Chapter Eight 


The Absolute Immigrates to America


Hegel's Absolute Idealism came to the United States under the official sponsorship of the St. Louis Hegelians, who also supervised its naturalization here. Perhaps these Westerners are of marginal interest today;� undergraduates are seldom assigned their original articles, while not a single catchphrase of theirs (such as the pragmatists' ''will to believe'' or the ''fixation of belief'') perpetuates them even in cocktail conversation. For all of this, they and their connections have left a profound mark on American education from kindergarten to graduate school and they had an important, perhaps decisive, political role in building the nation during and after the Civil War. More importantly in the present context, they gave philosophy such a fresh sense of power and historicity that it was moved out of the genteel world of clerics and colleges into the realms of public affairs. For them, philosophy was a calling (in the sense of Fichte's Bestimmung des Menschen) rather than a mere profession. Amateurs in the most cordial sense of that term, they studied, talked, and worked with incredible intensity. Above all, they translated philosophic classics so indefatigably that the undergraduate who does not know their articles stands a fair chance of using editions of German philosophers prepared by them or their near associates. And if he has work to do in Plato or Aristotle, medieval logic or theory of education, that same undergraduate (or scholar) runs the risk of missing fruitful insights if he overlooks their investigations.


After a discussion of alternative approaches to these Hegelians (1), we proceed �
in a leisurely fashion to discuss the gathering of the group in St. Louis under its central figures Harris and Brokmeyer shortly before the Civil War (2). A review of its main European philosophic debts (3) is followed by an account of how the group, reassembled after the war and strengthened by such newcomers as Snider, Davidson, and Howison, becomes active in social and educational reform (4); and founds a journal with a cultural mission (5). Finally, we turn to the relation of St. Louis and Concord (6).


1. The St. Louis Hegelians in Different Perspectives


Now there are various ways of approaching the St. Louis Hegelians, for they intersect diverse intellectual currents: as a robust extension of Transcendentalism to the Western frontier; as an important part of the larger story of German culture in America; or, in their own terms, as a "Moment" in the dialectic by which the Western Spirit was to join the nation to the mainstream of continental thought. While this last is the course we shall follow, it is worth indicating where the other options might have taken us.


It is fairly easy to see why both Alcott and Harris regarded the St. Louis Hegelians as an extension of or "complement to" Eastern Transcendentalism. Harris and Brokmeyer took their initial inspirations from New England's idealism, and the various groups that formed about them kept alive those contacts which were further bonded by visits from Emerson and Alcott. In the end, Harris and many of his associates (excepting Brokmeyer, on principle) returned to Concord-there to write an epilogue to Transcendentalism, and to help bridge it to Harvard's academic idealism.


Emerson and Alcott seldom held themselves strictly responsible to the German originals. Less inclined to strip the texts for their precise lessons, they used them where they matched or supplemented their own insights; the Concord philosophers read even Kant himself with a hearty Platonism that was starched with Common Sense Realism. In the process, they dulled finer distinctions so attractive to German metaphysics. Further, the proper Transcendentalists were cautious about being identified with post-Kantian philosophy and theology lest the charge of infidelity launched against the latter aggravate their own precariously balanced position vis-à-vis orthodoxy. They were more sanguine about associating themselves with the cautious French restatements of German thought, particularly Cousin's Course of the History of Modern Philosophy; and of course they were happy enough to acknowledge the influence of Coleridge and Carlyle. Yet all of these, in one way or another, were seeking to overcome in some higher synthesis the difficulties left by Kant: Cousin, in his eclecticism, Coleridge in his own logic,�
Fichte and Schelling by their versions of objective idealism, and Emerson and Alcott in the ways explored in the previous chapters. Of the Germans, the Transcendentalists found Schleiermacher most to their taste, on personal and philosophic grounds-especially insofar as he emphasized Vernunft as a way of direct access or intuition, in contrast to Verstand, mere scientific understanding. Schleiermacher, in fact, stood to one side of the main course of German idealism which hindsight finds climaxed in Hegel. He was, however, closer to the deepest concern of the Transcendentalists, for he saw religion not as an institutional matter but as a matter of direct experience, particularly the experience of dependence. Even so, many Transcendentalists worried that even Schleiermacher was too dangerously pantheistic.


Still there were others in New England, in and out of Transcendentalism, who took a more scholarly attitude toward German texts. Even before George Bancroft complained that he could find no German-English dictionary or grammar to prepare him for the German trip that was to begin the Harvard-Göttingen axis, Moses Stuart at Andover was attempting to show that a staunch Calvinism could be maintained even when using the tools of German higher criticism. Yet both Stuart and his student James Marsh were often put on the defensive. On the whole, German philosophy of this time was bound in the same volume with radical theology, philology, and the science of history, and orthodox Americans could reasonably suspect it of pantheism. And if there were any doubt where Hegelianism and the higher criticism might lead, it was dissipated in America by Bancroft's report that Hegel's classes were "blasphemous." (Perhaps this attitude of Bancroft’s was not entirely uninfluenced by Schleiermacher, who was the American's host in Germany, at a time when the break between Schleiermacher and Hegel's philosophy of religion was still a stylish scandal.) At any rate, suspicions about Hegel's pantheism were converted into certainties when an acknowledged disciple of Hegel, David Strauss, published his Das Leben Jesu (1835). Whereas Schleiermacher's stress on the dependence-experience as the essence of Christianity merely minimized the importance of the institutional structure of religion, Strauss saw Jesus, the Christ-myth, as a poetic symbol of the divine in man. Rapidly, after that, left-wing German philosophy went on to challenge not only the historicity of the Gospels and of Jesus, but also the objective reference of religious conceptions, including "God." Their project became one of explaining the rise of religious institutions naturalistically, i.e., psychologically and anthropologically.


Among those who traveled in the Transcendentalist orbit, the most influential in St. Louis (Emerson and Alcott aside) were their outstanding scholars—Hedge, Parker, and Cabot, the beginning, middle, and end, as it were, of Trancendentalism. Frederick Hedge was but a teenage charge of Bancroft's on the German trip, and thus received youthful training in German literature and thought. As a Unitarian minister in Providence and a professor of modern languages at Harvard, Hedge became a major source for really reliable information about German thought. One of his articles in The Christian Examiner (1833), although osten-�
sibly on Coleridge, gives a neat précis of the development of philosophy from Kant (who "sets the method" as an examination of experience) through Fichte and Schelling (who further elaborate the system and rework the difficulties). Theodore Parker, like Hedge a minister with broad interests in German literature, was also a reliable source for translations, especially of Schelling, and for articles on German idealism in general. The most controversial of these was an examination of Das Leben Jesu.�  At the time of writing, Parker was unwilling to go all the way with Strauss's mythologizing of Jesus, but he used it to good effect to distinguish Christianity as religious experience from dogma, ritual, and mummery. But both Parker and Hedge stopped short of sympathy for Hegel, and we shall see later that the threat of Hegel's pantheism also exercised Harris. Nonetheless Hedge, in his Prose Writers of Germany, added sections of Hegel's Philosophy of History and his ironic essay, "Who Thinks Abstractly?" to the predictable selections from Kant's Critiques and his essay on Perpetual Peace. Fichte was also represented in part by the Destination of Man in an especially powerful translation. While of course there were no chapters on Strauss, Feuerbach, or the Socialists, the inclusion of Hegel had as fateful consequences as any of the romantic historians could have wished. The "anonymous friend" who prepared the selection distances himself from Hegelianism in the introduction, but writes that "Hegel's disciples allege that this philosophy is shaped to what Christianity offers by faith'' and that they claim that it is the culmination of all other systems, recapitulating the whole progress of the human mind, the course of history, the phenomena of nature, and all problems of speculation.


There is one Absolute Substance pervading all things. That Substance is Spirit. This Spirit is endowed with the power of development; it produces from itself the opposing powers and forces of the universe. All that we have to do is to stand by and see the process going on. . . . [It] goes on from stage to stage until the Absolute Spirit has passed through all the stadia of its evolution, and is exhibited in its highest form in the Hegelian system. . . . The system comprises three departments: . . . Logic is the science of the Absolute Idea, in its abstract character; in the Philosophy of Nature we have the same Absolute in another, an external form; in the Philosophy of Spirit we have its highest stage. Here it manifests itself as the Subjective Spirit, the Objective Spirit, and the Absolute Spirit. The Absolute Spirit, in fine, has three stages of development, which are religion, art, and philosophy.�


Reports vary, but it is likely that the "anonymous friend" was plural and included H. B. Smith as well as James Elliot Cabot who was admittedly the translator of almost all of the considerable section on Kant. Cabot, later to become an overseer of Harvard, a sometime lecturer in ethics there, and a kind of literary executor for Emerson, encouraged and supported the St. Louis crowd and, even more than they, approached Kant and the Post-Kantians without idiosyncrasy. Perhaps by the time Cabot started to write, Hegel was becoming more respectable �
in Boston (or perhaps a Cabot didn't need to worry about such matters). But he put Hegel on a more substantial footing with a brilliant and enthusiastic review in Parker's Massachusetts Quarterly Review of Stallo's General Principles of the Philosophy of Nature, a pioneer book in the Hegelian style. Later he gave favorable publicity to the house organ of the St. Louis Hegelians, their Journal of Speculative Philosophy, in the brahmin North American Review. This is a notable, if rather dry, confrontation of John Stuart Mill's inductive logic with the kind of methodological problems raised easily by Hegel's critique of empirical psychology. Cabot also published in the Journal his part of the controversy with William James on the categories of time and space. By nature Cabot was a genteel adversary, committed to philosophic inquiry without the aura of ego involvement and vehemence; he remained unperturbed by the rising tide of empirical psychology, for, if one views philosophy sub specie Hegelianitatis, the pendulum must swing back to idealism again.


The Westerners came to think that New England's affair (Cabot excepted) with German philosophy was anemic and emasculated. The most striking difference between St. Louis and eastern Massachusetts was of course the former's confidence in Hegel, which carried along with it a related preference for Aristotle over Plate. Those who like Harris remained close in mood and problem to the East struggled with Hegel's pantheism and ultimately succeeded in bringing it into line with their own brand of Christianity—helped by such German post-Hegelians as Daub and Rosenkranz. It goes without saying that these and other Hegelian moderates, such as the Italian Augusto Vera, were to be given copious space in the pages of the journal which the St. Louis intellectuals shortly founded.


Although pantheism was a continuing concern of Harris's throughout the years, his own interests changed under the pressures of the evolutionary sciences. An early paper is preoccupied with pantheism in the context of the relation between God and man. Because God is free and independent He is essentially a creator.


His self-knowledge is therefore the creation of the world, and of man as an image, or reflection of Himself. The World, or created Universe is not God, but His Image, his Reflection, his Creation.�


Harris thinks that he is properly interpreting Hegel by holding that God is transcendent over nature and not identical with anything in nature, save what is the consequence of his activity. History, especially human history, reflects the person, the will, intellect, and heart of God; yet man preserves his identity because he also is self-conscious and free. Of course Harris's problem is to show how these two claims are compatible. Others among the St. Louisans didn't see the problem, for they thought that God needs us as badly as we need Him.


In an article written some ten years later, as a part of a symposium on the relation between science and religion,� Harris attempts to show that neither pantheism nor atheism (which clearly can't account for the patent experience of dependence), but (468) A HISTORY OF PHILOSOPHY IN AMERICA theism is entailed by modern science. Theism now, however, seems to involve merely a necessary appeal to some kind of unity. Even in the case of the physical sciences mere observation could never be forged into a scientific theory; what counts is the organizational feature by which hypothesis determines the relevant and systematic connections of observations. Harris gets his best ammunition not from the physical sciences, but from the historical and social ones. It is obvious that a set of observations of the successive stages by which a seedling becomes a tree would never capture its unity through time. Not even the teleology of survival, as in Darwin, could be understood without the prerequisite unifying principles. When we turn from biology to sociology and the principles which determine the historical development of human institutions, of art, religion, or even philosophy itself, the kind of natural laws to be found in physics simply don't come to grips with the matter; some appreciation of self-determined activity is necessary, some account of the cumulative intelligence which is expressed in the history of human culture. Harris has yet another arrow in his quiver, for he shows that science itself is institutional; it depends on the social transfer of knowledge, the division of labor, and the share of each in the profits of the experience of all. Few scientists appreciate how socially determined are their aims, assumptions, and behavior. Harris's conclusion is that science implies theism insofar as the latter means the relational character and interdependence of all features of the universe.


There were others, generally native Westerners, who were spared the agony over Hegel’s alleged pantheism either, as in the case of Brokmeyer, because they ignored the problem or because they had reversed the problem—to put it informally, by making the personality of God immanent in history and thereby ''spiritualizing" nature. But Harris's dilemma remains more poignantly, because how then can the individual be saved from being "swallowed up'' by God; how can the individual's autonomy be salvaged from the spiritual determinism of the Absolute and leave both God and man as Persons?


The St. Louis Hegelians stand out in a different way when viewed as a part of the story of German influence on America. Of course Bancroft's claim that he couldn't prepare himself adequately for his trip to Germany is a canard. Perhaps (putting it unkindly) the complaint stems from an old man's memory magnifying the obstacles to his own achievements. After all, Moses Stuart and James Marsh found no such obstacles to learning German and there appear to have been German holdings in Harvard's own library from colonial times that survived the various fires. In any case, there were obvious resources in New York and Pennsylvania. For example, in Pennsylvania, quite apart from individual German-Americans who contributed to our intellectual life, there had been pre-Revolutionary communities which preserved German traditions of literacy, printing, and education. Particularly their ministers and physicians were well trained, often in German universities. Further, there were German studies at the University of Pennsylvania land Columbia) and occasionally illustrious professors such as Kunze who were �
probably inspirations for the rather surprising number of references to Kant, Wolff, and Leibniz even before 1800.


It seems plausible to infer the continuity of knowledgeable groups from the eighteenth to the nineteenth century. In addition to anti-intellectual communities of Mennonites and Amish, among others, there were cultivated Germans such as Frederick A. Rauch.� He lectured at Mercersburg Seminary and Marshall College, and if we may presume his Psychology (1840) was comprehensible to those who kept it in publication, then his was a very sophisticated audience. Rauch had studied in Germany with Daub, Hegel's literary executor, and he attempted to weld Hegelian insights with empirical psychology. It is difficult to believe that Rauch himself, or the Mercersburg School of Theology of which he was the forerunner, found any deep inconsistency between Hegelianism and Christianity (Yale's Murdock to the contrary�).


