacks
from the world of an official culture that has the appearance of being complex
and philosophically profound but is in reality simply vacuous. The concept of
Schwdrmerei thus undergoes a notable twist of meaning, and one of the main
features on which the model of the mystical cobbler, passed down from Franckenberg,
is based (in which Béhme’s ignorance is an integral part of his prophetic role) is
re-elaborated within a new interpretative context. The mystic’s excessive enthusiasm
becomes an effective way of ensuring that the dynamism and energy of philosophy
is maintained; Hegel himself would express a similar view with regard to medieval
mysticism, which conserved and protected the purity of philosophy from certain
shifts and inflexibilities of scholarly thought.!'?

To conclude and complete this brief investigation of Schlegel’s interpretation of
Bohme, one further important consideration should be made, which leads directly
to the question to be considered in the next section, regarding the forms — two in
particular — of reception of Bohme’s mysticism between the end of the eighteenth
and the beginning of the nineteenth centuries. It has been said that from Schlegel’s
point of view the shoemaker of Gorlitz must be considered, above all, for the
philosophical depth of his work; on various occasions Schlegel also used the term
Naturphilosoph in referring to the author of Aurora (the same definition is also
applied to Hans Sachs, to whom Bohme has been repeatedly compared).''*
Naturphilosophie represents a central element in Bohme’s theosophy, perfectly
integrated into his mystical thought, as Schlegel rightly recognizes. In his lectures
on History of the Old and New Literature Bohme is described as “Naturdenker und
Seher”,' to indicate the fact that nature plays a fundamental role within his mysti-
cal vision: the mystic, one might say, recognizes the essence of divine mysteries in
nature and through nature. But apart from the obvious consideration that nature and
mystical vision are closely bound together in Bohme’s work, the word Naturphilosoph
is also indissolubly linked to another context, namely the debate as to the possibili-
ties of knowledge deriving from the emerging natural philosophy and in particular
from the first experiments with artificial magnets in which Schlegel himself probably
didn’t remain extraneous.''® In this sense the rediscovery of Bohme was helped by
the spread of interestin a specific aspect of early nineteenth-century Naturphilosophie,
namely so-called animal magnetism, a term that encapsulates a complex series of

"30n the important function of medieval mysticism according to Hegel cf. below, Chap. 2,
Sect. 3.2.1.

114 See for example KFSA, vol. 6, 364: “Eben dies gilt auch [as for H. Sachs] von Jakob Béhme, jenem
deutschen Naturphilosophen, der von den gewohnlichen Literatoren meistens tibel behandelt wird.”
ISKFSA, vol. 6, 363.

16 Cf. Hellerich (1995), 89-90, in which it is stated that Schlegel’s doctor in Vienna, Giovanni
Malfatti, was involved in experiments on the therapeutic effects of magnetic phenomena.
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theories and thus describes a broad area of research rather than one clear tendency.
Animal magnetism constitutes an important channel for the reception of Béhme’s
thought between 1700 and 1800: involvement in experimentation on the therapeutic
possibilities of magnets is a trail that leads directly from the first Romantic readers
of Bohme (especially Schlegel) to two of his most famous interpreters, namely
Schelling and Baader, both enthusiastic supporters of animal magnetism — and
finally to Hegel, who would dedicate paragraphs 405 and 406 of his Encyclopedia
to a detailed criticism of the same theories. Not only therefore is it possible to iden-
tify a whole group of readers of Bohme’s writings who are occupied at the same
time with theoretical and practical aspects of experiments on animal magnetism, but
in certain cases the interest in Bohme seems to be tied up with a specific type of
attitude in relation to Naturphilosophie and in particular to animal magnetism.

To understand the originality of Hegel’s interpretation, to which the central part
of this book will be devoted, it is necessary at this point to reconstruct the essential
aspects of a further phase of research into the reception of Bohme’s philosophy in
Germany in the early years of the nineteenth century, which comes directly from the
creation of the model of the mystical cobbler discussed in this section.

2 The Reception of Bohme’s Philosophy Through
the Theories of Animal Magnetism and Theosophy

2.1 Naturphilosophie and Animal Magnetism: Nature’s
Dynamics and the Mystical Experience of Magnetic Sleep

According to Friedrich Schlegel, Bohme played an essential role in the develop-
ment of Naturphilosophie, which in his judgment was a strictly Teutonic discipline,
in other words inextricably linked to the German historical and cultural context, and
practically unknown beyond the borders of Germany of that period."'” From this
point of view, Bohme’s philosophy had prepared for (and at the same time had
anticipated) the particular evolution in the study of natural phenomena that Schlegel
could observe at Jena, for example in the laboratory of J. W. Ritter: following
Schlegel’s reasoning, it seems perfectly natural that the rediscovery of Jakob
Bohme’s writings between 1700 and 1800 had led to a reception of his thinking
within the specific sphere of nineteenth-century Naturphilosophie. In particular, as
already mentioned at the end of the previous chapter, it is possible to identify a
series of points of contact and comparisons between Béhme’s philosophy and the

"7Cf. Mayer (1999), 127: “Béhme [...] is praised not merely as a great German and a key figure
in one of the great ages of German literature, but as a representative of another discipline that
Schlegel associates exclusively with Germany, Naturphilosophie: ‘Natur @o [philosophie] von
jeher Deutsch — Bohme — Stahl, Keppler. (Haller) Ist Helmont zu d[en] Deutschen zu rechnen?’”
(Quote from: KFSA, vol. 18, 456).
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theories of animal magnetism, which were developed and had a particular success
in those years spanning the end of the eighteenth and the beginning of the nineteenth
century. It was a period extremely relevant to the Romantic reception of Bohme’s
thought, but which has not been adequately considered from this point of view until
now,''® and would have a clear influence on the reading of Bo6hme’s writings by
post-Romantic readers — as well as their reading by Hegel, though, in this last case,
in an entirely distinctive manner.

The first point of connection between Bohme’s philosophy and the elaboration of
animal magnetism is geographical. The rediscovery of Theosophia Revelata began,
as we have seen, from Jena, centre of the Romantic circle of the Schlegels, where
there was a growing interest in the early years of the nineteenth century in animal
magnetism and its therapeutic applications. J. W. Ritter, who was in contact with
various members of the Schlegelei,'’® and who is noted in particular for important
experiments on electrical phenomena, set out his theories in this respect in the
Manual for the use of friends of nature.'™ It was at Jena that one of the first journals
concerned exclusively with the discussion of this subject was printed, the Archiv fiir
den Thierischen Magnetismus edited by A. W. Nordhoff,'*! which preceded the
more famous periodical of the same name edited by D. G. Kieser, C. A. Eschenmayer
and F. Nasse.'?? Kieser himself, who was editor of the second Archiv, had been
appointed as professor of medicine at the University of Jena in 1812 and up to 1824
(the year when he became a member of the Jena Faculty of Medicine) he was
intensively involved in the study of animal magnetism.!>* C. W. Hufeland, one of the
most influential and enthusiastic supporters of the theory of animal magnetism, also
made wide use of mesmeric techniques at his surgery in Jena.'>* Lastly, it is particu-
larly interesting to look at the index of the Allgemeine Literatur-Zeitung, one of the
most influential contemporary German-language journals dedicated to reviewing

118 The literature on the reception of Bohme’s thought through nineteenth-century Naturphilosophie,
and above all through animal magnetism, is particularly sparse: there are a few references to this
problem in Mayer (1999); the long essay by Ego (1991) makes only a few brief comments on this
question (cf. 303); Hammoud (1994) names Bohme only in passing and does not regard the
Romantic reception of Bohme’s thought as an integral part of his study (see, for example, 112 and
131). Lastly Gauld (1995) in his extensive work History of Hypnotism dedicates a chapter to the
interconnection between Magnetism and Mysticism, where he states that Bohme and Swedenborg
had a clear influence on Oetinger and Saint-Martin, and therefore on scholars on animal magnetism;
but no details are given in this respect (cf. 141 et seq., and in particular 144-145).

190n J. W. Ritter and the circle of Romantics, see Richter (1988), in particular 30 et seq.
120Hammoud (1994), 90.

12I'The first volume of the Archiv fiir den Thierischen Magnetismus edited by A. W. Nordhoff was
printed in Jena by the publisher Gopferdt in 1804.

12The Archiv fiir den Thierischen Magnetismus edited by C. A. Eschenmayer (et al.) was printed
in twelve volumes between 1817 and 1824. The review Sphinx, printed from 1825, is a continuance
of the purposes of the Archiv. For the publishing history of the Archiv, see Mewald (1961).

1Z3Cf. Mewald (1961), 9-10 and 14.

124Cf. Hammoud (1994), 95: “Avant d’étre appelé a diriger le grand hopital de Berlin, ‘la Charité’,
en 1801, Hufeland était en exercice a Iéna. Il n’est pas exclu qu’il entretenait des rapport avec les
Romantiques.”
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new works of literature, published in Jena from 1785 to 1803:!% during this period,
as many as thirty publications on animal magnetism were reviewed.'?® It is clear
therefore that the debate on animal magnetism must have been particularly lively in
Jena at the time of the early Romantics, and that Schlegel’s words on the importance
of Naturphilosophie and Bohme’s role as Naturphilosoph must be put into in such
context.

At this point it ought to be explained what animal magnetism is, how it was
understood and why, within the broad spectrum of theories covered by the term
Naturphilosophie, it represented such an important channel for the reception of
Bohme’s philosophy.

