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ABSTRACT 
This article appraises a series of Friedrich Schleiermacher’s early writings (1799-1800). While appreciating the material conditions under which Schleiermacher was compelled to write anonymously, it also argues that anonymity features in these works as a literary strategy that sheds light on wider issues in his thought. I contend that the way Schleiermacher plays with this motif of anonymity helpfully illuminates distinctive theological assumptions undergirding his understanding of human nature, human language and gesture, and the rules he argues should govern social conduct.
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. . . Oder liegt das nicht in meiner Natur daß ich kein 
unabhängiges Dasein habe? daß alle meine Thätigkeit ein Produkt der Mittheilung ist?[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Letter from Friedrich Schleiermacher to Henriette Herz, from Stolpe, 19th August 1802. Friedrich Schleiermacher, Kritische Gesamtausgabe (hereafter KGA), V, VI, hrsg. Andreas Arndt und Walter Virmond (Boston: De Gruyter, 2012), pp. 88-89.] 





In Friedrich Schleiermacher’s Prussia, publishing work anonymously remained a commonplace practice, albeit one sustained via a genuine multiplicity of cultural, social, and political pressures—pressures that were effective or stifling to varying degrees, depending on the individual author concerned. As part of a specific aesthetic and poetical agenda, for example, the members of the early Romantic literary circle that Schleiermacher belonged to in his late twenties and early thirties, which included the Schlegel brothers, the poet Novalis, and the theorist and critic Ludwig Tieck, experimented freely and voraciously both with literary form (the fragment, the dialogue, the epistolary novel, the essay) and literary personae (writing pseudonymously and anonymously). Conversely, however, various authors were of course also compelled to write anonymously under a kind of duress, created by the sensitive or contentious nature of the issues they were discussing, as well as the precarity of their own positions in society. In 1799, a public debate took place in Berlin over the entitlement Jews living in the city had to full Prussian citizenship and civil rights. Schleiermacher’s intervention in this exchange—as part of which he protested that civil liberties should not be awarded or withheld on the grounds of religion—was published anonymously, in the form of a series of letters styled as though written by a clergyman outside of the city (KGA I, II, p.327-362). Schleiermacher’s identity as author of these letters, which he wrote while a chaplain of the city’s Charité hospital, and while in private dialogue on the issues with his salonnière friend Henriette Herz, would eventually surface. Yet the crisp and satirically-charged tract which provoked the entire discussion in March 1799, entitled ‘Politisch-theologische Aufgabe über die Behandlung der jüdischen Täuflinge’, and published in Das Berlinische Archiv der Zeit und ihres Geschmacks 5 (KGA I, II, pp. 373-80), was written by an author whose identity remained unknown, except that it was a Jewish voice—a voice thereby unsupported by civil liberties, and without the firm footing of a position like Schleiermacher’s in society or public discourse—arguing for full political emancipation for the Jews of Berlin. 

Moreover, Prussian theological circles in the late 1700s were also affected by an anti-rationalist programme, which heightened and reinvigorated state censorship restrictions on texts concerning religion and morals. Johann Christoph von Wöllner (1732–1800), a politician who had risen to prominence and influence under King Friedrich Wilhelm II, who by 1788 had become the latter’s Minister for State and Justice, and who had also taken up high office in the Ecclesiastical Department, issued an Edict concerning the constitution of religion in the Prussian states in 1788, which sought to force preachers and clergy to adhere to orthodoxy. After Friedrich Wilhelm III took the throne in 1797, Wöllner’s Religionsedikt, as well as the strictures his programme imposed against texts deemed irreligious or erring from orthodoxy, were ‘allowed to fall quietly into desuetude’, even if the Edict itself was never formally repealed. (The new Prussian King’s cabinet indicted the entire ‘Wöllner System’, and Wöllner himself —who had become a ‘much-hated figure’—was dismissed without pension in March 1798).[footnoteRef:3] Censorship remained in place for religious, moral, and political material, however, and in advance of seeking to publish what would become his most famous work, his speeches Über die Religion (1799), Schleiermacher, chaplain at the Charité, was vexed about the remaining checks and worried about the official Censor’s response to his heterodox rehearsals of traditional Christian teachings.[footnoteRef:4] His worries were a firm inducement for him to remain anonymous while seeking publication, and he initially advised only his closest friends of his identity as author of the work. The Reden, however, approved not without reluctance for publication by Schleiermacher’s sometime mentor and sponsor in the Reformed Church, Friedrich Samuel Gottfried Sack, did not remain nameless for long—a point to which I shall return presently. [3:  See Klaus Epstein’s account in The Genesis of German Conservatism (Princeton University Press, 2015 [first edition 1966]), pp. 356–391.]  [4:  See Blackwell’s article ‘The Antagonistic Correspondence of 1801 between Chaplain Sack and His Protégé Schleiermacher’ The Harvard Theological Review, 74, no 1 (1981), 101–121.] 


Let us also consider briefly here the situation and publication practices of a number of the middle class women writers and publicists known to Schleiermacher in Berlin, including Caroline Schelling (née Michaelis, divorced [August Wilhelm] Schlegel), Dorothea Schlegel (née [Brendel] Mendelssohn, divorced Veit), Rahel Varnhagen (née Levin), and Therese Huber (née Heyne). Despite being denied entry to the official education provided by German schools and universities, and refused the opportunity to receive the legitimising membership of the academy, these women belonged to families affluent enough to secure for their daughters and sisters private tuition, and intellectually active enough to instill in them (whether intentionally or otherwise) an aspiration for literary production. Yet what was entailed in female authorship in this period, and what might it look like? In 1800, the prejudices concerning the limitations of the female mind and the proper topics for her authorial attention were palpable. Femininity remained tied up in the public consciousness with the responsibility for child-rearing, the production of a peaceful home environment, and the provision of moral education. And if in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth century genius (both scientific and literary) became bound up with the ability to create, to make original discoveries, then as Johann Gottlieb Fichte put it in 1796, women were naturally excluded from such genius: ‘Entdeckungen können die Weiber nicht machen’.[footnoteRef:5] It was thus in this context, when female public identity was framed and delimited by men, that a number of these women turned to anonymity and/or pseudonymity as ‘subversive strategies’ in literary production, to overcome the expectations and social norms attached to their gender.[footnoteRef:6]  [5:  Johann Gottlieb Fichte, Sämmtliche Werke, III, IIA, Zur Rechts- und Sittenlehre, I, hrsg. Immanuel Hermann Fichte (Berlin: Veit und Comp., 1845), p. 352. ]  [6:  See Barbara Becker-Cantarino’s analysis in Schriftstellerinnen der Romantik: Epoche, Werke, Wirkung (Munich: C.H. Beck, 2000), pp. 53-62. See also Barbara Hahn, Unter falschem Namen: Von der schwierigen Autorschaft der Frauen (Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 1991).] 