Theology is not our main concern, however, for the German influence in America had, in the long run, considerable secular effect as well. Peter Kaufmann is an example.� He speaks with a new social voice decades ahead of the conservative economic spirit of German visitors like List and Lieber. Almost immediately upon his arrival in Philadelphia he established the first Labor-for-Labor store. Presumably he knew Robert Owen (who was in Philadelphia at the time), but his own philosophy is closer to that of the early Continental Christian Socialists. His exotic and Tolstoy-like Utopianism emphasized the involvement of the individual in the social setting. Society as presently organized is not only economically inefficient, but is also subversive of the development of natural social harmony. The social gospel is no counsel of perfection; it must be taken quite literally and acted upon immediately. In fact it requires the present realization of justice and the setting up of Socialism. Kaufmann carried this message westward in steps, coming to settle finally in Canton, Ohio, where he worked as a publicist. Although he turned rather late to the formal study of German idealism, his Socialism shares the Hegelian view of history as a process in which good emerges from evil through alterations and reform of the social institutions which transmit and mold values. This, of course, contrasts the prevalent New England view that social reform depends upon the individual's change of heart.


Kaufmann, as well as others who traveled west from the Eastern seaboard, joined a larger and more direct stream of German immigration that was pouring into the Middle West in the thirties and forties. These were predominantly farmers and artisans, but at midcentury they were augmented by ''forty-eighters,'' victims of the failure of liberal revolutionary hopes in Europe. These latter, relatively few in number, brought a professional but nonclerical class to such cities as Canton, Chicago, Detroit, and that "Athens of the West," Milwaukee (where the indispensable adjunct of philosophizing was first brewed in 1840). The forty-eighters were not merely intellectuals; they were men of action. They belonged to the generation which had cherished the social ideals of the French Revolution, �
freedom and self-determination, translated now into economic terms. And they preserved the romantic aspirations of Fichte and early Hegel of a nation as a cultural unity no less than as a political one. Many had been schooled in a sturdier socialism than Kaufmann's Christian Socialism and some had been associated with the Communist League. These last included Willich, Weitling, and Weydemeyer, to mention only some "Ws." All in Germany had seen the collapse in the fall of 1848 of the republican aspirations which had been so hopeful in the spring. Americans read the history of the revolutionary drama and the distress of the political refugees as it was vividly drawn by Marx in Greeley's New York Tribune. Insofar as Hegel figured in their philosophies it was the young and revolutionary Hegel now tempered by the left-wing theorists and utilized by Feuerbach and Marx. Hegel's reputation as a conservative ''Law and Order'' man was only later entrenched by the German conservative backlash; in such later right-wing theorists as the historian Treitschke, Hegel is portrayed as a nationalist in a modern competitive sense, and it is this interpretation of Hegel that survives in the twentieth century, at least till the rediscovery of the early Hegel.


Cincinnati and St. Louis received the brunt of this German cultural migration. By the time Willich settled in Cincinnati, befriended by Stallo, it was already an industrial and urbane city, complete with libraries, foreign booksellers, music festivals, and a consolidated German community. There were sizable samplings of German and French Catholics, Jews, Calvinists, and Unitarians, many of whom had set up their own resources for higher education. The prevailing sentiment was liberal and when President Lyman Beecher forbade the students at Lane Theological Seminary to discuss slavery, their abolitionist sympathies led them to remove virtually en masse to Oberlin. But where Stallo's use of Hegelian themes was geared to science and the evolution of the natural order, Willich was a left-wing Hegelian who had come to edit the liberal German language newspaper, the Cincinnati Republikaner.


Willich is a good illustration of the way Hegel's philosophy, compounded with others, entered into the Western Weltanshauung. Willich was a foster son of Schleiermacher and must have been part of the household when Bancroft was hosteled there. He entered the Prussian army as an officer but quickly became disgusted with the caste system that separated the privilege of the officers from the degradation of the soldier. He then came to see this conflict as a reflection of the larger exploitation of the people, and when he carried the new spirit of democratization into the army, he quickly found himself in anticipatable trouble. Soon he was fighting with the revolutionaries and as soon sharing their exile.


In London, while identified with the Communist League, he became estranged from Marx who called him a "true socialist." This remark was of course no compliment because it suggested, and correctly, that Willich still had faith that a social revolution might be brought off, completely disregarding Marx's insistence on the indispensable preparation of society itself before an ultimate victory could be possible. Willich had faith not only in an immediate revolution but in the �
workers themselves. Society is alienated against itself, the worker has lost his humanity in his servitude. Yet the worker can be educated to see the need to determine the conditions of his employment, and to liberate himself from the whims and interests of the factory owner who controls capital and credit. He could be educated as well to the power he has to initiate social reform. It is this education and the establishing of workingmen's associations across national boundaries that are the avenues to social justice—not the capturing of governments and the nationalizing of the means of production.


The estrangement with Marx was-overcome, but not before the American public was entertained by exchanges in which, for example, Marx calls Willich the "magnanimous" man in Hegel's ironic sense. Willich firmly publicizes the continuity between Hegel and Marx, a continuity which Engels developed so carefully :


Marx was and is the only one who could undertake the work of extracting from Hegel's logic the kernel which comprised Hegel's genuine discoveries in this area and construct the dialectical method, divested of its idealistic trappings, in the simple form in which it becomes the only correct form of the development of thought. The working out of this method which forms the foundation of Marx's critique of political economy we consider a result scarcely less important than his basic materialistic perspective.�


He is particularly impressed with Engels' exposition of the Hegelianism that so influenced Marx's political economy—the fact that truth lies in the historical evolution of knowledge, not in a set of dogmas, the fact that each stage is necessary for its time and conditions and yet unjustifiable with respect to the newer and higher conditions evolving out of its internal structure.�


Now it would be predictable that the St. Louis group which had held to the middle of the road as regards Christian theory would enlist Hegel's social philosophy in the service of the moderate political center, and as predictable that they would avoid association with the German-American left and the labor movement generally. Indeed their condescending willingness to include ''laborers only if they are 'properly philosophic' " sounds somewhat snide. And although they made Willich (and Stallo) associates of the Journal of Speculative Philosophy, Weydemeyer, who was for a time editor of the St. Louis Neue Zeit, is absolutely ignored. Even so their commitment to an organic view of society and the state distinguishes them from New England's academic laissez-faire atomism. Yet they were not happy with the Concord Transcendentalism that led to Brook Farm. Active intervention, not withdrawal, social unity of interdependent interests that makes morally right actions possible, not moral salvation via an inner light. Hegel in the light of such aims has become a democrat—a kind of La Follette progressive. The important lesson to be learned from these ways of approach is that Hegelianism, in one or another of its varieties, did not need to wait for the St. �
Louisans to find its way into America. What they did provide for Hegel was a voice and an organization. There is one further caution needed lest the label ''St. Louis Hegelians" mislead: just as the Hegelian influence was geographically broader than St. Louis, so interest in St. Louis was intellectually broader than Hegel. They followed the full sweep of German Objective Idealism from Kant through Fichte and Schelling to Hegel and even beyond him to philosophers like Trendelenburg and Ulrici, who in the close skirmishes of German philosophy appeared as critics of Hegel but who were seen in America as sharers of the general viewpoint. The great figures of German philosophy also joined the Westerners to the great figures of German intellectual history—to Goethe, Schiller, and the Schlegels, with an enthusiasm and a virility that distinguishes them from the Transcendentalists, and to Greek culture—to Plate, Aristotle, and to the tragedians and historians. Indeed they were even reintroduced to a nineteenth-century Shakespeare in the Tieck-Schlegel translations, and in Wilhelm Meister.


Yet St. Louis and Hegel did have the stellar roles, for the story begins in the most unpretentious meeting of Harris and Brokmeyer one winter evening in 1858 in the St. Louis Mercantile Library. William Tory Harris (1835-1909) was afterward to rise through the school system to become United States Commissioner of Education, and Hens Conrad Brokmeyer (1828-1906) was to become lieutenant governor of Missouri; but on that first encounter they were modest, not to say impoverished, figures. Harris was but recently arrived from the East, having left Yale by mutual consent with its president, Noah Porter, to seek his fortune in the West. If his assets were financially insignificant, at least they included an odd assortment of talents from a reasonable competence in the classics, experience in managing a gymnasium, a knowledge of shorthand, a love of Goethe's Wilhelm Meister, and a tremendous will to get to the bottom of Kant's philosophy. Among his more tangible resources were Cousin's essays on the history of philosophy to guide him to the last. It was not Noah Porter who led him to philosophy but Emerson and Alcott; the latter, a personal friend, had stiffened his interest away from an incipient theosophy toward somewhat more serviceable and orthodox problems. The time was to come when Harris would educate them both in Hegelianism.


That part of Emerson's education was still in the future when Harris finished an informal lecture, though presumably a philosophically respectable one, in St. Louis's Mercantile Library. Brokmeyer, dressed in foundry clothes, challenged his defense of Cousin. This was the first of many discussions that were to last till early morning. Even at that first meeting Brokmeyer held out Hegel and especially the Larger Logic as the "key to virtually every philosophic puzzle from the understanding of Kant to the reconstruction of social institutions.'' Rough looking though he may have been, Brokmeyer was as skilled a dialectician and as charismatic a figure as was to appear among American philosophers. Brokmeyer had come from Germany in 1844, too young to have studied philosophy in the Old World, but not too young to make a fortune on his westward travel. He tried out �
Georgetown College (Kentucky) but when encouraged by its authorities to leave, he talked his way into Brown University. That experience did not prove a total success either, for after engaging president Wayland in pyrotechnic debate, he left that university as well, cockily determined "Ich bin meine eigene Universität." The Brown venture, however, was a success in another way; for there he met Frederick Hedge, who was a minister at the time in Providence. Hedge's Prose Writers of Germany initiated him into German philosophy, and although conversations with the conservative Hedge may have strengthened his knowledge, they were most unlikely to have converted him to his lifelong devotion to Hegel. Brokmeyer returned to the West, taking seriously the Transcendentalists' injunction to be and know yourself, to live the Fichtean vocation of man; but the measure of his involvement was a Walden of two years on the harsh frontier beyond St. Louis in the company of Hegel, Kant, Goethe, Descartes, and a gun for hunting. It was here that Brokmeyer began the translation of Hegel's Logic that he revised for nearly half a century; although it was never published, it was copied by hand in its entirety many times and circulated widely and parts of it were taken down in phonography by Harris. In a way, Harris and Brokmeyer are the contrast (which Harris himself saw) of the ways that Wilhelm Meister and Faust approach the vocation of man. Harris, the Wilhelm Meister, prepares for a life in this world with a limited outlook. He is torn between poetry and business during his Lehrjahre or apprenticeship and he is blocked in his progress toward becoming a whole man by abortive and external associations. His Wanderjahre, or journeyman years, see him still struggling with the problem of education and self-education, seeking a more ample self-view in good and harmonious living, but not attempting to alter the social order drastically. The end is still open, for the Meisterjahre is not told, but the title, of course, gives a reason for optimism. Brokmeyer is rather the Faustian figure preparing for a more cosmic life; at the outset the earth spirit, the world, is too much for him and he grapples with an ideal, struggling for the knowledge that will allow him to bring the world and the ideal in touch with one another. He feels no indignation at the sufferings of individuals, e.g., for the old couple whose lands must be flooded, but sees rather the subordination of the individual to the social ideal. The contrast is carried over in their views against slavery, for where Harris is morally incensed, Brokmeyer works unsentimentally toward that reconstruction of society which will eventually make the institution unnecessary.


Brokmeyer's first retreat to the wilderness was not the last, but between these withdrawals he found time to practice law, enter politics, become a mayor tit is said). His leadership in the German community helped hold Missouri for the Union and crystallize its progressive sentiment. His influence was later important in electing Carl Schurz to the Senate and in getting Stallo's diplomatic appointment; his greatest service to Missouri was less as lieutenant governor land acting governor, 1876-77) than his hand in drafting the State Constitution of 1875 which guaranteed education to all from the sixth to the twentieth year. Throughout he �
was sensitive and knowledgeable about political movements; practical policies and Hegel's logic were all of a piece, since philosophy was to be tested in social and political reality.


2. The Group Forms in St. Louis


St. Louis also had its role in these philosophic developments. It was a frontier town, a gateway to those who would seek their futures in the farther West and the point of return for those who, like Harris's own father, had tried there and failed. Yet it was much more than that, it was a cosmopolitan city which cherished aspirations of one day becoming the capital of a United States of America that stretched from one ocean to the other. French culture had left its trace in taste, religion, and above all in the Catholic schools and university. A small but educated group of Italians and a sizable German population mingled with homesteaders from the East whose various denominations set about founding their colleges, the most famous of which was the Unitarians' Washington University (1839). Between 1846 and 1856, St. Louis was culturally enriched by the forty-eighters-journalists, physicians, soldiers, jurists, and artists who set high standards of social practice. Also, as in Cincinnati, they brought a nonpuritanical and romantic interest in art, literature, and music. There appears to have been more cooperation between segments of the German and native-born community than in Cincinnati, for neither the Germans nor the native Americans who provided the setting for the St. Louis Hegelians were concerned merely with transplanting German culture, nor for that matter with creating an American philosophy as such. Their interest in German philosophy was their interest in resources, to make available to American thinkers the full range of world culture and experience.


Perhaps this solidarity was fostered in part by the special and long-standing tensions that beleaguered and disrupted the city: St. Louis was surrounded on almost all sides by slaveholders and Confederate sympathizers. The city itself, however, was strongly antislavery. Though loyal to the Union during the war, its people were as deeply committed to preserving the larger Union as Hegel had been to making of Germany a nation. They saw their role as synthesizers, and after the war they were equally concerned lest the Union destroy the states, even the Southern states.


