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Introduction

At his death in 1856, Heinrich Heine was the most widely read poet in
Europe. He was also a prolific essayist and critic, and his poems have been
set to music more often than those of any other poet. Both in his own time
and in ours, he has been known as a “political poet” since he championed
the cause of the oppressed, and as a friend of sorts of Karl Marx, he was
regarded as a “socialist” poet for many years, even though he himself
was as wary of Marx’s communism as he was distrustful of the emerging
commercial and industrial society around him.

Heine was also not merely a German poet, but a German Jewish poet
(who for a while had rather pro forma converted to Christianity), and the
anti-Semites in Germany did their best to make sure nobody forgot the
“Jewish” part. If anything Heine seemed to regard himself as a German
European; in 1822 while still in Berlin he himself noted, “I love Germany
and the Germans; but I love no less the inhabitants of the rest of this
earth, whose number is forty times greater — and it is surely love which
gives a man his true value. I am therefore — thank God — worth forty times
more than those who cannot pull themselves out of the swamp of national
egotism and who love none but Germany and the Germans.”" But when,
in the aftermath of Napoleon’s defeat in Russia and then a few years later
in Waterloo, the various governments of the German principalities began
their authoritarian crackdown on “demagogues” (the term of art used
for alleged “subversives”), not unsurprisingly anti-Semitism began to
increase. In 1831, Heine had decided that for the time being, Paris would

' Cited by S. S. Prawer, Heine’s Jewish Comedy (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1983), pp. 57—58; Heinrich
Heine, Sidmtliche Werke in vier Binden (Dusseldorf: Artemis und Winkler, 2001), vol. II, p. 467.
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On the history of religion and philosophy in Germany and other writings

be a safer home for him than Berlin or Gottingen; however, his tempo-
rary exile became permanent after 1835, when the Prussian government
banned publication of his work and then the German Bundesversammlung
issued a decree forbidding publication of many authors including him.
His exile was sealed in 1844 when the Prussian government issued an
order for Heine’s arrest if he were ever to set foot on Prussian soil. But
if their goal was to silence Heine or diminish his popularity, they failed
utterly. Heine continued to weave his magic with the German public until
his death, although he always remained a controversial figure.

As Heine’s biographer, Jeffrey L.. Sammons, has noted, it is very hard
to pin down Heine on virtually anything, since he early on created a per-
sona for himself that he himself continually shifted around; as Sammons
remarks, “Heinrich Heine” is “a central, commanding, fictional figure in
the works of Heinrich Heine.”* Even his birth date is relatively hard to
fix, since Heine himself regularly entered very different dates and years
on various official and unofficial papers. In that light, it is not surprising
that the twenty-five-year-old Heine himself noted in his 1822 Letters from
Berlin that as far as he was concerned, the highest freedom comes at a
masked ball:

What does it matter who is beneath the mask? The quest is enjoy-
ment, and for that one only needs human beings. Nowhere can one
be a human being more fully than at a masked ball, where the waxen
mask hides our usual mask of flesh, where a simple Du [the famil-
iar form of address in German] restores the primordial sociality of
familiarity, where a Venetian cloak (Domino) covers all pretensions
and brings about the most beautiful equality and the most beautiful
freedom — the freedom conferred by masks, Maskenfreiheit.3

In fact, his name, “Heinrich,” only came later; he was born Harry Heine
in Diisseldorf (apparently on December 13, 1797). His father, Samson
Heine, was a middle-class cloth merchant. His uncle, Salomon Heine (his
father’s brother), became an immensely wealthy banker in Hamburg and
exercised a formidable influence on Heinrich for most of his life. Heine
never quite got over the idea that his uncle could make him rich overnight
with a large gift of money that his uncle would in fact never miss; but the

2 Jeffery L. Sammons, Heinrich Heine: A Modern Biography (Manchester: Carcanet New Press,

1979), P- 5.
3 Heine, Samtliche Werke, vol. I, p. 466.
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Introduction

uncle was a bit suspicious both of Heine’s vocation as a poet and of what
he saw as Harry’s rather spendthrift ways, and the trials and travails of
Heine and uncle Salomon, with the contentious and continual back and
forth between them, form part of the fabric of almost all of Heine’s adult
life.

In Heine’s youth, the part of Germany he lived in was ruled by the
French in the progressive spirit of the Revolution, and this clearly made
a mark on him; for the rest of his life, he was to be dedicated to the
principles of liberty and equality and to be the sworn enemy of all the
illiberal and repressive tendencies that he saw at work in the Germany of
his day, seeing very early on some of the more sinister dangers beginning
to take root in the land of his birth. He sardonically remarked to a friend
in a letter written in 1823 that “although I am a radical in England and
a carbonaro in Italy, I don’t adhere to the demagogues in Germany; for
the quite accidental reason that if the latter were to be victorious, a few
thousand Jewish throats — and the best ones at that — would be slit.”*
Around the same time, he wrote a verse play, A/mansor, which nomi-
nally dealt with the expulsion of the Muslims from Spain, but whose
subtext was the precarious status of Jews in Germany. One of the char-
acters, Hassan, responds to the news that the Spanish are burning copies
of the Koran in Granada with the line “That was only a prelude, for
where they burn books, they will, in the end, burn human beings t00.”3
That youthful line became one of Heine’s most often-cited phrases and
proved to be eerily prophetic; in the great Nazi book burning in Berlin
in 1933, the works of Heinrich Heine were among those consigned to the
flames.

The young Harry Heine was pushed to go into the family business
and was apprenticed first in 1815 to a Frankfurt bank owned by friends
of his uncle Salomon, and then in 1816 to work for Salomon himself at
his bank in Frankfurt. After he finished his apprenticeship, his uncle set
him up in 1818 with a cloth business called “Harry Heine & Co.,” which
the young Harry ran without any attention to detail. By 1819, Heine’s
father, Samson, was suffering from a variety of illnesses which made it
impossible for him to run his own business. Apparently Salomon Heine,
in a mixture of compassion, family loyalty, and arrogance, stepped in,

4 Cited in Prawer, Heine’s Jewish Comedy, p. 177; Letter to Moritz Emden, February 2, 1823.
5 Heine, Samtliche Werke,vol. 11, p. 859. (“Das war ein Vorspiel nur, dort, wo man Biicher / Verbrennt,
verbrennt man auch am Ende / Menschen.”)
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On the history of religion and philosophy in Germany and other writings

paid off Samson’s debts, took over all aspects of running the family, and
liquidated the badly run “Harry Heine & Co.,” thus freeing the young
Harry to pursue university studies. Salomon paid for him to study law at
Bonn University, and Harry enrolled there in 1819, switching in 1820 to
Gottingen University (where he ran into fierce anti-Semitism amongst
the fraternity set). Harry paid only passing attention to his legal studies,
but he raptly attended the lectures given by August Wilhelm Schlegel,
the great translator of Shakespeare, who had earlier (with his brother,
Friedrich) participated in establishing “romanticism” at Jena at the end
of the eighteenth and beginning of the nineteenth century.

In 1821, Harry Heine moved to Berlin University, which proved to
be decisive for his later decision to pursue his true vocation as a writer
and poet. He attended Hegel’s lectures and befriended him, and he made
acquaintances among the various movers and shakers in Berlin literary
circles, including another Jewish figure, Rahel Levin Varnhagen von Ense,
the celebrated hostess of one of Berlin’s most famous salons and a woman
of formidable intellect and literary interests. He also became a member of
the Association for the Culture and Science of Judaism, a group founded
in the face of a growing backlash against Jewish emancipation and whose
explicit mission was to study “scientifically” Jewish history and culture,
detached from Christian interpretations and distortions of that culture
and even detached from orthodox Jewish interpretations of it.

In joining the Association, Heine also made friends with somebody who
was to color his more philosophical thought for the rest of his life: the jurist
and philosopher Eduard Gans. Both Gans and Heine came to Hegelianism
as young Jews, each wanting to affirm their Jewish identity within the
context of also being German. In the immediately post-Napoleonic milieu
of Germany, that had at first seemed easily achievable; there had, after all,
been various emancipation edicts, and there was a feeling that progress
was quite simply in the air, that there was now no way to turn back
the clock. However, after 1820 the repressive measures taken up by the
Prussian government and the increasing strength of the forces of reaction
throughout Germany had thrown all of that into question.

Against that background, both Heine and Gans at first responded in
similar ways to Hegelian philosophy: each saw it as an insightful articu-
lation of what it was they were trying to accomplish for themselves in the
context of German life in the 1820s. Each found in it a proposal for a way
in which he might live a somewhat alienated life but could nonetheless
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find a place for himself and therefore be reconciled, be “at home” in the
modern world.

Two elements of their own biographies were crucial to this: each found
an initial attraction to Hegelianism as an articulation of their own “self-
division,” Zerrissenheit, and each experienced their world not in a sense
of being “homeless” within it but in the sense of both belonging and not
belonging to a cultural and social order with which they identified, from
which they nonetheless felt estranged, and which never fully accepted
them. Indeed, it was both Heine’s and Gans’s “outsider” status as Jews
who were neither at home in orthodox Judaism nor at home in the con-
text of Christian German life which gave them a fresh perspective on
Hegelianism that differed from other, more utopian left-Hegelians.® If
anything, both Gans and Heine are much earlier versions of what the
historian Peter Gay characterized as role of the “outsider as insider” in
German culture.?

Eduard Gans himself met Hegel after coming to Berlin and after having
finished his legal studies in Heidelberg (having done his doctoral work
with Hegel’s old friend and comrade in arms there, Anton Thibaut). In
addition to being an obviously gifted jurist and political philosopher,
Eduard Gans was also one of the founders and became president of
the Association for the Culture and Science of Jews; in his presiden-
tial addresses to the group from 1821 to 1823, he returned again and
again to the issue of what constituted Jewish identity and what consti-
tuted European (and interestingly, not necessarily German) identity, and
between 1821 and 1822, the Hegelian stamp on his answers became more
evident.®

% A major exception to the tendency to see Heine’s more philosophical writings as only an expression
of some kind of attachment to Saint-Simonianism is to be found in Nigel Reeves, Heinrich Heine:
Poetry and Politics (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1974). Reeves sees it as a founding text of
“left Hegelianism,” but he takes that in the familiar way to be utopian, to be a secularizing of the
Christian theodicy and the establishment not of salvation in heaven but of socialism on earth. The
best account of the development of “left Hegelianism” in English (and which goes a long way to
clearing up the deficiencies in the standard story) remains John Edward Toews, Hegelianism: The
Path Toward Dialectical Humanism, 1805—1841 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1980).
Peter Gay, Weimar Culture: The Outsider as Insider (New York: Harper & Row, 1968).

The influence between Hegel and Gans went both ways; because of Gans’s influence, Hegel ended
up changing his long-held, more or less genteelly anti-Semitic attitudes to Judaism and came to
describe Judaism as the first religion of freedom, rather than in terms of hidebound legalism and
egoism (as he done ever since his youth). This is the argument I make in Terry Pinkard, Hegel:
A Biography (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000). In Gans’s first presidential address
to the group (on October 28, 1821), he spoke of the basic issue facing the group to be that of

=N
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On the history of religion and philosophy in Germany and other writings

Gans was especially attracted to three items in Hegel’s philosophy.
First, there was Hegel’s argued view to the effect that what was genuinely
at work in modern life — what in Hegel’s special vocabulary counted as
wirklich, effectively real — was a moral and political concept (one might
even say a moral-political ideal) of freedom as self-determination. Second,
Hegel’s very original philosophy of history explained that the normative
hold of this ideal of freedom had to do with the way in which it had come
to be required of modern life by virtue of the very determinate failures
of past forms of European life (paradigmatically, both in the collapse of
the ancient world and the gradual and catastrophic failure of aristocratic
court culture to sustain any normative allegiance to itself). Third, there
was Hegel’s idea that understanding these ideals as ideals requires under-
standing how they are supported in practices and institutions, and does
not rest simply on moralistic appeals to strength of resolve on the part of
individuals.

From Gans’s own standpoint, however, these aspect of the Hegelian
philosophy offered the best way for a young Jewish intellectual and bud-
ding academic like himself to understand the role of Judaism in modern
life. As Gans saw it, Hegel’s philosophy argued that minority identi-
ties could in principle sustain themselves if they were willing to identify
themselves with the principle of freedom at work in the modern European
social and political order; such minorities had their place within Hegel’s
own very complex account of the way in which such freedom was gradu-
ally being given shape in the institutionalization of a market society with
careers open to all, and in the formation of a constitutional state that
protected the basic rights of its members. This offered a blueprint, as
Gans took it up, for how Judaism could be modernized without being
abandoned. To become fully modern (which for Gans, as for Hegel, was
summed up by the term “Europe”) did not mean that one abandoned one’s
past. Being “taken up” or “absorbed” into European life did not mean for
religious minorities that their traditions and identities would come to an
end: as Gans put it in his second presidential address to the Association,
“Aufgehen ist nicht untergehen” (“Absorption is not vanishing”).

establishing a “reconciliation” (Versihnung) between the Jewish identity of its members and their
identity as Germans. In his second address (on April 28, 1822), however, Gans posed the question
as: “What is Europe at the present time? And what are the Jews?” See Eduard Gans, “Erste Rede vor
dem ‘Kulturverein’,” in Norbert Waszek, Eduard Gans (1797—-1839): Hegelianer — Jude — Europder.
Texte und Dokumente (Frankfurt a.M.: Peter Lang, 1991), pp. 55-62; and “Zweite Rede vor dem

‘Kulturverein’,” in Waszek, Eduard Gans, pp. 62—75.
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Introduction

Moreover, in his own lectures on Hegel’s political philosophy in 1832—
1833 (about a year after Hegel’s death), Gans took Hegel’s thought (which
had led to Hegel’s endorsement of constitutional monarchy) in a more
republican direction, even going so far as to propose, among other things,
the form of a state whose head was not a “prince” (a Fiirst), and his
example was the United States of America. In his lectures, Gans argued
that because in America, “all the medieval traditions are not there, as
they are in Europe,” it was able to do without a prince, and, he added, “it
may still take thousands of years for the state that has emerged from the
concept, like that in North America, to emerge in Europe and before those
[medieval] conditions die out.”® Also unlike Hegel, Gans formulated a
theory of the necessity of oppositional parties within a Hegelian state.

There was, however, a deeper issue at work in Gans’s appropriation of
Hegelianism. However much Hegel’s theory seemed to offer an account
that made room for a modern form of Judaism within the context of
Christian Europe, there remained the overall problem of just how much
of Hegel’s philosophy of history had to be accepted. In particular, Judaism
presented Hegel with a particular problem. Egyptian, Greek, and Roman
religion had had their moment on the world stage, and they vanished as
they were supplanted by more rational religions, with all others finally
being supplanted by the “consummate” religion, Christianity. Yet the
Jews remained. Even though Hegel himself was in print as calling for
full civil rights for Jews, and even though under the influence of Gans
he came to change his entire evaluation of the importance and status of
Judaism, his own theory still committed him to the view that it was in
some very deep sense irrational to be Jewish in the modern world, much
in the same way as it would be irrational to worship Pallas Athena in
contemporary Europe. This was, of course, something that Gans and his
friends could not easily accept. Gans thus formulated his own problem
of being Jewish and being modern in different, non-Hegelian terms: the
Jews, he proposed, went along the path of “their own history, parallel
alongside world history,” and the issue now was how the two parallel
streams were to flow together without the Jews “vanishing” into the larger
stream of world history culminating in modern Europe.™ Unfortunately,
when Gans applied to be a professor in law at Berlin, the law faculty

9 Eduard Gans, Naturrecht und Universalrechtsgeschichte, ed. Manfred Riedel (Stuttgart: Klett-
Cotta, 1981), p. 100.
° See Eduard Gans, “Zweite Rede vor dem ‘Kulturverein’,” in Waszek, Eduard Gans, p. 66.
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On the history of religion and philosophy in Germany and other writings

fought against taking a Jew into the faculty; the case was settled when
the king abolished the entire edict of Jewish emancipation in order to
prevent Gans from assuming such a position. (The king’s action became
known informally as the “lex Gans.”) In 1825, Gans pro forma converted
to Christianity, and the professorship became his.