The debate on animal magnetism started in Germany'?’ in those very years
straddling the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, in other words in the crucial
period when the Jena circle of Romantics rediscovered Bohme.!”® Franz Anton
Mesmer, who is regarded as the founder of the theory (and practice) of animal mag-
netism, was born in 1734 at Iznang, in Germany. After a long period in Vienna,
where he studied medicine at the university, he moved to Paris in 1778.'% It is no
surprise that the discussion around animal magnetism and its theoretical bases
started in the French universities before it did in Germany. A glance at the index of
the first volume of the Archiv fiir den Thierischen Magnetismus of Jena provides a
significant picture: most of the published contributions are in fact translated from
French, demonstrating the fact that, in Germany of 1804, the literature on animal
magnetism must still have been fairly scarce (the publisher of the Archiv points,
moreover, to the almost pioneering nature of his work).!*

Magnets, according to Mesmer,'! if used with care and attention by a skilled
magnetizer, would have a clear therapeutic effect on various pathological condi-

2 From 1804 to 1849 the review was printed at Halle and no longer at Jena.
126 See in particular the years 1787-1788.

127 Animal magnetism had particular success in France and Germany, while it remained practically
unknown in England, Holland and Italy. Kluge (1818), 53, points out a publication, however, in
Italian: Litta, Riflessioni sul magnetismo animale, 1792.

128 At the beginning of his study Versuch einer Darstellung des animalischen Magnetismus als
Heilmittel, published for the first time in 1811, Kluge declares that there had been widespread
interest in it in Germany for around thirty years (cf. Kluge (1818), iii). In this respect, Schopenhauer
states in an essay titled Animalischer Magnetismus und Magie: “Als im Jahre 1818 mein Hauptwerk
erschien, hatte der animalische Magnetismus erst kiirzlich seine Existenz erkdmpft” (cf. Schopenhauer
(1989), vol. 3, 423).

129For essential biographical data, cf. Florey (1988), 11-40, in particular 11-15. Iznang, Mesmer’s
birthplace, is in Germany territory but on the Swiss border. For this reason, some essays on animal
magnetism (e.g. Kluge (1818), 21) consider Mesmer to be Swiss by birth.

130Nordhoff (1804), 1: “Die Herausgabe eines Archivs fiir den thierischen Magnetismus, wird
keiner besonderen Rechtfertigung bediirfen. Die Sache liegt noch als eine besondere und isolierte
Erscheinung vor uns, die abgeschiedene Behandlung derselben kann der empirischen
Nachforschung nur vortheilhaft seyn, und fiir die Wissenschaft ist sie ohne Bedeutung.”

131 According to Benz (1970), 10, Mesmer in reality simply reworked the central ideas of a doctrine
already outlined by the Jesuit Athanasius Kircher, which the latter had named “animal magnetism”.
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tions.'3? This effect is possible thanks to the existence of an “animal fluid” within
the human body; the so-called fluidum can be encouraged through the application of
magnets on the body itself. It was the view of Kluge, author of a treatise on animal
magnetism that was particularly successful in Germany (and also studied by Goethe
himself),'** that Mesmer had developed this theory through a close study of
sixteenth- and seventeenth-century texts and authors, one of the main points of
reference certainly being Paracelsus, with particular attention to the rehabilitation
of the “ancient mystics”, whom Mesmer read with great care despite the contempt
his contemporaries expressed toward these sources.'** The very concept of fluidum,
to be understood as “fluidum universale”,'* a spiritual and bodily spirit at one and
the same time, which pervades the entire universe, is based on the idea that macro-
cosm and microcosm are intimately linked, and that every action exercised on one
will have an effect on the other, and vice versa. This theory is clearly derived from
Paracelsus, was already used by Paracelsus himself as the basis of his medical
practice,'*® and reinterpreted by Mesmer through the introduction of the magnet,
which acts as a channel for the passage of the fluidum and therefore allows the
magnetizer to influence the state of the body and at the same time the balance of the
whole universe. According to Kluge’s reconstruction, Mesmer’s fluid acts mechanically,
obeying precise though unknown laws, and on it depend the properties of matter and
bodies. In organized bodies, this action is carried out through the nerves, and the
existence of the fluid is revealed directly from the application of the magnets. For
this reason, animal magnetism can be regarded as a life force that is transmitted
constantly through the nervous system, and this characteristic distinguishes it from
electrical and galvanic phenomena with which it is nevertheless related: these latter
phenomena are in fact associated with a sudden, powerful shock or vibration of

It is probable that Mesmer had access to Kircher’s work at the Jesuit College in Dillingen, where
he studied between the age of sixteen and nineteen (see also Florey (1988), 13).

1322Cf. Fara (2003), 492: “Animal Magnetism, the therapeutic technique often called Mesmerism
after its initiator, Franz Mesmer (1734—1815), has been the major discredited science to be treated
sympathetically by recent historians.” The reasons for the discredit that P. Fara mentions in this
article will be clarified below. On F. A. Mesmer and the foundations of animal magnetism, see also
Benz (1977).

133 Cf. Azzouni (2002), 218-227, where it is stated that Goethe carefully studied Kluge (1813)
(cf. 219). Goethe also knew Erlduterungen seiner Zusdtze zu Stieglitz’ Schrift iiber den animalischer
Magnetismus by C. W. Hufeland and owned various volumes of the Archiv fiir den Thierischen
Magnetismus published by C. A. Eschenmayer (et al.) (cf. ibid.).

134Cf. Kluge (1818), 21: “Von jeher dem Hange zum Ungewo6hnlichen und Sonderbaren ergeben,
war es eine Lieblingsbeschiftigung fiir ihn, die, als eine Frucht des Aberglaubens mit Verachtung
behandelten alten Mystiker hervorzusuchen und sie mit aller Anstrengung zu studiren.” And 28:
“Hochst wahrscheinlich kam Mesmer nicht ganz von selbst auf die Entdeckung des animalischen
Magnetismus, sondern wurde erst bei seinen Magnetcuren durch Lektiire der dltern Schriftsteller
des 16ten und 17ten Jahrhunderts, welche schon dieselben Ideen dusserten, darauf hingeleitet.”
1350n the concept of “fluidum universale”, see Biirke (1958), 162 et seq.

1360n the way in which Paracelsus understood the relationship between micro- and macrocosm,
see the numerous studies by M. L. Bianchi in this respect and, in particular, his introduction to
Paracelsus (1995), xiv-xix.
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energy, rather than a continuous flow."*” The magnetizer is therefore said to use the
magnet to direct and influence this current of energy.

As already stated, the purpose of magnetic treatment is therapeutic; in particular,
it is considered beneficial for the treatment of cases of hysteria, and in all pathological
states where the balance of the organism has to be re-established.!*® The theory of
animal magnetism, according to Kluge, derives directly from the tradition of the
ancient oracle and its transformations, from the thaumaturgical kings of the medieval
world to the arrival of Paracelsus and Mesmer: the common link is represented by
sympathy which, in all the cases mentioned, lies at the basis of the curing process.'*
The concept of sympathetic feeling, which refers directly to Paracelsus’s signatura,
namely the mysterious relationship between the invisible interior and visible exte-
rior of things, is applied by Mesmer to the practice of magnetic treatment, in that the
magnetizer and the magnetized form two poles in a sympathetic relationship, in
which the first — namely the healthy element — can intervene on the state of the sick
patient. The sympathy is translated in this way into the possibility of a remote action
by the therapist on the sick person, which doesn’t necessarily have to be exercised
through the application of magnets on the body, because the fluidum can be
stimulated simply by magnetizing through the therapist’s “curative will”.!*

It can be seen therefore that Mesmer’s theory, from its very origins, occupies a
borderline zone, as Kluge makes clear when he states that animal magnetism is
none other than the re-elaboration of what the oracles represented in antiquity. On
the one hand, in fact, Mesmerism is part of the eighteenth-century debate on the
nature of magnetic phenomena and therefore seeks to appear as a theory that is, so
to speak, scientifically based (Mesmer had indeed received scientific training at the
University of Vienna); but on the other hand it has to be realized that during the
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries the bounds of the very concept of science are
regarded as extremely malleable. Mesmer’s therapeutic practice is therefore closely
linked to the historic period in which it was elaborated, a creation at the boundary
between science and magical charm — but according to some commentators, including
Hegel, the boundary is rather more one between science and charlatanism! — in
dialogue with the university world, from which Mesmer himself came, but at the

37Kluge (1818), 3-5.

13With regard to the treatment of hysteria, it is interesting to note that many studies on animal
magnetism or literary re-workings of the subject (with relative iconography) mainly describe cases
in which the magnetizer is male and the patient is female (cf. for example: Miiller (1988), 73;
Florey (1988), 31). For example the essay of Wienholt (1787) is mainly concerned with curing
female nervous illnesses with the magnetic treatment (cf. 3).

139 Cf. Kluge (1818), 18. All cases here relate to “sympathische Curen.”

40Tn this respect, Kluge (1818), 228 et seq. distinguishes between simple magnetic treatment, if
the action is on the sick person just through the intervention of the magnetizer without any
instrument or auxiliary, and compound if magnets or magnetized substances are used, of which the
most famous is magnetized water, administered to the patient during the course of the therapy. On
the capacity of the curer to exercise a remote effect on the patient see ibid., 230. See also ibid., 205
with regard to the role of the “Wille des Magnetiseurs” (the willpower of the magnetizer) during
the magnetic treatment.



34 1 The Reception of Bohme’s Philosophy Around 1800

same time in a relationship with the tradition of “wizards and witches”, as Kluge
declares,'*! of oracles and miracle workers. In this sense, the elaboration of a corpus
of theories associated with animal magnetism (as we shall see, in fact, it was a
variegated and disorderly corpus, open to a variety of interpretations) was a
‘borderline’ phenomenon also in terms of time: the literature on Mesmer and on
his curative method began to spread in Germany during the closing years of the
eighteenth century, quickly arousing a multitude of reactions precisely because of
its hybrid and controversial nature.