St. Louis, with its enterprise, and refugees, its conflicts and cultural and political aspirations, was then an important part of the setting of the meeting of Brokmeyer and Harris. That meeting was only a beginning, for around them there arose a Kant Club, the first of a variety of associations and discussion groups the history of which is so indefinite and so unreliably remembered that its exact development can not be reconstructed. In any case, it is their collective impact which is of importance. Membership of the first Kant Club is approximate; it seems to have included Woerner, afterward a judge, and Kroeger, who in addition �
to a staggering number of philosophic translations, served as a reporter for the New York Tribune. Although meetings of the Kant Club were given over to a discussion of philosophic texts (Hegel as well as Kant), attention was given also to the multidimensional problems which then beset St. Louis, especially the difficulties set by the developing political and social community, and those created by the forward shadow of civil war. From the first, they appreciated the critical role of their city: theirs was to be the destiny of leaders who held the Union fast, of compromisers and synthesizers engaged in building up a nation. Of course the war, when it came, dampened their activities; it was felt closely and early. The members of the Kant Club, including Brokmeyer, served the Union cause by organizing brigades and helping the war effort: certainly the preservation of the Federal Arsenal in St. Louis and the northern victory at Camp Jackson (though a small engagement)� were factors in Missouri's commitment to the Union cause. Harris, who had lost the sight of one eye as a boy, remained in the school system and wrote extensive articles for the newspapers. His was a steady, sober (if a somewhat pedantic) voice, urging union and freedom for all men. He sought especially to explain the conflict, to understand how from its tragedy, a higher victory might emerge. Had men only been better educated, he thought, the agony of war might have been avoided. Industry might have transformed a more willing South gradually if both North and South had understood the nature and laws of institutional growth—in short, if the Hegelian view had been taken more to heart.� Harris was persuaded that even tragic history was not blind but a providential working out of a rational plan, and if we only could comprehend it we might take a hand and direct it in a more orderly way. This already represented a departure from Hegel, for we have therefore more to do than to witness the process going on, as the quoted introduction to Hegel in the Prose Writers put it. As Harris's interests widened, he resolved the conflicts between loyalty to the West and the pull of New England by assuming national responsibilities first as president of the National Teachers Association and then as Commissioner of Education (1889-1906). Like Wilhelm Meister, he was seeking his vocation through education. Harris's years of greatest philosophic leadership, however, were spent in St. Louis. After the war had receded from the West, Harris and Brokmeyer organized the St. Louis Philosophical Society, and a Kant Club, heir presumptive to the old one. The West in general, and St. Louis in particular, was again favored by an influx of professional people, both immigrants and Easterners. A kind of mystique had grown up concerning the destiny of the city, which had multiplied in population by twenty times between 1840 and 1870. This corporate pride, which fitted well with certain aspects of Hegelian philosophy, made fertile soil for the civic and social activities of these men. The connections of the St. Louis group became more extensive; they exchanged personal visits, and corresponded with such individuals as Stallo and Willich and with philosophic clubs in Jackson and Quincy, Illinois.� Somewhat later they intellectually "colonized" Milwaukee, Terre Haute, and even the rival city of Chicago. Many of the newcomers were educators who �
brought with them enthusiasms which broadened the intellectual interests of the group, transforming an initial strong political bias into the broader concern for social institutions and culture. Among the most important newcomers (for our purposes) were Denton J. Snider, who with Thomas Davidson came to teach in the public schools, and George Howison, who taught at Washington University.


3. A Sketch of the European Background


We shall follow the activities of these three, but first we need to look to Fichte and Schelling and, so the Prose Writers tells us, the climax in Hegel. This Idealistic tradition forms the basic fabric, but it was embroidered, stretched, and rewoven so thoroughly that the resultant idealism became as much American as derivative, and it dominated the American academic philosophy by the century's end. Not to understand it is to impoverish our understanding of Royce, Dewey, and Mead, as well as the significance of such problems as the knower and the known, the flow of consciousness,, the importance of action in knowledge, the relation between psychology and philosophy, and the revolt against dualism, to be found even in Peirce, James, and modem realists. England, too, had its wave of German philosophic migration, which it naturalized after its fashion, in British neo-Hegelianism (which included—for a short period—even Bertrand Russell). And in both America and England, for a brief moment, philosophy seemed on the point of deserting its empirical interests. But powerful scientific developments (especially stimulated by Darwinian biology) restored the balance, and the subsequent philosophical return to empiricism was richer as a consequence. Snider was to trace the dialectic of this development from Hegelianism and the Absolute to a corrective antithesis in Darwin. He foresaw a synthesis in psychology, the study of man. The assimilation of Objective Idealism by the St. Louis group is thus the story of an intellectual migration. And as with migration studies generally, the story moves from the homeland and the ways the immigrant brings with him to the manner in which these ways are modified in the new land, and sometimes return to have an effect on the source. We shall look at the German tradition from the Western perspective, attempting to reconstruct it from their problems, articles, and translations rather than as present scholarship sees it. The review is necessarily skimpy and selective, but this procedure has advantages for both the reader and the authors since we can then relegate to a note a discussion of Hegel's Logic, the arcane concern of the in-group, in favor of the Phenomenology of Spirit which had broader and more exuberant appeal.


Kant provides the stimulus, not only by his positive philosophy, but by the host of difficulties he bequeathed to the next generation. Above all, the chasm which Kant left between the noumenal and phenomenal worlds establishes an absolute dichotomy between that which is knowable by science and the understanding, and that which is permanently unavailable—the knowledge of the world as it really is, �
of God, immortality, and the freedom and purpose of the moral order. The Romantic tradition often picks up clues which were provided by Kant himself, although it is clear he would not have licensed much that was developed from such clues. No chasm exists, the Romantics argue, between being and thought—for the two are merely reality under different forms. Reality is knowable because whatever is, is spiritual. Such a doctrine will require slight adjustments in what is "knowable." For if reality is not cognizable by the understanding, still some higher faculty of insight (will, faith, feeling) has access through morals, history, art, religion, and of course philosophy, to the ultimate reality. Man's capacity for such larger insights shows that there is more to his person than mere understanding and science. Understanding makes generalizations and applies categories. Only this larger insight gives the relation of facts to a totality, reveals their interconnections and dynamics. In all of this, they believed that they were developing Kant's notion of "reason" (as beyond the understanding), and as we have seen this is Emerson's project as well.


Hedge's Prose Writers included a section on Fichte's Bestimmung des Menschen, which was nicely translated as The Destination of Man rather than the currently more usual Vocation of Man. In this most popular of Fichte's works, his doctrine is least esoterically stated. Its message is that man's vocation is not merely to know but to do in the light of that knowledge. Not speculation but action is the end of being. Moral duty unfolds to us, as individuals and as a race, a destination worthy of all our powers and love; through the exercise of moral duty our own identity and continuity of being are secured, and both God and an external world are restored to us. The Eastern readers of Hedge were especially concerned with the theological implications and the most mystical appeal to faith at the end of this work. We have noted the different uses to which Brokmeyer and Harris put the notion of vocation.


The interest of the Western Hegelians was directed also to the epistemological questions which Fichte� developed starting with the tension between Kant's Critique of Pure Reason and the Critique of Practical Reason. Now Kant had shown that the unity of knowledge was gained by the activity of a self, imposing categorical forms upon the content or sensuous manifold; but the synthetic unity as a condition and the categories and the content were all different things, and moreover, there was no demonstrated necessity for their connection. Fichte sought to show that all of these were derivable from the nature of consciousness itself—it provides the necessary conditions thus for the deduction of the categories and generates the content. The self is already a function or activity, not a faculty or an entity. To understand the necessary steps in the development of consciousness toward self-consciousness, the evolution of rational self-consciousness, is the end of Reason. This evolution takes place through oppositions and their resolutions. The primary fact or assumption is that of the activity of the self. Its first awareness is of itself. Such self-consciousness is the minimal step, merely asserting the reality of the self. Then the self posits a not-self or object which is opposed to it. �
Yet through this opposition the character of self develops. Finally such opposition is resolved in the larger knowledge that after all both self and not-self are constructions of the activity of the self.


Just what Fichte is getting at is clearer when we realize that the world or the nonego which the self is creating is primarily the world of moral and legal entities. This alien world of our conflicts is constructed so that through our striving and conflicts with other egos and objects, the realization of our own freedom and progressive self-consciousness can take place. We see the moral world and duty initially as something opposed or alien to ourselves—our wants clash with those of others and our duty is opposed to our inclinations. But the next stage in the drama of self-realization comes when we see that the moral demands are imposed by ourselves, that we are autonomous moral beings. Then the acknowledgment of the autonomy and the dignity of others leads us to identification with the moral community, in which our doing is informed by knowledge and where all men are free through such knowledge and identification of interest. Such a theory represents a challenge to the brittle individualism of laissez faire, and it moves into Fichte's nationalism and tentative Socialism.


Schelling� similarly starts with objections to the Kantian dichotomy between noumena and phenomena, but he, like most of the Americans, felt that Fichte's answer was too subjectivistic—the idea that we construct a world merely as a theater for our moral drama was not at all persuasive nor properly appreciative of science, of art, nor, for that matter, of the intransigence of nature. Schelling's thought passed through many stages, and though initially a friend of Hegel's, he became critical of him after Hegel's death. Loyalty to Schelling appears to account in some part for New England antipathy to Hegel since the threat of pantheism is equally forceful in both.


The stage of his philosophy that was important to both East and West is called the Identity philosophy. Schelling holds that the ideal and the real, soul and matter, are aspects of a single and greater reality somewhat after the manner of Spinoza. But unlike Spinoza he holds that there is a dynamic and creative principle or world soul which is immanent in the world and operates in all nature according to the single law of dialectical evolution. Consciousness, not that of any particular person, seeks to realize itself in and through matter. All things represent some stage in the development of consciousness, but mankind is the highest product, and man alone is self-conscious. We know the world of nature because we are like it; categories of thought and being are one and the same.


Important to the St. Louis Hegelians, even beyond the place he makes for science, is Schelling's aesthetic theory. By dissolving the distinction between the ideal and the real, Schelling takes the final step so that the world of nature and of art are both evidences of the ideal. Thus the question of the subjectivity of aesthetic judgment is relieved. Aesthetic experience—both that of the artist and of the spectator—is legitimized as a unique kind of insight or knowledge. Art and its understanding is not just pastime, it is a critical feature of education. �
Hegel, in his turn, built on the philosophies of Fichte and Schelling.� He welcomes their breakthrough with respect to Kant. In his hands idealism becomes fashioned into a full and systematic account on the order of a Plate and an Aristotle, but the romanticism of Fichte and Schelling is rejected in favor of a classic or Greek ideal of reason. From Fichte he takes the notion of method or dialectic, but regards the subjectivism as merely descriptive of the subjective phase of a world objective process. By maintaining the identity of thought and being he shares much with Schelling, but disavows his mysticism to make a larger place for science. But Hegel did not inherit just metaphysical and epistemological problems left over by Kant and mulled over by the post-Kantians. Hegel was united, and the Americans with him, to larger problems and traditions which he wove organically into his metaphysics and epistemology. Through Fichte he was united to philosophic problems of history, culture, and politics, to the tradition of Herder and the social geographers. Through the problems of Fichte, Hegel is reminded not only of morality as an institution, and the family and education as institutional forces, but above all of the function of philosophy in social reform. Through Schelling Hegel is literally and personally joined to one of the most exciting moments of German literary and cultural history. The contrast between classicism and romanticism was in full swing, but it was made amiable because, although Goethe calls himself a classicist, the philosophers-Schelling , the Schlegels, and Hegel defined romantic as everything from and including Shakespeare, with of course Goethe as the key figure.


It was the great virtue of Hegel that he accepted the problems of literary criticism and of art and religion, of the development of social and political institutions, into his philosophy not as isolated problems but as organic and integrative to the whole sweep of his cosmic system.


The key to Hegel's philosophy is its dialectic method. This may be summarized briefly by saying that it is at once genetic and world-historical. Every social and cultural item, from family to religion and myth, from style and form of art to economic institutions, emerges at a particular time and in a particular context, as a historical convergence of factors. It is thus a process of becoming, which always embodies the past and points to the future. No abstract formula can express its essence, for every abstraction and universal is one-sided and static. Institutions, in the broadest possible connotation, covering all patternings of the self and all cultural forms, can be understood only by reference to the direction of the general historical flow.


That total flow or process is the mark of Geist (Spirit, God, Idea, or Absolute). The rationale of history, covering the evolution of absolutely everything, is found not only in the fact of its direction, but also in this: that the laws of dialectic which characterize the process winnow out whatever is inadequate at each stage, leaving only what is genuinely valuable to be incorporated as a part of some later stage. This is part of what Hegel meant by the slogan, "The real is rational and the rational, real." On some interpretations this is read as the justification of any �
existing thing or state of affairs, relative to its time, because it will survive or continue to obtain only so long as ii meets the demands made upon it, and become inoperative when it fails to do so. Man is free insofar as he understands the laws of this march of reason through History—laws which are simultaneously those of being and of thought treason). The dialectic moves from a triadic base: each thesis has its antithesis, and these two are always resolved in some higher synthesis. Each of these units (e.g., each thesis, antithesis, or synthesis) may in turn be broken down triadically; at some lower level, it will turn out also to be composed of thesis, antithesis, and synthesis. Thus in his philosophy of art, Hegel distinguishes as the thesis Oriental art (whose characteristic is symbolism); the antithesis is classic or Greco-Roman art, and the synthesis is "modern" or romantic art.�


The Phenomenology of Spirit (1807), an early work, gives the gist of Hegel's system as a whole. It was this that appealed to the less esoterically minded among the St. Louis Hegelians, to the teachers, judges, and doctors. It is a book so rich in allusions, in breadth of reference and cultural scope, that any Westerner who troubled to master it would be more than a match for Alcott's Orphic Sayings. The Phenomenology appealed to the Westerners, not only because of its aesthetic character, but also because it struck in them the chord of their historical appreciation of events, an insight that seems virtually absent in the East. The Midwest was closer to Europe, and knew and felt the catastrophes of that overseas drama-both in the actual experience of its citizens and in their imaginative reconstructions of European history. They could not escape the role of conflict, tragedy, and success; they were witnesses of governments replaced, of the rise and destruction of institutions, and they heard through Hegel's echo of Fichte the appeal for the development of community and nation. In the Phenomenology, "institution" is a very broad term: chivalry rises and falls sardonically in the person of Quixote; romanticism is cut to pieces and satirized in pitiless romantic dialectic: "it is a book written in romantic style which destroys romanticism."�


Hegel's Phenomenology is the natural history of consciousness, Geist, or the Absolute; reality is seen as a developmental process in which Reason achieves its full self-consciousness, The book is, as it were, the autobiography of the World Spirit, and this is the meaning of the references in the St. Louis writers to ''voyages of discovery of the Spirit." Hegel was carrying the manuscript on his person when, at Jena in 1806, he witnessed Napoleon's preparations for battle. He later remarked that he saw that day the World-Spirit on horseback, and Snider added that he might justly have claimed to "be carrying the Absolute in his pocket!"


The distinctive merit of Hegel's metaphysics, as viewed by Harris and the rest, was not its idealism; after all, idealism was familiar to them from the work of the post-Kantians and the Transcendentalists. It is the dynamic character of Hegel's philosophy which fascinated them. To appreciate this dynamism, one may compare Hegel with Aristotle (a comparison which constantly appears in the work of the St. Louis writers�) for Hegel, as the St. Louis group was quick to notice, was enthusiastically responsive to Greek culture.