Rewriting Hegel

Heine also had himself cynically baptized into the Protestant faith in 1825,
and it is a staple of the Heine literature just how troubled Heine was by
Gans’s defection, as if he could forgive himself for his weakness but not
Gans, who was seen by so many as the leading figure in the struggle for
emancipation. Even worse: although Heine himself described his own
baptism scornfully as his “entry ticket into European culture,” Heine,
unlike Gans, did not find that any doors at all opened up for him as a
result, and it soon set in on him that he had made a terrible mistake,
although he never officially recanted it."*

His own career as a poet and writer, however, flourished rather early
and continued to do so. He was able to abandon the plans his uncle had
for him (to be a jurist, the field in which he actually got his doctoral
diploma) and to focus on what he eventually succeeded at: becoming one
of the most successful writers of his day. In 1834, shortly after he began
his life as an exile in Paris, he wrote a series of articles that were collected
and published in 1835 as On the History of Religion and Philosophy in
Germany. This was in part a response to Madame de Stael’s famous book,
De I’Allemagne (On Germany), which had appeared with great success in
1810 and which established the view that Germany was the “homeland of
thought” (“/a patrie de la pensée”), that is, a land of poets and philosophers
who were content to live in a world of thoughts to compensate for their
lack of any political culture. Heine had always taken great exception to
that description, and when the chance came to write, in effect, a rebuttal,
he jumped at it. Written in his clear, sardonic, and witty style, the articles
were in effect Heine’s own reworking of Hegel’s philosophy of history.

" For example, see the letter to his friend Moser in January 1826: “I am now hated by Christian and
Jew. I very much regret having been baptized; I see no sign that things have gone better with me
since then. On the contrary: I have experienced nothing but misfortune from that day on.” Cited
in Prawer, Heine's Jewish Comedy, p. 207. Heine also notes something very similar in a passage
from the Gestdandnisse.
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Introduction

He had heard Hegel’s lectures on the subject in 1823 (and probably also
those on political philosophy in 1822), and he had surely discussed Hegel’s
philosophy with Gans and the other Hegelians of the Association, so he
was not exactly a neophyte on the subject. He also had his own strong
views on the relation between poets and historians; indeed, in 1834, as
he was working on the book, he expressed his views on historical writing
in a letter to the great French historian, Jules Michelet: “You are the
true historian because you are at the same time a philosopher and a great
artist . . . You believe in progress and in providence. In that belief we are
one.”"? In his own youthful eyes, Heine also met both conditions.

The book has not been taken seriously as a post-Hegelian commentary;
it has almost always been read as an example of Heine’s own personal
commitments, in particular his flirtation with Saint-Simonianism. Like
Gans, Heine at first took a keen interest in the Saint-Simonian movement
since on its surface it seemed to have a lot in common with Hegelian
thought and even looked as if it might provide the necessary complement
to Hegelianism in its concern with industrialization, the “social ques-
tion,” and the like. However, as Heine’s biographer Sammons has made
clear, closer acquaintance with the movement very quickly cooled Heine’s
initial ardor for it."3 Moreover, as Hans-Christoph Schmidt am Busch has
shown, Gans lost his interest in it as he began to see its relative incompat-
ibility with (and relative shallowness vis-d-vis) Hegelian thought, and it is
hard to imagine that Heine was unaffected by his friend Gans’s rejection
of the doctrine. The biographical material on Heine, together with those
attitudes on the part of Gans, make the view of him as a Saint-Simonian
less plausible.™+

Now, to be sure, the book also contains several examples of Heine’s
less than fully factual approach to some of the matters discussed, such
as his quip that there is no need for him to give a biography of Kant
since, after all, Kant had no life, or that Kant demolished God in his
first Critique but, feeling sorry for the bad mood in which such a view

2 Cited in Prawer, Heine’s Jewish Comedy, p. 6.

'3 Sammons, Heinrich Heine, pp. 159—168. Sammons also uses Heine’s unpublished note on the
Saint-Simonian leader, Prosper Enfantin, to illustrate Heine’s attitude to the movement after he
had come to know it, that in “His incarnation as Enfantin, God has made the extreme sacrifice —
He has made himself ridiculous” (p. 165). Heinrich Heine, Aphorismen und Fragmente,in Sidmtliche
Werke, vol. IV, p. 709.

4 See Hans-Christoph Schmidt am Busch, Religiose Hingabe oder soziale Freiheit: Die saint-
simonistische Theorie und die Hegelsche Sozialphilosophie (Hamburg: Felix Meiner Verlag, 2006),
chapter 10.
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On the history of religion and philosophy in Germany and other writings

left his poor manservant, decided to put Him back in the picture in the
second Critigue. Heine’s lively style also takes what might be called a
somewhat comic approach to the problems of post-Kantian philosophy,
and that unfortunately has helped to reinforce the charge of “frivolity”
against it, a common enough charge against Heine’s writings even in his
own day. However, the suspicion that because it is comical it must also
be frivolous, together with the view that Heine’s treatment is only some
kind of watered down version of Saint-Simonian views, fails to grasp
the immense importance that Hegelianism had for Heine. Indeed, what
informs Heine’s writings on that point is not Saint-Simon’s view of the
struggle of the senses with the body, but rather Hegel’s own emphatic
doctrine, found in his lectures on aesthetics, that the “Ideal” for art, its
ultimate aim, is the expression of the unity of soul and body in aesthetic
form, such that the “inner” and the “outer” are in perfect harmony —
something which Hegel thought was achieved only in classical Greek
art. Beneath the exuberant wit that is so characteristic of all of Heine’s
writing, there is a serious thesis at work; indeed, the seriousness of the
thesis could perhaps only be made manifest by the ironic wit with which
it is presented.

Like Hegel, Heine was interested in the “phenomenology” of historical
movement, the “true motion” of spirit in history, and, like Hegel, he was
therefore interested in the meaning of historical events, not the discovery
of some kind of social scientific law of history. For Hegel, the meaning of
history was (to put it in Hegel’s own vernacular) that of spirit coming to
a full self-consciousness of itself. Put in more colloquial terminology, this
amounts to the claim that what we are to make of history has to do with the
ways in which humans, as self-interpreting animals, had found various
collectively established self-interpretations to be unlivable, unsustainable
and to lead to other versions; the meaning of historical events has to do
with how each new version at least implicitly understands itself to be
making good on the failures of the past in terms of the cards that had
been dealt it, and this culminates in modern Europeans being called to
establish and institutionalize their own freedom. In this interpretation
of history, Hegel thus radicalized Kant’s own claim in the Groundwork
of the Metaphysics of Morals that the failure of all prior moral theory lay
in its failure to understand that, to be binding, moral law had to be se/f~
legislated. Hegel (following Fichte’s and Schelling’s leads on the matter)
extended this beyond morality to issues of all normative authority. Kant’s
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account of the moral law’s obligatory force lying in our being the author
of that law contained a paradox within itself: we can be obligated only
by non-arbitrary laws, and we can be obligated only by self-authored
laws, and therefore we can author an obligatory law to ourselves only if we
presuppose a law that is not self-authored in terms of which we author the
law. Or, to put it in terms that states the paradox fully, if we are to be bound
only by a law that is self-authored, we must first be bound by a law that
is not self-authored, which (because it is not self-authored) is therefore
not binding on us. Hegel saw that this had to be given an explanation
that tamed the apparent contradiction in it. Part of that overcoming lay
in the history of religion as culminating in Christianity, in which a divine
person gives us the law that in effect says: Be free! On Hegel’s account, this
religious way out of the paradox gives us a “picture,” a “representation”
(Vorstellung) of an external, authoritative person who is decidedly nor the
product of our own willing, but who is nonetheless authoritatively (as
the “divine man”) giving us the law that is “really” our own will; for
“us moderns,” however, such a “representational” account is now to be
supplanted by the fully conceptual, philosophical account of our own free
willing (as subject only to those laws of which it can regard itself as the
author). In the Hegelian story, a good part of the rational superiority of
Christianity to all other religions, including Judaism, is due to the fact that
all the other religions can only represent the “divine” author of the law
as something either indeterminate or so distant from us (as Hegel thinks
is the case with the Jewish god) that we receive either no determinate law
or no law that we can really call our own. Moreover, in becoming human
and issuing the law as a person, the divine, as Hegel says, has finally fully
revealed itself, leaving no mystery any longer to itself.

Hegel’s contemporaries took this account in two ways. One group took
Hegel to be offering an orthodox Christian account and regarded his claim
that philosophy had supplanted religion as a fancy way of saying that phi-
losophy merely reaffirmed the content of Christian religious thought as
fully rational, as if philosophy itself could not contravene what it was that
revealed religion propounded. The other group took Hegel to be saying
that once one had modern philosophy in hand, one did not need the reli-
gious account any more since one had the true (that is, rational and secular
conceptual) rendering of what had been only a more pictorial, popular
idea of the same thing, even if the development of modern philosophy
required a corresponding development in the history of religion for it to
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be in the proper historical position to claim this. Heine’s position was
more or less in the latter camp.

In Hegelian fashion, Heine begins his account on a Hegelian note by
telling his readers, innocently enough, that his account has to do with the
development of Christianity and how it led to German philosophy. How-
ever, he quickly shifts his inquiry into a post-Hegelian tone, claiming:
“The ultimate fate of Christianity thus depends on whether we still need
it.” Rather than seeing Christianity as the “consummate religion” of free-
dom, as Hegel had done, Heine (using Hegel’s term of art) sees the “gen-
uine Idea of Christianity” (“die eigentliche Idee des Christentums”) as being
that of akind of sickness, the roots of which lay in the early Church’s implic-
itly having internalized the ideas of Gnosticism, which it then turned
around and condemned as heresy: body and soul are separate, and the
pleasures of the body are evil, the province of Satan, while the soul is pure
and “can rise aloft, all the more nobly, into the lucid sky, into the bright
kingdom of Christ.” Why, Heine asks, could such a religion that inflicts
such pain on people, which makes them so ://, take hold? And what would
justify it? The answer, which sounds as Nietzschean as the question, is
that Christianity offered consolation to the weak who were derided and
exploited by the strong; Christianity, that is, found its value in “taming the
strong, strengthening the tame” and offering the downtrodden the con-
solation of reward in heaven. Heine notes, again in tones to be taken up
later by Nietzsche, “Even if many a one of us has already convalesced, he
still cannot escape the general atmosphere of the sick-room, and he feels
himself unhappily to be the only healthy one among the infirm.” It is only
when Luther in his “divine brutality” broke with the established Church
and established the rights of the claims of reason on Christianity that “we
see the Jewish-Deistic element again on the rise. Evangelical Christianity
emerges.” With that, the principle of freedom of thought soon followed
as the new Idea (or /dee in the Hegelian sense) worked itself out, and
that in turn established the primacy of the universities in Protestant life
(a connection so close that, as Heine puts it, with the destruction of the
“universities, the Protestant Church will fall,” a sentiment also expressed
by Hegel in private correspondence to Immanuel Niethammer).'s

'5 In a letter to Niethammer in 1816, Hegel claimed, “Protestantism is not entrusted to the hier-
archical organization of a church but lies solely in general insight and Bildung,” adding, “our
universities and schools are our church. It is not the clergy and religious worship that counts
as in the Catholic Church.” Briefe von und an Hegel, ed. Johannes Hoffmeister (Hamburg: Felix
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The conclusion Heine draws from this is Hegelian, but with a new
twist. Virtually parroting Hegel at first, Heine claims that as a result of
the rise of Protestantism, the content of modern literature must therefore
be “subjective, lyrical, and reflective.” But Heine twists Hegelianism into
the opposite direction when he points out that the result of the triumph
of Protestantism is not, as Hegel seemed to think, the supremacy of the
Protestant Christian Church as the only genuine modern (and therefore
rational) religion but simply the prosaic fact of European modernity itself:
the advent of industrialization, the aftershocks of the French Revolution,
the coming to power of the merchant class, and the condition in which “the
authorities have collapsed; reason remains the one lamp of humanity, and
one’s conscience is the only staff in the dark labyrinth of this life,” such
that “the general character of modern literature consists of the fact that
now individuality and skepticism predominate.” (In a later unpublished
set of notes, Heine noted that the new “worldly redeemer” — the new
messiah — would arrive not on the back of a donkey but via the railway,
bringing with him the blessings of “industry, labor and joy.”™®)

This move into prosaic modern life is possible only because Luther
translated the Bible, the book the Jews had preserved (as Heine describes
itelsewhere) as their “portable fatherland” (“aufgeschriebene Vaterland”)."?
Indeed, itis only when Christianity ceases being “Catholic” (and therefore
Gnostic) and becomes instead Protestant, that is, “Judeo-Deistic,” that
it approaches becoming “modern” at all. Reversing Hegel’s own list of
valuations, Heine claims that seen in this light, it was the Jewish reverence
for the law that made them, not the Christians, the first truly modern people,
and it is that reverence for the law that is now being realized in modern
Europe. The Kantian overtones to Heine’s claim are surely intended. The
charges that Hegel himself had in his youth made against the Jews were

Meiner Verlag, 1969), vol. II, no. 272; Hegel: The Letters, trans. Clark Butler and Christiane
Seiler (Bloomington: University of Indiana Press, 1984), p. 327. In another letter he reiterated
the point: “Our more immediate safeguard is thus the universities and general institutions of
instruction. All Protestants look upon these institutions as their Rome and council of bish-
ops . . . The sole authority [for Protestants] is the intellectual and moral cultural education
of all, and the guarantors of such cultural education are these institutions . . . general intellec-
tual and moral education is what is holy to Protestants.” Hegel, Briefe von und an Hegel, vol. 11,
no. 309; Hegel: The Letters, p. 328.

See Heinrich Heine, Aphorismen und Fragmente, in Samtliche Werke, vol. IV, p. 735.

“I say the discovery of the Bible, since the Jews, who rescued it from the great fire of the Second
Temple and carried it around with them in exile like a portable fatherland for the entire Middle
Ages, kept this treasure carefully hidden away in their ghetto.” Heine, “Aus den Memoiren des
Herren von Schnabelewopski,” in Samtliche Werke, p. 600.

3 &
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the same charges he also made against Kant, namely, that both adhered
to a too rigoristic subordination of life to the law, a subordination that
divides people into two parts (inclination and reason) and which, Hegel
claimed, is overcome only in Christianity. In the new turn that Heine gives
to the argument, however, it is in fact Christianity that split people in two,
and it is the Jews who “from the start . . . carried within themselves
the modern principle, which is only today unfolding itself among the
European peoples.”™® “Cosmopolitanism,” Heine says, “genuinely sprang
from the soil of Judaea” by virtue of the way in which Jesus (Spinoza’s
“divine cousin,” as Heine calls him) universalized the Jewish reverence
for the law, which eventually metamorphosed into the Kantian reverence
for the moral law within.

Indeed, the truth about Christianity in Germany is that it has long
since ceased to be the actual religion in German life — to be, in Hegel’s
sense, al work in everyday life — even if it nonetheless remains the official
state religion. In Heine’s famous phrase: “No one says it, but everybody
knows it; pantheism is the open secret of Germany . . . Pantheism is the
clandestine religion of Germany.” In Heine’s version of how that came
to pass, after Luther had brought the Bible to the German language,
the next step was to demystify that book itself, a task whose preparatory
work Heine attributes to Lessing, the great eighteenth-century hero of
German letters. For Lessing, the slavish attention to the literal words of the
Bible threatened to conceal the genuine truth in Christianity, and that
genuine truth turned out to be, well, Deism and then ultimately a religion
of the (moral) law. That in turn only prepared the German intelligentsia
for the reception of that genuinely modern thinker, Spinoza, in whom, as
Heine puts it, we are stirred “with the winds of the future.” Spirit and
matter, which Christianity had rent asunder, were reunited in Spinoza’s
thought but only in a way that was equivalent to pantheism. In Heine’s
account, Spinoza’s thought indeed supplanted what came before in a
practical way, to which Heine gives a formulation that again smacks of

8 In Shakespeares Midchen und Frauen, Heine notes: “But not only Germany bears the physiognomy
of Palestine; the rest of Europe too is raising itself up to the Jews. I say ‘raising itself up,” for from
the start the Jews carried within themselves the modern principle, which is only today unfolding
itself among the European peoples . . . The Jews adhered only to the law, to the abstract thought,
like our more recent cosmopolitan Republicans, who respect as their highest good, not the land
of their birth or the person of their prince, but only the law. Cosmopolitanism genuinely sprang
from the soil of Judaea; and Christ who . . . was actually a Jew, genuinely founded a propaganda
of world-citizenship.” Heine, “Jessica,” in Shakespeares Médchen und Frauen, in Samtliche Werke,
vol. II, p. 659.
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Nietzsche: “Theattempt to implement the Idea of Christianity failed most
miserably, and this unfortunate effort demanded incalculable sacrifices
from humanity — whose dismal consequence is the social unease in all
of Europe today.” In this failure of Christianity to realize itself, it has
produced an “ill” social order that has now “grown tired of such hosts
and hungers now for nutritious food, true bread and beautiful meat.”