To understand the link between animal magnetism and the writings of Jakob
Bohme, it should first be emphasized that the theoretical basis of animal magnetism
underwent notable changes in the transition from late eighteenth century France to
early nineteenth-century Germany, starting from the terminology adopted for trans-
lating into German the themes of a debate that began in Paris. In France, the theory
of animal magnetism remained closely linked to the figure of its first promoter,
Franz Anton Mesmer, and was thus regarded as his own and almost individual
creation rather than as a discovery in which the scientific community of the time
could take part: it is therefore no surprise that magnetism became known in France
as mesmerism, to emphasize the indissoluble link between the man and his therapeutic
practice. The accusations of charlatanism leveled against Mesmer, a controversial
character to the point of inspiring many novelists,'*> and the doubts about his
ultimate purpose — economic more than therapeutic? — were therefore already inter-
preted in Paris as direct attacks on the theory of animal magnetism and its claim to
scientificity. For this reason, the reception of mesmerism in Germany began at first
as a difficult emancipation from Mesmer and from the aura of suspicions surrounding
his medical practices in Paris. This process of detachment and re-elaboration started
off right away at linguistic level: in the first German-language publications on this
question, there was a clear preference for the expression “animalischer Magnetismus”
rather than the term Mesmerismus. The adjectives tierisch and animalisch were
often used as synonyms, even though certain authors, including Kluge, openly
preferred the Latinate adjective animalisch to the Germanic tierisch, since the first
has a wider extension of meaning than the second, carrying with it a direct reference
to the Latin concept of anima.'®

The reception of Mesmer’s theory in Germany took the form of an attempt at
‘rehabilitation’, aimed at opening up the cognitive, as well as therapeutic possibilities
derived from experimentation with magnets. The idea of a therapeutic practice
based on the use of magnets certainly aroused immediate curiosity on the part of the
German university world as soon as Mesmer’s fame began to spread.'*

BICE. ibid., 18.

142 Cf. Miiller (1988). Per Olov Enquist’s novel The Magnetist’s Fifth Winter is inspired by the life
of Mesmer.

43 Kluge (1818), ix-x.

“4Interesting in this respect is Unzer (1775), 3: here he states that he asked Mesmer himself to
send magnets prepared by him for curing various illnesses, so that he in turn could successfully
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For many German students, including the publishers of the Archiv fiir den
Thierischen Magnetismus, Mesmer’s theory was nevertheless only a starting point
and not a point of arrival, in other words a theoretical base from which to carry out
a deeper scientific study of that contentious, controversial but also particularly
fertile terrain on the border between science and magic — or also, as we shall see
shortly, between science and mysticism. In the preface to the very first volume of the
Archiv of 1817 we read, in fact, that the purpose of the periodical will be to gather
“materials for a future theory of animal magnetism”, to promote “a scientific
elaboration more rigorous than has happened so far.”!*> We note, therefore, the stress
towards a scientific construction aimed toward the future, as much as the desire to
distinguish a rigorous scientific approach to the question of animal magnetism from
interpretations and irrational shifts away from the territory of science. Many of the
authors who contributed to volumes of the Archiv demonstrated a wish to share the
line of the publishers: van Ghert, for example, to whose role in Hegel’s reception of
Bohme’s writings we shall return later, published a long piece in the pages of the
Archiv describing a magnetic treatment that he himself had carried out, in which he
states that animal magnetism is not exactly the same as mesmerism, since animal
magnetism in Germany is subject to careful examination, to critical study.'* The
main purpose of the Archiv is therefore to create a discussion about the possibilities
and the limits of animal magnetism, above and beyond any suspicion of charlatan-
ism and independently of the use made of it by Mesmer.

The debate on the hybrid nature of animal magnetism was not, however, carried
out entirely through this urge for scientificity: in German there was also a lively
discussion around the value of magnetic practice as a creation on the border between
various territories and contexts, as part of a nineteenth-century systematic experi-
mentation on magnetic and electrical phenomena, but at the same time open to ideas
of a magical or mystical nature, and strongly influenced by an ancient and equally
controversial form of Naturphilosophie well rooted in German culture, namely the
doctrine of Paracelsus. This debate would echo on until the mid-1800s and — most
importantly and not surprisingly — would involve some of Bohme’s most influential
readers: Baader, Schelling and Hegel.

As for the malleability that was typical of animal magnetism — a curative method
but also a theoretical structure capable of leading toward a new knowledge and
perception of the natural world — C. W. Hufeland, the author of many studies on the
topic, states that animal magnetism was not only a Heilkunst, a curative art, but also,
and above all, a way of making it possible to reveal the secrets of nature, from both
a “physical and spiritual” point of view.'*” For this reason it represents nothing less,

practice magnetic therapy. This is important evidence regarding the first contact between Mesmer
and German doctors.

15 Cf. Plan und Ankiindigung, in Eschenmayer et al. (1817-1824), vol. 1, 5.

146Van Ghert (1818a), 3—118 (cf. in particular the Vorrede), and (1818b), 3-62.

47Cf. Hufeland (1816), 3: “Der Magnetismus ist und bleibt eine der wichtigsten Erscheinungen
der neuern Zeit, nicht blos fiir die Heilkunst, sondern fiir die ganze physischen und geistige Natur,
fiir die Geschichte und das Leben der Menschheit.”
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according to Hufeland, than one of the most important discoveries for the human
race — and such a judgment reflects the climate of enthusiasm and anticipation that
accompanied the discovery of animal magnetism in Germany.

In one piece conceived as a commentary on the text of another expert on animal
magnetism, Stieglitz, C. W. Hufeland calls attention to the need to carefully examine
all conjectures about the action and effects of magnetic practice, subjecting them to
the closest scrutiny. The aim is that of purging the theory of animal magnetism of all
conjectures not substantiated by the facts, and therefore of any suspicion of fraud or
falsehood.'*® But C. W. Hufeland’s essay aroused more controversy precisely for
what was regarded as the meaning and nature of this ‘purging’ of Mesmer’s theory —
and it is in this context that the subject of mysticism burst upon the scene. Wolfart,
for example, responded with a treatise provocatively titled: Der Magnetismus gegen
die Stieglitz-Hufelandische Schrift iiber den thierischen Magnetismus in seinem
wahren Wert behauptet (The True Value of Magnetism Asserted Against the Work by
Stieglitz and Hufeland on Animal Magnetism). Wolfart’s text was structured in a
series of replies to the most frequent accusations: “wrong-headedness, obscurity,
reticence, mysticism, ingratitude, financial greed, gross vanity, charlatanism”)!*
aimed at the theoretical basis of animal magnetism, and the author’s main intention
was also to show how C. W. Hufeland and Stieglitz, with their desire to free
mesmerism from the shadow of charlatanism, by letting it enter as of right into the
realm of science, had in reality distorted its deepest meaning. To the accusation of
mysticism (where the word is used in a clearly disparaging manner), Wolfart
responds without going in any way into the meaning of the concept of mysticism,
but explaining that the mysterious, and in this sense mystical, movement of hands
carried out by the magnetizer during the magnetic treatment in reality represents
only the external, though essential, action of the mesmeric therapy.'>

148Tbid.: “Aber diese wichtige Angelegenheit steht noch immer auf dem Standpunkt der empirischen
Forschung, und es ist noch viel zu friih, Resultate ziehen oder Hypothesen aufbauen zu wollen; —
sondern Kritik, und zwar die strengste Kritik, ist uns vonnothen, um aus der Menge der nun
vorhandenen Erfahrungen und Beobachtungen das Faktisch-Wahre zu sichten und festzusetzen,
und T#uschungen, Betrug und Hypothesen davon zu trennen.”

49Wolfart (1816), 83: “Verkehrtheit, Dunkelheit, Zuriickhaltung, Mysticismus, Undankbarkeit,
Geldgierde, plumpe Eitelkeit, Charlatanismus.” Wolfart himself arranged for the printing of
Mesmer (1814).

1S0Cf. Wolfart (1816), 84—88: “Antwort. [...] Wahrlich seine [Mesmer’s] Schuld war es nicht, da3
man ihn nicht verstand, dal man seine hohe Ansicht der groen Gemeinschaft und Gemeinthitigkeit
in der Natur als Verkehrtheit, als Schwirmerei auslegte, und, wir sehen es mit Erstaunen, noch
dafiir hilt. [...] Und Mystizismus nannte man, da$} er nicht jedem Neugierigen sagte: wenn du die
Hinde so oder so, und so bewegt, so wirkst du. Er meinte jeder Zeit, das Handbewegen und
iiberhaupt das sogenannte Magnetisiren, als der blos duflerliche Ausdruck, wire eben nicht das
Wesentliche und ergebe sich schon in dem gefundenen, stets laut ausgesprochenen Grundgesetz
der Wechsel-Wirkung. Eben weil er nicht Naturforschung und Heilkunde verdringen und an ihre
Stelle eine blinde, sinnlose, ja mechanische Empyrie setzen wollte, ein Bestreben, das allein sein
Betragen von Anfang an leitete: darum immer eigentlich ward er verkannt und verkannt, verleumdet
und verschrien.”
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In this respect Wolfart provides an interesting interpretation of the word
Schwdrmerei: in fact he suggests that the attempt by Mesmer to conceive the nature,
and consequently the art, of curing in a dynamic and not purely mechanistic manner
has been wrongly interpreted as a tendency toward mystical obscurantism and
toward the excesses of the Schwdrmerei.’>! The theory of animal magnetism, far
from being an obscure, mystical and anti-scientific territory, is therefore said to
represent an antidote to the blind mechanization of nature, since, to return to C. W.
Hufeland, the physical (physisch) aspect is never separate from the spiritual (geis-
tig) aspect. In this sense C. W. Hufeland and Wolfart agree on the merit of animal
magnetism as an alternative to a purely empirical conception of nature; but the point
of disagreement regards the interpretation of an essential aspect of mesmeric theory,
namely the so-called magnetic sleep (“magnetischer Schlaf’). The magnetizer’s
intervention on the patient (with or without the help of a magnet) is said in fact to
cause the patient to enter a state resembling a trance or state between sleep and
wakefulness obtained through hypnosis.