�
Both Aristotle and Hegel offered teleological explanations of process—the arguments of the former involve the notion of a separate and inherent plan for each species including man, but there is no master plan; interactions between different species are accidental and contingent. Hegel, on the other hand, argues that there is a unified purpose or plan, implicating not only all species, but also the totality of all events and processes. The Greek and the German agree that self-conscious thought is the highest reality: but while for Aristotle, God was pure thought thinking itself, eternal, unchanging, and external to the world, for Hegel, the Idea or Absolute was immanent in the process and continually undergoing a sort of development. Neither held that activity was merely ''material movement.'' Activity in Aristotle ultimately meant the actualization of form, while movement was an incomplete actualization; the highest actualization is pure thought. In Hegel, self-activity (not a mere matter of movement) is described in terms of growth: self-consciousness is active in that it grows. Because all history is just this development of one self-consciousness, the practical and the active are not severed from the theoretical.


From this special sense of activity, Hegel derives his special sense of freedom. Developing self-consciousness and increasing freedom go hand in hand. Hegel is not identifying freedom with the notion of a willing spirit (thought of as opposing a completely determined matter); nor is he treating of Kant's ''sense of freedom,'' which is located only in the noumenal world while the phenomenal world remains completely determined; nor, finally, is his conception of freedom to be identified with the activist notion, according to which the growth of self-consciousness becomes the increasing power to control, determine, or arrange the future through knowledge. Hegelian freedom emerges through the individual operating as a social being in a world-historical unfolding activated by conflict.


Self-realization and the realization of freedom occur through the processes of history, for Reason works its way through institutions, which are the rational objectifications of will. In the Oriental world only one man is free—the potentate; in the Greek and Roman world, some are free with slaves to serve them; in the modern world, all are progressively attaining to freedom. This modern freedom consists, minimally, in the increased scope of activity which is made possible by improved social organization and the cumulative results of technology. But there is more to Hegel's notion of freedom than the increased scope of activity. The individual has a role in the cosmic process; he has a will which embraces his needs, inclinations, desires, etc., and his reason is expressed in purposes designed to satisfy these. On the face of it such an individual, working for his own goals, would seem to be in opposition to a rational plan of history. But Reason is cunning, and the conflict of men's passions and limited purposes is the device by which Spirit achieves Its realization.


Men are citizens, persons, victims, or heroes. Citizens are the bearers of the morality of their age and generally act in accordance with its teachings. Persons, of whom Socrates is the prime example, appreciate the weight of customary morality �
but seek to understand its rationale and to make it more reasonable. The hero is the decisive vehicle of the World-Spirit at its critical turning points, while the victims are those who have no role at all—the dropouts who are simply used by history. But the irony, as suggested above, is that heroes even such as Napoleon are themselves but the victims of the cunning of Reason. Their appearance on the world scene is an accident of their time and context; driven by personal aims and ambitions they seldom appreciate their true role and when their job is done they disappear from the scene or, as in the case of the Little Corporal, are discarded.


4. The Group Reassembles after the War


This background provided a kind of lingua franca for those centered in St. Louis, although they were quick to modify it to their own ends. Thus (as suggested above) none was to take to heart this Hegelian irony—that men are passive witnesses to the processes of history. Snider, Davidson, and even Howison were interveners and they saw public education as the most powerful instrument for giving rational direction to social processes. Denton Snider (1841-1925) was one of the more joyous and flamboyant figures in our intellectual history. A native Midwesterner of German background, he saw, as a student, the costly but courageous stand of the abolitionist Oberlin faculty against the Fugitive Slave laws and he early learned that principles could be clothed in effective action. His particular concerns were political theory and literature, but these for him were not disparate interests since the sweep of history and the emergence of social institutions with their conflicts, climaxes, and resolutions was simply the most vast and heroic of dramas.


Certainly less schooled in scholastic discussion, his influence was widely exerted on generations of high-school students. At a time when the teaching of literature was a cold affair and translation a matter of parsing and grammar, Snider succeeded in making it a passionate and quickening experience. He brought the wholeness of Schelling's view of art and nature and the broad modes of Hegelian literary critique to the appreciation of Shakespeare, Dante, Goethe, and the Creek tragedians and historians. Long after graduation, clubs of former students continued to meet in serious confrontations with a work or an author. He proselytized the Hegelian literary gospel from Washington to Milwaukee and even to the camp of the Transcendentalists, to the Concord school.


Of equal importance was his concern about personality or personhood which he also found in the post-Kantian tradition. Thus while teaching psychology in Chicago he gave impetus to the kindergarten movement and such European educational philosophies as those of Pestalozzi and Froebel. This movement involved a tremendous humanistic shift in the view of the development of the child' s capacities toward making a whole person and socializing him. Educational institutions and educators are critical in determining the future quality of a �
community. The training of youth and the humane relation between student and teacher require education at a college level for prospective teachers. This opened a major opportunity for women to acquire higher education when other avenues were closed.


Snider was the historian of the St. Louis group (though his The St. Louis Movement was written after a lapse of many years and deals with history in a rather cavalier fashion). We glean from his writings an intimate picture of the exchanges between East and West, of the confrontation of Alcott and Emerson with Brokmeyer.�


[Mr. Alcott] gave quite a full exposition of his doctrine of the lapse of the soul, from the Primal One dropping in its descent the various orders of creating down to matter. It was the Alcottian redaction of the Neo-Platonic theory of the universe. . . . [Brokmeyer] was courteous and appreciative, but he showed the Alcottian lapse to be hardly more than a relapse to Oriental emanation, which had been long since transcended, while he put stress upon the opposite movement of philosophy, namely, Occidental evolution, with its principle of freedom.


[Emerson] opened the talk in a vein of urbane irony: ''Is it not strange that we keep finding deeper and deeper meanings in Shakespeare, and that we have come to know more about his plays than he ever knew himself?" The implied criticism was familiar to me, and I had already engaged in many sharp skirmishes along the same line. "Oh yes," I replied, "Shakespeare, like Nature whom he so completely represents, is continually unfolding into fresh meanings, being reflected new in every age, so that he is sure to have a line of successive interpreters reaching down time, to doomsday, of whom I only pretend to be one. Shakespeare, too, is in the process of evolution."�


Unfortunately, academicians are in the habit of patronizing nonprofessional philosophers, and (judged by these standards) it must be admitted that Snider is "popular." Yet he was thoroughly familiar with the texts, and one who has glanced at his Modern European Philosophy will see him as the forerunner of all those modern professors who point out that (a) philosophic convictions have their roots in the more general culture around them, and (b) that the full sweep of ideas has a dynamic of its own; a cumulative and self-correcting facet. Snider would have been the first to agree that philosophy must be ''relevant'' to the problems of society.


Thomas Davidson (1840-1900) was the maverick, at least so far as respect for Hegel was concerned. He shared Snider's enthusiasm for things Creek to such an extent that it was whispered that he preferred Aristotle to Hegel and Creek culture to Christianity. Davidson, although from the poorest of Scottish families, had taken a degree at St. Andrews with the highest honors. His wanderings had taken him to St. Louis and he was teaching classics in the high school when the �
Philosophical Society was formed. During his stay there he became the focus for many who wished to study Greek texts, especially Aristotle, and for the less philosophically oriented whose concern was with Greek art and architecture. Basically a peripatetic, Davidson withdrew from academic teaching without withdrawing from the academic world. William James was altogether right in feeling that "Davidson would not run well in academic harness." Indeed, just as James and Cabot were engaged in the delicate task of arranging for Davidson to teach Creek at Harvard, Davidson published a savage critique of its classics department in the Atlantic Monthly. Needless to say, this cost Davidson a future at Harvard but left him undismayed, since he had never intended to settle down as a professor, planning rather to spend the rest of his life shuttling between Europe and America. As a matter of fact, even this allocation of time in America was not always worked out. His return was often vainly awaited in the Concord School.


Davidson's knowledge of Creek art was neither casual nor secondhand. He lived for months at a time in Greece, and his writings about architecture are insightful and philosophical (especially his essay on the Parthenon frieze). He was one with the rest of the Hegelians at least in his belief that aesthetics is a fully philosophic enterprise, and that the fine arts are as susceptible of analysis as literature .


Davidson's permanent and central love was Aristotle, and his many translations are of literary and philosophic importance. In 1887 he was in Italy, at Demo d'Ossola, examining medieval commentaries on Aristotle. There he became interested in the philosophy of Antonio Rosmini-Serbati (1797-1855) and the contemporary Italian discussion it aroused. Davidson's interest in Rosmini and the translations which he did of his work are further evidences of the cosmopolitan interests of members of the St. Louis group.� On the other hand, it was not a distraction from the main problems with which they were concerned, for Italian philosophy was developing in the same general pattern as German philosophy and its American reflection. Italy had had its empiricism and its criticism, and it was to have its Hegelianism, especially as represented by Augusto Vera who was in personal contact with the St. Louis group. Rosmini's philosophy is a kind of intermediate step, representing something of the direction of Schelling and Fichte; yet it must have been attractive to Davidson because it also held strong overtones of the Scottish philosophy which he had known at St. Andrews. Rosmini worked with the problem of the objectivity of knowledge. Like Kant, he found in knowledge an element which is universal, necessary, and contributed by the mind itself; however, instead of being merely subjective, this element, so Rosmini argued, is objective. Ideas are ideas of something and every idea carries with it existential reference. This resembles the Scottish commonsense realist's position about the knowability of an external world. Thus the idea and its object are as inseparable as seeing is from the light. Such judgments of objective reality are specific and infallible. Error arises only in judgment since the mind by reflection and inference constructs its knowledge and of course is fallible. There is truth when there is �
knowledge of what exists really. Thus as in Aristotle the categories of reality and thought are conjoined, but as in Hegel this conjunction, being dynamic, is only realized through history.


More than the Rosminians, however, Davidson was concerned with the relation not only between thinking and being, but of these with action. Benefiting from Rosmini's identification of thought and being, Davidson took something of the attitude of a scientist prepared to acquiesce at once in the limits of our knowledge in science; this is not skepticism but the beginning of inquiry. What distinguished Davidson's ethics from the Rosminian and from Socialism was the emphasis he put on the need to develop the individual and to prepare him to understand the world rather than to change it. In this education of the individual, philosophy has a central role. It is not a cold intellectualism that he intends by ''understanding,'' but that kind of knowledge or intellect which becomes a spring of action by its power to see that there is a world of values, that one thing is better and to be preferred to another. In his theory of the individual he makes a metaphysical category out of feeling, using it in the broad sense that James used. An individual then is simply feeling or sensibility, modified by influences that are not self-originated. Such modifications when grouped are the individual's world, and each individual then is a sentient unity of a sensible world. Feeling made active is desire, and for Davidson the interaction of one individual with another is simply a fact, indeed, the fundamental moral fact. In rather the way of Fichte or Schelling, this moral world is a construction or an ordering of our experience.


Though these worlds are constructed, not all worlds are equally satisfying. The aim of education through philosophy is to help enlarge the domain of our experience and our modes of organizing it into the most harmonious and ideal world. The important fact of history and its drama is the role of the self-dependent individual; he is master of his own destiny and is determined neither by things nor by the providence of an all-inclusive God. Hegel's neglect of such individualism and pluralism was constantly offered by Davidson to Harris as evidence of Hegel's shortcomings. And idealism of this individualistic sort was shortly to become a hallmark of American thinking.


The Rosminians also attracted Davidson for another reason which was to become important to the course of philosophic instruction in America. Rosmini had established an order dedicated to the education of youth and to charity, emphasizing moral and intellectual aids as well as material wants. His commitment to education as integral to the tasks of philosophy is shared by all the St. Louis Hegelians. Davidson was forever establishing centers that aimed at securing the betterment of man' s world through his acquisition of culture, thereby allowing him to enlarge his vista and to refashion himself. In England, e.g., he founded the Fellowship of the New Life, which had as its ideal a community of fully developed moral beings, culturally sensitive and engaged in the continual discovery of values in themselves and in their communal life. Although the title and objectives may appear quaint—like a social version of Benjamin Franklin's plan for self-�
improvement—we must not forget that the early 1880s witnessed the growth of a social conscience in America and England which was a prelude to social reform. And in fact this quaintly named organization soon became the Fabian Society of the Webbs and Bernard Shaw. Davidson by that time had abandoned this child of his own creating, for he thought that they had subverted the moral perfection of the individual to an excessive concern for improving his material environment.


In America he learned from workmen of the Lower East Side that some accommodation of his objectives was required. When he told a labor audience that the culture of the world lay ready for any man who, after his day's work, would go home to his table and books, the audience immediately protested that they neither had a room for themselves nor a table nor money for books, that, in short, the world of culture was unavailable to them. Davidson immediately, if somewhat rashly, offered to conduct classes, and out of this the Breadwinners College was born. The response was enthusiastic, hundreds of people, especially Jewish immigrants, joined the classes which read Plate and Dante, Aristotle, and even the inscrutable Hegel himself. Students grew into professionals and teachers, and the list of those associated with the college reads like a Who's Who of the next generation's intelligentsia and reformers. Davidson lectured not only at Snider's schools, but when he made it, at Alcott's Concord School. Finding that the Concord atmosphere was becoming too rarefied, he established his own philosophic center in the Adirondacks. The lasting importance of this effect lay in the professional exchanges which it promoted between such men as Dewey, Royce, and James, and some of the associates of the Breadwinner's College, for example, Morris R. Cohen.�


In many respects George H. Howison(1834-1916) places the same emphasis on the individual as does Davidson. The doctrine that finally emerges, after two years of study in Germany with Lotze, Michelet, and Paulsen, is more explicit and more academically formulated. Whereas Davidson was knowledgeable on a broad front, Howison was a genuine scholar of modern philosophy; Kant and Fichte especially fascinated him. Doubtless in the long run Howison was the more influential, not because he established a school, but because he trained at the University of California a large number of next-generation professors.


An undergraduate of Marietta College, Howison then` attended the Lane Theological Seminary where Hegel was discussed but he did not sympathize with him. Thus when Howison arrived in St. Louis he was more inclined to "debate" than to accept the philosopher of the day. In St. Louis his sympathies were strongly Kantian and Leibnizian; perhaps these interests were tied to his expertise in mathematics and in the more formal aspects of logic. While teaching mathematics at Washington University, he wrote quite an impressive book on analytic geometry, which Chauvenet regarded as an original contribution to the field. This interest in mathematics persisted throughout his career, even when he devoted himself to philosophy proper. He wrote articles defining the domain of mathematics, and he �
also taught what appear to be the first courses on the philosophy of science and the logic of grammar at MIT.


Howison was the first of the group to leave Sr. Louis. In 1878, hoping to teach philosophy in the Boston area, he left the security of friends and position to accept a high-school teaching post there. He had known Emerson and Alcott for some time, and quickly became a member of the Trancendentalist "Family." William James, who took all the St. Louis writers to be Hegelians, always regarded him with affection mixed with formality. Howison wrote back to St. Louis that he had heard Cabot's lectures on Kant in the same audience with Emerson and Henry James, Sr. From its beginning he took an active part in the Concord School, including participation in a famous symposium on science and pantheism with Peirce, Fiske, and Abbot.