This practical failure of Christianity meant that for people now nour-
ished on Spinozistic pantheism, “the task now is to become healthy,”
which meant that modern Europeans had become ready for the Kantian
revolution, in which in Kant’s words, “philosophy is to be put in a pre-
carious position, which should be firm even if there is in neither heaven
nor on earth anything upon which it depends or is based.”"® Thus, Moses
Mendelssohn’s description of Kant as the “all-destroyer” is, in Heine’s
terms, completely apt, for the Kantian revolution itself is part of a larger
world-historical event on the horizon in contemporary European culture
that is in the process of being culminated; again anticipating Nietzsche’s
more famous formulation, Heine notes that with the arrival of Kantianism
on the scene, “Our heart is full of terrible compassion — It is ancient Jeho-
vah who is readying himself for death — . .. Do you hear the bell ringing?
Kneel down — Sacraments are being brought to a dying God.”

In Heine’s account, the death sentence passed on God went into its final
funereal march to the gallows when Kant destroyed all prior metaphysics;
Kant’s undoing of the metaphysical tradition removed the one last hope
of defending a form of life already in the process of expiring; the nail
in the coffin was Kant’s own substitution of human spontaneity and the
“kingdom of ends” for religion (thus removing even the weak appeal to
“tradition” to hold on to what was already on its way out). For Heine,
what followed Kant could only be a denouement. If, as Heine puts it,
Kant was the Robespierre of the philosophical revolution, then Fichte
was its Napoleon. Kant still felt himself bound by the forms of intuition
in theoretical knowledge, even if had thrown off all such shackles for
practical thought. It was Fichte, who by generalizing the problem in
Kant’s practical philosophy about self-legislation into a universal problem
for all normative authority, solidified the Kantian revolution into a system.
Playing no doubt on Hegel’s own account in the Phenomenology, Heine
draws the conclusion that just as Napoleon solidified the Revolution into

9 Immanuel Kant, Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals, p. 34 (AA 425).
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an empire, the move from Kant to Fichte solidified the same revolution,
only in philosophy; the political revolution in France passed over into
Germany, where it became a revolution in thought. As Fichte himself put
it (in terms that almost ensured that he would be always misunderstood),
the “I” must posit the “Not-1”; that is, if the subject of thought and
action is to be the final source of all normative authority, then it must
somehow authorize itself to bestow such authority on other things. To do
this, it must “posit” that there is something external to itself to which it
answers for its authority, but, paradoxically, which it itself endows with
the authority to direct it. There is no other possibility, Fichte thought:
either the “dogmatist” is right, and it is the object of knowledge which
guides us in some fashion (which, so Fichte seemed to think, would lead to
some version of what Wilfrid Sellars later called the “myth of the given”);
or the “idealist” is right, and it is the subject which guides itself and
bestows on itself the authority to guide itself (which, to appropriate John
McDowell’s metaphor, leaves it in the danger of spinning frictionlessly
in the void, which is what led Fichte to posit the necessity of the “Not-
I” in the first place). But also like Napoleon, Fichte bit off more than
he could chew and quickly vanished from the philosophical scene, as
did Napoleon’s empire from the political scene, but not before both had
changed the landscape of everything around them.

Continuing the metaphor, Heine notes that the restoration that put
Charles X back on the throne in France found its counterpart in Schelling
becoming Fichte’s successor at Jena: Schelling “restored” Spinozism to
its rightful place in German philosophy. Schelling saw that Fichte’s tor-
tured use of the distinction of the “I” and the “Not-I” rested on his
prior assumption that the distinction itself between what is subjective
and objective had to be itself either a subjective or an objective distinc-
tion (corresponding to the distinction of “idealist” versus “dogmatist”).
Schelling, in effect, said no, it was neither; or, rather, that it was both
at once. Thus, Schelling set up a two-track way of doing philosophy,
in which one track starts from self-consciousness (Fichte’s “I”’) and, in
Kantian/Fichtean fashion, looks for the conditions of possibility of self-
consciousness, which finally culminates in a doctrine of nature as consist-
ing of objects in space and time behaving according to determinate laws;
the other track starts from a theory of nature (as the natural sciences have
discovered it to be), and shows how the tendencies in nature themselves
lead to the emergence of self-conscious agents. Both “tracks” have their
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unity in the “absolute,” which, since it is neither subjective nor objective
but prior to both, can itself only be the object of an “intellectual intu-
ition” and cannot be discursively articulated. In effect, Schelling restored
Spinoza’s idea that there is only one substance, of which both mind and
matter were simply attributes or ways of appearing. Our grasp of this one
substance, the absolute, is of course non-discursive, which leads Heine to
the conclusion that

Schelling now abandons the way of philosophy and seeks, by means
of a kind of mystic intuiting, to arrive at an intuition of the absolute
itself; he seeks to intuit it in its center, in its essentiality, where it
is neither something ideal nor something real, neither thought nor
extension, neither subject nor object, neither spirit nor matter, but. . .
who knows! / This is where philosophy ends in Mr. Schelling and
poetry, or I would say, folly, begins.

(Heine could just as well have said: Schelling’s philosophy is the night in
which all cows are black.)

With the metaphorical crowning of Hegel as the king of German phi-
losophy in Berlin, the German “philosophical revolution,” Heine says,
“is over. Hegel completed its great circle.” (In a work written earlier, with
the same metaphors of Kant as Robespierre, etc., Heine called Hegel “the
Orleans” of philosophy, making reference to the way in which the Duc
d’Orléans, under a constitutional settlement, stepped in as the “bour-
geois king” to replace the despised restoration monarch, Charles X, in
the French Revolution of July, 1830.)

Heine gives almost no characterization of Hegel’s philosophy at all,
nor does he point out to the reader that he or she has just read a treatise
“on the history of religion and philosophy in Germany” that is itself a
development of certain Hegelian ideas taken in a very different direction.
Heine apparently felt that he had exhibited Hegelian philosophy enough
not to have to explain it.>® Although this has been noted by almost all

2% In his Confessions (Gestindnisse) written near the end of his life, Heine claims that he at first
intended to write a short essay explaining the Hegelian philosophy as an appendix to a new edition
of Towards a History of Religion and Philosophy in Germany but after two years of work on the
manuscript, he found it not to his liking, to be too abstract and pointless: “I was attempting to
translate these formulas from the abstract school-idiom into the mother tongue of healthy reason
and general comprehensibility, French. The translator must know for certain what he has to
say, and even the most embarrassed concepts are forced to let fall their mystical garments and
show themselves naked. You see, I had resolved to present Hegelian philosophy in its entirety in
generally comprehensible form, as a supplement to be absorbed into the new edition of my book
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commentators on Heine’s book — and it is, after all, a rather obvious
point — it has also been often taken, very wrongly, I think, to be evidence
for Heine’s lack of interest in “bourgeois” Hegelian philosophy and evi-
dence for his “socialism” or at least his “radical politics” (a view that
was actively promoted by eminent critics such as Georg Lukacs in the
old Eastern bloc). But, as noted earlier, the truth of the matter is that
for virtually his entire life, Heine subscribed to a version of Gans’s own
interpretation of Hegel’s political philosophy: Heine endorsed a version
of Hegel’s conception of a free life being led in terms of its embodiment in
the characteristic modern institutions of family, civil society, and a state
based on representative (but not necessarily democratic) constitutional
government; that government, though, was supposed to be interested in
the social question, and it was supposed to contain an opposition party
within itself.?" In his “English Fragments,” written in 1828, Heine made
his Gans-Hegelian sympathies clear:

Itis no longer the crowned chieftains but the people themselves who
are the heroes of modernity, and these heroes have themselves also
committed themselves to a Holy Alliance; they stick together where
it counts for common rights, for the international right of religious
and political freedom; they are bound together through the Idea,
they have sworn themselves to it and shed their blood for it, they
themselves have even become the Idea —and hence the hearts of the
people painfully shudder when anywhere, even in the most remote
corner of the world, the Idea is insulted.**

De I’Allemagne. 1 worked at this for two years, and only with anguish and exertion did I manage
to overcome the refractory material and to present the most abstract parts in the most popular
way possible. But when the work was finally complete, I was grasped by an uncanny horror when
I looked at it. It seemed to me as if the manuscript was looking at me with strange, ironic, even
malicious eyes. I had arrived at a strange quandary: author and work no longer fit together.” Heine,
Gestdandnisse, in Samtliche Werke, vol. 11, p. 769.

See Sammons, Heinrich Heine. Sammons, whose biography of Heine has been deservedly praised
as among the best works on Heine, nonetheless overlooks this point because, I think, of his
failure to appreciate the link between Heine and Gans, even though he himself in a second-hand
way offers up some of the best evidence for it. Sammons sums up Heine’s political position by
noting that Heine “does not appear to me to have had any ideas at all on the formal structure of
political institutions, except that he disliked parliamentarianism, wanted to see the overthrow of
the nobility, and was in an abstract and highly personal sense inclined to monarchism” (p. 330).
That statement could equally well apply to Hegel (except for the part about the nobility — Hegel
was simply indifferent to the nobility, although he gave them a nominal place in his system of the
representation of estates in the Philosophy of Right). Heine’s own life-long political beliefs fairly
well match up to Gans’s own reconstruction of Hegel’s Philosophy of Right, not so much to Hegel’s
book itself.

22 Heine, “Englische Fragmente,” in Samtliche Werke, vol. 11, p. 414.
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However, it is obvious that there is at least one crucial aspect in which
Heine departs from orthodox Hegelianism, namely, in his disagreement
with Hegel over the status of Christianity in keeping the new, modern
order in Germany together. Hegel, of course, thought that Protestant
Christianity (in its subordinate status to philosophy) was the only suffi-
ciently modern, rational religion and was adequate to serve as the civic
religion certainly of Germany and even of the new emerging European
order as well. However, without any argument or explanation, Heine sim-
ply notes that after Hegel established himself at the pinnacle of German
philosophy, “all we see since then is the development and expansion of
the doctrine of Naturphilosophie,” surely an odd thing to think of as the
development of Hegelian philosophy. (It is almost as if Heine is saying that
Hegel may be the “bourgeois king,” but the “restoration king,” Schelling,
remains the king in the hearts of the people.) After he had recanted his
views on religion and become disenchanted with Hegel after about 1848
(when his great illness set in), Heine revealed how he had understood the
Hegelian philosophy of religion to be really a form of atheism. Both he
and Gans had taken the twin Hegelian doctrines of, first, the superiority of
Protestant Christianity to all other religions and, second, the assumption
of religion into philosophy (and into subordination to philosophy) to be an
overall argument to the effect that religion per se really did not count any
more (or that it remained at work only for those people for whom neither
art nor philosophy were approachable or efficacious). However, once one
had fully understood that religion was only an intuitive, pictorial presen-
tation of the deeper conceptual truth about freedom as the basic “norm”
of modern life, one simply did not need religion any more. (Interestingly,
the same did not hold for art; art presented in sensuous form what philos-
ophy presented in conceptual form, but philosophy could never replace
the concreteness and impact of art.)

When Heine wrote his book in the early 1830s, he seemed to share
something like that view of religion, but he had doubts as to whether the
replacement of the Christian religion with the new philosophy (or with
whatever was supposed to be its successor) would produce something
which could in fact play the same role in the social whole that Christianity
had done. His work concludes with some well-known and often-cited
dark warnings about the German love of battle and conquest, all of which
have since been taken as fearsome premonitions of the Hitler nightmare
yet to come (as they in fact partly are). The problem, as Heine sees
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it, is the same one Nietzsche raised in the Genealogy of Morality when
he remarked: “Have you ever asked yourselves properly how costly the
setting up of every ideal on earth has been?”?3 Heine himself notes that
“the Naturphilosoph will enter into terrible association with the original
powers of nature. He will be able to conjure up the demonic forces of
old-Germanic pantheism, and that lust for battle which we find among
the old Germans will awaken in him,” whereas “Christianity — and this
is its greatest merit — has to some extent tamed that brutal Germanic lust
for battle, but could not destroy it.” It is also clear here that, in Heine’s
eyes, for “Germany” one could pretty well substitute “modern Europe.”
Although reason may be as work in the modern world, it is, to Heine,
unclear if it can be enough at work to hold modern life together.

However, Heine is not making the kind of claim (later put forth most
famously by Theodor Adorno) about any kind of “dialectic of Enlighten-
ment,” about emancipatory reason turning around to produce new condi-
tions of dependence; his worry is not, that is, that “reason” has somehow
produced Naturphilosophie, which in turn has thrown the claims of rea-
son up in the air and reinstated irrationality. It is whether the modern
disposal of tradition and “all prior metaphysics” can practically sustain
itself, and Heine suggests that there is something more to the story than
the Hegelian triumph of a social and political order consisting of universal
but abstract rights to life, liberty, and property, the limited but crucial role
of amorality thatappeals to conscience, and a constitutional state based on
a market-based, civil society and the sanctity of marriage in the form of a
nuclear family. But, as Heine chillingly warns, given how Christianity has
tamed people, in a German state finally freed from the moral constraints
of Christianity, “a play will be enacted in Germany which will make the
French Revolution look like a harmless idyll.”

Hegel, Nietzsche, or Heine?

The immediate post-Kantians wanted to use Kant to get beyond Kant,
which led to the various different post-Kantian systems which culminated
in Hegel’s system, each of which claimed, using the rhetoric of the day, to
be playing down the Kantian letter in order to work in the Kantian spirit.

23 Friedrich Nietzsche, The Genealogy of Morality, trans. Keith Ansell-Pearson (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1994), p. 70.
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Similarly, some of the immediate post-Hegelian generation wanted to
use Hegel to get beyond Hegel. Gans pushed the Hegelian system in
directions that were already internal to the system’s own dynamic, but he
stayed overall close to the letter of the system.** Heine undertook a more
radical rewriting of the Hegelian philosophy of history which, although
remaining in the spirit, departed far more audaciously from the letter. In
doing so, he gave us a view that in one sense stands midway between Hegel
and Nietzsche. One of the problems of the emerging commercial culture
of the nineteenth century was that it threatened to eat up the human
capital that had provided the revolutionary impetus for its creation in the
first place. In casting off religion, modern Europeans were moving toward
the freedom that Kant said characterized morality: it was to be firm while
realizing that nothing in either heaven or earth supported it. With all
irony intended, Heine noted that nowadays, after Kant, “Humanity does
homage today to the system of earthly utility; it thinks seriously about
a prosperous, bourgeois order, about a sensible household budget, and
about comfort for its old age.” Nietzsche’s worry about “last men” living
lives of “pitiable comfort” is not far off from this view.