In the study, Darstellung des animalischen Magnetismus, mentioned earlier,
Kluge attempts to make a full classification of the phases into which the magnetic
treatment is divided'>> — a therapy, as Kluge remarks in the same way as C. W.
Hufeland and Wolfart, that acts not merely on a physical (“blos physisch”) level, but
also on a psychic (psychisch) level. According to Kluge, the magnetized patient
passes through six different states under the magnetic influence of the curer, of
which the third is called “magnetic sleep” and introduces a substantial change in the
way the sick person perceives his body. In magnetic sleep the sick person passes to
the state of somnambulism (the fourth phase), which enables him to reach an imme-
diate and overall intuition of his body through which he can diagnose not only his
own sickness but also the state of health of those around him (the fifth phase). The
last phase is the most relevant so far as the problem of the connection between natu-
ral philosophy and mysticism is concerned:'>* Kluge calls it the “level of general
clarity” (“Grad der allgemeinen Klarheit”) but it is often also described as the phase
of Hellsehen, or to use the French term clairvoyance. Kluge claims that the clair-
voyant is inexplicably able to read the thoughts and soul of his curer, with whom he

ISICT. ibid. Kluge in his Versuch einer Darstellung des animalischen Magnetismus als Heilmittel
also lamented the fact that Mesmer’s theory was alleged by many doctors of the time to be a form
of Schwdirmerei (cf. Kluge (1818), 28).

132The attempt to carry out a classification of the action exercised through magnetic treatment, as
well as the distinction between the various approaches within the study of animal magnetism,
seems to intensify in the second half of the nineteenth century. The first phase of the reception of
the theory of mesmerism in Germany, and therefore the first studies in German dedicated to the
argument, is characterized by a certain insecurity and vagueness regarding the contents and
practice of the discipline, as scholars themselves often complain.

13The six phases of the magnetic therapy process are, according to Kluge, the following: “Grad
des Wachens”, “Grad des Halbschlafes”, “Grad des magnetischen Schlafes”, “Grad des
Somnambulismus”, “Grad der Selbtsanschauung”, “Grad der allgemeinen Klarheit” (see the long
section: Erscheinungen beym Magnetisierten, in Kluge (1818), 58 et seq., in particular 64—69).
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establishes an extremely strong relationship of interdependence:!** the magnetic
treatment can therefore be described as a Zaubercur, a magic cure, where the magic
is precisely this limit of inexplicability.'%

Many studies on animal magnetism attempt to define, also terminologically, the
phase of magnetic sleep. Wienholt, for example, objects that the term somnambu-
lism should not be applied here, in that it recalls nocturnal somnambulism, which
cannot be compared to the state of the magnetized patient. Wienholt therefore asks
if the terms Entziickung (ecstatic rapture), Ekstase (ecstasy), or even the word Krise
(crisis), are more appropriate, but here too the answer is no: ecstasy in fact describes,
in his view, a state influenced by too vivid an imagination, which leads to a condition
of forgetfulness of self “and of all the rest”. It must therefore be concluded that there
is still no word to describe the extraordinary effect of the magnetic cure, and that the
expression “magnetic sleep” remains for the moment the best choice.'3

Starting off from this terminological difficulty, it is therefore no surprise that the
first German experts on animal magnetism provide different and often mutually
discordant interpretations of the meaning and importance of reaching this
enlightened state on the part of the patient who is subjected to the magnetizing cure.
According to Wolfart, this is to all intents and purposes a state of enlightenment,
which therefore transcends the bounds of medical science and makes animal
magnetism not only a curing process but also, and especially, a path that leads to a
deep consciousness of nature, which cannot be provided even by scientific study or
an understanding of natural laws. On the other hand, in the view of C. W. Hufeland
and Stieglitz, somnambulism and the condition of the clairvoyant are none other
than sick, pathological states that must not be regarded as a direct consequence —
and certainly not the purpose — of the magnetic treatment.'>” Wolfart’s response is

154Cf. ibid., 213: “Die hohere Fahigkeit des Clairvoyant, die Gedanken des Magnetiseurs zu
wissen, und gleichsam in seiner Seele zu lesen, wird wohl fiir immer unerklérbar bleiben”. Cf. also
ibid., 204, where the relationship between patient and curer is defined in terms of a “sympathische(s]
Verhiltnis”.

155Cf. ibid., 33. The abovementioned (see above, note 142) novel by P. O. Enquist The Magnetist’s
Fifth Winter gives an accurate reconstruction (despite the fictional form of the story) of the climate
of ‘mystical inexplicability’ surrounding the first reception of the theory of mesmerism and the
figure of the magnetizer, the main character of the novel, Meisner, inspired by the figure of Mesmer.
The word mysticism appears several times through story and, significantly, is used to describe the
approach diametrically opposite to rationality. Particularly notable is a passage where the voice of
the narrator asks the protagonist, Meisner, if he regards himself as a mystic, and he replies yes:
Enquist (1989), 159: “In this context I call to mind a conversation I have had with Meisner. I asked
him whether he was a mystic. He replied yes. Whereupon I mentioned Eckhart’s name. Meisner’s
reaction to this was exceedingly surprising. He broke out into angry animadversions on Eckhart,
declaring his mysticism to be no more than a subtler form of belief in reason. So I asked him what
he meant by mysticism, and what, in his opinion, constitutes true mysticism. ‘A level beneath the
world’s houses’, he replied enigmatically.”

156Wienholt (1787), 22 et seq.

IS7Cf. Stieglitz (1814), 13: “Was diesen [somnambulism] und die Clairvoyance betrifft, so ist es
nicht nur der einfacheren, bestimmteren Beurtheilung des wichtigen Gegenstandes angemessen,
diese hochst verwickelten und dunklen Zustinde von der allgemeinen Schilderung der durch
magnetische Manipulationen hervorgebrachten Wirkungen auszuschliefen und sie spéter einer
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peremptory: neither magnetic sleep nor the contents and visions that are revealed
(Wolfart uses the verb offenbaren) to the patient in the state of Hellsehen can be
regarded as symptoms of a sick condition.!*® If animal magnetism is understood in
the development of all its potential, not just curative, then it becomes an effective
method for exploring the boundary between sinnlich and iibersinnlich, between
the natural world and the sphere of the supernatural.”® In Germany, the debate on
the role of Mesmer’s theory ended up in this way in a discussion on the point that
divides (but also joins) the measurable and tangible universe of science from a
further dimension, independent of earthly laws, that can be defined as mystical.'’
Kieser devoted various essays to this problem which were published in the pages
of the Archiv fiir den Thierischen Magnetismus. In one essay, significantly titled
Mystizismus,'®! Kieser set out to clarify the reasons why the theory of animal mag-
netism must be kept rigidly within the bounds of science, avoiding the esoteric
shifts of certain scholars and their interest in the visionary possibilities of magnetic
sleep. According to Kieser the state of Hellsehen (to which he refers even when he
speaks of a magical and mystical element, “das Magische und Mystische”)!> must
not be regarded as a state of maximum clarity (as is suggested by the word hell:
clear, luminous), but rather of obscurity and confusion, nor of an elevated condition,
but rather of a sunken (versunken) terrain, from which it is necessary to rise back up
to the light and to the heights of reason.'®® That which seems incomprehensible —

besonderen Erdrterung zu unterziehen, sondern ich hoffe auch iiberwiegende Griinde geltend
machen zu konnen, da3 man sie nicht als unmittelbare Wirkungen des thierischen Magnetismus,
und mit demselben nur entfernter, mittelbar und hochst selten, in Verbindung stehend, ansehen
muB.” And 151: “Es mufite daher angenommen werden, dal der Somnambulismus und die
Clairvoyance eigenthiimliche, selbstéindige Krankheitszustiande sind”.

158 Cf. Wolfart (1816), 52: “Der magnetische Schlaf, sammt allem was sich in der geistigen Welt
darin entwickeln und offenbaren mag, ist keine Krankheit, wie die Herren Verfasser wollen, wenn
er nicht durch unrichtiges Verfahren dazu gemacht wird.”

19Tn this respect see also Hufeland (1811), 69-70.

190 Significantly, in an essay entitled Der Mystizismus des Mittelalters in seiner Entstehungsperiode
(Schmid (1824), 27), the professor of philosophy at Jena H. Schmid, suggests that magnetism is
often misunderstood through the inappropriate introduction of mystical beliefs, ignoring the natu-
ral laws and their limits. See also in this respect an interesting note by Gostick (1849), 305:
“Germany has long been noted for the production of mystical books, that a few remarks may be
necessary here to explain the characteristic of such writings. The term ‘mystic’ is strictly applicable
to the theological doctrines of such writers such as Tauler in the fourteenth, and Béhme in the
sixteenth century; but many other works, including several on philosophy, and even on natural sci-
ence, may be fairly described as mystical. Mysticism begins where inductive science ends; or, in
other words, when a writer, not satisfied with the imperfections of reasoning from facts, endeavours to
form theories on the ground of so-called ‘intuitions’ or ‘sentiments.””

161 Cf. Eschenmayer et al. (1817-1824), vol. 2, part 2 (1817), 63—147. This in reality is the second
part (124-147) of an essay entitled Rhapsodieen aus dem Gebiet des thierischen Magnetismus,
whose first part (63—123) is entitled: Wie fordern wir den thierischen Magnetismus, und was ist fiir
denselben einstweilen zu thun?

1921bid., 146.