[bookmark: _GoBack]Women novelists publishing under a nameless or a specifically masculine mask, for example, felt able to engage a wider variety of themes and character tropes in their fiction, without risking their social reputation (Becker-Cantarino, p.62). Dorothea Schlegel would publish her novel Florentin in 1801 under Friedrich Schlegel’s name–the latter was to be known as its editor–while Therese Huber published under the name of her second husband, the established writer Ludwig Ferdinand Huber. As Gesa Dane has stressed, the reasons why a woman in this period might choose to detach her name from her text are so specific that it would be proper to explore these decisions on a case by case basis.[footnoteRef:7] But what is striking here for our purposes, is that while the anonymous and pseudonymous publication strategies practiced by many of these women were subversive, produced under duress and in the face of prejudice, they were nevertheless also creative opportunities through which these writers could establish their own particular ways of contributing to the literary/philosophical conversations of which their husbands, fathers, and male friends were firmly a part. In this vein, Barbara Hahn has emphasized how Rahel Varnhagen’s writing challenges received notions of the literary oeuvre, since what we might very crudely call her significant ‘outputs’ were unpublished work, work to which her name was not publicly attached: we find her contributions in her diaries and journals, in the fervent dialogues produced between friends by her letter writing, and also in the discussions she provoked and facilitated in the environment of the literary salon.[footnoteRef:8]  [7:  Gesa Dane’s essay ‘Women Writers and Romanticism’ in The Cambridge Companion to German Romanticism, ed. Nicolas Saul (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2009), p.137.]  [8:  Barbara Hahn, Von Berlin nach Krakau: Zur Wiederentdeckung von Rahel Levin Varnhagens Korrespondenz (Berlin: Zentraleinrichtung für Frauenstudien und Frauenforschung an der Freien Universität Berlin, 1989).] 


These details concerning Schleiermacher’s context as well as the challenges faced by his peers, only very briefly elaborated here, help us to better delineate the extent to which the decisions he took on various occasions to deploy anonymity as a literary strategy were inflected by specific social and political pressures. (In the present piece, my focus will not simply be maintained on offering a historical analysis of what amounts to the material content of such pressure. And this is not least since Schleiermacher’s early literary and cultural context has already been established in rich detail in the scholarship.[footnoteRef:9]) It is obvious that Schleiermacher did not suffer the same duress over his political intervention, and did not have the same urgency of purpose, as the Jewish author of the Politisch-theologische Aufgabe über die Behandlung der jüdischen Täuflinge. And we can also place a helpful distance between Schleiermacher and his female contemporaries, for whom anonymity became a scheme through which they might occupy a space in public discourse otherwise unavailable to them. The hidden and uncredited contributions that Caroline Schelling and Dorothea Schlegel made to the short-lived Athenaeum journal (1798–1800), edited by the Schlegel brothers, carry a different freight to the uncredited contributions that Schleiermacher gave to the same. It is one thing to eschew one’s stable public identity without having to give it up, it is another to lack such stability—even that afforded by a single surname (Hahn, pp.7–19). [9:  The long list includes Kurt Nowak, Schleiermacher: Leben, Werk und Werkung (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2002); Brent Sockness, ‘Schleiermacher and the Ethics of Authenticity: The Monologen of 1800’, Journal of Religious Ethics 32 (2004), 477-517; Deborah Hertz, Jewish High Society in Old Regime Berlin (New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 1988).] 


My constructive purpose in the remainder of this essay will be to treat Schleiermacher’s use of anonymity in some of his key early texts (1799–1800) as a feature which redounds in illuminating ways upon wider issues in his thought. I will explore how it reflects distinctive theological assumptions undergirding his understanding of human nature, of language and gesture, and of the rules and structures governing social conduct. And as part of what follows, we shall see how his performance as a nameless or veiled author functions rhetorically—how it is primed to help manage the way that his work is read and understood. Schleiermacher’s decision to use anonymity as a literary strategy, I suggest, was never incidental to the content of the pieces in question, and likewise can never be assumed superfluous to the meaning or communicative force of those works. Furthermore, in his 1819 lectures on Hermeneutics, Schleiermacher wrote that the art of interpretation involves a task to be summarized as follows:  ‘die Rede zuerst eben so gut und dann besser zu verstehen als ihr Urheber’ (KGA II, IV, p.128).[footnoteRef:10] With Schleiermacher’s own allusion to this maxim in mind, I am also interested to ask how the motif of anonymity, and Schleiermacher’s practices around anonymity in the texts we will consider, might help us to understand these works in ways Schleiermacher himself wouldn’t necessarily have envisaged.  [10:  Schleiermacher’s lecture notes continue: ‘Denn weil wir keine unmittelbare Kenntniß dessen haben, was in ihm ist, so müssen 35 wir vieles zum Bewußtsein zu bringen suchen was ihm unbewußt blei- ben kann außer sofern er selbst reflectirend sein eigner Leser wird’. KGA II, IV, p.128.] 