However Heine’s essay should be viewed not as merely some stage along
the way from Hegel to Nietzsche but as an alternative and competing
account. Nietzsche called for a new kind of person who could live without
the metaphysical consolations of the past, but Heine did not, as it were,
simply fail to take that next Nietzschean step. Heine was at home in the
modern world but not fully “of” it. Although the easiest way to think of
Heine, the life-long exile in Paris dreaming of Germany, is to view him
as the embodiment of modern “homelessness” (which was Adorno’s take
on Heine), it fails to do justice to the specific kind of alienation both he
and Gans shared: this was a matter of belonging and not-belonging, of
identifying with an order and not being fully identical with it, a matter

24 Although staying closer to the letter of Hegel’s system than Heine did, Gans nonetheless down-
played certain key element of Hegel’s system, particularly the way in which “absolute spirit”
(that is, art, religion, and philosophy) performs an Aufhebung of the realm of politics and world
history (interpreted as the history of states, that is, of po/itics). Angelica Nuzzo argues that in fact
this is not just incidental to Gans’s Hegelianism; for Gans, so Nuzzo argues, absolute spirit “no
longer possesses the status of a self-sufficient, form of spirit from on high . . . They [art, religion,
philosophy] belong to world history itself.” In Angelica Nuzzo, “Begriff und Geschichte — Eduard
Gans’ Stellung zu Hegels Systematik der Philosophie,” in Reinhard Blankner, Gerhard Gohler,
Norbert Waszek (eds.), Eduard Gans (1797—1839): Politischer Professor zwischen Restauration und
Vormarz (Leipzig: Leipziger Universititsverlag, 2002), pp. 137-151 here p. 150.
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of existential ambivalence and not just homelessness.?> Heine’s lyrical
poetry was formed around this problem; as Adorno himself noted, it
used the language of everydayness, even of everyday banality, but added
ironic twists to it, usually at or near the end of a poem, to transform the
“everyday” into something else. Adorno took Heine’s use of irony to be his
way of coming to terms with “the dawning realization of the impossibility
of poetry itself.”2® That is in part true; Heine’s use of irony was a way
of maintaining a commitment to art and to poetry fogether with the full
self-consciousness that in modern commercial society it was becoming
more and more of a problem. Even in his very earliest successful poetry,
The Book of Songs, he manages to mesh the images and sound of romantic
poetry with the more prosaic elements of modern life, with its emerging
commercial ethos and crass sentimentality.

Two short and well-known poems from Heine’s works illustrate Heine’s
use of irony for his transfiguration of the commonplace, particularly in
the way he adapted old romantic tropes to new ironic uses. In one of them,
he takes a standard romantic line and twists it to show its tried and true
nature:

Das Friulein stand am Meere
Und seufzte lang und bang,
Es riihrte sie so sehre

Der Sonnenuntergang.

“Mein Friulein! sein Sie munter,
Das ist ein altes Stiick;

Hier vorne geht sie unter

Und kehrt von hinten zuriick.”

[The young lady stood on the seashore, / And sighed long and
anxiously, / So much did the sunset move her.

“My young lady, perk up, / It’s an old story / It goes down in front
of us, / And behind us it returns again.”]

This is the kind of ironic, shrug of the shoulders, “yes, we’ve all heard
that before” move that Heine likes to push on to one of the tried and true
tropes. But compare that with another well-known poem by Heine:

25 See Marcel Reich-Ranicki, Der Fall Heine (Munich: Deutsche Taschenbuch Verlag, 2000).
26 Theodor Adorno, “Toward a Reappraisal of Heine,” Vermischte Schrifien (Frankfurt a.M.:
Suhrkamp, 1986), vol. XX p. 448.
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Ein Jungling liebt ein Madchen,
Die hat einen andern erwihlt;
Der andre liebt eine andre,

Und hat sich mit dieser vermahlt.

Das Midchen heiratet aus Arger
Den ersten besten Mann,

Der ihr in den Weg gelaufen;
Der Jiingling ist iibel dran.

Es ist eine alte Geschichte,
Doch bleibt sie immer neu;
Und wem sie just passieret,
Dem bricht das Herz entzwei.

[A young man loves a girl who has chosen another, / This other one
loves another girl and has married her.

Out of anger, the girl marries the very first man who comes her way, /
The young man is beside himself about it.

It is an old story, but it remains ever new. / And when it has just
happened to somebody / It breaks his heart in two. ]

The twist on the trope points out that yes, of course it is tried, true, trite
and banal . . . except when it happens to you. The shrug of the shoulder
there is out of place. The unity of the universal (the tried, true, even the
trite and banal, or what one might call the “philosophical” component)
and the particular (the lived experience, the actual encounter with, for
example, having one’s heart broken, or what one might call the “existen-
tial” component), the “old piece” which is something which has always
happened, always will happen, but which always hits us anew whenever
it happens, is very much a component of Heine’s lyrical, ironical maneu-
vers. On the one hand, Heine’s use of irony resembles the teaching of
the classical stoics, whose point was to remind us of the therapeutic use
to which the knowledge that such things are indeed “old stories” can be
put. For the stoics, we were continually to remind ourselves that they
“happen to everybody,” so that we are more likely not to be put off by
them when they in fact do happen to us; on the other hand, they are the
kinds of things that always are new to the person undergoing them, so
treating them as tried and true (and trite) misses their point, and merely
pointing out their banality (as tried and true) is itself a piece of banality.
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Heine’s technique of taking a banal and tired out mood of a traditional
love poem and then “breaking the mood” through an ironic turn-around
was yet another way in which he absorbed the Hegelian lessons of the
modern self as existing in a kind of perpetual alienation — an internal
division of the self from itself, which love promised to heal but which was
always provisional, always subject to both disappointment and renewal.
This provided Heine with the means to give what looked like a tired genre
a new form of aesthetic tension. It enabled him to lift the ordinary out of
its banality by transfiguring it into ironic poetry; that was Heine’s métier,
which few can match.

In his Hegelian commitment to and even celebration of the ordinary
while all the time maintaining a critical stance towards it, Heine prefigures
not so much Nietzsche as Wittgenstein. Wittgenstein is reported to have
said, “I am not a religious man but I cannot help seeing every problem
from a religious point of view.”?” Heine could have said the same. Nor
i1s Heine’s irony that of a person who cannot justify his basic commitments
and wishes to avoid that uncomfortable fact by shrugging his shoulders
and laughing it off; it is more of the irony of seeing that our commit-
ments are not yet reconciled with each other and that this lack calls out
for a kind of intellectual honesty about itself. It includes both a commit-
ment to the ideals of poetry itself and a refusal to compromise, for the
sake of politics, what Heine, a master at his art, took to be good poetry,
without at the same time falling into the trap of arguing that politics was
somehow therefore a less worthwhile or less noble endeavor than art.

Heine’s commitment to poetry in the face of conditions that seemed to
make it less relevant, if not impossible, was indeed mirrored in his ironic
politics. He remained committed to the liberal, egalitarian ideals of his
youth even as he became progressively more disenchanted with how those
ideals had worked themselves out in practice (in the few places where they
had even been tried). Near the end of his life, he stated his fears that the
“dark iconoclasts” of communism (some of whom were friends of his)
would come to power and destroy virtually everything he held dear in
art and life; yet he also confessed that they seemed to be the only ones
who were seriously dealing with the problems of poverty and exploitation
that he saw as endemic to the modern free-market commercialism, so that

27 Cited from Norman Malcolm, Ludwig Witigenstein: A Memoir (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1984), p. 83.
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part of him wished them success even if it did mean the destruction of
his own ideals. In his system, Hegel had promised a rebirth of something
like the classical reconciliation of self-conscious freedom and social order
within the structures of the modern world. Instead, Heine eschewed such
a grand synthesis, offering instead only his commitment to hold on to his
liberal ideals of art and politics without yet being able to offer a solution
to what seemed to be the emerging social problems of the new order.?®

Satisfaction and dissatisfaction

In 1848, Heine suffered a physical breakdown that was to leave him in
pain and paralyzed until his death in 1856, confined to his bed in what he
laconically called his “mattress crypt.” Despite being in great pain and
drugged continuously with morphine, Heine kept his wit and refined his
talent, turning out some of his finest verse in that terrible period of his life.
He also made a very public return to a form of religion, to a personal God,
amove which he realized he himself would have viciously lampooned had
it occurred earlier and been done by somebody else. None the less, the
pantheism he celebrated as the “secret religion of Germany” was rejected
in favor of something else, although what else was unclear; in one of his
poems from this period, “Geddichinisfeier” (“Memorial Celebration”), he
even begins with the lines “Keine Messe wird man singen, / Keinen
Kadosch wird man sagen, / Nichts gesagt und nichts gesungen / Wird
am meinen Sterbetag” (“No Mass will be sung, / No Kaddisch will be
said / Nothing said, nothing sung / On anniversaries of my death”). Even
if it was clear that Heine was returning to some kind of religion, it was
not orthodox Judaism to which he was returning, and it certainly did not
seem to be Christianity. He is even supposed to have said that “I have
not returned to Judaism, since I never left it,” which, as Sammons notes,

28 See the Entwurf der Vorrede to Lutetia, written in 1855, where Heine says: “Alas, I foresee it all,
and an indescribable sadness seizes me when I think of how communism threatens my poetry
and entire old order of the world with destruction — and nonetheless I freely admit that the same
communism (even though it is completely inimical to all my interests and inclinations) exercises
a magic over my mind which I cannot ward off, for in my heart two voices speak in favor of it,
two voices that cannot be silenced but which perhaps are only diabolical enticements — but I was
once so possessed by them that no exorcizing power can bring them under control — for the first
of these voices is that of logic — the devil is a logician, so Dante says — and a terrible syllogism
bewitches me, and since I cannot deny the premise: “That all people have the right to eat,” I must
also draw all the conclusions.” Heine, Samtliche Werke, vol. IV, p. 817.
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cannot be taken literally.*® Heine, ever the ironist, never conclusively
stated just what it was to which he was returning.

For Heine, the problem had always been with how one was to live
both with the satisfaction with liberal modernity itself (and its potential
for the further development of freedom) and the dissatisfaction with the
shoddiness and injustice of modern industrial life. This issue of living
with injustice in a promising order of freedom and equality was coupled
with Heine’s own sense of both belonging and not belonging to that order
and with the problem of how to hold fast to one’s commitment to a better,
more just order without being thereby swallowed in one’s own irony about
the situation. Heine’s art and his politics remained committed to a social
order that promises freedom, equality, and solidarity and to the demand
that this order actually deliver on its promises. This meant that the artist
does not succumb to the temptation to avert his eyes from the problems
of those who wield no power in it and from the handy way in which
those with power easily exploit those without it and justify it in the name
of “progress.” Heine welded together, both in his personal life and in
his writings, irony and commitment to what can be called the “liberal
ideals” of freedom, equality and solidarity, to the ideal of a social order
in which all people can lead their own lives with dignity. Neither we nor
the Germans have a single word for this experience of belonging and not
belonging, of satisfaction colored with dissatisfaction at the injustice of
which we are a part: “Alienation” is certainly part of it, but it is only part

of the experiential phenomenon. Perhaps the correct words are simply
“Modern life itself.”

?9 Cited in Sammons, Heinrich Heine, p. 305.
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1797

18071814

1815

1816

1817
1818—1819

1819

1819—1820

Chronology

December 13: Harry Heine is born in Diisseldorf;
parents are Samson Heine and Elizabeth van Geldern
Heine. Samson Heine is a cloth merchant.

Heine attends the Diisseldorf Lycee (run by Catholic
priests). Without graduating, Heine leaves the Lycee in
1814 and is enrolled in a business school.

Heine does an apprenticeship in Frankfurt with the
banker Rindskopf.

Heine is sent to Hamburg where he works for the bank,
Heckscher and Co., owned by his immensely wealthy
uncle, Salomon Heine, with whom Heine has a life-long
and rather checkered relationship.

Heine publishes his first poetry (under a pseudonym).
Salomon Heine sets up Heine in business in Hamburg as
a merchant (Harry Heine and Co.) dealing mostly in
cloth; Heine’s lack of interest and slipshod management
quickly bankrupts the company and Salomon Heine
quickly liquidates it.

Heine returns to Diisseldorf; Salomon Heine promises
him three years of financial support for him to study law
in Bonn; this is extended for an additional two years.
Heine studies law in Bonn; disinterested in his legal
studies, he attends the lectures of August Wilhelm
Schlegel on literature and is inspired by the example of
Schlegel and by his thoughts on literature. Schlegel
makes Heine into a sort of protégé. Heine begins work
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182021

1821

1822
1823

1824

1825

1826

on his first tragedy, “Almonsor,” in which one of his
most famous lines appears: “That was only a prelude,
for where they burn books, they will, in the end, burn
human beings too.”
Heine attends Gottingen in the Winter Semester,
continuing his legal studies. He is expelled for a half year
from Gottingen in January 1821 on grounds of
“dueling.”
Heine goes to Berlin, entering the university there in
April 1821. He quickly gains entrance to the best salons
in the city, spending much time in the salon run by Karl
and Rahel Varnhagen. He attends Hegel’s lectures and
befriends him. He makes the acquaintance of leading
literary figures in the Berlin scene. Parts of his tragedy,
“Almonsor,” appear. A collection of poetry also appears.
He becomes a member of the Association for the
Culture and Scientific Study of Judaism, of which
Eduard Gans is president. Heine travels in Poland and
his travel piece, “On Poland,” appears in 1823.
Heine publishes “Letters from Berlin.”
Heine ends his studies in Berlin and travels in Germany.
A collection by Heinrich Heine, “Tragedies including a
Lyrical Intermezzo” is published. “Almonsor” is given a
performance in Hamburg which is not entirely
successful.
Heine enrolls again in G6ttingen in January; he travels
back to Berlin, and he makes a hiking trip through the
Harz mountains. He writes “Die Harzreise” (“Journey
Through the Harz”), which after its appearance in 1826
gains him a wide audience and begins his rise to fame.
Heine cynically converts to Protestant Christianity,
claiming it is his “entry ticket into European culture”;
he adopts a Christian name, and Harry Heine becomes
Heinrich Heine. (His full Christian name is Christian
Johann Heinrich Heine.) In July, he finishes his law
studies and graduates with a doctoral degree in law.
Heine publishes Travel Sketches (Reisebilder), which
becomes the first part of a successful series of such
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1827

1828

1829

1830

1831

1832

1832

1834

Travel Sketches, which greatly elevate Heine’s literary
reputation.
Part two of the Travel Sketches appears.

Heine publishes what will become his most famous
and most successful collection of poetry, The Book of
Songs (Buch der Lieder).

Heine travels to England. On his return, he travels
around Germany, making many valuable literary and
political acquaintances.

Heine visits Italy. In December, his father, Samson
Heine, dies. Heine returns to Hamburg, where Salomon
Heine had long since moved his father and mother
during his father’s long illness.

Heine moves to Berlin and shortly thereafter takes up
residence in Potsdam (just outside of Berlin).

Part three of Travel Sketches appears.

Discouraged by the lack of employment opportunities in
Germany (a problem Heine thought he had solved by his
conversion to Protestant Christianity), he moves to
Paris, arriving there in May. Heine becomes the Paris
correspondent for various German newspapers and
magazines. Heine makes the acquaintance of many of the
leading artists and intellectuals living in Paris at the time
(among them Balzac, Berlioz, Chopin, Dumas, Victor
Hugo, Liszt, and George Sand).

Heine publishes Conditions in France (Franzosische
Zustdande) in the Allgemeine Zeitung in Hamburg.
Metternich in Austria intervenes to stop publication.
The book version appears in Prussia but is quickly
forbidden by the authorities there.

Heine publishes “Etat actuel de la littérature en
Allemagne. De ’Allemagne depuis Madame de Sta€l” in
the Paris journal, L Europe littéraire. This is the first
version of his acclaimed The Romantic School. Other
poems and prose works appear to acclaim.

Heine meets his future wife, Crescence Eugénie Mirat,
whom he always calls “Mathilde.”
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1835

1836

1837

1838-1840

1841

1843

1844

Heine writes and publishes The History of Religion and
Philosophy in Germany, and The Romantic School is also
published (which is given the date of 1836 as its
publication date).

In December, the Prussians ban publication of all of
Heine’s works. The German Bundesversammlung follows
little more than a week later with a ban on all writings
from the group known as “Young Germany” (Funge
Deutschland), which includes Heine.

The French government officially gives Heine the status
of “political emigrant” and grants him a pension. Heine
contracts jaundice.

Heine suffers from diseases of the eye, making reading
difficult for him.

New prose works appear, also to acclaim.

Various prose works and new poetry appear. Heine’s
literary reputation grows.

Heine meets Richard Wagner, who later borrows several
ideas from Heine for works of his own, which lead to
Wagner’s operas, The Flying Dutchman, Tannhduser, and
Gitterddmmerung. Heine marries “Mathilde.”