193]bid.: “Denn indem unsere Zeitschrift vom wissenschafilichen Standpunct ausgehend, das
Magische und Mystische in seiner Wurzel zu ergreifen und sich tief in dasselbe zu versenken sucht,
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Kluge describes clairvoyance in these very terms —must be rendered comprehensible,
and this process also takes place through a confrontation with that mystical chaos (a
real Strudel!) from which it is nevertheless necessary to re-emerge.'®

In the same essay dedicated to mysticism, Kieser criticizes the “sentimental
tendency” of some of his contemporaries, where it is clear that the two adjectives
sentimental and mystical are intimately connected with each other and used almost
as synonyms.'®® The mysticism described by Kieser in this context is therefore an
inclination toward sentiment and an abandonment to an attitude of faith (Glauben),
to the detriment of rigorous and logical learning (Wissen). This type of mysticism
would find particularly fertile terrain in the doctrine of animal magnetism, into
which it would be introduced causing the subversion of the scientific approach to
the theory itself.

Here it should be pointed out that Kieser’s criticism of this form of mysticism
strongly resembles Hegel’s attack on the anti-philosophical mysticism of the
Romantics and of Schelling in his preface to Phenomenology, which will be
discussed in detail later.!®® Sentimental mysticism is in fact fueled, according to
Kieser, by thoughts and feelings that come from a dark and mysterious realm (“das
dunkle Reich”), encourages abandonment to dreaming (as the word trdumend
suggests) and to the sleep of reason, of intellectual force (the verb einschlafen is
used), and finally builds a limit, a secret that for science is insurmountable (“das
unerforschliche Geheimnis™).'®” These exact characteristics have allowed the

aber nur, um mit vollem Bewuftseyn aus dem Strudel des Mystizismus wieder ins lichte Leben der
Vernunft aufzutauchen, soll sie nur dienen, die Wissenschaft zu fordern, das Unbegriffene begrei-
fbar zu machen, das scheinbar aufler der Natur liegende auf sein natiirliches Gesetz zuriickzufiih-
ren, und also dem Mystizismus entgegen zu wirken.” In this respect, it is notable that Kluge (1818),
28, describes Mesmer’s theory as a “mystical chiaroscuro” (“mystische[s] Helldunkel”) into which
no one has the courage to look.

164 One look at the titles of the essays by D. G. Kieser shows clearly how the subject of magical and
generally mysterious phenomena were examined repeatedly by him and with clear interest.
Consider, for example, Kieser’s essay Daemonophania, bei einem wachenden Somnambul
beobachtet vom Professor Dr. D.G. Kieser, which ends significantly with a “Wissenschaftliche
Erkldarung”, a scientific explanation. See Kieser (1819).

1$Cf. Eschenmayer et al. (1817-1824), vol. 2, part 2 (1817), 127-128: “Wir meinen die
sentimentale Tendenz der Zeit, welche statt des klaren und bestimmten Wissens sich mit dunklem
Ahnden begniigt, welche den Glauben iiber das Wissen setzend, von jeder entgegentretenden
Beschridnkung des Wissens zuriickgescheucht sich in das dunkle Reich mysterioser Gefiihle und
gottseliger Gedanken zu retten sucht, und in triumender Hingebung an das unerforschliche
Geheimnis des Lebens alle intellectuelle Kraft und Thétigkeit einschlafen 1d8t.” Cf. also ibid., 135:
“Diese mystische Tendenz der Zeit, welche sich auch in der Lehre vom thierischen Magnetismus
um so mehr zeigt, je mehr sie durch denselben Nahrung zu gewinnen scheint, und welcher die
Wissenschaft entgegenzuarbeiten um so dringenderen Beruf hat, je mehr sie alles ernste, strenge
und consequente Wissen zu verdrangen droht, driickt sich nun hier auf verschiedene Weise, bald
noch unter dem Mantel der Philosophie, bald ganz offenkiindig aus.”

1% Cf. below, Chap. 2, Sect. 2.1.

197Tn this respect, see also Eschenmayer et al. (1817-1824), vol. 2, part 2 (1817), 139: “Statt dahin
zu streben, zur wahren Physik und Mathematik zu gelangen, und des hohern Lebens der Natur
wissenschaftlich bewuf3t zu werden, begniigen sie sich dann, wenn ihnen ihre Formeln den Dienst
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formation of a spontaneous bond between this form of mysticism and the theory of
animal magnetism in its most controversial aspects.

At this point it ought to be explained how the mysticism of Jakob Bohme was
acknowledged in Germany through the emergence of interest in mesmeric practice.
Firstly it should be noted that the concept of mysticism is linked to a particularly
problematic point in mesmeric doctrine, namely in the problem of Hellsehen, which
is understood as a visionary capacity to attain a knowledge that is almost supernatural
in nature, and therefore bears the features of a mystical experience of divine revela-
tion. In the interpretation of certain scholars, animal magnetism, as Kieser critically
points out, offers a space solely and exclusively for a certain understanding of the
mystical phenomenon, which the publisher of the Archiv classifies as sentimental
and hostile to the scientific approach. This is crucial for the reception of Bohme’s
mysticism which, as seen in the previous section, recommenced in Germany with a
strongly standardized interpretation that views the simple cobbler Jakob Béhme as
enlightened by God. It is therefore no surprise that this very interpretation of
Bohme’s mysticism — certainly a limited interpretation and far away from the
meaning Bohme gives to the role of the mystic in his writings — found points of
contact with a certain mystical-sentimental reinterpretation of the curative practice
elaborated by Mesmer. For example, Johann Karl Passavant,'®® the expert on animal
magnetism and a reader of Bohme, combines a Romantic emphasis of the exceptional
nature of the cobbler with a new element that comes from his study of Mesmer:
Bohme, in his view, wrote his works in a state similar to magnetic Hellsehen.'

In only a few cases, the most important of which is certainly that of Franz von
Baader, do writers dealing with animal magnetism refer directly to Bohme; despite
this, the themes and terminology of Bohme can be recognized in certain elabora-
tions of mesmeric theory. The link is therefore indirect in two ways: firstly, because
it seems to develop spontaneously (the concept of mysticism in some mesmeric
literature strongly resembles that applied between 1700 and 1800 to the case and
figure of Bohme), and also because it is possible to identify a substantial group of
readers of Bohme’s works who were interested in animal magnetism, and in certain
cases actively experimented and practiced it. Among the most important of these are
obviously Schelling and Baader, but also Eschenmayer and, at least to a certain

versagen, mit mystischen Worten, die der Phantasiewelt freien Spielraum lassen, den Verstand
tduschen, und ihn zu tiberreden suchen, mit dem mystischen Worte auch den hellen Begrift erfaf3t
zu haben, und die Mystik der Physik, welche alles Weiterforschen ldhmt, ist geboren.”

168 Callisen (1833), 337, writes in relation to Passavant: “Passavant (Johann Carl) zu Frankfurt?
Med. Dr., hielt mehrere Jahre Vorlesungen iiber den Lebensmagnetismus”.

19 Cf. Biirke (1958), 173: “Aber auch Jakob Bohme, ‘ein sehr wunderbarer und merkwiirdiger
Mann’, verfaBte seine Schriften meist in solchen Zustinden, die ‘der Ekstase und dem Hellsehen’
verwandt sind”” The quotation comes from Passavant’s Untersuchungen iiber den
Lebensmagnetismus und das Hellsehen (1821). As Biirke also points out, the source of information
used by Passavant for the life of Bohme is certainly Franckenberg’s biography (the remark “ein
sehr wunderbarer und merkwiirdiger Mann” is a direct reference to the language of the famous
biographer). Passavant also interprets the gift granted by God to the prophets of the Old Testament
tradition as a form of Hellsehen (cf. ibid., 172—-173).
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extent, Gorres, who are particularly relevant to our study because they are directly
criticized by Hegel in his preface to Phenomenology. In the following section we
shall consider the main aspects of Bohme’s mysticism that were integrated into the
theory of animal magnetism, with particular attention to Baader’s interpretation,
and to its contact with pietism — a tradition that seems to run parallel to the debate
on the connection between mysticism and Naturphilosophie, and which repeatedly
intersects with these themes.

2.2 Bohme’s Mysticism Between Paracelsus and Theosophy

The rediscovery of Bohme’s mysticism and the opening of debate on animal
magnetism in Germany were two related events. First, it can be pointed out that the
theory of animal magnetism developed in France, and returned, one might say, from
France to Germany in the way already outlined. In the same way, the process of
rediscovery and rehabilitation of Béhme’s mysticism in the mystic’s home country
was also favored by the work of a diligent French reader, Louis Claude de Saint-
Martin, who had studied German for the very purpose of reading Theosophia
Revelata in its original language. Saint-Martin’s theosophical writings were particu-
lar successful in Germany: by 1782, Matthias Claudius had produced a German
translation of Saint-Martin’s Des erreurs et de la vérité,'”® described as a “mystical
book” in a review that appeared in the Allgemeine Literatur-Zeitung thirty years
later.'”! Saint-Martin was indeed to become one of the major sources on Bohme’s
thought for the German public, and his writings, broadly inspired by his reading of
Bohme, as well as owing much to his choice of language, spread rapidly, so that
they may well have been more readily available in Germany than the shoemaker’s
work itself.!”? It is, in effect, possible to identify a whole series of German scholars
who most probably came into contact with Bohme’s work through Saint-Martin and
his theosophical re-elaborations of the cobbler’s mysticism: the most important
example of this is Franz von Baader.'”

170Tn this respect, see Sdnchez de Murillo (1986), 191.

TALZ, 2.171 (1812), 513-518, here 513. This comment is contained in a review (in the German
translation by Schubert) to Saint-Martin (1811).

172 According to Sdnchez de Murillo (1986), 191, Saint-Martin was the main intermediary in the
rediscovery of Bohme in Germany: “Ahnlich wie Matthias Claudius setzte sich auch Kleuker
(spiter auf Anregung Baaders auch G.H. von Schuberth) fiir St. Martin ein. Auf diesem Umwege
durch Frankreich, wo er wohl iiber Holland eintrat, kehrte Bohme ins deutsche Geistesleben
zurilick.” In my view, however, it is incorrect to regard Saint-Martin’s writings as the only factor
that led to the rediscovery of Bohme in Germany. The reception of Bohme’s work by the early
Romantics is in fact a complicated event, directly and exclusively linked only in a few cases to the
reading of Saint-Martin. Fischer (1931), 27, for example, underlines the fact that Clemens Brentano
read Saint-Martin as well as Bohme.