***

To return first here to the matter of Schleiermacher’s friendship in the late 1790s with Friedrich Schlegel and the latter’s wider avant-garde literary set, including the noted salonniére Henriette Herz (between them, Herz and Schlegel provided a great deal of constructive critical support to Schleiermacher with the drafting and re-drafting of the manuscript for his Reden): these rather public connections provoked consternation among Schleiermacher’s ecclesiastical superiors.[footnoteRef:11] The aforementioned F.S.G. Sack wrote to the young chaplain in 1801 for instance, condemning ‘Den Geschmack, den Sie an vertrauteren Verbindungen mit Personen von verdächtigen Grundsätzen und Sitten zu finden scheinen. . .’ (KGA V, V, p.3). From his personal correspondence, and his continuing attendance not only at Herz’s salon, but also at the gatherings hosted by Rahel Varnhagen, we can judge that Schleiermacher was not shy, ashamed, or regretful of these particular associations. Yet despite Sack’s concerns, this signalled neither recklessness nor frivolity on his part. (His response to Sack: ‘Nie würde ich der vertraute Freund eines Menschen von verwerflicher Gesinnung sein’ [KGA V, V, p.130]). For not only was Schleiermacher sensitive to the clash between his responsibilities and standing as a churchman, and the ideals and guiding maxims of the early Romantic circle (both religious and aesthetic), but he also spent a great deal of time reflecting on the nature of friendship, and the gravity of the contributions that his confidantes made to his work.[footnoteRef:12] Statements of his indebtedness to his friends, and suggestions as to the inherently collaborative, symphilosophisch, and even dialogic nature of his thinking—like the first of the epigraphs opening the present essay—litter his personal correspondence.  [11:  As Blackwell elaborates (‘The Antagonistic Correspondence of 1801’, p. 105), in 1801 Herz and Schleiermacher became a focus of public attention when portrayed together in a caricature mocking the latter’s stature (Herz towering over him), and drawing attention, derisively, to Herz’s Judiasm. See Johannes Daniel Falk, ed., Taschenbuch für Freunde des Scherzes und der Satire 5 (Weimar: Industrie-Comptiors, 1801), p. 308.]  [12:  See William Rasch, ‘Ideal Sociability: Friedrich Schleiermacher and the Ambivalence of Extrasocial Spaces’, in Gender in Transition: Discourse and Practice in German-Speaking Europe, ed. by Ulrike Gleixner and Marion W. Gray (Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan Press, 2006), pp. 319–339; Matthew Ryan Robinson, Redeeming Relationship, Relationships that Redeem: Free Sociability and the Completion of Humanity in the Thought of Friedrich Schleiermacher (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2018).] 


Further to condemning Schleiermacher’s entanglements with the early Romantics, in his letter Sack had also deemed the content of the latter’s Reden—which he understood to be pantheistic and sophistic, to detach religion from morality, and to heretically proclaim the Universe as God—to clash contemptibly with Schleiermacher’s role as a preacher (KGA V, V, p.4-5). I note this much from Sack, because it prompted words of defense from Schleiermacher that are particularly revealing about his recourse to publishing his Reden anonymously. While bearing in mind that Sack was the official Censor to whom Schleiermacher’s text was sent for approval, yet not among those Schleiermacher imagined he could endear to his portrait of religion, we read the following unyielding words written by the young preacher to his detractor:

Habe ich wirklich durch die Herausgabe jener Reden meine Nutzbarkeit als Prediger geschwächt: es ist nicht meine Schuld. Das wusste ich wohl, daß viele nicht im Stande sein würden, ihre Metaphysik und ihre Religion zu trennen, und daß diese dem, der eine andere Metaphysik für gleichgültig hält, auch keinen herzlichen Eifer für die Religion zutrauen würden, und daß ich mich nicht gegen Alle würde näher erklären können. Deshalb und nur deshalb setzte ich dem Buche meinen Namen nicht vor, und that ernstlich das Meinige ihn unbekannt bleiben zu lassen.  Daß ich diesen Endzweck nicht erreicht, liegt nicht an mir, sondern an der in Berlin einheimischen litterarischen Neugierde und Plauderei (KGA V, V, p. 133).

To give some further context to the above passage, and to help draw out the rhetorical significance behind Schleiermacher’s desire to keep his name and his identity as a minister of the Prussian Reformed Church hidden from the text, it is useful to note his aim across his five speeches to target the ‘cultured despisers of religion’ that he alludes to in the very subtitle of the work, and to convince them of his point of view. These cultured despisers foremost include his friends in the Berlin Romantic circle. This is the intended audience of the Reden, and not Sack. Schleiermacher does not mean to speak ‘for’, or on behalf of, the church in the text, and, realising that his envisioned readers are wary of established Christianity—suspicious of what we might now call organised religion—he does not therefore mount his defence of religion by using the specific teachings and symbolism belonging to the tradition. Instead, his purpose is to articulate ‘religion’ to his audience as a mode of life that they themselves should honour and take up. He does not profess to be offering these cultivated persons anything new with his vision. Instead, he protests that he is trying to get at something which is matched, in its essence, in every single human being. To use a phrase of Richard Crouter’s, Schleiermacher demonstrates ‘what it is to believe’, simply ‘by showing how religious life arises from the self’s relationship to the universe’.[footnoteRef:13] [13:  Richard Crouter, ‘Introduction’, in Friedrich Schleiermacher, On Religion: Speeches to its Cultured Despisers, trans. Richard Crouter (Camrbidghe: Cambridge University Press, 1988), xxix.] 