On the basis of his controversial article on the liberal
Jewish intellectual Ludwig Borne, Heine engages in a
duel with a Frankfurt businessman (Solomon Straul3)
and is wounded in the hip.

Heine’s long satirical poem, “Atta Troll,” appears. (The
book form of “Atta Troll” appears in 1847.)

Heine makes the acquaintance of Karl Marx in Paris.
Heine publishes “Germany: A Winter’s Tale,” his
satirical poem about Germany. A new volume of poetry
appears, Neue Gedichte (New Poems).

Heine is a co-worker with Karl Marx and Arnold
Ruge on the Deutsch-Franzosischen Jahrbiichern
(German-French Yearbooks).

In December, Salomon Heine dies. Heine disputes
what he takes to be too small a portion of his uncle’s vast
fortune for himself; Salomon Heine’s sons agree to give
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1845
1846
1847

1848

1850
1851

1854
1855

1856

Heine a pension only under the condition that he never
mention any family members in his works.

Heine’s health increasingly worsens.

Friedrich Engels visits Heine in Paris.

“Atta Troll: A Midsummer Night’s Dream” appears in
book form.

While visiting the Louvre, Heine collapses.

Unable to move, Heine is confined thereafter to his
bed, which he takes to referring to as his “mattress
crypt.”

Heine writes his Memours.

What Heine calls the third portion of his claim to poetic
fame, Romanzero, appears.

Selected Writings (Vermischte Schrifien) appears.

Elise Krinitz (whom Heine calls the “Mouche”) makes
his acquaintance and becomes his helper, reading aloud
to him. (Heine’s wife, “Mathilde,” never learned to
speak German.)

Heine dies in Paris on February 17 and is buried in the
Montmartre cemetery.
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Further reading

For those wishing to read Heine’s poetry in English, the best collection,
currently out of print but still available widely on the used-book market,
is The Complete Poems of Heinrich Heine: A Modern English Version, trans.
Hal Draper (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1982). A shorter, more
easily available selection is that by David Cram and T. J. Reed, Heinrich
Heine (London: J. M. Dent, 1997). A good selection of Heine’s prose
works is to be found in Heinrich Heine: Selected Prose, trans. and ed.
Ritchie Robertson (London: Penguin, 1993). Ritchie Robertson has also
translated a selection of Heine’s poetry as Heinrich Heine: Poems (London:
Duckworth, 1993). T. J. Reed has done a masterly job of rendering Heine’s
great long poem, Deutschland: A Winter’s Tale (with facing German text)
(London: Angel Books, 1997).

The best biography in English is still Jeffery L.. Sammons, Heinrich Heine:
A Modern Biography (Manchester: Carcanet New Press, 1979).

The great scholar in English of Heine’s works is Siegbert Prawer. All
of the following three works by him are illuminating and in addition are
very good reading: The Tragic Satirist (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1961); Heine’s Jewish Comedy (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1983); and
Frankenstein’s Island: England and the English in the Writings of Heinrich
Heine (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1986).

Nigel Reeves, Heinrich Heine: Poetry and Politics (Oxford: Oxford Univer-
sity Press, 1974) remains the classic study of the relation between Heine’s
politics and his poetry.
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Further reading

Two recent collections of essays also bring Heine studies in English up
to date: Jost Hermand and Robert C. Holub (eds.), Heinrich Heine’s Con-
tested Identities: Politics, Religion, and Nationalism in Nineteenth-Century
Germany (New York: Peter Lang, 1999); and Roger F. Cook (ed.), A Com-
panion to the Works of Heinrich Heine (Rochester, NY: Camden House,
2002).

Anthony Phelan, Reading Heinrich Heine (Cambridge: Cambridge

University Press, 2007) is the most comprehensive study of Heine’s life
and work to appear in many years.
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Translator’s note

In the discussion of Martin Luther in the first chapter of On the History of
Religion and Philosophy in Germany, Heine writes: “The divine author of
the Bible seems to know, indeed, as much as we others do, that it is by no
means a matter of indifference by whom one is translated.” For a transla-
tor, this passage implies both satisfaction and responsibility, satisfaction
that one’s task, which, after all, is to be transparent for the most part,
cannot be done equally well by everyone, but also responsibility, because,
well, this task cannot be done equally well by everyone. Heine, during
his lifetime, had much experience with translators, and every translator
of Heine is haunted by the question of what sort of translation he would
have wanted.

As I was working with Heine’s texts here in Germany, there were com-
memorations of the 150" anniversary of his death. It is clear that he
remains both relevant and controversial in German culture. My transla-
tion intends to present him in this spirit. Keeping as close as possible to
the literal meaning in light of the historical and cultural contexts in which
he wrote, I try at the same time to convey the freshness and polemical
sharpness of his style, which transcend his historical context, as well as
his virtuosic humor (yes, Heine is a Paganini).

A word or two of warning. In part, Heine’s stylistic accomplishments
are hidden from the English reader, since his German is closer to contem-
porary American prose style than many other German authors of the time.
I have also not tried to duplicate all of Heine’s linguistic accomplishments
which must remain the unique possessions of German readers, since [
found it gratuitous (as well as hopeless) to compete with cleverness in
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Translator’s note

English against Heine in German (this remark applies particularly to the
rhymes in the German poems).

The texts I have translated follow the Diisseldorf historical-critical
edition (published 1973-1997 by Hoffmann & Campe in Hamburg under
the editorship of Manfred Windfuhr) with the exception of the few letter
excerpts which are taken from the Weimar edition (the Heinrich Heine
Sakularausgabe, published in Weimar, 1970-1984). Both of these sources
are now available online at the Heinrich-Heine-Portal.

In the course of my work, I consulted previous translations of the texts,
particularly those by Helen Mustard. The translator’s notes to the text
owe a considerable debt to the notes in the Disseldorf edition and to
comments by Karl Ameriks and Terry Pinkard. To these two I also owe
a debt of gratitude for their helpful comments on the translation.
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Preface to the first edition

I should note especially for the German reader that these pages were orig-
inally written for a French periodical, the Revue des Deux Mondes, in order
to accomplish a specific purpose at the time. In particular, they belong to a
survey of German cultural events, several parts of which I had earlier pre-
sented to the French public and which have also appeared in the German
language as the series of articles “On the History of More Recent Fine
Literature in Germany.” The demands of the periodical press, its fiscal
problems, the lack of research resources, French inadequacies, a newly
promulgated law in Germany about foreign printing which was applied
only to me, and other such difficulties did not allow me to publish the
various parts of that survey in chronological order and under a single col-
lective title." The present book, despite its internal unity and its external
finish, is thus only a fragment of a greater whole.

I send the friendliest greetings to my homeland —

Written in Paris in December 1834.

Heinrich Heine

' Heine was a life-long victim of government censorship. Its height was reached in 1835 with a total
ban on the publication or distribution of his past and future writings as well as those of the fellow
members of the “Young Germany” literary movement.



Preface to the second edition

When the first edition of this book left the presses and I picked up a copy of
it I was much startled by the mutilations whose traces were everywhere."
Here there was an adjective missing, there a clause, whole passages were
left out with no consideration paid to transitions so that not only the
meaning but also sometimes the underlying point of view had vanished.
It was more the fear of Caesar than the fear of God which guided the
hand in these mutilations, and while it nervously eradicated everything
which was politically suspect, it preserved even the most disturbing pas-
sages which made reference to religion. In this way, the original patriotic-
democratic orientation of the book was lost; from its pages stared at me
uncannily a completely foreign spirit which reminded me of scholastic-
theological polemics and was deeply repugnant to my humanistic-tolerant
temperament.

At first, I entertained the hope that with a second printing I could again
fill in all the lacunae of this book; but no such restoration of the kind is
possible now since the original manuscript was lost in the house of my
publisher during the great fire in Hamburg. My memory is too weak to
be of much use, and, in addition, a thorough examination of the book is
impossible because of the condition of my eyes. I will make do with taking
a few of the larger omitted passages from the French version, which was
published earlier than the German one, and intercalating them. One of
these passages, which has been reprinted and discussed in innumerable
French papers, and which has even been taken up by one of the greatest
French statesmen, Count Molé, can be found at the end of this new edition.

' Ie., censored passages.



Preface to the second edition

It might show the truth about the supposed belittling and disparagement
of Germany abroad, of which, as certain honest people assure, [ am guilty.”
If, in my annoyance, I set forth my views about old, official Germany,
that moldy land of philistines — which however has not brought forth
a Goliath or any single great man —, what I said was made to appear
as if I were speaking of the true Germany, that great, mysterious, as it
were anonymous Germany of the German people and of the sleeping
sovereign, with whose scepter and crown the meercats are playing.? It
was even easier for these honorable people to make these insinuations
given that any expression of my true beliefs was completely impossible
for a long period, especially at the time when the decrees of the Federal
Parliament against “Young Germany” appeared, which were principally
aimed at me and brought me into an exceptionally restrained position,
without parallel in the history of press subservience. When later I could
somewhat loosen the muzzle, the thoughts still remained gagged.

The following book is a fragment and should remain so. Honestly, I
would have liked to have left it completely unpublished. Since the time of
its publication, my views on several things, especially divine things, have
changed considerably, and some of what I then claimed now contradicts
my better convictions. But, as soon as it leaves the bowstring, the arrow
no longer belongs to the archer, and the word no longer belongs to the
speaker as soon as it has left his lips, especially when reproduced by the
press. In addition, compelling objections based on other considerations
would be raised against me if I left this book unpublished and removed it
from my complete works. I could, as some writers do in these cases, take
refuge in a moderation of expression, in disguise through euphemism;
but I hate ambiguous words, those hypocritical flowers and cowardly fig-
leaves, from the bottom of my soul. An honest man, however, retains under
all circumstances the inalienable right to admit his error openly, and I do
it here without hesitation. I therefore frankly confess that everything in
this book which has to do with the great question of God is as wrong, as
it is ill-considered. Equally ill-considered and false is the claim, which
I took from the School,* that deism has been destroyed in theory and
leads a wretched existence only in the world of appearance. No, it is not
true that God’s existence itself has been ended by the critique of reason

? Louis-Matieu, Comte Molé (1781-1855).

3 A reference to the witches’ kitchen scene in Goethe’s Faust. + Le., the Hegelians.
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which destroyed all of the arguments for it which have been known since
Anselm of Canterbury. Deism lives, it is most alive, it is not dead, and
was hardly likely to be killed by the new German philosophy. No dog
would even sniff at the spider web of Berlin dialectics, no cat could be
harmed by it, how could it kill a God? I myself have personal experience
of how little fear is due its attempts to kill. It kills again and again, and its
victims remain alive. The porter of the Hegelian school, the grim Ruge,
once swore roundly or, rather, roared soundly, that he had killed me with
his porter’s cane in the Halle Yearbooks; yet, at the very same time, I was
walking around the boulevards of Paris, fresh, healthy, and more immortal
than ever.> Alas, poor, honest Ruge! Later, he could not keep back honest
laughter when I confessed to him here in Paris that I never even saw
those terrible death-dealing pages, those Halle Yearbooks, and both my
full red cheeks and my hearty appetite for oysters convinced him that I
little deserved to be called a corpse. Indeed, at the time, I was healthy and
fat; T was at the zenith of my weight and was as overconfident as King
Nebuchadnezzar before his fall.

Alas! A few years later, I have undergone changes in body and in spirit.
How often I have thought since then of the story of this Babylonian king,
who considered himself to be God in heaven, but fell wretchedly from
the heights of his pride, crawled like an animal on the ground and ate
grass — (although it was probably lettuce). This legend is in the splen-
didly grandiose book of Daniel, which I recommend for edification not
only to the good Ruge, but also to my even more stubborn friend Marx,
indeed even the Messieurs Feuerbach, Daumer, Bruno Bauer, Hengsten-
berg and whatever else their names are, these godless self-worshippers.°
There are, by the way, many more beautiful and remarkable stories in the
Bible which are worthy of their notice; for example, right in the begin-
ning, the story of the forbidden tree in paradise and the snake, that small
university lecturer, who, six thousand years before his birth, presented
Hegel’s entire philosophy. This legless bluestocking shows, quite astutely,
how the absolute consists of the identity of being and knowledge, how man
can become god through knowledge or, what is the same, how God in man

5 Arnold Ruge (1803-1880), Young Hegelian.

% The figures mentioned are: Karl Marx (1818—1883); Ludwig Feuerbach (1804—1872), philosopher,
explained theism as an illusory human projection; Georg Friedrich Daumer (1800-1875), critic of
Christianity; Bruno Bauer (1809—1882), prominent atheist; Ernst Wilhelm Hengstenberg (1802—
1869), mentioned ironically, editor of the official newspaper of the Protestant Church.
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achieves consciousness of himself. — This phrase is not quite as clear as
the original words, “If you eat from the tree of knowledge, you shall be as
Gods!” Eve understood only one part of the entire demonstration, that
the fruit was forbidden; and because it was forbidden she ate it, the good
woman. But hardly had she eaten the tempting apple when she lost her
innocence, her naive immediacy. She found that she was far too naked for
a person of her class, the ancestral mother of so many future emperors
and kings, and she demanded a dress. To be sure, it was only a dress made
of fig-leaves, because at the time no Lyonnaise silk-factory owners had
been born yet, and because in paradise there were no fashion designers
and sellers.” — Oh, paradise! Strange, as soon as woman arrives at a level
of thinking self-consciousness, her first thought is of a new dress! This
biblical story, too, stays in my mind, especially the speech of the snake,
and I would like to set it as the motto of this book in the same way as you
often see a sign in front of princely gardens with the warning: Beware of
animal traps and automatic firing devices!

Thavealready discussed the changes which have occurred in my opinion
of divine matters in my latest book, Romanzero.® Many requests have
reached me in the meantime with Christian importunity to explain how
this great illumination came over me. Pious souls seem to thirst for a
story of some sort of miracle, and they would really like to know if] like
Saul, I did not happen to see a light on the way to Damascus, or if, like
Balaam, the son of Beor, I rode a stubborn ass who suddenly opened his
mouth and began to speak like a person. No, you faithful souls, I never
went to Damascus. I know nothing of Damascus other than the fact that
the Jews there were recently accused of having eaten old Capuchins,? and
the name of the city would be completely unknown to me if I had never
read the “Song of Songs,” in which King Solomon compares the nose of
his lover with a tower which faces towards Damascus. I have also never
seen an ass, at least a four-footed one, who spoke like a man, although I
have seen enough people who spoke like asses whenever they opened their
mouths. Indeed, neither a vision nor a seraphic rapture nor a voice from
heaven nor a remarkable dream or other such wondrous manifestation
brought me to the path of salvation. I owe my enlightenment simply to
reading a book. — A book? Yes, and it is an old, simple book, modest like

7 Lyon, a French city prominent in the silk trade. 8 See below the selection from the Afterword.
9 In 1840, after the disappearance of an Italian monk, the Jews of Damascus were accused of ritual
murder.
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nature, also just as natural; a book that looks everyday and unpretentious,
like the sun which warms us and the bread which nourishes us; a book,
which looks at us with a kindness so intimate and blessed, like an old
grandmother who also reads daily in the book with her dear trembling
lips and with her spectacles on her nose — and this book is called quite
simply “The Book,” the Bible. One rightly calls it also the Holy Scripture;
whoever has lost his God can find him again in this book, and whoever
never knew him finds here the breath of the divine Word gently blowing
over him. The Jews, who know a thing or two about valuable things, knew
very well what they were doing when, during the burning of the Second
Temple, they left the gold and silver sacrificial vessels, the lamps and the
candelabras, even the breastplate of the High Priest with its large gems,
and saved only the Bible. This was the real treasure of the temple, and it
was, God be praised, not a victim of the flames or of Titus Vespasianus,
the evildoer, who came to an awful end, as the rabbis relate.”® A Jewish
priest, who lived in Jerusalem two hundred years before the destruction
of the Second Temple during the Golden Age of Ptolemy Philadelphus,
named Yeshua ben Sira ben Eleazar, expressed in his collection of gnomic
sayings, Meshalim, the thought of his time and I will quote his beautiful
words here. They are priestly and ceremonial, yet at the same time as
exhilaratingly fresh as if they welled forth yesterday from a living human
breast, and they are as follows:""

This all is simply the Book of the Covenant made with the highest
God, that is, the L.aw which Moses entrusted, as a treasure, to the
house of Jacob. Wisdom has flowed from it like the waters of the Pison
when it is large, and like the waters of the Tigris when it floods in
spring. Understanding has flowed from it, like the Euphrates when
it is large, and like the Jordan during harvest time. From the same
source, virtue has poured like light, and like the waters of the Nile in
the fall. No one has ever learned all there is to learn from it; and no
one will ever fully sound its depths. For its meaning is richer than
any ocean, and its word deeper than any abyss.
Written in Paris in May 1852.
Heinrich Heine

® The Roman Emperor Titus Flavius Vespasianus destroyed the Second Temple in Jerusalem in
AD 7o.