173 Hamberger (1855), 9.
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It is certainly relevant that Saint-Martin was interested in animal magnetism,'”
and in this sense the ‘combined return’ of animal magnetism and of a certain
interpretation of Bohme’s work from France to Germany is a first link in the structure
of this encounter which has significantly molded the nineteenth-century perception
of the figure and mysticism of the shoemaker. It must therefore be noted that many
who studied animal magnetism knew and were interested in Bohme: if their
interpretations of Bohme’s mysticism share certain prime characteristics, this is
because they move on common ground. It should be emphasized however that
Hegel’s interpretation differs radically from that traditional reception of Bohme’s
mysticism — and this will be a crucial point to which we will return later.

In his famous Handbuch der Geschichte der Philosophie (Manual of the History
of Philosophy), Rixner dedicates a section to the following subject: “Mystics of the
second half of the eighteenth century; struggle of mystics against dogmatics and of
magical magnetizers against medical mechanists and chemists”.!”> Magical magne-
tizers are placed here alongside the tradition of the mystics, in that the opposition of
these last against the dogmatics exactly reproduces the contrast between the vitality
of the theory of mesmerism and the mechanization of nature on the part of official
medicine. In this chapter of the Manual, Rixner makes as much reference to the
theosophy of Saint-Martin (who is included among the mystics of the second half of
the eighteenth century)!'’s as to Mesmer’s theory, so that they therefore find a new
point of contact. An important indication is provided by the very definition of
mesmerism as “magical magnetism”. The concept of magic (Magie) represents in
fact the fundamental aspect that the theory of animal magnetism has taken and
reformulated from the tradition of German mysticism, and in particular from the
work of Bohme.

In a brief essay entitled Animalischer Magnetismus und Magie, Schopenhauer
traces the line of transmission that leads from Paracelsus to Bohme and his followers
(especially his English followers), and finally to Mesmer and those who studied
animal magnetism in the nineteenth century, where the concept of Magie, with its
transformations, was the intermediary. The principle on which the effect of magnetic
therapy is based, writes Schopenhauer, is in fact said to be the so-called Nervengeist,
which however “is only a word for something unknown”."”” This is where the dis-
cussion on magic arises, whose basis is deep-rooted in human nature, if not in the
objective nature of things.!” This inner aspect of magic and the practice of magic,
which represents the basis of the “curative force” inexplicably summoned by the
magnetic healer, was investigated in particular by Paracelsus, who therefore forms

174 Cf. for example von Baader (1851-1869), vol. 4, 17.

1Rixner (1829), vol. 3, 272 et seq.: “Mystiker der zweiten Hilfte des 18ten Jahrhunderts; Kampf
der Mystiker gegen die Dogmatiker und der magischen Magnetiseurs gegen die drztlichen
Mechaniker und Chemiker.”

176 Cf. ibid, 275. Rixner refers also to Swedenborg, on whose thought the influence of Béhme can
be recognized (cf. ibid., 273).

177Schopenhauer (1989), vol. 3, 423.

1781bid., 436.
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the background of this tradition. In the description of Paracelsus the concept of
Magie (magic) intersects with two other fundamental concepts: Imagination
(imagination) and Glauben (faith), where the three terms therefore constitute a
single system of reference. The link between imagination, belief and magic lead
directly to Bohme, for whom Imagination is a creative force that can destroy and
recreate, forming (literally) new worlds and opening up new possibilities: it is no
coincidence that the fall, first of Lucifer and then of Adam, is interpreted as an
imaginative act, though with terrible consequences.!” Following this reasoning,
Schopenhauer quotes from Bohme’s Kurze Erkldrung sechs mystischer Punkte: “he
[Bohme] says among other things: ‘Magic is the mother of the being of all beings,
since it makes itself and is understood in desire. The true magic is no being, but
rather the desiring spirit of being. In short, magic is deed in the spirit that wills.”!%
What strikes Schopenhauer most of all in this quote is naturally the reference to
desire (Begierde), and above all to will (Wille) —to the “spirit that wills” (Willengeist),
as Bohme puts it — which in his view represents the very essence of magic, as if to
say that the concept of will is in reality the true driving action that Paracelsus, and
Bohme after him, described as magic.'®!

But leaving aside Schopenhauer’s speculation on magic as an expression of will,
I would like to draw attention once more to the exact line of tradition to which
Schopenhauer refers, namely the line that leads from Paracelsus to Béhme, then to
Saint-Martin and Mesmer. It is notable that in this way Bohme’s mysticism is linked,
on the one hand, to a certain understanding of Naturphilosophie (from Paracelsus to
Mesmer, through the role of magic) and, on the other, to an equally specific concept
of mysticism, namely the theosophy of Saint-Martin. From here on it will be
necessary to return several times to this pattern of development, since Hegel’s criti-
cism is concerned with exactly this kind of reception of Bohme’s mysticism.

The same interpretative tradition to which Schopenhauer refers represents the
basic structure for Fermenta cognitionis by Franz von Baader, published in six
volumes between 1822 and 1825."%2 In Fermenta cognitionis the relationship
between Bohme and animal magnetism, on the one hand, and Saint-Martin’s the-

" For a brief overview on Bohme’s use of Imagination see BS, vol. 11, 230-231 (Register iiber
alle theosophische Schriften [...]. Drittes Register). On the concept of imagination in Bohme, see
also Koyré (1929), 218-219.

180 Schopenhauer (1989), vol. 3, 455: “Er [Bohme] sagt unter anderm: ‘Magie ist die Mutter des
Wesens aller Wesen; denn sie macht sich selber und wird in der Begierde verstanden. — Die rechte
Magia ist kein Wesen, sondern der begehrende Geist des Wesens. — In summa: Magie ist das Tun
im Willengeist.”

181 Schopenhauer in fact comments in these terms on the passage by Boshme that I have cited: “Als
Bestitigung oder jedenfalls als Erldauterung der dargelegten Ansicht von dem Willen als dem
wahren Agens der Magie” (ibid.).

1821t is interesting to note that most of the sources cited by Baader in Fermenta cognitionis are
certainly Bohme, Saint-Martin and Hegel, with repeated references to Paracelsus, Silesius and
Maistre, as well as the basic texts on animal magnetism.
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osophy, on the other, is described and examined in detail. Above all, Baader also
recognizes that Paracelsus’s conception of nature, seen as a vital organism in which
the power of imagination operates, forms the background of the new theory of
mesmerism.'® What is more, the very study of the concept of imagination in
Bohme’s interpretation of the word makes it possible, according to Baader, to
understand the bases and therefore the way that magnetic treatment works, as if to
say that the Imaginieren itself, of which Bohme speaks, represents the basic struc-
ture of animal magnetism.!®* Once again, therefore, the connection between
Paracelsus, Bohme and Mesmer’s practice is directly established.

Baader’s interpretation, however, goes far beyond Schopenhauer’s more curt
description: Baader is in fact profoundly impressed by Bohme’s theory of
Natursprache and embarks upon a bold explanation of the deep consonance between
the cobbler’s mysticism and mesmerism. According to the laws of Natursprache,
words reveal their deepest significance through the assonances that link them
together in sound, in such a way to form chains of words and complex structures of
references and associations, with dense undertones of meaning.'®> Baader uses the
principle of Natursprache when he refers to the relationship between the words
Magie (magic), Imago (image) and Magnes (magnet):'® the recurrence of the
syllable ma, together with the g sound, suggests they are linked in meaning. Starting
off from sound perception it is therefore possible to understand that the imagination
is an integral part of magic, and that Mesmer had given expression to this power
through the use of magic: in the assonance of words, Bohme’s lexicon therefore
encounters the concepts of the new theory of animal magnetism, which seems
almost like the natural evolution of Bohme’s mysticism.'®” In the third volume of

183 Cf. FC, vol. 2, 218. On the link between Paracelsus, Boshme and animal magnetism, see also FC,
vol. 3, 269.

84Cf. ibid., vol. 3, 260: “Was hier von dem Imaginiren gesagt worden, gibt uns Licht iiber das
sogennante Magnetisiren”.

185With regard to Bohme’s Natursprache see AuN, ch. 4.1 of my introduction.

186 Cf. for example FC, vol. 3, 268. See also von Baader (1817), 11-12, where Baader argues for
the need to rehabilitate the concept of Magic, and to do this he refers directly to Bohme and the
connection between the words Magic-Magnet-Imago.