Thus, the rationale behind Schleiermacher’s use of anonymity, through which he can abandon the confines and associations of his Berlin pulpit—although he does at least admit to the reader his office as a minister at one point in the text, by way of confessing his biases (KGA I, II, p.190)—comes into better focus. Indeed, it is also worth noting that subsequent editions of the text, which followed in 1806 and 1821, and which this time bore Schleiermacher’s name, were markedly revised by the author, and in ways which signal an attempt to strike a balance between maintaining the rhetorical efficacy of the text and its vision of the religious life on the one hand, and maintaining his reputation in ecclesiastical circles—as well as being a good and respectful minister to his flock—on the other. For instance, in the second edition of the text he replaced references to the Universe as the object of religion with appeals to God, the deity, instead.[footnoteRef:14] And in the 1821 edition, he added a series of Erläuterungen to each individual speech, which he urged in his preface were there to prevent further misinterpretations of his work—having suffered already from charges (some themselves contradictory) of Spinozism, Herrnhutism, atheism, and mysticism (KGA I, XII, p.12). The revision across editions that has perhaps elicited the most comment from scholars is Schleiermacher’s increasing avoidance of the word Anschauung to describe religion, notable because the concept took such a vital role in the 1799 text. In 1806, we find a reference to ‘unmittelbare Wahrnehmung’ (KGA I, XII, p. 53) helping to replace Schleiermacher’s famous phrase from the first edition (KGA I, II, p.211), that religion’s essence is intuition and feeling. And in 1821, the passage has been further amended to include allusions to ‘unmittelbares Bewusstsein’, and ‘unmittelbares Gefühl’ (KGA I, XII, p. 53). Certainly, these amendments on one level attest a desire for greater philosophical and conceptual clarity. In 1909, for example, Hermann Süskind argued that Schleiermacher’s intention here was to differentiate his usage of Anschauung from Schelling’s.[footnoteRef:15] Terrence Tice’s thesis in 1984 was more that Schleiermacher had developed a better and more exhaustive terminology—that of Gefühl—to articulate religiosity, and more specifically faith or piety.[footnoteRef:16] And yet, Schleiermacher’s strenuous effort to amend his work, to correct misinterpretations, and to make himself understood across a broad spectrum of critical readers is an effort heavily burdened with responsibility. When his Speeches were a piece of anonymous writing, Schleiermacher was able to veil certain aspects to himself, sever certain ties: he was freer to concentrate intensively on the rhetorical task at hand. [14:  For an assessment of the developments over the second and third editions of the Reden, see Friedrich Wilhelm Graf, ‘Ursprüngliches Gefühl unmittelbarer Koinzidenz des Differenten. Zur Modifikation des Religionsbegriffs in den verschiedenen Auflagen von Schleiermachers Reden über die Religion’, Zeitschrift für Theologie und Kirche 75 (1978), 147-86. For an analysis of their place alongside Schleiermacher’s later theological work, see Peter Grove, Deutungen des Subjekts: Schleiermachers Philosophie der Religion (Berlin: DeGruyter, 2004), pp. 531-584. ]  [15:  Hermann Süskind, Der Einfluß Schellings auf die Entwicklung von Schleiermachers System ([Nachdruck] Aalen: Scientia, 1983), p.153.]  [16:  Terrence N. Tice, ‘Schleiermacher’s Conception of Religion: 1799-1831’, Archivio di Filosofia LII, no.1-3 (1984), 333-56.] 


Moving beyond the Reden, if there is a piece of Schleiermacher’s which highlights his sensitivities to the clash between his ecclesiastical Beruf and his interest in Romantic ideals, but also testifies to his high regard for friendship, dialogue and collaboration, then it is his Vertraute Briefe über Friedrich Schlegels Lucinde (1800), in which he reviews his friend’s arabesque, experimental novel of that name—a book scandalous in its time for its energetic portrayal of erotic love between two protagonists bearing clear resemblances to Schlegel himself, and to the recently divorced Dorothea Veit. Schleiermacher’s idiosyncratic piece was styled as an epistolary dialogue—a series of letters supposedly sent between friends, each of whom develops a distinctive perspective on Lucinde (itself a dialogic work, comprising letters, poetry and fantasies exchanged between lovers). No less a critic than Søren Kierkegaard called Schleiermacher’s work a ‘masterpiece’ in his journals. His praise for the text comes in light of Schleiermacher’s refusal to offer authorial closure in his review of Lucinde—his refusal, that is, to push any one final perspective or judgment. Indeed, Kierkegaard comments that:

[Schleiermacher] constructs a host of personalities out of the book itself, and through them illuminates the work and also illuminates their individuality, so that instead of being faced by the reviewer with various points of view, we get instead many personalities who represent these various points of view.[footnoteRef:17]  [17:  Søren Kierkegaard, Søren Kierkegaard’s Journals and Papers, IV, trans. and ed. Howard V. Hong and Edna H. Hong (Bloomington and London: Indiana University Press, 1975), p. 13. ] 


Certainly, the thread of nine fictional missives that are passed between Schleiermacher’s characters, and collated by his pseudonymous editor, enumerate disagreements with Schlegel’s text as much as they offer defences of it. Notably, the disagreements include a distaste for the depiction of Schlegel’s male protagonist, whom Schleiermacher’s young character Karoline, in the fourth letter of the bundle, judges to exemplify the ‘awful egoism of men’. (Karoline protests that the text carries the assumption that women deserve respect and attention only after they have been ‘ennobled’ by becoming the possessions of their male lovers.[footnoteRef:18]) It is in this and other ways, that in his appraisal of Schlegel’s text, Schleiermacher communicates a managed ambivalence about its moral and literary quality, while he also, by conducting his review via the performance of several distinct voices, makes some indirect recommendations about the ethics of readership and the difficult task of reaching understanding between human speakers and actors. It is worth remarking that in light of Schleiermacher’s creative work in constructing these differing voices, and dramatizing a conversation between them which contains moments of insight but remains unresolved, our critic Kierkegaard, as reader, professes to be better able to pass judgment for himself on Schlegel’s work. [18:  Karoline asserts: ‘Hier blikt ein ärgerer Geschlechtsdespotismus hindurch, als er mir jemals vorgekommen ist’. KGA I, III, p.183. ] 