He achieved his ambition temporarily by teaching at MIT. Unfortunately, the depression of the late 1870s forced MIT to cut down its humanistic offerings and Howison was once again without a position in philosophy. By 1880, when Harris had come east and joined the Concord summer school, Howison contributed lectures as a member of the original faculty. In the way of a stopgap after leaving MIT, Howison was invited by C. C. Everett, dean of the Harvard Divinity School, to lecture on German philosophy. Still in the pursuit of philosophic wisdom, Howison went next to Germany to study. The two years he spent there helped him crystallize his own philosophic outlook. Though modestly regarding himself as a student, he became a real part of intellectual life there. He was deeply moved by Michelet's lectures, held in the same auditorium where Fichte and Hegel had once lectured. He formed friendships in Germany with psychologists as well as philosophers, and corresponded with them the rest of his life. Michelet, who was one of the staunch Hegelians and who supervised the publication of Hegel's works in Germany, expected Howison to hold aloft the banner of Hegel in America. Howison worked with Vaihinger as an American representative of the Kant Studien, and found time to chat with Hegel's widow about more intimate details of the philosopher’s life. Although more than an acquaintance of Zeller, Paulsen, and Ebbinghaus, he was most intimately acquainted with Eucken. In England too he became friends with Neo-Hegelians such as the Cairds, and Stirling, but he also was in friendly conversation with F. C. S. Schiller, the embattled standard bearer of pragmatism in England.


Howison was thus in touch with most of the important themes of idealism and also those that were shortly to challenge it. He was knowledgeable in empirical psychology and shared the pluralism of James and Schiller, but his own view, which he called Personal Idealism, retained the strong flavor of rational theism and the concerns he shared with Harris in St. Louis. This Personal Idealism was developed largely in the decades that followed his return to America.� For after a year at Michigan—Howison was the predecessor there of Dewey-he went to California. Here he created a philosophical establishment at Berkeley, the �
Philosophical Union. In the spirit of the St. Louis clubs, he reached beyond the university. He sought to mobilize the philosophical resources of the entire bay area, his own students and those who had graduated, scientists, and intellectuals generally. They would choose a topic and work extensively at it, meeting monthly during the year; the climax would be the visit of a distinguished philosopher and the publication that signalized the year's work. Foreign visitors such as John Watson from Toronto, Rashdall, Ward, and McTaggart from Britain, and Americans such as Palmer, James, and Dewey, all had their turn. But the most publicized discussion was that of 1897, which ended in a symposium by LeConte, Mezes, Howison, and Royce on the conception of God. Even The New York Times and the Tribune covered this debate. Howison' s criticism of Royce is that the individual self is "swallowed up" in the Absolute, with the consequence that the individual—the person, in Howison's view-loses his reality. In saving the individual Howison was in effect making personality the test of reality. Hence God, too, would have to be a Person. What is thereby regarded as Howison's extremism in the idealist camp is thus forced on him by his fundamental endeavor. The way Howison sets the question of the limits of scientific knowledge vis-i-vis religion and philosophy is somewhat unfashionable, but most of the men of his generation, James and Peirce not excepted, were anxious about how deeply science cuts into philosophy. Howison is out to preserve human freedom tin the face of scientific determinism) and the moral value of action tin the valueless world of science). Of course evolution is a powerful and respectable scientific theory, but it is extended beyond its proper limits when it attempts to explain all phenomena and when it is thought to exhaust philosophic method. Those who exaggerate in this way often resort to the principle of conservation of energy as well as that of evolution; they tend to reduce the account of the world to a single principle so operating that the higher functions of mind are presumed derivable from physiological functions. Thus all genuine transcendence becomes impossible, and what is more, since the system operates as a single whole there is not even a place for a responsible moral individual. For example, the evolutionary theory aims only to provide a holistic plan for the evolution of species and to allow nothing to the individual's ingenuity. Hence the impact of science tends to be either outrightly materialistic or—and this he regards as philosophically more mature—completely pantheistic, the only place for God or spirit being immanence, as with the Hegelians.


Science, says Howison, is not entitled to such all-encompassing philosophic conclusions. Its method can leave it at most agnostic on the profounder questions of religion, morality, and the nature of knowledge itself. Spencer and the evolutionists tried to explain in evolutionary terms how the Kantian categories of knowledge evolved. Such attempts are inherently bound to fail, for knowledge itself as a construction of mind exhibits the element of transcendence;, in order to construct a theory of evolution the scientist must presuppose such categories as time, space, and causation.


�
For the primacy of mind over Nature, the legislative relation of mind to the world, has been found to be the real presupposition of science itself, and the tacit recognition of this truth to be the clue to the first sudden advance of modern science, and to its unparalleled subsequent progress.�


Quoting Kant, he points out that science interrogates nature not as a pupil but as a judge, forcing it through experiment to answer questions of science's own construction. As Howison elsewhere expresses his basic theme, mind (including science) is not the offspring of nature, but rather the offspring of mind's true nature.


Science, restricting itself to what is empirically given, renders freedom and immortality impossible by its very initial assumptions. The incontrovertible fact which science cannot reach is the authenticity of the individual's moral struggle and the genuineness of his responsibility in the relation between act and thought.


The heart on which the vision of a possible moral perfection has once arisen, and in whose recesses the still and solemn voice of Duty has once resounded with its majestic sweetness, can never be reconciled to the decree, though this issue never so authentically from Nature, that bids it count responsible freedom an illusion and surrender existence on that mere threshold of moral development which the bound of our present life affords.�


Howison, in effect, begins where Fichte had begun—with the practical reason of Kantian philosophy. He too deals with the conflict between the noumenal and phenomenal worlds, between the natural law governing the latter and the transcendent freedom of the former. Howison, like Fichte, not only regards the world as a moral construction of the individual, a stage for moral drama, but also holds that man's very vocation is that of moral self-perfecting and doing.


For Howison, morality is social. Men interact as minds; i.e., they have common purposes. Since it is necessary, if ''moral struggle'' is to have any meaning, that there be obligations among autonomous individuals—God, who according to Howison is also moral, must be an individual among individuals, with obligations and regrets. Howison went so far in this direction as to argue that the personal God did not create persons, but rather that persons are the ultimate realities, the eternally existent metaphysical substances. The relation between man and God is not an efficient causal relation, but a final one: individuals are attracted to God as their perfect final cause. Our individual lives are purposive only as we strive toward that guiding perfection. Our common human striving guarantees that there will be no ultimate basic human conflict, in spite of the singularity of the individual and the diversity of human ideals. God is absolved by Howison from responsibility for evil; systems of ''pantheism'' and Hegelian idealism, according to him, have proven themselves weak by the fact that they ascribe this awful responsibility to the Deity. Natural evil is a product of the nondivine minds themselves, when these �
ultimate metaphysical constituents of the universe fail to will in accordance with their rational visions.


Howison's was only one among a variety of idealisms that dominated the American philosophic scene in the first. generation of academicians after the Scottish Realists. Undoubtedly the closest to Howison among the younger idealists was Bowne, whose lineal descendants are of influence today. And the most famous and comprehensive was Josiah Royce. These idealisms developed independently of British Neo-Hegelianism, though in friendly enough competition with it. The distinctive mark of American idealisms was a voluntaristic individualism, a philosophic reflection of the general cultural climate which even Royce could not help but preserve and which becomes more explicit after Howison's work. At Cornell, meanwhile, Schurman and Creighton (educated in Britain) were spreading the British version of Neo-Hegelianism among American students.


5. The Journal and the Cultural Mission


The foregoing illustrates that neither a particular interpretation of Hegel, a doctrine, nor even a problem united the St. Louis groups. Indeed, it is hard to say that they were all German idealists; still, if Davidson, dissenting, preferred Aristotle, his was a very Hegelianized one, while Harris's Hegel was a very Aristotelianized one—quite in keeping with his sometime claim that Aristotle holds the key to Hegel. Of course they were all ''Hegelians'' to James's disrespectful pen, but in fact their only common cause was philosophizing in the broad cultural Hegelian sense. Even the New Englanders who cherished philosophy's connections with religion moved toward an institutional interpretation of it. And to a man the St. Louisans looked to philosophy for an understanding of the political tensions of their day and for guidance in social action. Thus it was that they stressed, especially after the Civil War, philosophy as "education," meaning thereby education as a personal vocation, as the mode of cultural transmission and social reconstruction.


This overriding interest in education was expressed in an organizational pursuit of knowledge. We have already seen how long-term and short-term groups formed to study Kant, Aristotle, and Hegel, literature, pedagogy, and fine art; how they established connections with other like-minded groups or colonized other centers. Indefatigable in lecturing, they spread the gospel wherever they went, although it was not always the same gospel save as it preached the need to "spiritualize" America, i.e., to join her to the mainstream of continental kultur.


What gave the group its coherence and influence was the dedication to publishing as the way of educating the English-reading public in the German sources either directly through translations or indirectly through articles and book-length �
studies on the history of philosophy. Thus Americans came to participate in the historical mood that was so important an aspect of German idealism insofar as it sought to make the history of philosophy significant not merely as scholarship but as philosophy. The translations and commentaries from which we constructed the German background were but the smallest part of their outpourings. Their crowning achievement was the Journal of Speculative Philosophy (called familiarly "JoSP") whose intensely packed volumes were the voice of the St. Louis Philosophical Society for more than two decades.


Early in their association Brokmeyer and Harris had established the custom of keeping their translations and essays in a tin box. In 1866, Harris sent an article on Spencer's "Unknowable," a topic which was par for the philosophic course of those days, to the prestigious North American Review. Charles Eliot Norton, with Chauncey Wright concurring, rejected it with rather strong comments about style which seemed all too gratuitous to the Westerners. Then and there they resolved to publish their own journal, which became the first periodical in English to be devoted exclusively to philosophy. It first appeared in 1867, with the article on Spencer duly included in the first volume. Analytically solid, its literary quality more than justified the acid criticisms of Messrs. Norton and Wright; in fact the reversal of priorities aptly marks the difference between the JoSP and its Eastern competitors.


The Journal continued for more than twenty years before it faded out. It was truly an extraordinary undertaking, and except for professional journals there is nothing to match it today. It helped make the center of an international exchange of ideas. In addition to the Westerners, such New Englanders as Cabot, Hedge, Alcott, and Emerson were contributors. British Hegelians, e.g., Stirling and Caird, joined the venture as associates and as contributors together with other Englishmen like James Ward who were less seriously committed to Idealism. Drs. Rosenkranz (of Königsberg) and Hoffman (of Würzburg) debated Hegel's interpretation of God and freedom.


The readers could follow in its pages controversies which raged over Trendelenburg's critique of Hegel which implicated French and Italian scholars as well. Articles and translations were not limited of course to the German greats; above all there were the translations of classic Greek philosophy with a steady preference for Aristotle. Some of these books and translations are valuable even today, sometimes because they are the only translations, sometimes because they are the best to date. Of course preference was given to speculative philosophy but there was room for correspondence from Darwin, articles on the philosophy of mathematics and even empirical psychology. Thus Peirce wrote some of his significant articles for the Journal and others, e.g., Jastrow, wrote on the developments in symbolic logic. Dewey's first article appeared in vol. XVIII, "On Kant and Philosophic Method,'' and it is likely that this contained the kernel of his Ph.D. thesis, written under G. S. Morris at Johns Hopkins. The English Hegelians were also well represented, as were a host of others who, in retrospect, make strange bed-�
fellows: Nicholas Murray Butler and even William James (who, for all his opposition to the Hegelians, published a fair number of the chapters from his Psychology there).


Yet with ail the emphasis on Hegel and the enthusiasm among the group for Brokmeyer's translation of the Logic, it was never gotten into adequate shape for the Journal. Snider regarded this as a tragedy that was in no wise remedied by Harris's final publication of a slim volume, A Critical Exposition of Hegel's Logic, in the Griggs Series edited by G. S. Morris.


These New World Hegelians were busy in practical affairs beyond publishing, translating, and teaching. Were the impact of the larger group to be assessed properly, it would carry us well into the annals of American public affairs. The Pulitzers sought political reform through their journalism; Carl Schurz land Stallo) entered the diplomatic corps via public office. Less well known, Hosmer's History of the Jews, with its sympathetic admiration for that people, had its lesson of tolerance for a critical moment of nineteenth-century anti-Semitism; while Kroeger's work as correspondent for The New York Times (at roughly the time that Marx was writing for the Tribune) was supplemented through ill-fated but competent service as a city official. Judge Woerner' s legal career was as influential as his writings in the West. Within the inner circle we have already seen something of the consequences of Davidson's socialism as the forerunner of Fabianism, and we have already noted that Brokmeyer's political involvements took him to the lieutenant governorship of Missouri. Harris, as U. S. Commissioner of Education and as mainstay of the National Education Association, was extraordinarily influential at the time when university education was coming of age, and teachers as a group were beginning to take social initiative. Still they made their greatest effects through education, although they would hardly have been willing to draw a line between educational and noneducational ventures, regarding as they did all institutions as educative. Underlying the work and action of the narrower and wider groups are commitments to a Hegelian social philosophy—diluted and interpreted, selected, pummeled, and sometimes mauled.


An issue-by-issue comparison of their social philosophy with that of Hegel's would show the manner of their reliance on it less clearly than their uses of Hegel relative to their own social problems. This is so because they were quite loose with their interpretations; in practical matters their Hegelianism often lost its identity as such, becoming fused with other social attitudes. This happens, for example, when the context was a needed legislative restraint on railroads or a governmental stimulus to the education of blacks, or kindergarten children. Yet they were equally anxious about Federal encroachment into the private areas of society, or into the matters best left to the states. Of course, as befits men who had succeeded within the system, they feared the threats of the labor movement, syndicalism, and Communism. But they were not insensitive to the dangers of monopolists carefully operating under a protective blanket of laissez-faire. In a somewhat larger context, they wanted to steer a middle road between a Calvinist Social Darwinism and the �
materialistic interpretation of history. At the same time they wanted to preserve a sense of providential destiny and of accumulating values expressed in history. Always they opposed the hedonism and individualism of laissez-faire, although free enterprise generally found its way into their organic view of the state.


Now these may seem to be odd issues to which to apply the wisdom of Hegel, but it needs remembering that Hegel could mean almost all things to all men. This is not particularly because Hegel was inconsistent, but is rather a consequence of the richness of the social philosophy. As a philosophy of process, each feature of institutional growth, each concrete moment of history, must find its niche. After all, America was not alone in putting Hegel into the categories of its own needs. As everyone knows, Hegel's social philosophy (no less than his epistemology and religious philosophy) was polarized on the European scene. Politically, the conservative right glorified the state and a Marxist left sought through human action to hurry the inevitable dialectic of history. It is often said that Marx saved only the dialectic, dispensing with the idealism, but the heritage of Hegel in Marx is much stronger than that. Strictly speaking, Hegel's philosophy could land did) open onto state interference and control, as well as to the faith that history will ultimately make the state unnecessary. In England, this split was less extreme, with liberals such as T. H. Green using Hegel's "social mind" to temper extreme individualism, while the conservative wing of the Neo-Hegelians (especially Bradley and Bosanquet) gloried the social totality. Bosanquet's Philosophical Theory of the State became the source book of conservative ideology.