1871n this respect see the introduction by Procesi Xella to von Baader (1982), 18-19: “[...] Baader
places the doctrine of imagination and of productive imagination at the center of his speculation,
based on the biblical narration of the creation of Adam in the image and likeness of God, and pro-
poses an original Romantic re-elaboration of Kant’s theory of transcendental schematism, which
he reinterprets in the light of the theosophical naturalism of Paracelsus and Bohme, extended by
the new scientific discoveries in the field of electricity and magnetism — Imago, magnes, magia,
Maja are all synonyms, whose semantic richness is due to their close connection with the word and
with the concept of gignere, since it is in the relationship between genitor and genitus that
imaginem-gignere, i.e. the imagination, is realized, which will therefore be productive in the most
radical sense, as a process of generation in which the indeterminate is determined, at every level of
reality and of knowledge.”
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Fermenta cognitionis we read in explicit terms: “magnetizing is no more nor less
than imagining”.'$® The action is therefore the same.'®

One could quite properly conclude that the basis on which the possibility and
effectiveness of magnetic curative treatment is founded, namely imaginative power,
also called magic, is not only no different to Bohme’s concept of Imaginieren, but
even seems identical to it. Bohme’s idea of the creative capacity of the imagination
therefore seems to be floated within the theory of animal magnetism. Yet the passage
quoted offers another point of contact: in the interdependence of the two poles
(active and passive, magnetizer and magnetized) Baader doubtless sees another
feature of Bohme’s mysticism reinterpreted by mesmerism.!”® For this reason
Baader calls attention to the fact that those studying animal magnetism should have
a correct understanding of the problem of the conflict between the positive pole and
the negative pole, and therefore of their possible reunification'’! — Baader himself
obviously regards Bohme’s writings as a source of inspiration on this matter. The
play of polarities represents above all the basis for a dynamic and vital conception
of nature, exactly like that of Bohme, which is therefore summoned (as in Rixner’s
Manual) in support of the theory of animal magnetism, presented as a dynamic and
not as a mechanical science.'”” Against the relentless mechanization of nature,
which was afflicting science in the early 1800s, Baader affirms the need to return to
the sources of the alchemical and theosophical tradition — in the first place Paracelsus
and Bohme — and to a dynamic concept of the natural world, like that offered by
animal magnetism.'*® In Beytréiige zur dinamischen Philosophie im Gegensatze der
mechanischen (Contributions on the Dynamic Philosophy as Opposed to the

B8FC, vol. 3, 268: “Denn Magnetisiren ist nicht minder und mehr als Imaginiren, und der durch
selbes erzeugte Rapport griindet sich in einer Constellation (18.), d. h. der Magnetiseur (sei dieser
nun wer er will, denn nicht immer tritt solcher als Mensch auf) ist in der Regel das active Gestirn,
der Magnetisirte (ob somnambul oder nicht) das ihm entsprechende passive, obschon diese Pole
sich oft auch umkehren.”

189 See the heading Imagination in Register at the conclusion of von Baader (1851-1869), vol. 18,
sub voce.

1%0n the importance of the contradiction (Widerspruch) between the two poles, positive and
negative, in Bohme, see FC, vol. 1, para. 10.

ICf, FC, vol. 3, 261. The criticism is directed in particular to F. Hufeland and his Uber Sympathie.
1921n this respect, see Baader (1809), especially ch. 10, 150-158 (reproduced with the title Ueber
den Begriff der dynamischen Bewegung im Gegensatze der mechanischen in von Baader (1851-
1869), vol. 3, 277-286), where it is stated that whereas for mechanical movement it is true that a
place cannot be occupied by two bodies in the same moment, in the case of dynamic movement
“anima est ubi amat”, in other words, there is fusion and exchange.

93Cf. Procesi Xella (1976), 556: “Mechanical physics, Baader claims, by misunderstanding the
dialectic function of matter and its ‘fluidity’, has shattered the cosmos into a cluster of juxtaposed
parts, which contradict its organic and hierarchical structure, and by affirming the impenetrability
of matter has in fact made nature, and, above all, the human world into an ‘in itself” in relation to
God, thus denying the truth of the mystical body.” Cf. also ibid., 561 (note): “One of the causes
which according to Baader has favored the rampancy of this ‘aberrant’ philosophy of nature has
been the indifference or rejection by German culture of the medieval alchemical-theosophical
tradition, and, above all, the teaching of Paracelsus and Bohme”.



2 The Reception of Bohme’s Philosophy Through the Theories of Animal... 47

Mechanic Philosophy), for example, one of the fundamental writings in which
Baader seeks to build the foundations for a new dynamic and metaphysical conception
of matter, the three basic forces of Paracelsus’s Naturphilosophie, namely Sal,
Mercurius and Sulphur, are presented almost as an antidote to Newtonian
mechanism,'* adopted also by the critical philosophy of Kant (who, not surprisingly,
condemned out of hand any form of hylozoism).!*> Paracelsus’s three principles,
which, in different proportions, make up every natural substance and whose
imbalance is the cause of the various sicknesses, represent the mainstays of a vitalistic
interpretation of the natural world:'¢ the idea of the fluidity of nature, in which the
three principles move, increase or diminish within bodies, replaces the conception
of matter as an inert mass."”’” From Baader’s point of view, B6hme’s mystical
philosophy and Paracelsus’s Naturphilosophie come together and complement each
other so that, in the last analysis, the first is unimaginable without the second.!*®
Within this re-evaluation of the dynamism of nature, considered not as a dead
object but rather as living and pulsating, crossed by forces and unyielding to any
purely quantitative analysis, Baader’s interest is in those phenomena that are
traditionally considered as being on the boundary between natural and supernatural:
in particular, the mystical experience of clairvoyance discussed in the previous
section. The value of animal magnetism lies, according to Baader, in its very ability
to extend and challenge the boundary between natural and supernatural which,
according to official science, remains fixed and rigid:'*® the writings of Bohme and
Paracelsus therefore become a guide to understanding the true potential of nature.?*

1%1n Paracelsian terms Sal, Mercurius and Sulphur appear explicitly in the second edition of
Beytrdge (1809), whereas in the first (1796) Baader spoke more generally about Naturseelekrdifte.
According to Baumgardt, however, Baader was already referring to Paracelsus’s Naturphilosophie
in the first edition (cf. Baumgardt (1927), 187-188).

195 0On Baader’s criticism of Kant’s conception of nature, see: Baumgardt (1927), 178 et seq., and
in particular 179-180: “Baader [...] erklért schon 1796 geradezu: der Hylozoismus ist nicht, wie
Kant meinte, ‘der Tod aller wahren, gesunden Naturphilosophie’; er ist hochstens ‘der Tod — aller
todten, z. B. der Newtonschen usw.” (XV 166).”

19 On Paracelsus’s conception of the three principles of Sal, Mercurius and Sulphur see: Bianchi
(1995), in particular 16—17 and 36-38.

197Cf. Baumgardt (1927), 188-189, where it is underlined that Baader, by reviving the alchemical
tradition, re-elaborates the already Romantic theme of the fluidity of nature.

198 Cf. von Baader (1982), 527, where Baader regrets the fact that the “German philosophers” con-
tinue to ignore “the results achieved by Paracelsus and by the Philosophus Teutonicus”.

199 Cf. Procesi Xella (1976), 383: “Baader feels that magnetic phenomena get away from a tradi-
tional, mechanistic conception of physics, in the same way as extrasensory phenomena”.

2007t should be pointed out that Baader, though showing a clear interest in animal magnetism and
especially in Hellsehen/clairvoyance, nevertheless criticizes Mesmer himself for not having devel-
oped the possibilities of his theory, and for having in the last analysis encouraged superstition
(Aberglauben), rather than trying to integrate the extraordinary results of magnetic practice within
Christianity. With regard to the complex problem of Baader’s relationship with Mesmer’s theory,
see F. Hoffmann’s introduction to: von Baader (1851-1869), vol. 4, 43-52. Hoffmann also dis-
cusses the contentious debate between Baader and Kieser over the significance to be attributed to
the state of Hellsehen, where Kieser criticizes the excessively mystical (mystisch) and enthusiastic
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As for the specific phenomenon of clairvoyance, Baader states that it hasn’t been
given proper attention, even though many treatises have been written about it."! The
magic-divining gift of the magnetic somnambulist should therefore be a reminder
that man possesses the capacity to obtain access to an understanding of the world
thanks to the help of two types of light, namely natural sunlight, through which we
merely see what there is around us, and a higher and more powerful light, through
which the vision of the world is raised to a higher state. This latter light allows
access to a state of Hellsehen much deeper and more significant than what can be
reached through magnetic treatment. Baader therefore considers magnetic clairvoy-
ance almost as an inferior state to the Hellsehen attained by prophets: this second
type, while remaining an entirely earthly experience and lived through the body,
leads in the ultimate analysis to a vision of God — but a God who is constantly mov-
ing out of sight.*® The state of the patient who is magnetized and has become
Hellseher is therefore only the first step on the way toward re-attaining that pro-
phetic condition that belongs in truth to all human beings, but which has now been
forgotten, so that no one is any longer able to recognize it.>> Mesmer’s theory has
therefore taken a significant step toward this rediscovery, but does not yet represent
the point of arrival. In comparison with those considered earlier who are studying
animal magnetism, Baader interprets clairvoyance in more markedly prophetic
terms, within a theosophical framework provided by the writings of Saint-Martin.?**
It is no coincidence that at the beginning of the third part of the work entitled Uber
Ekstase, Baader quotes a passage from Saint-Martin relating to Mesmer and animal
magnetism, where it says that Mesmer has opened the doors to “tangible demonstra-
tions of the spirit”.?> Animal magnetism — a theory elaborated by an incrédule (a
materialist!) — can be developed to its true potential only if it is used as a starting
point, from which then to sink down into that realm of the spirit that Mesmer,
according to Saint-Martin, had ignored. With this reference to Saint-Martin, Baader
in fact takes a leap beyond that frontier between natural and supernatural whose
limit had already been debated in various studies on animal magnetism that we have
considered. The French theosophist appears as the one who has completed Mesmer’s
doctrine, and Jakob Bohme — Saint-Martin’s constant point of reference — enters

(schwdrmerisch) approach of Baader, who interprets the intuitions (Anschauungen) of the
magnetized state as revelations of faith (cf. ibid., 49).

201EC, vol. 1, 182.

2021bid., 183: “Und so schauen wir Gott (seine Herrlichkeit), aber durchschauen diese nicht”.
23Cf. von Baader (1851-1869), vol. 4, 22: “Alle Menschen sind todtgeborne Seher (Propheten)
und die Erscheinungen des Somnambulismus sollen allerdings dazu dienen, sowohl den Glauben
als die Hoffnung der Wiedererweckbarkeit dieser Gabe wieder zu beleben.”

24 Kieser indeed classifies the interpretation of animal magnetism provided by Baader as “myst-
isch-glaubig-orthodox” (see Mewald (1961), 7-8). Procesi Xella also notes that Baader’s interest
in the extraordinary phenomenon of clairvoyance increases — as the correspondence shows — in the
years between 1809 and 1817 (Procesi Xella (1976), 383-384).