Schleiermacher’s decision to publish his review of Lucinde anonymously, then, and to hand over the authorial voice to a pseudonymous editor of the bundle of letters, was a deliberate one. And yet, although the concealment of his name was again inevitably induced, in part, by his concern over the controversial nature of the original work, and the expectation that a preacher like him should be outwardly condemnatory of its content, such expectations and concerns around propriety should not overwhelm the point that Schleiermacher nevertheless engages anonymity as literary device here to fruitful and philosophically significant effect. For if our study of anonymity extends to thinking about acts of authorial ‘self-annihilation’,[footnoteRef:19] or authorial self-effacement, then it is worth considering whether Schleiermacher’s experiment here with the epistolary form—a strategy allowing him to let other voices in, as it were, and to dampen or dissipate his own authorial opinion—does more constructive work towards such self-effacement, than is managed through the simple act of removing one’s name from the front of a manuscript. Indeed, if it is a conventional feature of the genre of the epistolary novel that a book’s letters will be presented to the reading public as genuine, meaning that an anonymous author of some sort will always be entailed in this kind of work, then Schleiermacher’s strategic use of anonymity in this case goes beyond simply acknowledging an established conceit of the genre. He constructs a mediating voice who can foreground the challenge of mutual comprehension, the interruptive and often unresolved character of human dialogue, yet the need to be patient and to refrain from egoism. We note that Schleiermacher’s editor persona, ‘Friedrich’, interrupts the flow of letters in the text with an essay on modesty [Versuch über die Schamhaftigkeit] of his own devising, in which he proposes that to be genuinely modest is to respect the moral and intellectual proclivities of others—to listen and to comport oneself in a way that enables one’s friends and companions to freely cultivate their own ideas.[footnoteRef:20] Friedrich’s liberal dogma here can easily be read as a mirror of the performance Schleiermacher undertakes for his readers, one which aims to produce a facilitating rather than didactic authorial voice. [19:  For the concept of authorial annihilation, see the British Moralist philosopher Anthony Ashley Cooper, the Third Earl of Shaftesbury (1671-1713), who in Schleiermacher’s day had one of the most prominent legacies of any British philosopher in Europe: ‘Soliloquy, or Advice to an Author’, in Characteristics of Men, Manners, Opinions, Times, ed. Lawrence E. Klein (Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1999), p.90.]  [20:  For commentary see George Pattison, ‘Friedrich Schlegel’s Lucinde: A Case Study in the Relation of Religion to Romanticism’, Scottish Journal of Theology 38 (1985), 545–564.] 



***

At this juncture, as I consider how Schleiermacher’s use of anonymity as a literary strategy links up with his understanding of the rules and structures governing social conduct, I would like to raise a point well established among a series of contemporary political theorists interested in how anonymity features in the structure of liberal democratic societies. To draw on Hans Asenbaum’s words, this point concerns the ‘positive identity function’ of anonymity: the idea that it ‘consists as much of identity creation, as it consists of identity negation’. Indeed, Asenbaum continues, anonymity ‘entails both negative and positive freedoms. It facilitates expression and thus presence in the public sphere’.[footnoteRef:21] Part of what Asenbaum establishes here, is the basic point that adopting anonymity as a strategy—whether in political or literary terms—does not dissolve the notion that a subject lies behind the act in question, or that an author (even if veiled) lies behind a nameless text. Rather, to speak or do something anonymously is to risk drawing attention to the fact of authorship. Where a piece of work lacks clear attribution, questions about motive, intention and origin can proliferate. [21:  Hans Asenbaum, ‘Anonymity and Democracy: Absence as Presence in the Public Sphere’, American Political Science Review 112, no 8 (2018), 459–472. See also Richard Sennett, The Fall of Public Man (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1977); Pollyanna Ruiz, ‘Revealing Power: Masked Protest and The Public Sphere’, Cultural Politics 9, no 3 (2013), 263–279.] 


Schleiermacher himself was fully aware that writing anonymously carried potential for playful expression—that is, for the wearing of any number of new masks, each enabling a different public performance with distinctive rhetorical promise.[footnoteRef:22] This much is clear from the positioning he develops in all three of the early occasional pieces that I have already mentioned. In his intervention in the debate over Jewish political emancipation for instance, he posed as a ‘preacher outside Berlin’. By encouraging his readers to cast the author of the text in such a clearly defined societal role, Schleiermacher invited a whole scheme of expectations and presumptions from his audience. Moreover, in his Reden, Schleiermacher styled himself as an apologist for religion and for its manifestation in particular historical traditions, eager to sympathize with the ‘cultured despisers’ of religion that he refers to in his very title, while also keen to impress on them the dignity of the religious life as a mode of life that they themselves should honour.  [22:  Hans Asenbaum defines anonymity as a ‘highly context-dependent identity performance, expressing private sentiments in the public sphere by negating some aspects of the legally identified and/or physically embodied persona’. Asenbaum, ‘Anonymity and Democracy’, p. 459. ] 


In his Vertraute Briefe über Friedrich Schlegels Lucinde, the mask that Schleiermacher wears to portray an editor of missives between friends, ‘Friedrich’, is a persona adopted for reasons arguably less to do with obfuscation, and more to do with abstraction and refinement away from the very actual context with which he was dealing—including the friend whose text he was reviewing, and the text’s critics, upon whose minds and opinions he hoped to work. As Richard Crouter puts it, in this text Schleiermacher manages to address a real world situation ‘at a level that is aesthetically removed from the conflict; hypothetical space is, as it were, created in which […] various viewpoints come to unfettered expression’.[footnoteRef:23] We also see this same tendency towards the cultivation of an abstracted persona, detached from personal and historical particularities, in Schleiermacher’s Monologen, which appeared in 1800. Although initially published anonymously, the author’s identity was known to his close friends and readily discerned by a series of readers and commentators. The second edition of the text, released in 1810 (two more editions would follow in Schleiermacher’s lifetime, in 1822 and 1829) included a new foreword bearing Schleiermacher’s name.  [23:  Richard Crouter, ‘Kierkegaard’s not so Hidden Debt to Schleiermacher’, Friedrich Schleiermacher: Between Enlightenment and Romanticism (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005), p. 112.] 