Thus it is scarcely surprising that America also should have its several Hegelianisms. The vocabulary is often recognizable in the rhetoric of manifest destiny or even of white supremacy; while in less objectionable settings, e.g., that of Bancroft's histories, there is a sense of purpose and direction which is clearly Hegelian. More obviously, Hegel had his indirect influence on left-wing social and labor movements. Even Whitman and Dewey, Willich and Weydemeyer, unlike in so many other respects, agreed that only a dynamic philosophy such as Hegel's could adequately treat of democracy. Easterners either read his philosophy in a religious context, or when they took his social philosophy straight, it seemed to have no more effect on their opinions than Marx. Even for the Transcendentalists, the history of Europe was no cataclysmic conflict of institution against institution, no drastic change of forms of government, nor change in the seat of authority, which allowed the emergence of more vital institutions. In the American West, however, the situation was dramatically different. Fichte's Addresses to the German People and Hegel's romantic philosophy spoke intimately to their condition. They felt that the Easterners could not even read "mit Verstand" the Phenomenology with its cosmic wit and all-embracing allusions to European historical experience. After all there were similarities in the situation which the St. Louisans faced and those which the Germans had fronted. Fichte and Hegel had dreamed of forging a genuine national personality out of political and cultural fragments, a national identity that would assume a role in world history. �
The New World Hegelians shared that dream even during that fierce tempering of the American spirit by the Civil War. On the very first page of the JoSP, Harris wrote:


. . . it will be acknowledged that the national consciousness has moved forward onto a new platform during the last few years. The idea underlying our form of government had hitherto developed only one of its essential phases—that of brittle individualism—in which national unity seemed an external mechanism, soon to be entirely dispensed with, and the enterprise of the private man or of the corporation substituted for it. Now we have arrived at the consciousness of the other essential phase, and each individual recognizes his substantial side to be the State as such. The freedom of the citizen does not consist in the mere Arbitrary, but in the realization of the rational conviction which finds expression in established law.


Such a quotation is readily matched with Hegel's assessment of America's future in the introduction to The Philosophy of History. This also found a place in an early volume.� Hegel remarks on the enormous resources which allowed the prosperous increase of population, agriculture, and industry, of civil order and the firm freedom in North America. A healthy community arose initially out of the necessities that bind man to man—the desire for repose, the establishment of civil rights, security, and freedom. The external character of the state as an aggregation of individuals or atomic constituents functioning to safeguard property was tempered by the Protestant sense of mutual confidence and trust in all members and in all activities. Thus this unique example of a permanent Republican constitution also had an aspect of subjective unity. Doubtless there remained too much legalism divorced from probity as well as an excess of subjective or religious feeling. Further, the conditions for a real state were still lacking ". .. real Government arise(s) only after a distinction of classes has arisen, when wealth and poverty have become extreme, and when such a condition of things presents itself that a large portion of the people can no longer satisfy its necessities in the way it has been accustomed to do so." The object and existence of the American state are still undetermined; nonetheless America is 'i. . . the land of the future, where, in the ages that lie before us, the burden of the World's History shall reveal itself . . . It is a land of desire for all those who are weary of the historical lumber-room of old Europe. . ..It is for America to abandon the ground on which hitherto the History of the World has developed itself."


Hegel's view allowed these Westerners to confront the entrenched views of progress and history and to challenge the going views of laissez-faire and natural right. In the first place, progress is not linear but dialectically growing through conflict. The great social forces which are the internal determinants of history are not readily amenable to man's will and designing; nor are their complex interplay with the environment easily open to man's understanding. Indeed the understanding of the laws of development itself becomes a part of the phenomena to be understood (e.g., where economic theory itself is a partial determinant of �
economic forces and partly a product of those same forces). Knowledge of these laws of human history, the very history of philosophy itself, adds a new dimension in the development of institutions. The individual comes to see himself not as an isolated atom, but as an interrelated part of a social context, his social role defines his character, his self-awareness, and the possibilities of his growth. History, moreover, is irreversible; what eventuates is unique; the emergence of industrial societies with a vivid sense of nationalism is the finest available evidence of this state of affairs. Both the modern state and the understanding of it tin terms of political theory) are consequences of natural growth and evolution. It never was contractual; to explain the state in terms of a social contract is merely to project individual relationships onto the larger framework of the state. The national state was a product of its special germinal factors, arising at a particular time in history because there was a "reason" that it should so arise. Any given state is a living consequence of a particular historical past, and of the customs, laws, and Volksgeist of a people. Only genetically can the "reason" be understood.


The problems that worried the St. Louis Hegelians are set in this context. They share the general Hegelian commitment to an organic view of society and the "spiritual'' character of history, as taxed now by peculiar American problems and colored by American political and social tradition. What is the relationship between the individual and the community land, indeed, what is the nature of the individual person, given that the psychology of Locke and Bentham is inadequate)? What is the nature of individual freedom, and what is its relation to authority? What is needed by way of a methodology to handle the complexity, values, and direction of social phenomena? Surely the physical model of a Newton, the biological model of a Spencer, and the psychological laws of British associationism (themselves pale reflections of physical laws) are grossly inadequate. The laws which they were seeking were still to be "natural," but they looked to a dynamic view of nature, wherein God's immanence is manifest not only in natural processes (narrowly), but also in the directional history of institutions and their progressive realization as well.


Now such questions may be answered from the political and social right or left; but the solutions urged by St. Louis run the full gamut of the center. Their slogan might have been ''Reform, yes; revolutionary change, no!'' It was appropriate for them to turn not to the Phenomenology, written in Hegel's youth, but rather to The Philosophy of Right (1821) and The Philosophy of History (published posthumously) which were works of the mature Hegel when he too was a part of the Prussian Establishment, in fact, the official philosopher of an autocratic state. The dominant themes of all three books are shared, for they present the same view of freedom and culture. What has changed is the mood and the detail; in the latter two the view of freedom has hardened and stress falls on the role of moral and political institutions as they foster the development of freedom within a stable social order. Freedom, still the freedom to know, not to do, emerges in the clash of self and society, as private inclination, private role, and private decision war with exter-�
nally imposed objectives, socially defined positions, and externally imposed order. His moral theory is corrective of a Kantian land New England) ethics which regards the individual as autonomous and without a social context, while his political theory is corrective of an individualism in which the government's responsibilities and decisions have no more rationale than the summing of the interests of its constituents. Collectively the moral, social, and political institutions through which freedom evolves are seen by Hegel as Objective Mind with its dialectic of Abstract Right (the thesis), Morality (the antithesis), and Social Morality (the synthesis).


For the first time in world history, freedom is potentially open to all. While the Creeks were the first to know freedom, they thought it was only for the few and they accepted slavery. It is only when this notion of freedom is coupled with the Christian notion of religious equality that the slavery of anyone at all becomes heinous. Finally, only in the emergence of the modern state, does religious equality become social freedom.


In the first stage of Abstract or Legal Right, the individual is circumscribed by the external environment, which includes his relations to others. The only moral rule is the noninfringement of the other person. Then the individual objectifies his person in things, or mixes labor with objects. Freedom in this fashion becomes the liberty to possess and exchange property through contract. Morality at this point is essentially a matter of promise-keeping and the honoring of contracts as well as respect for the life of the agent. The widening of moral right is also a widening of the domain of wrong; contract-keeping implicates the notion of contract-breaking and of sanction. The notion of punishment as a corrective is itself fraught with contradictions; because, although the criminal may not wish to be punished, strictly speaking and insofar as he is a contract-making and responsible citizen, he has a right to be punished; and insofar as he has a moral conscience he will approve of such punishment.


Thus far, the community is concerned only with outward appearances and with the keeping of a customer morality. Freedom is assured by external compulsion, until the last Moment when the criminal acquiesces in his just punishment. But conscience, internalized compulsion, and approval beyond self-interest usher in a new dimension which is in many ways the antithesis of Abstract Right. In this next stage, Morality, the agent first regards himself as responsible merely for his purpose (Vorsatz), for his immediate objective. With greater maturity he comes to regard himself as responsible for his full intention, i.e., for all the foreseeable consequences which were not directly purposed. He begins to see that objective social relations generate broader duties than the mere "luxury" of private conscience. This, then, is the point at which Morality ends in a conflict between a universal and abstract moral obligation, external to the agent, and the agent' s own internal private good. This is the larger question of moral good and evil.


The final stage, that of Social Morality (Sittlichkeit) is a resolution of the antagonisms between Abstract Right and individual or Abstract Morality. In this �
stage obligation and duty are not external but represent the individual truly as identified with a social group; his good and his freedom are to be found in the social context. And here there is a union between freedom and necessity since the individual's freedom is gained by the identification of his will with a universal will. His acts are free and autonomous because he is self-determining, while his actions are necessary because there is neither caprice nor arbitrariness in the plan by which social or psychological laws unfold.


In this final stage, morality is institutionalized in the family, in the civil community, and in the state. The family has a unity in which the interests of the members are organically related and reinforced by affection. As the individual matures, his interests and loyalties are directed outward into the associations of business, clubs, religious organizations, etc.; the loyalties that represent external interests may come in conflict with the emotionally supported family loyalties. The state builds both on the kind of feeling which cements the family and the shared rational objectives which make for other associations. It is the final stage of social organization and it reaches its climax in the emergence of the modern national state. Where civil society is merely tuned to satisfying needs and interests, the state is the end-all, holding every right over individuals since it is rationality manifest in the historical life of a people. Freedom is only attainable under its authority. As the source of all morality, it itself is not to be judged by the canons of a private morality. While The Philosophy of Right, with its emphasis on the emergence of stable institutions, orderly growth, and constitutional law has a somewhat different tone than The Philosophy of History which traces out the succession through conflict of historical states, still they share a common pessimism (at least as the Americans see it). Wisdom and philosophy are quite literally reflective; they can only appreciate the cosmic justification of evil and the cumulative character of good in the historical process after the action is over. ''The Owl of Minerva takes to flight only when the dusk has fallen." Only after the fact can we recognize that all that happens is not merely not without God, but actually God's realization.


Hegel's social philosophy is interwoven in the discussions of the St. Louis Hegelians and their wider fellowship.� The parallels between their concrete situation and that which Hegel faced, however, did not obscure the need for adaptations. As they recognized, the finer-grained dissimilarities were enormous -from class and interest structure, the climate of competing ideologies, the potential power of organized labor, the mix of cultures, the ready fields for entrepreneurs, to the limitless frontiers for expansion. Factors such as these, combined with the very specific crises of national identity, were nowhere felt more disturbingly than in Missouri. Further, of course, they had no mind to compromise their own democratic tradition but only to supplement it. Thus their uses of the Hegelian themes were often not so much adaptations as refashionings and sometimes total retoolings of the message. Witness the shift of heroes; it is not a �
Napoleon expressing unwittingly the rationale of history but a Lincoln selfconsciously entering and altering its course.


As might be expected, they followed no line. Howison shows as a New England conservative, unreconstructed by the West, even the Far West. How extraordinary his views on ''The Duty of the University to the State"� would sound today if repeated from the same University of California base. Quite calmly he gives a recipe for the enthrallment of education to politics and to the interest of government. The shallow moderns the mentions Spencer) have come to consider liberty as the unconditional right of individuals to do as they see fit. Liberty lies in the obedience to law. Since all of what is peculiarly human depends on "that organized and supreme directive intelligence and conscience'' which is the State, we owe to it (as to God) absolute allegiance. A university community not only owes that allegiance, but has the special duty of mastering its grounds and of preaching them to all classes of citizens. Davidson, as we have seen, turned away from the Fabians when he thought they overstressed material betterment, while Harris shrank from any form of Socialism, except of course governmental responsibility for education. Snider and Brokmeyer were more involved with the social reformers; the first out-Hegels Hegel in his vivid dialectic of the Civil War� and the latter in political action.


Whatever their individual differences, uniformly they rejected Hegel's view of self-activity and his pessimism, which latter they saw as a genetic restatement of Calvinistic determinism and of the darker faces of Social Darwinism. After all, they themselves had a hand in creating businesses, communities, schools, courts (where even stenography could be essential), states, and even a federal union. They assigned a clear and effective role to the individual as regards his moral and political efficacy. Their notion of self-activity implies that man is not a passive agent, but can enter the stream of history as an originator. He is not a tool of the cunning of history, but a self-consciously causal and responsible element in his own destiny. History can go wrong; the point of knowing the laws of social change is that the future may be modified by intelligent choice. Some phase of decision, individual and cosmic, lies outside the determinism of the dialectic. This view of purposive activity and responsibility separates them not only from Hegel, but also the Marxists (at least on their interpretation) and the Utopians who would jump the intervening steps of historical preparation, as in the New Harmony, Oneida, and Waldenesque experiments. Their major target, however, was popular laissez-faire, which after midcentury was taking support from biological evolution. The objections are predictable: the atomism of associational psychology stereotypes individual, economic, and political behavior and simply ignores personal growth, the creative search for goals, and authentic social ties; government and law do not function merely as traffic directors removing obstacles to individual action nor as brokers negotiating the conflicts of interest. While individuals do make social institutions, reciprocally institutions are forming the character of individuals. �
Meanings are social; what we are, and even our individual potentialities, have no meaning outside of the social context which provides the theater for the self to grow and to realize those potentialities. Thus social institutions, but not particularly the state, must seek to overcome the alienation of individuals left unintegrated in the fabric of society—the slave, the laborer, the disenfranchised woman. More positively, society must create the conditions that further the growth of human personality. Where the empiricists' stereotype leaves most areas of personal growth to individual initiative and unwittingly closes down the nature of human needs and satisfactions to those which are generated by the cultural status quo, the Hegelians see such growth and the opportunities for self-realization as essential ingredients in the quality of a society. As societies self-critically develop they may replace outworn notions by even richer ones, including even the vision of what human potentialities are. Their view of the valuational character of history and the merging of the moral, economic, cultural, and social potentialities forges a quite different tool of social criticism and active reform than Liberalism. Although they insisted that such reform should be orderly, they saw too that social institutions, including the supporting political philosophy, not uncommonly entrenched the interests of their purveyors.