"' Yeshua ben Sira ben Eleazar wrote the Meshalim around the year 190 BC, otherwise known as the
Book of Sirach or Ecclesiasticus. Some faiths consider this book apocryphal. The quotation is taken
from 24:32—39.
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The French have believed of late that they could come to understand
Germany by acquainting themselves with our literary productions.'? But
in this they have merely elevated themselves from a state of complete
ignorance to one of superficial knowledge. Indeed, as long as they do not
know the meaning of religion and philosophy in Germany, these literary
productions will be flowers which remain silent to them, and the entirety
of German thought will remain to them a barren mystery.

Thus, I consider myself to be performing a useful service by providing
some explanatory information about these two topics. This is no easy task
for me. To start, I have to avoid using scholastic expressions which are
fully unknown to the French. On the other hand, I have fathomed neither
the subtleties of theology nor those of metaphysics to sufficient depth to
be able to formulate them simply and shortly enough to meet the needs
of a French audience. For these reasons, I will consider only the larger
questions which have been discussed in German theology and philosophy,
and I will illustrate only their social importance, always keeping in mind
the limitations of my own means of clarification and the capacity of the
French reader to understand.

Ifany great German philosophers happen to cast a glance at these pages,
they will shrug their noble shoulders at the meager scale of everything I
present here. But I hope they may bear in mind that the little I say here
is expressed quite clearly and distinctly, while their own works — while
very thorough, immeasurably thorough, very profound, stupendously
profound — are to the same extent incomprehensible. What use to the
people are these locked-up granaries, if they have no keys? The people are
hungry for knowledge and will thank me for the crumbs of philosophical
bread which I honestly share with them.

It is not a lack of talent, I believe, which keeps most German scholars
from expressing themselves about religion and philosophy in a popularly
understandable manner. Rather, I think that they fear the results of their
own thinking, which they thus do not dare to communicate to the people.
I myself do not have this fear, for I am no scholar myself but one of the
people. Yes, I am no scholar; I am not one of the seven hundred wise
men of Germany. I wait with the great crowd in front of the gates of

2 A reference to the work De L’Allemagne (About Germany, 1813), in which Germaine de Staél
(1766-1817) introduced France to contemporary German culture.
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their wisdom. If some truth or other happens to slip out, and if this truth
manages to get to me, it has gotten far enough: I write it down on paper
in neat letters and give it to the type-setter; he sets it in lead and gives
it to the printer; the printer prints it, and then it belongs to the whole
world.

The religion which we enjoy in Germany is Christianity. I will thus
have to explain what Christianity is, how it became Roman Catholicism,
how from that Protestantism emerged, and, from Protestantism, German
philosophy.

Though I begin with a discussion of religion, I beg in advance of all
pious souls not to be anxious on any account. Fear nothing, pious souls! No
blasphemous jests will disturb your ears. Such jests are, in any case, still
useful in Germany, where it is important for the moment to neutralize
the power of religion. For we in Germany are in the same position as
you before the Revolution, when Christianity stood in an inseparable
alliance with the old regime, which itself could not be destroyed as long
as Christianity still maintained its influence over the multitude. Voltaire
had to bring forth his sharp laughter before Sanson could let his guillotine
blade fall."3 Of course, neither the laughter nor the guillotine really proved
anything, although they both had consequences. Voltaire was only able to
harm the body of Christianity. All of his jokes drawn from church history,
all of his jokes about dogma and cult, about the Bible, this holiest book
of humanity, about the Virgin Mary, this most beautiful flower of poetry,
the great dictionary of philosophical arrows he shot loose against clerics
and priests — all these wounded only the mortal body of Christianity, not
its inner essence, not its deeper spirit, not its eternal soul.

For Christianity is an idea and, as such, is indestructible and immortal
like any idea. What is this idea, though?

Since this idea has never been clearly understood, and superficial points
have always been mistaken for its essence, a true history of Christianity
does not yet exist. Two opposing factions write church history and con-
tinually contradict each other; but neither the one nor the other ever
definitively states the idea which lies at the center of Christianity, which

'3 Voltaire, the pen-name of Frangois-Marie Arouet (1694—1778), was one of the foremost proponents
of the Enlightenment in France. He excelled in sarcastic criticism, especially of the traditional
Church, and advocated a form of deism. Among his works is the Dictionnaire philosophique (Philo-
sophical Dictionary, 1764). Charles-Henri Sanson (1740-1793) was the executioner of Paris. In
1793, he beheaded King Louis XVI.
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strives to reveal itself in its symbolism, its dogma, its cult, and in its
entire history, and which has manifested itself in the real life of Christian
peoples! Neither Baronius, the Catholic cardinal, nor the Protestant Privy
Counselor Schrockh has revealed to us what that idea actually was. And
even if you read through all the folios of Mansi’s Councils, Assemani’s
Codex of liturgies, and the entire Historia Ecclesiastica of Saccharelli, you
still would not understand what the idea of Christianity actually was.™*
What do you see in the histories of the Eastern and Western Churches? In
the former, the history of the Eastern Church, you see nothing but dog-
matic hair-splitting, a renewal of ancient Greek Sophism; in the latter,
the history of the Occidental Church, you see nothing but disciplinary
arguments which affect church interests, in which ancient Roman legal
casuistry and art of government reappear in new formulations and with
new means of coercion. In fact, just as one argued in Constantinople
about the /ogos, so one argued in Rome about the relationship between
secular and spiritual power; in one an argument about the homousios,'s
in the other about investiture. As for the Byzantine questions — Is the
Logos homousios with the Father? Should Mary be called mother of God
or mother of man? Did Christ hunger of necessity in the absence of food,
or did he only hunger because he chose to? — Behind all of these questions
are court intrigues, and their answers depend upon the rumors and gossip
in the chambers of the Sacri Palatii, whether for example Eudocia falls or
Pulcheria; for the latter hates Nestorius, the betrayer of her love-affairs,
and the former hates Cyril, who protects Pulcheria.”® In the final analysis,
everything was really about women and eunuchs, and dogma served only
to persecute or promote a man, and in the man, a faction. It was the same
in the West. Rome wanted to rule; “As its legions fell, it sent dogmas to the
provinces.”'7 All strife over belief was founded on Roman usurpations.

4 Caesar Baronius (1538-1607), Johann Matthias Schrockh (1733-1808), Giovanni Domenico Mansi
(1692—1769), Josephus Aloysius Assemani (1710-1782), Gaspare Saccarelli (1723-1803) were all
authors, from different perspectives, of church histories.

!5 Greek: The sameness of essence; having one essence with.

6 The Sacred Palace was the dwelling place of the Eastern Roman Emperor in Constantinople.
Heine refers to the conflict over the Nestorian heresy involving Eudocia (died 460), the wife of
Emperor Theodosius II, and Pulcheria (399—453), his older sister. Nestorius (381—¢. 451) and Cyril
(c. 375—444) gave different answers to the above “Byzantine questions.” For example, Nestorius
declared, in opposition to Cyril, that Mary cannot be regarded as the “mother of God,” because
the human and divine natures in Christ were distinct. Nestorius was declared a heretic in 431 at
the Council of Ephesus.

"7 This passage is taken from Heine’s travel journal The North Sea (Part 111).
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The goal was to consolidate the supreme power of the Roman Bishop.
This power was always quite lenient about true points of belief, but it spat
fire and flame as soon as the rights of the Church were under attack. The
pope did not argue very much about the persons in Christ, but rather
about the consequences of the Isidorian Decretals.”® He centralized his
power through canonical law, appointment of bishops, disparagement of
princely power, monastic orders, celibacy, etc. But was this Christianity?
Is the idea of Christianity revealed in the reading of these stories? What
is this idea?

The historical manifestation and development of this idea in the
real world can already be seen in the first centuries after the birth of
Christ, especially through an impartial investigation of the history of
the Manicheans and the Gnostics." Although the former were declared
heretical, and the latter denounced and damned by the Church, they still
retained their influence on dogma. Catholic art evolved from their sym-
bolism, and their way of thought pervaded the entire life of the Christian
peoples. At base, the Manicheans are not very different from the Gnostics.
A characteristic of both is the doctrine of the two principles, good and evil,
which battle each other. The former group, the Manicheans, took this doc-
trine from the ancient Persian religion, where Ormuz, light, is the enemy
of Ahriman, darkness. The latter group, the true Gnostics, believed also
in the pre-existence of the good principle, and they explained the origin of
the evil principle by means of emanation, through the generation of eons
which, as they got farther and farther from their origin, deteriorated into
ever greater darkness. According to Cerinthus, the creator of our world
was by no means the highest God but only an emanation of him, one
of the eons. This, the actual demiurge, has gradually degenerated and,
now, as the evil principle, stands in hostile opposition to the /ogos which
originated immediately from the highest God, the good principle. This
Gnostic worldview was authentically Indian. It included the doctrines of
divine incarnation, of the mortification of the flesh, of spiritual introver-
sion, and it gave rise to the ascetic contemplative monastic life, which
is the purest outgrowth of the Christian idea. This idea was expressed

8 A collection of canon law, produced in the ninth century, falsely attributed to Saint Isidor of Sevilla
(560—636), and supporting the position of the pope.

"9 Manichaeism was a religion founded in Persia by Mani (AD 216-276), emphasizing a strong
dualism between good and evil. The term Gnosticism refers to a variety of religious system of late
antiquity (second to third centuries AD), which stressed the importance of esoteric knowledge
and viewed the world of matter as fallen and evil. Cerinthus was one of the first Christian Gnostics.
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only in a very confused way in dogma and only very dimly in the cult.
But everywhere we see the doctrine of the two principles in evidence:
opposed to the good Christ stands the evil Satan; the world of spirit is
represented by Christ, the world of matter by Satan; our soul belongs to
the former, our body to the latter; and the whole world of appearance,
nature, is thus originally evil; Satan, the Prince of Darkness, will thereby
lure us to perdition; and it is essential to renounce all the sensual joys of
life, to torment our body, Satan’s fief, so that the soul can rise aloft, all the
more nobly, into the lucid sky, into the bright kingdom of Christ.

This view of the world, the real idea of Christianity, spread with unbe-
lievable speed through the entire Roman Empire like an infectious illness;
the symptoms lasted throughout the Middle Ages, now araging fever, now
fatigue, and we Moderns still feel cramps and weakness in our limbs. Even
if many a one of us has already convalesced, he still cannot escape the gen-
eral atmosphere of the sick-room, and he feels himself unhappily to be
the only healthy one among the infirm. One day, when humanity has
again attained its complete health, when peace has again been established
between soul and body, and soul and body again mingle in their original
harmony — on that day it will hardly be possible to understand the arti-
ficial discord which Christianity sowed between the two. These happier
and more beautiful generations, the products of free love, flourishing in
a religion of joy, will smile sadly at their poor ancestors, who gloomily
abstained from all the enjoyments of this beautiful earth and, through
their mortification of warm colorful sensuality, almost faded into cold
and pale ghosts. Yes, I say it definitely, our descendants will be happier
and more beautiful than we are. For I believe in progress. I believe that
humanity is destined for happiness, and thus I hold a higher opinion of
the divinity than those pious people who think that he made man only
to suffer. Right here on earth, through the blessings of free political and
industrial institutions, I would like to establish this state of bliss, which, in
the opinion of the pious, will only occur at the Last Judgment, in Heaven.
But perhaps my hope, like theirs, is foolish, and there is no resurrection
of humanity, neither a political-moral nor an apostolic-catholic one.

Perhaps humanity is destined to eternal misery, perhaps peoples are
eternally damned to be crushed by despots, exploited by their accomplices,
and mocked by their lackeys.

Alas, in this case one would have to try to preserve Christianity, even
if one thought it a mistake; one would have to wander through Europe

13
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barefoot in monk’s robes, preaching renunciation and the vanity of all
earthly goods, offering the consolations of the cross to the scourged and
debased, and promising them all seven heavens up above after death.

Perhaps it is because the greatest of this earth are certain of their
ruling power and because they have decided in their hearts to misuse
it eternally, to our misfortune, that they are persuaded of the necessity
of Christianity for their peoples, and it is fundamentally out of a tender
feeling of humanity that they take such great pains for the preservation
of this religion!

The ultimate fate of Christianity thus depends on whether we still need
it. This religion was a blessing for suffering humanity during eighteen
centuries. It was providential, divine, holy. Every way in which it was
helpful to civilization — taming the strong, strengthening the tame, con-
necting peoples through a common feeling and a common language, and
whatever else its apologists have thought of praising it for —all this even is
negligible in comparison to that great consolation which it has provided
to humanity. Eternal glory is due to the symbol of that suffering God, the
savior with the crown of thorns, Christ crucified, whose blood was, as it
were, the balsam of relief which poured into the wounds of humanity. The
poet especially will acknowledge with awe the terrible sublimity of this
symbol. Indeed, the entire system of symbols expressed in the art and life
of the Middle Ages will forever arouse the admiration of poets. In point of
fact, what colossal consistency in Christian art, especially in architecture!
These gothic cathedrals: how perfectly they harmonize with the cult and
how the idea of the Church itself reveals itself in them! Everything strives
upward here, everything transubstantiates itself: the stone sprouts into
branches and foliage and becomes tree; the fruit of the grapevine and
wheat becomes blood and flesh; man becomes God; God becomes pure
spirit! Christian life in the Middle Ages is a fertile, inexhaustibly precious
material for poets. Only Christianity could have produced such bold con-
trasts on earth, such bright-colored pains, and such bizarre beauties, that
one might well think they could never have existed in reality and that all
of it is just a colossal fever dream, indeed, the fever dream of an insane
God. Even nature, at that time, seemed to disguise herself fantastically.
Yet however much humanity, caught up in abstract brooding, turned away
from her morosely, she would sometimes waken it with a voice so terribly
sweet, so dreadfully affectionate, so magically powerful, that it listened
involuntarily and smiled, was horrified, and even sickened to death. The
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story of the nightingale of Basel occurs to me here, and since you probably
do not know it, I will tell it to you.

In May 1433, at the time of the Church Council, a group of clergymen
went for a walk in a copse near Basel — prelates and doctors, monks of
all colors. They disputed over tricky theological questions, made distinc-
tions and argued; or perhaps they quarreled about annates, expectatives,
and reservations; or tried to figure out, I don’t know, whether Thomas
Aquinas was a better philosopher than St. Bonaventure!*® But suddenly,
in the middle of their dogmatic and abstract discussions, they paused
and stood quiet, rooted to the spot in front of a blooming linden tree
where a nightingale sat, rejoicing and sobbing in the softest and most
tender melodies. Those educated gentlemen were put into a marvelous
mood, the warm spring tones penetrated into their scholastically clois-
tered hearts, their feelings awoke from their dull hibernation, and they
looked at each other with amazed delight. Finally, though, one of them
remarked astutely that something was fishy, that this nightingale could
likely be a devil, and that this devil intended with its lovely tones to take
them away from their Christian discussions and to tempt them to sensu-
ality and other sweet sins. He began his exorcism, probably with the usual
phrase of the time: “Adjuro te per eum, qui ventures est, judicare vivos
et mortuos”?" etc. etc. The story goes that during this invocation the bird
answered, “Yes, I am an evil spirit!” and flew away laughing. Those
who heard his song, however, became ill that very day and died shortly
thereafter.