In this little book of five interconnected soliloquies, which he himself described in correspondence as obscure (KGA, V, V, p.54), we find no direct references to particular individuals, and no memories are divulged. The biographical content of the Monologen is at best vague. Via his abstracted and idealized persona, however, Schleiermacher reveals that his purpose is to elaborate an ethic which he explains does not belong to any ‘System der Weisen’ or ‘Tugendlehre’. (KGA I, III, pp.16-17). Instead, declaring that he recognizes himself to be a microcosm of humanity, Schleiermacher impresses upon his readers that all particular individuals are called to enact their own distinctive ethical sensibilities within the world, manifesting what is inward into outward characteristics, manners, and behaviour, thereby becoming unified ethical agents via expressive action. Schleiermacher writes: 

…. Es ist mir klar geworden, daß jeder Mensch auf eigne Art die Menschheit darstellen soll, in einer eignen Mischung ihrer Elemente, damit auf jede Weise sie sich offenbare, und wirklich werde in der Fülle der Unendlichkeit Alles was aus ihrem Schooße hervorgehen kann. (KGA I, III, p.18).

Schleiermacher’s characteristically Romantic text thus presents a vision of individuality as formed within community, each human person developing as a distinctive part to the ever growing whole of humanity. And from a letter that he wrote to a friend in 1804, we get a sense of how Schleiermacher envisions the idealized authorial persona that he develops in his Monologen as appropriate to the deployment of this ethical programme. We read: 

Ich habe in den Monologen meine Ideen dargestellt, freilich nicht todte Gedanken, die man sich im Kopf ausrechnet, daß es ungefähr so sein müsse; sondern Ideen die wirklich in mir leben und in denen ich auch lebe. Aber diese Ideen sind mir freilich nicht als Feengeschenk eingebunden: sondern sie sind mir, wie dem Menschen alles bessere kommt erst später aufgegangen nach mancher Verirrung und Verkehrtheit, und ihre Darstellung in meinem Leben ist also immer nur fortschreitend im Streite mit den Einflüssen und Ueberresten des früheren (KGA, V, VII, p. 410).

In this note, Schleiermacher admits, if in idiosyncratic language, that his text functions as a manifesto for his ideas. By writing in the first person, while also cultivating an authorial presence to whom no substantial historical biography is attached—a persona removed from the vicissitudes of human life—he suggests that he is able to present these ideas in a manner which likewise is abstracted from the context of their development. Schleiermacher’s remarks in the above passage take on a further significance if we consider that sections of the work are lifted almost verbatim, in some cases, from existing sermons and essays he had in manuscript form, dating back to his period as an undergraduate at the University of Halle.[footnoteRef:24] With this text he carved out an arena, at temporal remove, for testing a series of ethical views and philosophical ideas.  [24:  See Monologen, ed. F. M. Schiele (Leipzig: Meiner, 1902). ] 

Also significant here is Schleiermacher’s contention that the persona he develops in this text, although emphatically removed from what we might call the mundane reality of his day-to-day material existence, is not intended as a misleading or duplicitous ‘version’ of Schleiermacher himself. We return here in some senses to Hans Asenbaum’s point about the ‘positive identity function’ of anonymity. In the case of the Schleiermacher developed and expressed in the text of the Soliloquies, the notion of anonymity or anonymous authorship should not be taken to be synonymous with notions of hiding one’s ‘true’ identity, obscuring oneself, or betraying what is real. In the following passage from a letter Schleiermacher wrote to his future wife Henriette von Willich, in September 1808 (they were married in May 1809), we see this point confirmed. The wider context for the following words is that Schleiermacher has been describing the tendency of Henriette’s friends to ‘idealize him’. And yet, he explains, this proclivity of theirs is surely misplaced:
Daran sind mir die Monologen Schuld, in denen ich mich eben selbst idealisirt habe, und nun meinen die Guten Alle ich bin so. Nemlich, ich bin ja freilich so, es ist meine innerste Gesinnung mein wahres Wesen, aber das Wesen kommt ja nie rein heraus in der Erscheinung, es ist immer getrübt in diesem armen Leben, und dies getrübte steht nicht mit in den Monologen (KGA V, X, p.251).

Schleiermacher thus makes the effort to establish that the person he depicts in these soliloquies is ‘really’ him—or, at least, a persona or mask through the means of which he can express his true essence. Anonymity is here liberating for Schleiermacher, it opens up an aesthetic plane through which he can communicate in a manner he experiences as emancipatory; it is precisely not an obfuscatory or secretive practice. 
If Schleiermacher can compare the ideal self he performs in the text to the everyday Schleiermacher that the friends of his future wife seemingly fail to see properly, then what does he mean to say? Is his message that in human life as it plays out in our temporally conditioned, material environment, one’s innermost being is always clouded or occluded? My contention here is that Schleiermacher does not advocate a dualistic prioritization of what is inward in human life, at the expense of what is outward, or visible. That is: in the vicissitudes of temporal human existence, Schleiermacher sees no final ‘gap’ between one’s innermost being, and one’s performance in society. What we encounter in human deeds, human appearance, human gesture, is not façade, but is revelatory of individual personhood. Indeed, what I argue Schleiermacher is proposing here, is very simply that our individuality as humans is always mediated. There is no knowing or finding what is ‘inward’ in human nature, without also knowing what is outward. Again, one of the reasons why Schleiermacher looks for a release—why he obtains a mask—via the arena of literary production, is to highlight this point so central to his ethical vision. And in the text of the Monologen, we can find explicit confirmation that he perceives human individuality to inevitably be always historically, linguistically and socially mediated, when he states (rather grandly) that: 
Es soll die Sitte der innern Eigenthümlichkeit Gewand und Hülle sein, zart und bedeutungsvoll sich jeder edlen Gestalt anschmiegend, und ihrer Glieder Maaß verkündigend jede Bewegung schön begleiten. Nur dies schöne Kunstwerk mit Heiligkeit behandelt, nur es immer durchsichtiger und feiner gewebt, und immer dichter an sich es gezogen (KGA I, III, p.38). 