Innovations about the effects of intelligent decision on an individual's career and the efficacy of social critique make for progressively larger deviations from Hegel as the Americans work through the dialectic of institutions. They are closest to Hegel in their view of the family, and where they differ is in the direction of the intimate and the romantic. Brokmeyer, e.g., in his ''Letters on Faust'' contrasts the Old World obstacles to love brought about by hardened social inequalities with the openness of the West. "A true American, born in the free West . . . if he is poor and Sally is the daughter of a United States Senator, and her mother in consequence deadly opposed to the match, quietly works his way into the legislature of the State, defeats the old man for the Senate, and asks the old lady how she would like to be his mother-in-law now. For he is a free American citizen, containing, by virtue of his birth, all the social possibilities between the gallows and the presidential chair."� Throughout, their comments on the family suggest rich personal experiences, especially since they were writing before Freud made us self-conscious about revealing ourselves. Like Hegel they are repelled by Kant's view of marriage as the mutual lease of the sexual organs. The relation which signalizes marriage is not contractual nor, in its first intent, economic; on the contrary it begins in a warm personal relation making for intellectual, physical, emotional, and spiritual fulfillment. In fact this social union is the primitive case where individuals enlarge, not sacrifice, their personalities and freedom. Marriage is thus an ethical relation. While they scarcely envisaged the role of woman in a modern ''liberation'' sense, nonetheless they regarded her as an authentic person contributing necessary and unique capacities to the relation. The moral essence of marriage could even be sustained in a free love situation so long as it involved consenting, one-to-one monogamy; their criticism turned more vigorously against �
the Mormons and the "exotic" communes. As a primary institution the family functions as the decisive educational milieu for children. (This is another reason for providing for the education and self-realization of women.) Elementary and secondary schooling was to continue what began in the home, fostering not merely the learning of skills but the development of personality as well. The critical importance of education beyond that was witnessed at all their efforts at adult education—from the Breadwinners' Colleges to their own clubs. Yet they also saw that formal education of whatever kind and level could cut itself off from the other educative processes of a society only at the risk of irrelevance and failure.


The family also provides the basis for property as well as education. They were never to challenge the institution as such, but to introduce a justification radically different from that advanced by the Socialists working in the shadow of the Mercantile Library or the Eastern seaboard economists. Private property does not depend upon divine or natural right; it does not even arise primarily in response to needs; therefore the social good will not be a social welfare function. Property is a social institution; mere possession is not enough, the person must see himself objectified in it; further, the recognition of ownership depends on acknowledgment by others and thus is embedded in a system of social relations. Thus, as above, the quality of property depends upon the character of the society of which it is a feature. Yet if property is the objectification of the individual will, Hegel and the American Hegelians face a dilemma, since each will seems to require so unfettered a scope for its own activities that unreconcilable conflicts with other wills will result. The system of private enterprise if left to itself thus contains the seeds of its own dissolution because it possesses no mechanism for generating a common interest, including what would be necessary to preserve the system itself. Governments do impose external regulations, but what is needed is something to provide an internalized acquiescence and the grounds for loyalty to the total good. Where Hegel found the required institution in the state, the Americans looked to resources other than political sovereignty, viz., a broadly based moral and democratic society itself and what Snider at least regarded as the mediating middleman. Here they are speaking jointly out of philosophic commitments and experiences in the West.


St. Louis itself, and Missouri, were expanding economically. The railroads had begun to ensure the relations of St. Louis to the East, just as the river had earlier oriented it to the South. St. Louis was changing from a relay point for agricultural products to a center for the processing of raw materials. They began to appreciate their manufacturing and mining potential and to look to the industrial East as a market. For the most part a poor man like Sally's suitor could have aspirations to economic independence, and so the St. Louis Hegelians spoke more of functions and interests than of classes. The producers on the one hand and the providers of capital on the other are mediated by the middleman who organizes production, gathering capital and labor and relating them. In a complex society all three roles are indispensable. Capital need not be exploitive; its surpluses can be plowed back �
for the strengthening of the whole economy. Labor's potentiality for exploitation through organization and strike is dampened as capital is used constructively. The role of the middleman as organizer has the dangers of concentrated irresponsible power; still, if this group fulfills its mediatorial role in creating production and markets, in allocating and distributing resources, it can fulfill a central moral role in the creating of a nation. Since they can most easily understand the needs of the whole, they are in the best position to be the guardians of social well-being. Just as men had tamed the natural laws of the physical world and turned them into opportunities of human construction and enjoyment, so the economic laws are equally natural and through understanding can be also tamed to human good, 'wanting only knowledge, initiative, and education. The rich need not inevitably grow richer and the poor poorer in a moral society.


Revisionist views such as these about the strength of a moral society, the resources of the competitive system to correct itself, and the place assured individual initiative call for further departures from Hegel's account of morality and the state. The concept of freedom they were attempting to maintain allies them to a Kantian or Common (i.e., shared) Moral Sense theory and politically to the notions of individual liberty that were the heritage of British political institutions. The core is the moral individual, acting on the dictates of his private conscience or will. Still the matter is not simple: sincere individuals with the best wills in the world may internalize or will moral principles (e.g., the golden rule) without arriving necessarily at the same view of what ought to be done. Each one stands in a network of intersecting and obligation-demanding roles. The lone conscience has a difficult time respecting and ordering these diverse and legitimate loyalties-he may at once be a Republican, teacher, abolitionist, Missourian, Unitarian, Southerner, and an American. The temptation is arrogantly to absolutize one loyalty at the cost of the others when what is needed is a synthesis involving a kind of maximizing, or give-and-take, in a long-sighted program. The needed integration is supplemented and mediated by society and the state, which of course is not equivalent to a particular government or office.


The Americans thus stressed constructive compromise and development through cooperation rather than conflict. The synthesis they sought lay between individual and social morality, between political pluralism and a genuine national interest. They saw a clear analogy between the individual and the state and between the several states and the Federal union. The reciprocal relation of the individual and the state they see as strikingly represented when the union, made by the states, in turn becomes state-making (the original states even abrogating their westward claims to a Federal government and relinquishing specific powers in the Constitution). Because the United States are not monolithic, the union could serve as the moral mediator, reaching the citizen, guiding the interplay among the states, but most importantly wedding state and Federal government for the fulfillment of both.


The men centered in St. Louis were then painfully alert to the divisiveness that �
prefaced the open hostilities of the Civil War and to the shattering antagonisms of its aftermath. The dialectic was not without usefulness here. Snider interprets the Southern cause as Abstract Right, for of course the owners had quite literally a property right in their slaves. Yet of course the freedom of individuals is transgressed. Insofar as the Northerners acknowledged the equal need of men for freedom and self-realization, they represent Abstract Morality, yet they failed to look beyond their incensed consciences to see the state as more than a collection of private ethical individuals. Government is neither a contract nor a system of checks and balances; it is not even the summed interests of groups; it is the national consciousness institutionalized in a political constitution. The synthesis, Sittlichkeit, or The Ethical State, is embodied in the American Constitution. It was precisely because Lincoln rested his case on the constitutional issue that he was their hero. Given their philosophic insights, their vocations as educators, and even their historical location in time and place (Missouri was still associated with compromise, albeit an inadequate one), they saw their office as synthesizers between an industrial North and an agricultural South, a conservative East, and a progressive West, between those who would sacrifice the integrity of the several states to an overpowering national authority and those who would crush central authority into atomized state power.


For all that they saw the Civil War as a large social movement turning on constitutional issues, their sentiments were strongly antislavery. After all, Harris was from Connecticut, Brokmeyer a leader in mobilizing the antislavery feelings among the German population, and Snider had early taken his stand when he saw his professors imprisoned for harboring fugitive slaves. They read Hegel's analysis of slavery in the Phenomenology—the master is more enslaved than the slave—with enthusiasm. They felt that the collapse of slavery as a system of labor was inevitable; had they been able to educate both the South and the North to an understanding of this inevitability, social forces could have been harnessed on a rational rather than a warlike foundation. Hopefully after the war the educators would not fail their part in reconstructing the nation. By this point they have put some distance between themselves and Hegel. Snider was not even above playing lightly with the dialectic and turning it around sardonically on Hegel's own writings, noting that they move toward autocratic political philosophy as the ''philosopharch'' rises in Berlin to philosophic dictatorship. Distinguishing between the absolute philosopher and the philosophy of the absolute, Snider points to the latter as the thesis of an emerging triad, with the Darwinian view of nature as the corrective antithesis and with a psychologically oriented study of man as the synthesis of the future.


Their independence is shown in a more serious matter: In absolute contrast to Hegel's world dominant state, they went on to project the model of the United States onto a World Federation. And because they envisaged a noncompetitive nationalism and a common world, they differ absolutely from Hegel's view that wars are inevitable and even serviceable in stimulating patriotism. In the world-�
exchange of goods and invention, of art and social experience and of philosophy, they saw the basis of international peace.


Now the St. Louis Hegelians saw the political problem of the relation between the individual and the group as only one side of a larger logical, metaphysical, and religious problem. This larger issue was to be an anxious focus for their successors who—as time faded the specter of pantheism as well as the constraints of conventional Christianity—often found the religious component somewhere in the relationship of individual to community, interpreting the latter as Nature, the body of fellowmen or as God personalized. This later philosophic generation, e.g., Royce and James, worked with a more sophisticated logic, psychology, and biology. At the same time methods of political and social analysis were to come of age in such institutionally oriented writers as Veblen, Beard, and, of course, Dewey. There is a real generation gap between the St. Louis amateurs tin the congenial sense noted above) and the professionals, but the work of the former and eventually their diaspora were critical in the greening of American thought. If their journal published translations, it also published the early articles of Peirce and William James, of Royce and Dewey. And if, Howison excepted, they did not supervise directly the move to professionalization, members of their extended family did bridge the generation gap.


One of the intermediaries, George Sylvester Morris (1840-1889), played a curiously pivotal part. He was a transitional figure as much because of an unfinished career as from the date of birth. While not belonging to the group from St. Louis he was intimately related to them, for he shared their enthusiasm for German philosophy, wrote for the Journal, and cited JoSP extensively for the bibliography in his edition of Ueberweg's History of Philosophy. With them he brought a goodly portion of Germanizing to the Concord meetings and they advised him on the Griggs series of philosophic books of which he was the editor.


Still Morris writes in a new vein. Education at Dartmouth and especially at Union Theological Seminary under H. B. Smith tone of the anonymous translators of Hegel cited at the beginning) had already prepared him for the hassles of the German scene when he went there to finish his studies. Of some importance in the sequel his sympathies were enlisted by such post-Hegelians as Ulrici, Trendelenburg, and of course Ueberweg. Thus he was not merely looking back to the admitted climax of German thought from Kant through Hegel, but also to the disputes which they inspired. Of immediate interest here is the unpublished preface which he wrote to his Hegel's Philosophy of the State and of History (1887),� an interpretation of Hegel rather than a summary. The real adversary to an adequate social science is the tradition which was begun by Hobbes but which was represented in the nineteenth century by Bentham and the utilitarians, Buckle end Bagehot. These rival themes are familiar enough: The projection of the Newtonian model onto psychology and social relations, and therefore the appropriateness of the physicomathematical model. Individuals are like the hypothetical abstractions of physics, associating under the play of mechanical forces. All that �
bespeaks of human personality and of free and spontaneous community is simply closed out of consideration. Man is set against nature; it is to be struggled with and overcome. The human and the organic are left discontinuous, or, when Spencer came to buttress utilitarianism, man is become a mere appendix to evolution. History is thus merely social mechanics; it is valueless and pointless. Even the much flaunted place of freedom leads to a paradox. "Thought . . . is viewed exclusively as the dependent function and instrument of physical processes. 'Ideas and justice' are held to be determined by the physical evolution of society; they are not comprehended as at once the final and efficient causes of social development. . . . Man and nature are of the same spiritual household. The dependence of the former on the latter . . . is like the 'dependence' of an organism on one of its own members. Instead of prejudicing the freedom of man, it is one of the conditions of the latter. The freedom of man fulfills, rather than contradicts, the prophecies of nature."�


Aristotle and Hegel are the protagonists. Morris, of course, does not deny that men are physical beings, and insofar as they are, the methods are appropriate, but this is to ignore the truly relevant aspects of man as human. Nature is not alien, man is in the most intimate, one might almost say social, intercourse or communion with it. Man is interacting and fashioning it even as he is in part fashioned by it. Initially thought may be determined by objects but in the end objects are determined by thought as men utilize the laws of nature and cooperate with them to invent and plan and reshape the world. Morris is operating on the idealist assumption  that nature can become successfully the object of thought because thought is already in nature.


Biological organisms rise to a new level in the way natural energies are utilized. Mechanical explanations are not up to accounting for growth, development, maturation, and the functional interplay of parts so essential to the workings of any organism. It is this functional interaction of organisms, rather than the mechanical model, which must be the paradigm for the world of nature generally. Man is therefore not a mechanical product of nature, he is not an accident but a fulfillment. Man is uniquely capable of bending natural energies toward self-determined and self-directed objectives.


But whereas the language of nature is voiceless, communion with other human beings is enriched by significant language. The fact that language is social and that it guides practice toward common objectives means that it is central to creating a common consciousness. Men only know themselves as specifically human when there is intercourse between them and when they see the image of themselves in the mirror of others.


The greatest oversight of the utilitarian tradition is its failure to see the degree to which personality is social. Furthermore it is precisely because men are a part of the world, yet social, that they can conceive of an ideal and project it back onto nature. Ideals thus become effective agents in history. The ideal of a perfected �
humanity involves man in a moral struggle discarding and warding off what is not congruent with his notions of justice and good. But this struggle is necessarily institutionalized, and this gives the true point of history; it is teleological. Social institutions are the embodiments of men's ideals; the res interna of human nature becomes the res publica. Political and moral institutions are all of a piece with other institutions to form the culture; and the culture of any given moment will bear the mark of this underlying moral struggle.


Thus there is a continuity between man's relation to nature and his interactive relation with society. Continuous with these relations also is man's relation to God. This too is a social relation. Providence is no small-trade special force intervening in a particular man's interest; it is a providential direction of history itself in which God and men work cooperatively in the realization of moral objectives.