205yon Baader (1851-1869), vol. 4, 17.
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into the heart of the discussion on the conjunction between mysticism and
Naturphilosophie.*®

As already mentioned, Baader became interested in Bohme’s writings through
the works of Saint-Martin — whom he recommended to anyone as an introduction to
mysticism of the Teutonic philosopher.>”” His contact with the theosophy of Saint-
Martin came, in turn, through a book by Kleuker, one of the first and most enthusi-
astic German readers of the French theosophist, entitled Magikon, oder das geheime
System einer Gesellschaft unbekannter Philosophen (Magikon, or The Secret System
of a Society of Unknown Philosophers), published anonymously in 1782, which
contained extracts from two fundamental writings by Saint-Martin, Des erreurs et
de la verité and Tableau naturel des rapports qui existent entre Dieu, [’homme et
U'univers. Going back one stage further in this chain, we discover that Kleuker’s
book had been recommended to Baader by Johann Michael Sailer, a Jesuit theolo-
gian®® and professor of philosophy and theology at the universities of Ingolstadt
(where Baader himself had studied), Dillingen and Landshut. Under Sailer’s
influence, Baader became interested in pietist mystical texts, in Lavater’® and —
indirectly through Kleuker — in Saint-Martin.?'° It is therefore possible to add a
further element to the interpretative tradition of Bohmian mysticism outlined so far
(namely, the reception of Bohme through the link with Paracelsus, with animal
magnetism, and with the theosophy of Saint-Martin), in other words, pietism. Sailer
was also in contact with Friedrich Christoph Oetinger, one of the leading figures of
so-called Swabian pietism,?!! and also the author of a text which, as its title indi-
cates, seeks to encourage the reading of Bohme’s writings: Aufimunternde Griinde
zur Lesung der Schriften Jakob Boéhmes (Encouraging Reasons to Read Jakob
Bohme’s Writings) (1731).212 Oetinger’s interpretation of B6hme’s mysticism
also played an important role for Baader, who wrote about the pietist theologian in

2060On Baader’s conviction that the imagination represents the clearest point of contact between the
theosophical doctrine of Saint-Martin, Bohme and Paracelsus, see the introduction of L. Procesi
Xella to von Baader (1982), in particular 18.

27Cf. Kemp (1998), 27: “Zu der von G. H. Schubert, dem Verfasser der Ansichten von der
Nachtseite der Naturwissenschaft, besorgten Ubersetzung eines spiteren Werkes, Vom Geist und
Wesen der Dinge, schrieb Baader 1812 eine Vorrede, in der er die Werke Saint-Martins ‘als
Einleitung zum Studium der Werke des Philosophus teutonicus’ empfiehlt.”

2081t should be remembered that the Jesuit colleges played an important role in the development of
the theory of animal magnetism (cf. above, note 144).

290n Baader’s use of Lavater’s thought, see Baumgardt (1927), 177. On the link between the
theory of animal magnetism and Lavater’s thought, see Wienholt (1787).

20Cf, Procesi Xella (1976), 63—64. In a letter dated 16 March 1815, Sailer advised his friend F. K.
von Savigny to read Bohme and Saint-Martin, where it is apparent therefore that Sailer was aware
of an immediate link between the German mystic and the French theosophist (cf. Benz (1983), 82).
2110On Swabian pietism, we will return in the next section to consider the supposed influence of the
Hegel and Schelling Stift on young students (cf. below, Chap. 1, Sect. 3.2).

22Cf. Biirke (1958), 160. Cf. also Sailer (1948-1952), vol. 2, 347-348.
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a letter to Stransky: “I don’t know anyone after Oetinger who understood or
understands J. Bohme.”?!?

Profoundly influenced by the Naturphilosophie of Paracelsus, in particular by
the doctrine of the relationship between microcosm and macrocosm and by the
principle of the interdependence of the two essential polarities, as well as by the
development of Paracelsus’s ideas in new discoveries in the field of magnetism and
electricity, Oetinger emphasized the relationship of Bohme’s mysticism with this
tradition, which contrasted the dynamism of the natural world with the dead rigidity
of mechanism.?'* At the same time, his interpretation of Theosophia Revelata
reflects an interest in the cabalistic tradition?'> and the religious approach promoted
by pietism, which spread in German through the formation of small communities
from the final years of the seventeenth century.?!® It has also been shown that the
work of Paracelsus and the writings of Bohme were both read with interest in pietist
circles.?!”

As already demonstrated in the portrayal of Bohme by the pietist Gottfried
Arnold in his Unpartheyische Kirchen- und Ketzer-Historie (Impartial History of
the Church and the Heretics), pietism and Bohme’s mysticism find two fundamental
points of contact. First of all, the call for pietist communities to preserve the vitality
of religion, avoiding the fossilization encountered — without distinction — by all
religions of the Book, reflects a theme dear to Bohme and to spiritualists (from
Franck to Weigel) of the opposition between the Church alive and the Church made
of stone (Mauerkirche). At the same time, the interest in scientific experimentation,
widespread among pietists, can be regarded as the expression of one and the same
approach, which aims to preserve the vitality and spirituality of nature from the
‘mortifying’ attacks of official science.?!® Secondly, pietism preaches the expectation

231 etter to Stransky (Munich, 24 July 1838), in von Baader (1851-1869), vol. 5, 572: “Ich kenne
aber seit Oetinger Niemand, der J. Bohme verstand oder versteht”. Baader’s disciple J. Hamberger
also expresses himself in similar terms in the preface to his own edition of Oetinger’s Biblisches
Worterbuch (cf. Oetinger (1849), ix).

214Wollgast (1976), 166-167. See also Wallmann (2005), 231: “In Waldorf begann Oetinger, sich
ein chemisches Laboratorium einzurichten und zu experimentieren. Die von Westeuropa vordrin-
gende mechanistische Naturwissenschaft ablehnend, suchte er Anschluf} an die Tradition der
Alchemie, beschaffte sich die Schriften von Paracelsus, Johann Baptist van Helmont, aber auch
von Isaac Newton, dessen die Theologie respektierende Naturlehre er vor der Leibnizschen
Philosophie den Vorzug gab. Begierig sammelte er alle Nachrichten iiber naturwissenschaftliche
Experimente und Entdeckungen, bis hin zu Magnetismus und Elektrizitit. ‘Die Chemie und die
Theologie sind bei mir nicht zwei sondern ein Ding.””

2150n Oetinger’s education and his study of the cabala, cf. Oetinger (1999), 27.

210n the origins of pietism, see Jung (2005), in particular 3.

2I7Cf. Minder (1974), 206. In this respect Minder recalls that a Konsistorialreskript was issued in
1746 banning meetings in conventicula sub specie pietatis; but the edict was aimed in particular at
certain Schwdrmer who were regarded as followers of Bohme (cf. ibid., 130).

2I8Cf. Minder (1974), 85-86 and 103. In this respect see also Bornkamm (1926), 16, which points
also to the connection between pietism and the Protestant mystical tradition: “Denn der Pietismus
hat zwei Hauptwurzeln: 1. die reichen Motive der protestantischen Mystik, die Forderung wahrer
Wiedergeburt, die Christusinnigkeit, die Liebesmystik zwischen Seele und Christus, die Zustiande
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of a period of spiritual revolution (but not the end of the world), which will coincide
with the establishment of the kingdom of God on earth and strongly resembles that
period of rebirth to which Béhme had given the name Lilienzeit, the time of lilies. It
is therefore no surprise that Oetinger, a member of the pietist community of
Zinzendorf,*"° regarded Jakob Bohme as a “prophet of our time”?*° who announced
the imminent and total change of the world, and also pointed to the discovery of
hidden possibilities in the natural world. In this sense, Oetinger is perhaps the first
to combine the study of chemical alchemy with biblical exegesis, following what in
his judgment was the example of the mystical cobbler. On this earth, between
messianic expectations and experiments in chemical alchemy (or between “theology
and electricity”, to use the terminology of Benz),??! Oetinger studies the thought of
Jakob Bohme, who takes his place in this respect alongside the Old Testament
prophets, as a new prophet who announces and prepares the moment of rebirth that
awaits the human race.””

From Baader’s point of view, Oetinger and Saint-Martin represent almost the
obligatory route for every reader of Bohme. In various letters, Baader calls Bohme
“mein Meister”,>** as a demonstration that the theosophical vision of Saint-Martin
and the pietist framework of Oetinger play an important role in his reception of
Bohme’s mysticism: for Baader as well, the cobbler is a religious and prophetic
figure, a theosophist,** and above all a spiritual master. Given the importance of this
interpretative tradition of Bohme’s mysticism as a term of comparison in
understanding the difference and peculiarity of Hegel’s interpretation, I would like
once again to emphasize one key point: Baader confronts the reading of Bohme
through a specific filter, the work of Saint-Martin; alongside this first aspect is his

der Verziickung und Erleuchtung, die Gemeinschaftsbildung in engen, ernsten Gruppen usw. und
2. die Reformbewegungen innerhalb der Orthodoxie.”

219Cf. the introduction by T. Griffero to Oetinger (1999), 27.

20Cf, Piepmeier (1978), 55. Here I can mention the fact that Oetinger considered Swedenborg,
alongside Luther and Bohme, to be a fundamental prophetic figure. It was thanks to Oetinger that
the writings of Swedenborg — already described by Kant as “die wildesten Hirngespinste des
argsten Schwirmers” — spread in Germany (cf. G. Biirke (1958), 51).

21Benz (1970), 27 et seq., describes Oetinger as a “elektrische[r] Theologe”.

222Cf, Wallmann (2005), 233: “Oetinger sammelt die Bezeugungen natiirlicher Gotteserkenntnis
aus den verdringten Ra