The metaphor of artwork and artistry that Schleiermacher deploys in this passage to describe human custom and convention [Sitte] is significant. For what is consistently expressed across Schleiermacher’s writings from his early Berlin period, is his view that individual character—that which makes a person who they are, that which is the essential fact of their individuality—has much more to do with a person’s distinctive capacity to style themselves and to arrange the stuff of life around them than it has to do with the static lists of facts, attributes, and identity markers that we could attach to their person. In a short piece that he wrote in 1799 (again, originally published anonymously, this time in the Berliner Archiv der Zeit und des Geschmacks), entitled Versuch einer Theorie des geselligen Betragens, Schleiermacher articulates this notion of human individuality as artistry in the following way: 

Einen einzelnen Menschen nehmlich charakterisiert man in Absicht auf sein Denken und Handeln keinesweges nach dem Stoffe—diesen hat er mit vielen gemein, und man hält ihn für etwas ganz zufälliges—sondern nach der Art, wie er ihn behandelt, verbindet, ausbildet und mittheilt. Dies ist das wesentliche, was ein Individuum charakterisiert, und wir wollen es in Beziehung auf die Gesellschaft die Manier nennen (KGA I, II, p.174).

In Schleiermacher’s thinking, then, to be dignified in one’s humanity is to be artistic and playful. To be a fruitfully ethical subject requires one to be flexible in one’s expression in differing social contexts. We are dealing here with the fundamental point that human social actors are continually required to play to different rules across the different spheres they occupy in their lives. Indeed, as Andrew Bowie describes in his commentary on Schleiermacher’s approach to the ‘art’ of hermeneutics, the context in Schleiermacher’s mind for human artistry and playfulness is this: ‘we live in a world which is bound by deterministic laws that also apply to our own organism, yet are able to choose between alternative courses of action and generate new ways of understanding’.[footnoteRef:25]  [25:  Andrew Bowie, ‘Introduction’, in Friedrich Schleiermacher, Hermeneutics and Criticism and Other Writings, ed. by Andrew Bowie (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988), p. xi.] 


It is in this light that we can see better how for Schleiermacher, writing anonymously carried exciting potential for playful expression, and for wearing different masks occasioned by the need for a specific kind of public performance.


***


In the final section of this essay, I hope to generate a richer framework for what I have argued above and to invite the reader to consider Schleiermacher’s use of anonymity as a literary strategy in this period against the background of his burgeoning theological vision. A key text to consult for this purpose is, of course, his Reden. However I also think it worth gesturing forward to Schleiermacher’s mature dogmatic work, Der Christliche Glaube (first edition 1821/2, second edition 1830/31) for comparison, for as I have argued elsewhere, there is a clear line of continuity and development between the two projects.[footnoteRef:26] I have two main points to convey here. The first is that Schleiermacher’s perception of authorship is informed by his theological vision of the world as created, and of the triune God as its creator ex nihilo. Yet in Schleiermacher’s view, human artistic or literary creativity is but a pale analogy of this original, sustaining, and eternal divine creative act. Indeed, for Schleiermacher, the relative gulf between divine and human creative action is like that between eternity and time, and between the Infinite and the finite. For while on the one hand Schleiermacher believes that there is nothing in our world which ‘is excluded from having being originated [Entstandensein] by God’ (KGA I, XIII/1, §40, pp. 230–1), on the other hand—as we have already seen—his conception of human authorship and human artistry is that it always entails working upon something. To create as a human agent entails arranging and styling existing material. To be a human author can never mean creating out of nothing. [26:  Ruth Jackson Ravenscroft, The Veiled God: Friedrich Schleiermacher’s Theology of Finitude (Leiden: Brill, 2019). ] 


My second point on this score proceeds as an extension of the first. It is my contention that this motif of anonymous authorship helps underscore certain hermeneutical implications issuing from Schleiermacher’s theological conclusion that human existence in the world is not characterized foremost by self-possession, freedom, or autonomy—the latter two being foundational concepts in the moral philosophy of Schleiermacher’s contemporary, Immanuel Kant—but by dependency.[footnoteRef:27]  [27:  On Schleiermacher’s formulation of religion as rooted in pre-reflective intuition and feeling as a critical response to the moral philosophy of Kant, see eg. Katherine M Faull, ‘Beyond Confrontation? The Early Schleiermacher and Feminist Moral Theory’, New Athenaeum/Neues Atheneum 4 (1995), 41–66, and Jacqueline Mariña, Transformation of the Self in the Thought of Friedrich Schleiermacher (Oxford/New York: Oxford University Press, 2008). ] 


In his Christian dogmatics, Schleiermacher would famously characterize the relationship between God and the world as one which humans recognize in passive and pre-reflective receptivity, via das schlechthinnige Abhängigkeitsgefühl (KGA I, XIII, §36., p.218). Crucially, we note that with this word Gefühl, Schleiermacher does not mean to indicate that religion is a product or aspect of the human psyche. Nor is religion, rooted in Gefühl, an irrational endeavour in Schleiermacher’s understanding. For despite his insistence ‘daß wir einen realen Begriff des höchsten Wesens gar nicht aufstellen können’, Schleiermacher likewise held (and indeed communicated as such in a letter to the philosopher Friedrich Heinrich Jacobi) ‚daß alle eigentliche Philosophie nur in der Einsicht bestehe, daß [die] unaussprechliche Wahrheit des höchsten Wesens allem unsern Denken und Empfinden zum Grunde liege‘.[footnoteRef:28]  [28:  The letter to Jacobi, of 1818, is quoted in full in Martin Cordes, ‘Der Brief Schleiermachers an Jacobi: Ein Beitrag zu seiner Entstehung und Überlieferung’, Zeitschrift für Theologie und Kirche 68, 2 (1971), 195—212. (This quote from p. 210). ] 


If Schleiermacher believed that the self’s relationship with the Infinite is one established beyond thought and language, then, in the sphere of Gefühl and Anschauung, then he also understood this self-Infinite relationship to ground and permeate all of the interactions that the self has within the world. Schleiermacher thereby also suggests that every word that we speak, every human communication, to have its final source and end in creative divinity.