6. St. Louis and Concord


The idealist community which we have surveyed in this chapter formed a remarkable group. Chiefly amateurs, passionately devoted to philosophy, and exhibiting an astonishing range of beliefs, these people were scattered geographically across the nation rather than concentrated in the urban centers of the East. St. Louis, Cincinnati, and Ann Arbor were only the most prominent of Western cities in which idealists met to discuss and debate Hegel, Creek philosophy, and social reform. In Jacksonville, Illinois—the self-styled Athens of the West—Dr. Hiram K. Jones founded a Plato Club in 1865. Jones was a man of remarkable vigor and organizational ability: he founded the Jacksonville Historical Society, the American Akademe, and was cofounder of a Microscopic Society, in addition to being professor of physiology and philosophy at Illinois College.� Similarly, at Quincy, Illinois, Mrs. Sarah Denman organized in 1866 a group called the Friends in Council, which devoted itself to philosophic studies and particularly to Plato. Four years later, Samuel Emery organized a Plate Club in Quincy. A New Englander by birth who had studied briefly at Harvard and Amherst, Emery was a man of considerable philosophic acumen. His interest in the subject was first aroused by hearing Emerson lecture, and he rapidly progressed from Emerson's works to Plato's. Emery of course knew Harris and read the Journal of Speculative Philosophy, in which he published occasional articles. Through Harris he became interested in Hegel and in 1875 he succeeded in having a copy of Brokmeyer's translation of the Logic made for himself. From that point on he seems to have moved rapidly into the Hegelian camp. Both Denman and Emery were close friends of Emerson and Alcott, who frequently visited Quincy on their tours, of Jones and the Jacksonville group, and of the St. Louis idealists.� And what was true of Quincy and Jacksonville was doubtless true of other Midwest towns as well.


�
What the idealist community lacked most notably was any central institutional base from which their doctrines and concerns could be propagated. True, Howison was ensconced in California and Morris, until an early death cut short his career, held the chair at Michigan, but these were almost the only exceptions to the rule. It was not for nothing that Emerson and Alcott had dreamed in the 1840s of establishing a school of philosophy of their own in some New England town where their group could bring its full force to bear upon education. ''Do you not see," Emerson had written to Margaret Fuller, "that if such a thing were well and happily done for twenty or thirty students only at first, it would anticipate by years the education of New England?"� But it was not until the 1870s that an attempt was made to transform this dream into a reality. In the summer of 1878, Hiram Jones and Sarah Denman visited Bronson Alcott in Concord, and there in discussion with Emerson and Franklin Sanborn the decision was reached to establish a summer school of philosophy in Concord. The school was to draw upon the resources of the whole idealist community, Western as well as Eastern, and to furnish an institutional platform for idealisms of every variety. if it represented, as it surely did, the realization of the hopes which Emerson and Alcott had nourished for forty years, it also embodied the passion for education which so characterized the St. Louis group.


The Concord School opened with a six-week session in the summer of 1879. Alcott served as dean of the school, Samuel Emery, who with his brother-in-law Edward McClure had just moved to Concord and entered Harvard Law School, served as moderator, and Sanborn as secretary-treasurer. The chief lecturers that summer were Hiram Jones, W. T. Harris, Alcott, Mrs. Cheney, and David Wasson. Emerson gave seven lectures, while Sanborn, Benjamin Peirce, Cyrus Bartol, Thomas Davidson, and others also lectured. The school thus drew together in its staff and faculty the leading figures from the various idealist groups and presented a forum for the exposition of the leading idealistic positions: Platonism, represented by Jones, New England Transcendentalism, represented by Emerson and Alcott, and Hegelianism, represented by Harris. It was then in a very real sense the culmination of the idealistic movement in America during the first seven decades of the nineteenth century.


The Concord School continued until 1888, and was an astonishingly successful enterprise. Among those who lectured there, in addition to the names above, were Noah Porter of Yale, James McCosh of Princeton, John Bascom, then president of the University of Wisconsin, Howison, G. S. Morris, William James, Snider, John Fiske, and Edward Montgomery. The four years from 1879 through 1882 were the most successful period of the school. Harris moved to Concord in 1880 so as to be continuously on the scene, and quickly emerged as the strongest lecturer on the faculty. His expositions of Hegel were popular and he steadily outdrew his Platonic rivals. But Jones made an effective presentation of Plate, and Emerson still drew large crowds. Snider joined the staff in 1880 and Howison in 1882, and �
both Porter and McCosh lectured there in 1882—a sure indication of the importance that the school had attained. But 1882 was clearly the crest. Emerson died in April of that year, and in October Alcott suffered a stroke which ended his effective leadership. With the New England leadership thus weakened, Jones proposed that the location of the school be moved to the West for the next year. The New Englanders and the St. Louis group insisted on keeping the Concord site, and so Jones and his group did not return in 1883, founding instead the American Akademe in Jacksonville, which during the next nine years provided a forum for Platonism. The Concord School continued with a four-week session in 1883 and a staff featuring Harris, Howison, Snider, Sanborn, and William James. But thereafter the emphasis on philosophic subjects declined somewhat and increasing attention was given to literature. The program of 1884 was devoted almost exclusively to Emerson, that of 1885 to Goethe. In 1886 the session lasted only two weeks and was divided between Dante and Plate. In 1887, Harris, Sanborn, and Davidson devoted the two-week session to Aristotle and dramatic poetry. That was the last session of the school. On March 4, 1888, Alcott died and the school died with him.�


All things considered, the school was remarkably successful. Sanborn estimated that it drew at least two thousand people during the nine years of its operation, and there is no reason to doubt that estimate. It assembled a distinguished faculty and provided an effective forum for the discussion of philosophic issues and the exposition of the varying, although predominantly idealistic, philosophic positions. But the influence of the school went far beyond the formal sessions at Concord. For in drawing the leadership of the idealistic community to New England, it brought these men into the philosophic discussion clubs which then flourished in Boston and Cambridge where they were in direct contact with men who were to dominate professional philosophy in America during the next twenty years.


We still do not know how many of these philosophic discussion clubs there were, but certainly the most famous of them was the Metaphysical Society which Charles Peirce organized in Cambridge, Massachusetts, in 1871. This club numbered among its members William James, Oliver Wendel Holmes, Chauncey Wright, Nicholas St. John Green, Joseph Warner, John Fiske, and Francis Ellingwood Abbot, and it was at a meeting of this club in November of 1872 that Peirce first proposed the doctrine which later came to be known as pragmatism. Of the members of this celebrated group, Peirce and Abbott were the only idealists, and from what we know of its meetings it was certainly not devoted to the discussion of idealistic philosophy. But the club expired in late 1874 or early 1875: Chauncey Wright died in 1875, Peirce went to Europe, and the group ceased to meet.� It was quickly revived however in 1875 chiefly by Thomas Davidson, who had come to Cambridge that year where he was serving as tutor to the children of James Eliot Cabot—a philosopher of idealistic persuasions, a friend of Emerson who was to �
become his literary executor and memorialist, and an overseer of Harvard College. Cabot drew Davidson's attention to Green's edition of Hume's Treatise which had appeared the year before, and Davidson saw in Green's introduction the focus for a debate between British Empiricism and rational idealism. Accordingly, Davidson set out to organize a philosophical society, drawing upon what was left of the old Metaphysical Club and upon some new resources. James, Holmes, Green, Warner, and Abbot were enlisted, together with Cabot, Bowen, C. C. Everett of the divinity school, and F. H. Hedge, and two relative newcomers—Francisco Fenollosa, then a graduate student, and G. H. Howison, who had been teaching at MIT since 1871. Davidson and Howison were of course veterans of the St. Louis clubs, and although Davidson's ardor for Hegel had cooled, Howison was still deeply imbued with German idealism. Bowen had been moving from Hamiltonianism to German idealism for some time, and Cabot represented a strong link to Transcendentalism, while the members of Peirce's old Metaphysical Club, Abbot excepted, were firm in the empiricist faith. G. Stanley Hall, G. H. Palmer, and David Wasson later joined the club, while others were periodically absent, but the discussions seem to have continued briefly until at least April of 1879. All of the activity thus preceded the opening of the Concord School, and served to stimulate both philosophic discussion in general and a growing interest in idealism in particular which made a receptive climate for the Concord venture.


During its career, the Concord School brought to Concord a variety of idealist leaders from over the country. Interest in idealism was already strong at Harvard and in the Cambridge club. Palmer had begun studying Hegel with Caird the year before, and was, as James remarked, ''fully enrolled in the white-winged band of seraphim illuminati."� In 1880-81 Palmer offered a seminar on Hegel at Harvard. Emery and McClure both attended, as did James. The seminar concentrated on Hegel's Logic—a subject for which Emery, armed with Brokmeyer's translation, was admirably prepared. James, assuming the role of the defender of empiricism against the rising tide of Hegelian idealism, battled Palmer in the seminar, and was stimulated by it to write his article ''On some Hegelisms''—an open attack on the Hegelian position.


By 1880 Harris was in residence in Concord, where he assumed the chief role as champion of the Hegelian position. This role was quickly extended to Boston and Cambridge, when in late 1881 Harris organized a Hegel Club. Emery and McClure were members, as were Abbot, James, Cabot, Hall, Palmer, Howison, Everett, and Charles Ames-a young businessman who had known Harris in St. Louis. Although the membership of this club was as variable as the others, it continued to meet regularly until 1885, and intermittently until 1887. As long as the club existed, Harris seems to have been its dominant figure and the teaching of Hegel's logic its principal function.�


The Concord School was not responsible for introducing either idealism or Hegel at Harvard; developments which were clearly destined to lead to that result were well under way before the Concord School opened. Nor is it correct to regard �
Harvard idealism as having been imported from the West: the first seminar in Hegel taught at Harvard was taught by Palmer and there is no evidence that Palmer was influenced by the Westerners. Nevertheless, such St. Louis alumni as Davidson and Howison played an important role in the Cambridge club of the late seventies, and the Concord School by bringing to a focus the idealistic forces throughout the country certainly increased the influence of idealism at Harvard. �
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� How erratic are the winds of philosophic interest can be seen from the fact that since this was written there has been an emerging interest exhibited in books, articles, and even in conferences. For example, see: William H. Goetzmann, ed., The American Hegelians: An Intellectual Episode in the History of Western America (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1973); John O. Riedl, "The Hegelians of St. Louis, Missouri and Their Influence in the United States," Proceedings of the Marquette Hegel Symposium, 1970. (Professor Riedl's interest in the St. Louis Hegelians is a long-standing one, and he is planning to publish Brokmeyer's translation of Hegel's Larger Logic, which we shall see in the chapter provided the leitmotiv of the movement. It had a curious career of use and nontranslation.)


This rising interest seems to express a number of themes: the emergence of a self-consciousness of the Midwest as constituting a vital part of the intellectual tradition in America (cf. Lloyd D. Easton, Hegel 's First American Followers. The Ohio Hegelians [Athens, Ohio: Ohio University Press, 19661); the revival of Hegelian studies; and the increased interest in Socialism and Marx (cf. Albert Fried, ed., Socialism in America: From the Shakers to the Third International [Garden City, L. I.: Doubleday & Co., 1970]; David Herreshoff, American Disciples of Marx [Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 19671). An astonishing omission of reference to Socialists characterizes the traditional bibliographies, as well as the Dictionary of American Biography; although the latter includes the most minor of ministers, it includes of the Socialists only Stallo, who after all was converted to the Establishment. Considerably more work is needed to fill in the history of Socialism in America.


All students of the St. Louis Hegelians, however, begin with the monumental work of Henry A. Pochmann, German Culture in America, Philosophical and Literary Influences, 16CX)-1900 (Madison, Wis.: University of Wisconsin Press, 1961). This is in the best tradition of German scholarship, and furnishes a comprehensive bibliography. We have also found useful Harvey G. Townsend's Philosophical Ideas in the United States (New York: American Book Co., 1934), {511} chap. 8; and the source materials arranged and edited by Charles M. Ferry, The St. Louis Movement in Philosophy (Norman, Okla.: University of Oklahoma Press, 1930). We are also indebted to Philip Mullen and the late David Green for their assistance in the research.


� The Christian Examiner, 1839, XXVIII, pp. 272-313.


� Frederick Hedge, Prose Writers of Germany (Philadelphia: Carey and Hart, 1848), p. 446.


� Journal of Speculative Philosophy 9:332 (1875).


� Symposium on ''Is Pantheism the legitimate outcome of Modern Science?'' JoSP, vol. 19 (1885). Participants included John Fiske, F. E. Abbot, and Howison.


� Cf. Howard J. B. Ziegler, Frederick Augustus Rauch, American Hegelian (Lancaster, Pa.. Franklin and Marshall College Studios, #8, The Sentinel Printing House, 1953).


� James Murdock, Sketches of Modern Philosophy, Especially Among the Germans (Edinburgh: Thomas Clark, 1843). There is a separate chapter on Dr. Rauch, after American Transcendentalism. Murdock seems to think that Hegel and Christianity cannot be brought together.


� Easton, Ohio Hegelians, esp. pp. 95-122.


� Ibid., p. 182. This material is being reproduced by Willich from the Cincinnati Republikaner.


� The reference to Engels is to his discussion of the transition from Hegel to Feuerbach. Cf. Frederick Engels, Ludwig Feuerbach and the Outcome of Classical German Philosophy (New York: International Publishers, 1935), pp. 21-22.


� Sherman and Grant, as Harris told Emerson, were in St. Louis to witness this victory. Harris believed they were so heartened by the solidarity of pro-Union sentiment and support for the liberal cause that they threw in their lots for the North. When Harris later visited New England, he was astonished to find Alcott and his group unmindful of the West's role in the war; apparently they believed that New England had won it single-handedly.


� Missouri Republican, October 8, 1861.


� The Easterners looked rather condescendingly on the Western cultural efforts. Thus Louisa May Alcott reports with some glee an exchange, shortly after her father had become dean of the Concord School: {512}Father, the dean. He has his dream realized at last, and is in glory, with plenty of talk to swim in. People laugh, but will enjoy something new in this dull old town; and the fresh Westerners will show them that all the culture in the world is not in Concord. I had a private laugh when Mrs.—— asked one of the new-comers, with her superior air, if she had ever looked into Plato. And the modest lady from Jacksonville answered, with a twinkle at me, "We have been reading Plato in Greek for the past six years." Mrs.—— subsided after that. (Louisa May Alcott, Her Life, Letters and Journals, ed. Ednah D. Cheney [Boston: Little, Brown, 1928], p. 267.)


� This picture of Fichte rests on materials in JoSP, e.g. tall translation or commentary by A. E. Kroeger): "Fichte's Introduction to the Science of Knowledge," I: 23-36 (1867). "A Criticism of Philosophic Systems," I: 79-86, 137-59 (1867). "Fichte's 'Sun-clear Statement,' " II: 3-15, 65-82, 129-40 (1868). ''New Exposition of the Science of Knowledge by Fichte,'' III: 1-31, 97-133, 193-241, 289-317 (1869). 


� This picture of Schelling rests on materials in JoSP, e.g.: Thomas Davidson, trans., "Schelling's Introduction to the Philosophy of Nature," I: 193 (1867). Ella S. Morgan, trans., ''Schelling, F. W. J. von, On the Science of Fine Arts,'' XV: 152 (1881). Thomas Davidson, trans., "Schelling's Introduction to Idealism," I: 159 (1867).
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