This story probably needs no commentary. It fully demonstrates the
horrifying character of an era which denounced everything sweet and
charming as devilry. Even the nightingale was slandered, and one crossed
oneself when it sang. The true Christian wandered through blooming
nature like an abstract specter, with his senses anxiously closed off. Per-
haps in a later book, I will present in greater length the relationship of
the Christian to nature, when I have to discuss German folk belief in
more detail as an aid to understanding neo-romantic literature.>> For
the moment, I can remark only that French authors, misled by German

2% Annates were payments made to the pope upon being given a church office; expectatives were
promises of an office when it became vacant; reservations were privileges reserved for higher-
ranking church officials. St. Thomas Aquinas (1225-1274) and St. Bonaventure (1221—-1274) were
among the leading Scholastic theologians.

2! Latin: “I invoke you in the name of him who will come to judge the living and the dead.”

22 A reference to Heine’s work Elementargeister (Elemental Spirits), 1837.
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authorities, grievously err when they assume that folk belief was the same
all over Europe in the Middle Ages. Only in the case of the good prin-
ciple, the realm of Christ, did the same views hold in all of Europe; the
Roman Church made sure of that and whoever deviated from the pre-
scribed opinion here was a heretic. As for the evil principle, the realm of
Satan, different views held in different countries, and in the Germanic
north people had quite different ideas from those of the Romanic south.
This came about because the Christian clergy did not simply dismiss
the pre-existent national gods as empty products of the imagination, but
rather conceded them an actual existence. They maintained, though, that
all of these gods were nothing but male and female devils, who had lost
their power over people with the victory of Christ and wanted now to
tempt them to sin through desire and deception. The Olympic pantheon
thus became an airy hell, and even when a poet of the Middle Ages cele-
brated the stories of the Greek gods in beautiful song, the pious Christian
saw only ghosts and devils. The monks’ somber mania had the most dire
effect on poor Venus. Oddly enough, she was taken to be a daughter of
Beelzebub, and the good knight Tannhauser says to her very face:

Oh, Venus, my beautiful woman,
You are a she-devil.*3

She had earlier tempted Tannhauser into that marvelous cave called the
Venusberg, where, as the legend went, the beautiful goddess led the most
dissolute life of game and dance with her lovers and ladies. Even poor
Diana, despite her chastity, was not safe from a similar fate. She was said
to wander through the forests at night with her nymphs; hence, the legend
of the furious host, the wild hunt. Here again we see clearly the Gnostic
view of the deterioration of the once godly, and, in this transformation of
the earlier national belief, the idea of Christianity is manifested in deepest
form.

National folk belief in Europe, in the north much more so than the
south, was pantheistic. Its mysteries and symbols were related to the
worship of nature. In every element, marvelous beings were honored;

23 Tannhiduser (Heine writes Tannhiiser, according to the Middle High German spelling) was a
German poet (¢. 1205—¢. 1267) and subject of a ¢. fifteenth-century ballad which appeared in the
famous 1806 collection of German folk material Des Knaben Wunderhorn. Richard Wagner used
this legend (and the poem written about it by Heine) as the basis for his opera Tannhduser (first
produced in 1845).

16



Book One

a divinity breathed in every tree. The entire world of appearance was
divinized through and through. Christianity inverted this view, and
divinized nature turned into demonized nature. It was far more diffi-
cult to turn the cheerful, artistically shaped figures of Greek mythology,
which ruled alongside Roman civilization in the south, into ugly, terri-
ble masks of Satan than the Germanic divine figures — to be sure not
modeled by any particular artistic sense — which were already so gloomy
and sullen, like the north itself. For this reason, in your land, France, it
was not possible to produce a population of devils as dark and terrible
as in our land, and even the French spirits and magical beings received a
cheerful form. How beautiful, colorful, and clear your folk legends are in
comparison with ours, those monstrosities which consist of blood and fog,
and which grin at us so grey and dreadful. Our medieval poets, although
they mostly chose material which you had invented, or at first treated,
in Brittany and Normandy, gave to their works, perhaps intentionally, as
much as possible of that cheery old-French spirit. But, in our national
epics and in our oral legends, that dark Nordic spirit remained of which
you hardly have any notion. You have, just like us, various kinds of ele-
mental spirits, but ours are as different as yours as a German is from a
Frenchman. The demons in your fabliaux** and magic tales — how bright
and, particularly, how clean they are in comparison with our grey, and very
often obscene, rabble of spirits. Your fairies and elemental spirits, wher-
ever you got them from, from Cornwall or Arabia, are fully naturalized;
and a French spirit is as different from a German as, say, a dandy who
strolls on the Boulevard Coblence with yellow kid gloves is different from
a weighty German porter. Your mermaids, for example, Melusine, are
just as different from ours as a princess from a laundrywoman. The fairy
Morgana — how she would be terrified if she were to encounter, say, a
German witch, naked, smeared with ointment, riding to the Brocken on a
broomstick. This mountain is no cheery Avalon, but rather a rendezvous
for everything foul and ugly.?S Satan sits at the mountaintop in the form
of a black billy-goat. Each witch approaches him with a candle in hand
and kisses him behind, just below his back. Afterwards, this seedy soror-
ity dances around him singing “Donderemus, Donderemus!” The goat
bleats and the infernal cancan shrieks with joy. It is an evil omen for the

24+ Short French burlesque stories in verse, mainly from the thirteenth century.
25 The Brocken is a mountain in the Harz region of central Germany where, according to legend,
witches gather on Walpurgis night. It is the location of a famous scene from Goethe’s Faust.
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witch if she loses a shoe in this dance; that means that she will be burned
in the coming year. But the insane Sabbath music, true Berlioz,?® drowns
out all conscious anxiety; — and when the poor witch wakes up out of her
intoxication the next morning, she lies naked and exhausted in the ashes
next to the dying hearth fire.

One finds the best information about these witches in the
“Demonology” of the honorable and learned Doctor Nicolas Remigius,
the Criminal Judge of His Most Serene Highness, the Duke of Lor-
raine.?” This astute man had, to be sure, the best opportunity to become
acquainted with the practices of the witches, since he conducted their
trials; and alone in his time eight hundred women were burned at the
stake in Lorraine after being convicted of witchcraft. The presentation of
evidence usually consisted of the following procedure: one bound their
hands and feet together and threw them into the water. If they sank and
drowned, they were innocent, if they remained swimming on the surface
of the water, they were seen to be guilty and they were burned. That was
the logic of those times.

The basic character feature of the German demons is the stripping
away of everything idealistic, so that the coarse and the horrible are mixed
in them. The more crudely familiar they seem to us, the more horrifying
their effect. Nothing is more uncanny than our poltergeists, kobolds, and
goblins. There is a passage in Praetorius’ “Anthropodemus” on this point
which I here cite from Dobeneck:?®

The ancients were unable to think of poltergeists except as real people
shaped like small children with a colorful frock or robe. Occasionally,
they added that some of them have knives stuck in their backs; others
are shaped differently in truly awful ways, according to the manner
and the instrument by which they had before been killed. For the
superstitious believe that they are the souls of people murdered long
ago in the same house. And they tell many stories about them. For

26 A reference to the “Witches’ Sabbath” movement of the Symphonie fantastique (1830) of Hector

Berlioz (1803—1869). Heine heard this work performed in Paris.

*7 Nicolas Remigius (or Remy; 1530-1612). The work referred to, Daemonolatria libri tres, was written
in 1595.

28 The full name of the book by Johannes Praetorius (Hans Schultze; 1630-1680) is: Anthropodemus
Plutonicus, das ist, Eine neue Weltbeschreibung von allerley wunderbahren Menschen (A New Description
of All Sorts of Wondrous People of the World). Heine refers here also to a source of many of the stories
in this section: Des deutschen Mittelalters Volksglauben und Heroensagen (Folk-beliefs and Heroic Tales
JSrom the German Middle Ages; 1815) by Friedrich Ludwig Ferdinand Dobeneck (1771-1810).

18



Book One

example, when the kobolds have done good service for the maids
and cooks in their house for a time and have made themselves well
liked, some of the servants developed such affection for them that
they ardently desired to see their helpers. However, the poltergeists
never liked to give in to these requests, with the excuse that their
appearance will cause horror. But when the naughty maids refused
to give up, the kobolds named a place in the house where they were to
present themselves bodily. At the same time, the maids were required
to bring a pail of cold water with them. Then a kobold might have
appeared, lying naked on a cushion on the floor with a large butcher’s
knife sticking out of his back. The maid would be so startled by this
sight that she would faint. Then the creature would jump up right
away, take the water, and pour it over the woman until she came to
herself again. After that, the maids would lose their desire to ever
again see dear little Chim.?% For the kobolds each have their own
particular names but in total are called Chim. Thus they are said
to do all the work for the servants and maids to whom they pledge
themselves, so to speak: they groom and feed the horses, clean out
the stalls, scour everything, keep the kitchen clean, and take care
of everything else that needs to be done in the house. Cattle are
also said to increase and thrive by their influence. In exchange, the
kobolds need to be well tended by the servants, so that the servants
do not harm them in the slightest, either by making fun of them
or by neglected anything in their feeding. If a cook has taken on
such a creature as a secret helper, she has to set out a bowl full of
good food every day at a particular time and in a particular place
and then go on her way. Afterwards, she can loaf around, go to sleep
early in the evening, and she will nevertheless find her work done
the following morning. If, however, she forgets her duties a single
time, say by neglecting the food, then she has to do her work all by
herself again and has all kinds of misfortune: she burns herself in hot
water, the pots or dishes break, food gets spilled or falls, etc. so that
she is scolded by the master or mistress as punishment, whereby one
often hears the kobold chuckling or laughing. And such a kobold is
said to stay always in his own house, even if the serving staff changes.
Indeed, a departing maid had to heartily recommend to her successor
the kobold, so that she in turn would tend to him. If she did not want
to, then she would have continuing bad luck and would have to leave
the house soon enough.

?9 In German, “Chimgen,” a diminutive form of the name Joachim.
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Perhaps the following story is among the most horrifying:

A maid had for many years an invisible house spirit who sat next to
her at the hearth, where she had given him his own place and where
she conversed with him through the long winter evenings. One day, the
maid asked Little Heinz, that was what she called the spirit, if he could
show himself in his natural form. Little Heinz at first refused. Finally, he
agreed and said she could go into the cellar and see him there. The maid
took a light, climbed down into the cellar, and there in an open barrel she
saw a dead child swimming in its own blood. Many years earlier the maid
had given birth to an illegitimate child, killed it secretly, and put it into a
barrel.

But often, given how the Germans are, they find in horror their greatest
amusement, and the folk legends of the kobolds are sometimes full of
delightful features. Particularly amusing are the stories of Hiideken, a
kobold abroad in the twelfth century in Hildesheim, who is much talked
about in our spinning rooms and ghost stories. A passage from an old
chronicle, which has often been reprinted, relates the following about
him:3°

Around the year 1132, an evil spirit in the form of a peasant with a hat
on his head appeared to many people over a long period of time in the
diocese of Hildesheim. Because of the hat, the peasants called him
Hiideken3" in Saxon. This spirit enjoyed conversing with people,
revealing his presence sometimes visibly, sometimes invisibly, posing
and answering questions. He never insulted anyone without cause. If,
however, he was ridiculed or abused, he repaid the perceived injustice
fully. When Count Burchard de Luka was killed by Count Hermann
of Wiesenburg and the latter’s land was in danger of being looted
in revenge, Hiideken woke up Bishop Bernhard of Hildesheim with
the following words: “Get up, baldy! Count Wiesenburg’s lands have
been abandoned and lost because of murder, and thus can be easily
occupied by you.” The bishop quickly gathered his warriors, went
into the lands of the guilty count and joined them with his own, with
the approval of the emperor. The spirit frequently warned the above-
named bishop unbidden of approaching dangers and appeared quite
often in the court kitchen, where he spoke to the cooks and did all

3° The “old chronicle” is the Chronik des Klosters Hirschau [Chronicles of the Hirschau Monastery],
ed. Johannes Tritheim (1462—1516).
3 Te., little hat.
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sorts of tasks for them. Since, over time, people became accustomed
to Hiideken, a kitchen servant once dared to tease him whenever he
appeared and even poured unclean water on him. The spirit asked the
main cook or the kitchen master if he could prohibit such mischief
from the misbehaving servant. The chef replied: “You, a spirit, and
afraid of a boy?” to which Hiideken replied ominously: “Since you
won’t punish the boy, I’ll show you in a few days just how afraid I
am of him.” Soon afterward, the boy who had insulted the spirit sat
sleeping, alone in the kitchen. The spirit attacked him in this state,
strangled him, ripped him in pieces, and put them in pots on the
stove. When the cook discovered this misdeed, he cursed the spirit,
and, on the following day, Hiideken ruined all the roasts on the spit
by pouring toad blood and venom on them. This act of revenge
induced the cook to curse him even more, after which the spirit, by
means of a conjured-up bridge, made him fall into a deep pit. At the
same time, he went around the walls and towers of the city the whole
night long and forced the guards into a constant state of alert. A man
with an unfaithful wife once said in jest to Hiideken when he was
going on a trip, “Good friend, I’'m entrusting my wife to you. Keep
watch over her carefully.” As soon as the man left, one lover after
another came to the adulterous woman. But Hiideken did not allow
any of them to get to her and threw them all out of bed onto the floor.
When the man returned from his trip, the spirit came a long way
to meet him and said: “I am very happy that you have returned, so
that I can finally be free of the hard service you have imposed upon
me. With unspeakable effort, I have guarded your wife against actual
unfaithfulness. But please never entrust her to me again. I would
rather watch over all the pigs in the entirety of Saxony than over
a woman who tries all sorts of schemes to get into the arms of her
lovers.”

In the interest of accuracy, I should remark that Hiideken’s head-

covering was different from the conventional costume of the kobolds.
These are mainly dressed in grey and wear a red cap. At least that is
how you most often see them in Denmark, where they are said to be
most numerous today. I was formerly of the belief that kobolds like to
live in Denmark so much because they like to eat red fruit pudding
best. But a young Danish writer, Mr. Andersen, whom I had the plea-
sure to see this summer here in Paris, told me quite definitively that
the “Nissen” as they are called in Danish, like oatmeal with butter the
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best.3> When these kobolds have really made themselves at home some-
where, they are not inclined to leave very soon. On the other hand, they
never arrive unannounced, and when they want to live somewhere, they
demonstrate that to the head of the household in the following manner:
during the night, they carry all kinds of wood shavings into the house,
and they sprinkle cattle dung into the milk jars. If the head of the house-
hold does not throw these wood shavings away or if he drinks some of
the dirty milk with his family, the kobolds will stay with him forever.
Sometimes it becomes rather uncomfortable. A poor Jutlander wound up
being so bothered by the companionship of such a kobold that he decided
to abandon his house, and he loaded his belongings onto a cart and drove
to the next town to settle there. On the way, though, he turned around
once and saw the red-capped head of the kobold peeking out of one of
the empty tubs, calling to him in a friendly way: “Wi fliitten” (“We’re
moving!”).

Perhaps I have spent too much time with these little demons. Now it is
time to return to the big ones. But all of these stories illustrate the beliefs
and the character of the German people. In earlier centuries, these beliefs
were just as powerful as the beliefs of the Church. When the scholarly
Doctor Remigius finished his large volume about witchery, he thought
that he was so knowledgeable about his topic that he imagined that he
himself could perform witchcraft. And, as conscientious as he was, he did
not neglect to report himself to the courts, and, as a consequence, he was
burned as a sorcerer.

These atrocities were not a direct consequence of the Christian Church,
but rather an indirect one; the Church had inverted the German national
religion in such a crafty manner that the pantheistic worldview of the
Germans was reshaped into a pandemonic one, so that the earlier sacred
objects of the people had been transformed into ugly devilry. However,
people do not easily give up what they and their ancestors have found dear
and loved; they secretly attach their feelings to it, even when it has been
distorted and corrupted. For this reason, the inverted folk beliefs might
last longer in Germany than Christianity which, unlike the other, is not
rooted in the German nationality. At the time of the Reformation, the
belief in Catholic legends vanished very quickly, quite unlike the belief in
magic and witchcraft.