Indeed, in the course of expounding this notion of a ‘feeling of absolute dependence’ in his Christian dogmatics, Schleiermacher is careful to stress that this feeling has a referent, and that its origin lies outside of the believer, because it is a response to God, who in faith Christians recognize as Der Woher of their receptive and active existence. And as this Whence, Schleiermacher continues, God is not the world, ‘in dem Sinne der Gesammtheit des zeitlichen Seins’, and still less is God any one part of that totality. (KGA I, XIII, §4 p.39). Rather, God in Schleiermacher’s theology is the unconditioned ground and source of everything temporal and finite. Accordingly, then, if human life is conditioned by such absolute dependence on God, and if divine reality underlies all human thought and existence, then Schleiermacher could also assert that no such thing as a pure or absolute ‘feeling of freedom [Ein schlechthiniges Freiheitsgefühl]’ could ever exist for any of us humans, as creatures in time (KGA I, XIII/1, p.37). 

If in his mature dogmatics Schleiermacher defined faith in terms of a feeling, then already in his early thought, in his Reden, we find him depicting a finite religious self who seeks the Infinite in pre-reflective active receptivity—a self who is foremost intuitive before he is rational and speculative. Schleiermacher’s five rhetorically-charged speeches on religion honour the religious life as the highest mode of human life in the world, and the telos of individual Bildung. Yet the young chaplain here, in his anonymized apology for religion, is careful to explain that this life is one characterized by searching and longing, by the knowledge of a lack, always, of final fulfilment or resolution. The search for fulfilment continues only in faith, he urges, when in the midst of the finite one is granted a sense, a taste, of the Infinite (KGA I, XII, p.128).

With this emphasis on human receptivity and longing, and with Schleiermacher’s conviction, in faith, that the finite world depends absolutely on that which is Infinite for its continued existence, we are left with an account of human personhood according to which human identity is destabilized by flimsiness and finitude. In his ethical work, as we have seen, Schleiermacher evades metaphors of self-ownership or self-possession, preferring instead words which convey expression and style, and suggest a constant, unremitting, pouring out of oneself into the world. In Schleiermacher’s view, human identity is not concrete or static: it can never be fully mapped, or fully claimed. And so, in elaboration upon this point, the self is not transparent to itself either in Schleiermacher’s understanding—it is not accessible or visible to itself but must be constantly reconstituted in speech and performance in the company of others. The understanding of human identity that we find in Schleiermacher’s thought, undergirded by the theological assumptions I have outlined above, is thus one which prescribes an appreciation for the inherently communal nature of all human knowing and doing (i.e. human creativity always means working ‘on’ something), but also for the precariousness, limits and ambiguity of all human communication (i.e. the self is always exceeding itself). 

A major implication that these theological presuppositions have for Schleiermacher’s use of anonymity as a literary strategy in his early works, is that they encourage us to figure this strategy as communicating something meaningful about his conception of authorship, and about the way we should be reading texts. Of course, Schleiermacher deliberately incorporated a full sense of multiple authorship—of meaning carried and conveyed via a multiplicity of voices—in his review of Schlegel’s Lucinde. And indeed, just a few years later in 1806, he would publish a dialogic novella on the subject of Christmas Eve which reasserted this notion of meaning sought via polyphony.[footnoteRef:29] His use of literary anonymity in this case further supports my contention that Schleiermacher works to dissuade and deflect any notion that his texts are created by the human author ex nihilo. Each of his anonymous texts stresses its occasionality, stresses by extension authorship as a fleeting occupation for the self, and parades a mask or persona that is coeval with the work. This much is only supported by the case of his Reden, where, when Schleiermacher’s identity as author was uncovered and his name in subsequent editions attached to his text, we see this occasionality—this thick textual persona—begin to disintegrate in a series of emendations and clarifications.  [29:  The scholar Julia Lamm, among others, has sought to connect this latter text with Schleiermacher’s philosophical interest in Platonic dialectic, and the project he undertook to translate Plato’s dialogues into German. See Julia Lamm, ‘Schleiermacher’s Christmas Dialogue as Platonic Dialogue’, The Journal of Religion 92, 3 (July 2012), 392-420. ] 


This insight that texts are not to be envisaged simply as if they were outlets for the singular authorial mind is inevitably present, too, in Schleiermacher’s hermeneutical theory. We see prescriptions here from Schleiermacher on how to interpret texts, which anticipate the considerations he took into view as he went about authoring them. In the manuscript detailing his lectures on Hermeneutik from 1819, for instance, we find the assumption, again, that the nature of human creation means the act of working on existing material and styling this material according to one’s own individual manner. Yet Schleiermacher argues that in the task of understanding such a creation, the reader must balance this appreciation for authorial style with the knowledge of the author’s own existential flimsiness and frailty. For indeed, as much as language is a tool for the author in Schleiermacher’s eyes, the author also tends towards anonymity, in the sense that they are likewise also a tool or vessel for the language. He writes: 

Wie jede Rede eine Zweifache Bezieung hat auf die Gesamtheit der Sprache und auf das gesamte Denken ihres Urhebers: so besteht auch das Verstehen auf den zwei Momenten die Rede zu verstehen als herausgenommen aus der Sprache, und sie zu verstehen als Thatsache im Denkenden […] Hiernach ist jeder Mensch auf der einen Seite ein Ort in welchem sich eine gegebene Sprache auf eine eigenthümliche Weise gestaltet, und seine Rede ist nur zu verstehen aus der Totalität der Sprache (KGA II, IV, p. 120-1).

Far from being incidental to the meaning of his texts, or a historically accidental idiosyncrasy in his work, I have sought to argue that Schleiermacher’s use of literary anonymity is indicative of several theologically, hermeneutically, and socially implicated aspects to his thought. 
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