32 The reference is to Hans Christian Andersen (1805-1875).
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Luther no longer believes in Catholic miracles but he still believes in the
devil.33 His Table Talk is full of curious stories of the satanic arts, kobolds,
and witches. When he had his difficulties, he often believed himself to
be fighting against the Evil One in person. On the Wartburg, where he
translated the New Testament, he was so bothered by the devil that he
threw his ink well at his head.3* Since then, the devil has a great fear
of ink — and an even greater one of printer’s ink. The above-mentioned
Table Talk contains many enjoyable stories about the devil’s cunning, and
I cannot resist sharing one:

Doctor Martin Luther once told a story of some good friends who
were drinking together. One of them was a wild and dissolute youth
who had said that if someone would buy him a good amount of wine,
he would sell his soul in exchange.

Not long afterwards, a man came into the room, sat down with
him, drank with him, and spoke to all of them including the one who
had just been so presumptuous:

“Listen, you just said that if someone would pay for your wine,
you would sell him your soul?”

He spoke again: “Yes, I want to do it; today I will really eat, drink,
and be merry.”

The man, who was the devil, agreed and soon after sneaked away
from him. After the youth had enjoyed the whole day and at last was
drunk, the man, the devil, came back and sat down again and asked
his fellow drinkers, “Dear Sirs, what do you think? If someone buys
a horse, are not the saddle and bridle also included?”

They were all equally frightened. Finally, the man said: “Well,
answer!”

Then they admitted it and said, “Yes, the saddle and bridle also
belong to him.” Thereupon the devil took that wild and dissolute
fellow and led him up through the ceiling, and no one knew where
he went.

Although I feel the greatest respect for our great master Martin Luther,
it seems to me that he completely misunderstood the character of Satan.
Satan does not at all have the contempt for the body which is implied

33 Martin Luther (1483-1546), the subject of the rest of the first book, was the leader of the Ref-
ormation. Among his works is a collection of his observations and discourses, Tischreden (Table
Talk, 1566).

34 The Wartburg is a castle near Eisenach, where Luther began to translate the Bible into German
(the New Testament translation was completed in 1522).
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here. Whatever evils the devil can be accused of having, no one has ever
been able to call him a spiritualist.

As wrong as he was about the devil’s beliefs, Martin Luther misunder-
stood those of the pope and the Catholic Church even more. Given my
strict neutrality, I must defend both of them — just as I have the devil —
against this all-too-zealous man’s attacks. Yes, if I was asked to answer
according to my conscience, I would have to reply that Pope Leo X was
actually much more reasonable than Luther, and that the latter did not
understand at all the true basis of the Catholic Church. For Luther had
never understood that the idea of Christianity, the annihilation of sensu-
ality, was so much in contradiction with human nature that it could never
be fully implemented in life. He did not understand that Catholicism was
a sort of Concordat between God and the Devil, that is, between spirit
and matter, in which the full sovereignty of the spirit was proclaimed in
theory, but that, in practice, matter was put in the position of being able
to exercise all of its annulled rights. Thus, there arose a shrewd system
of concessions to sensuality made by the Church, but granted always in
such a way that each act of sensuality was denounced, and the spirit was
secured against any scornful usurpations. You may listen to the tender
inclinations of the heart and embrace a beautiful girl, but you have to
admit that it was a disgraceful sin, and for this sin you have to do penance.
That this penance could occur in the form of money was just as charitable
for humanity as it was useful for the Church. The Church allowed blood
money, as it were, to be paid for every enjoyment of the flesh. A tax thus
arose for each sort of sin, and there were holy traveling agents who, in the
name of the Roman Church, offered indulgences for every assessed sin in
the land. Such an agent was that Tetzel against whom Luther first spoke.33
Our historians claim that this protest against the selling of indulgences
was only a minor event, and it was only because of Roman obstinacy that
Luther, who at first only agitated against a misuse of the Church, was
forced to attack the whole authority of the Church in its highest point.
But this is a mistake; the trade in indulgences was not a misuse, it was
a consequence of the whole Church system, and by attacking it, Luther
had attacked the Church itself, and the Church had to condemn him as a
heretic. Leo X, the refined Florentine, the student of Poliziano, the friend

35 Asareaction to the preaching of the indulgence seller Johannes Tetzel (1465—-1519), Martin Luther
posted his famous theses on the door of the Castle Church on October 31, 1517 (and not on the
door of the Augustinian Church in 1516, as Heine writes below).
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of Raphael, the Greek philosopher with the tiara of three crowns, which
the conclave perhaps granted to him because he suffered from an illness
which by no means arose from Christian abstinence and which at the time
was still very dangerous . . .,3% Leo de Medici, how he must have smiled
at the poor, chaste, simple monk, who imagined that the Gospel was the
Charter of Christianity, and that this Charter had to be true! Perhaps he
did not even notice what Luther wanted, since he was much too busy at
the time with the building of St. Peter’s, which was financed with those
very same indulgences, so that it was actually sin which gave the money to
build this church, which was as it were a monument to the pleasure of the
senses, like that pyramid built by an Egyptian prostitute with the money
she earned through her trade. It is thus perhaps more accurate to say that
this house of God was built by the devil than the Cologne cathedral. This
triumph of spiritualism, that sensualism itself had to build it its most
beautiful temple — that it was precisely by means of the concessions one
made to the flesh that one could acquire the means to glorify the spirit —
this triumph no one in the German north could understand. For it was
here, rather than under the bright sky of Italy, that one could practice
a Christianity which made only the least of concessions to the senses.
We northerners are colder-blooded, and we did not quite need as many
indulgences for sins of the flesh as LLeo sent us with paternal care. Our
climate makes the practice of Christian virtues easier and on October 31,
1516, when Luther posted his theses against indulgences on the door of
the Augustinian church, the city moat was perhaps already frozen and
could be skated on, which is very cold fun, and hence not a sin.

I have used above, perhaps several times, the words “spiritualism” and
“sensualism”; these words do not refer here, as in the French philosophers,
to the two different sources of our knowledge. I use them rather, as can be
seen from the sense of what I am saying, to designate those two different
ways of thinking, the first of which glorifies the spirit by trying to destroy
matter, while the second tries to vindicate the natural rights of matter
against the usurpations of the spirit.

I must also stress in reference to the above discussion of the begin-
nings of the Lutheran Reformation — which already shows its whole

36 Pope Leo X (1475-1521, became pope in 1513) came from the Medici family of Florence and
was tutored by the Humanist Angelo Poliziano (1454-1494). He was a supporter of the arts, in
particular, a great patron of the painter Raphael (1483—1520). The pope traditionally wears a tiara
with three crowns.
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spirit — that in France one still harbors the old misconceptions which
Bossuet spread with his “Histoire des variations,” and which are still
present in today’s authors.37 The French have only understood the neg-
ative side of the Reformation; they have seen in it only a battle against
Catholicism, and have sometimes believed that this battle was fought on
the other side of the Rhine for the same reasons as on this side, in France.
But the reasons there were completely different from those here and com-
pletely opposite. The battle against Catholicism in Germany was nothing
but a war begun by spiritualism when it saw that it carried merely the title
of ruler and ruled only de jure, whereas sensualism, by a time-honored
deception, was the true ruler and ruled de facto. The indulgence sellers
were chased away, the priest’s lovely concubines were replaced by cold
wives, the charming images of the Madonna were smashed, and here and
there a Puritanism emerged with utmost hostility towards the senses. The
battle against Catholicism in France in the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries, on the other hand, was a war begun by sensualism when it saw
that it ruled de facto and yet each of the acts of its rule was mocked as
illegitimate and denounced in the harshest way by spiritualism, which
claimed to rule de jure. As opposed to the humble seriousness with which
the battle was conducted in Germany, in France one fought with lewd
wit; instead of having theological disputations, one here wrote amusing
satires. The object of the latter was usually to show the contradiction
which arises with oneself when one claims to be entirely spirit. Here the
most delightful stories flourished, about pious men who are involuntarily
defeated by their animal nature, or who wish to save their aura of holiness
and flee to hypocrisy. The Queen of Navarre had already depicted such
situations in her novellas.3® Her usual theme is the relationship of monks
to women, and she wants not just to shake our diaphragm but also the
institution of monasticism. The most malicious blossom of such comical
polemic is indisputably 7ariuffe by Moliere, for this work is aimed not
only against the Jesuitism of his time, but also against Christianity itself,
indeed, against the idea of Christianity, against spiritualism.3Y Thus, the
affected fear of Dorine’s naked bosom, the words:

37 Jacques-Bénigne Bossuet (1627-1704), a French bishop, wrote against Protestantism.

38 Marguerite d’ Angouléme (1492—1549) wrote a collection of novellas, Hepraméron, in the style of
the Decameron.

39 Moliere, the pen-name of Jean-Baptiste Poquelin (1622—1673), famous author of many comedies
of character, wrote his most famous play, 7artuffe, in 1669.
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Heaven forbids, it is true, certain satisfactions,
But you can make accommodations with it.

serve to satirize not only normal hypocrisy, but also the universal lie which
arises necessarily from the unworkability of the Christian idea; indeed, the
whole system of concessions which spiritualism has to make to sensualism
is mocked. In fact, Jansenism had much more of a reason than Jesuitism
to feel insulted by the performance of Turtuffe, and Methodists today
are probably still as unhappy with Moli¢re as the devout Catholics of his
time.*° For that reason, Moliere is a great writer, since, like Aristophanes
and Cervantes, he satirizes not only contemporary events but the Eternal-
Ridiculous, the original weaknesses of humanity. Voltaire, who always
attacked only the contemporary and the inessential, is inferior to him in
this regard.

This latter persiflage, that is, Voltaire’s, fully accomplished its mission
in France, and whoever wanted to continue it was being as anachronistic
as unwise. If the last visible remains of Catholicism were destroyed, it
could well happen that the idea of Catholicism would take refuge in a new
form —a new body, as it were — and in this new shape, perhaps dispensing
altogether with the name of Christianity, it could weigh on us even more
heavily than in its present broken, ruined, and generally discredited form.
Yes, there is a good side to having spiritualism represented by a religion
and a clergy — a religion which has lost its best energy and a clergy which
stands in direct opposition to the great enthusiasm for freedom of our
time.

But why is spiritualism so repulsive to us? Is it something so terrible?
Not at all. Rose essence is a precious thing, and a flask of it is refreshing if
one is forced to pine away one’s days locked up in the harem rooms. But
we still would not want every rose of this life to be pounded and crushed
merely to extract a few drops of rose oil, no matter how comforting. We
are much more like the nightingales, who enjoy the rose itself and are just
as delighted by the blush of its blossoming as by its invisible perfume.

I said above that in our case it was actually spiritualism which attacked
Catholicism. But this was only true of the beginning of the Reformation.

4° Jansenism, begun by the Dutch theologian Cornelius Jansen (1585-1638), was a Catholic reform
movement which taught predestination and the necessity of grace for salvation. Methodism,
initiated by John Wesley (1703—1791) and his brother Charles (1707-1788), began as a Pietistic
movement in the Anglican Church in the eighteenth century.
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As soon as spiritualism made a breach in the old church building, sensual-
ism burst out with all of its long-contained fire, and Germany became the
wildest playground in the rush of freedom and sensuality. The oppressed
peasants had found spiritual weapons in the new doctrine to wage a war
against the aristocracy which they had been desiring for a century and a
half. In Minster, sensualism ran naked through the streets in the figure of
John of Leiden and lay down with its twelve women in the large bedstead
which can still be seen in city hall there.*' Everywhere, monastery and
convent gates opened, and nuns and monks hurled themselves smooching
into each other’s arms. Yes, on the surface, the history of that time con-
sists almost entirely of outbreaks of sensuality. But we will see later how
little of this persisted as spiritualism again put down the trouble-makers
and gradually consolidated its rule in the north, — until spiritualism itself
was wounded to death by an enemy which it had nourished in its own
bosom, namely, philosophy. This is a very complicated story, difficult to
untangle. It was easy for the Catholic faction to point at will to the worst
possible motives in the Reformers, and when you heard them speak, the
only point of the Reformation seemed to be the legitimization of the
most audacious sensuality and the plundering of church property. Of
course, spiritual interests always have to form an alliance with the mate-
rial interests in order to triumph. But the devil had mixed up the cards
so strangely that it is no longer possible to say anything for certain about
intentions.

The illustrious people who met in the imperial chambers in Worms in
the year 1521 probably had all sorts of thoughts in their hearts at variance
with the words of their mouths.** A young emperor sat there, wrapped,
with the enthusiasm of a youthful ruler, in his new crimson robe, secretly
pleased that the proud Roman, who so often had maltreated his prede-
cessors in the Empire and still not given up his presumptions, was now
receiving a most effective rebuke. For his part, the representative of that
Roman had the secret joy of seeing conflict arise among those Germans
who, like drunken barbarians, had so often invaded and plundered beau-
tiful Italy and still threatened it with further invasions and plundering.

+! John of Leiden (Johann Bockelson; 1509-1536), was the leader of the Anabaptists who seized
power in Miinster in 1534—1535. In addition to making all property communal, they practiced
polygamy.

4 Martin Luther was summoned by the Holy Roman Emperor Charles V (1500-1558; emperor
1519—1556) to the Imperial Diet in the city of Worms to defend himself, after the pope had
condemned his teachings.
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The secular princes were pleased that along with the new doctrine they
could take possession of the old church properties. The high prelates
were already considering whether they could marry their cooks and pass
their electoral states, bishoprics, and abbeys to their male offspring. The
representatives of the cities were pleased with the new expansion of their
independence. Everyone had something to gain here and was thinking
secretly of temporal advantages.

But one man was there, I am persuaded of this, who did not think of
himself, but only of the divine interests which he was to represent. This
man was Martin Luther, the poor monk, whom Providence had selected
to break that Roman world-power, against which even the most powerful
emperors and the boldest wise men had fought in vain. But Providence
knows well on whose shoulders it lays its burdens. In this case not only
a spiritual but also a physical power was necessary. It required a body
steeled from youth by monastic rigor and purity to bear the arduousness
of this position. Our dear master was at the time still thin and appeared
very pale, so that the rosy, well-fed gentlemen of the Diet looked down
almost with pity at the miserable man in the black habit. However, he
was completely healthy, and his nerves were so solid that the brilliant
tumult did not intimidate him in the least. Even his lungs must have been
strong, for, after he presented his long defense, he had to repeat it in
Latin, since the emperor did not understand High German. It bothers
me every time I think about this, for our dear master stood next to an open
window, exposed to draughts while the sweat dripped from his brow. He
was likely very tired because of his long speech, and his throat had likely
become somewhat dried out. “He must be really thirsty now,” the Duke
of Brunswick surely thought. At any rate, we read that he sent three jugs
of the best Eimbecker beer to Martin Luther in his inn. I will never forget
this noble deed of the House of Brunswick.

The French have many incorrect ideas not only about the Reformation
itself but also about its heroes. This misunderstanding is likely caused by
the fact that Luuther is not only the greatest, but also the most German man
of our history. In his character, all the virtues and faults of the Germans
are unified in the most magnificent way, and he represents in person the
wonder of Germany. He also had characteristics which we seldom find
together, and which we normally think of as the most extreme opposites.
He was at the same time a dreamy mystic and a practical man of deeds.
His thoughts not only had wings, but also hands; he spoke and acted. He
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was not only the tongue but also the sword of his time. He was also both a
cold scholastic quibbler and an inspired, divinely euphoric prophet. Days,
he spent laboriously working out his dogmatic distinctions, while in the
evening he reached for his flute, observed the stars, and melted away into
melody and devotion. The same man who cursed like a fishwife could also
be as softas a tender virgin. He was sometimes as wild as a storm uprooting
an oak, and then again he was as soft as a zephyr caressing violets. He
was full of the most tremulous fear of God, full of sacrifice to honor the
Holy Spirit, and he could sink himself into pure spirituality; and yet he
knew well the splendors of this earth and treasured them, and from his
mouth came the splendid motto: “Who loves not wine, women, and song,
remains a fool his whole life long.” He was a complete person, I would
even say, an absolute person in whom spirit and matter are undivided. To
call him a spiritualist would be just as wrong as to call him a sensualist.
How should I say it, he had somethi