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Abstract

Generally speaking, scholarship in the field of Germanistik thken an interest in
Friedrich Schlegel’s early publication, “VYom aesthetischen Waetegriechischen Komoedie”
(1794), either because of its perceived influence on German Romantied® [(Catholy 1982),
(Kluge 1980), (Holl 1923), (Japp 1999)], or else because of its relevanae esample of
Schlegel's still inchoate aesthetic philosophy [(Dierkes 1980), éBsht984), (Schanze 1966),
(Michel 1982), (Dannenberg 1993), (Mennemeier 1971)]. As a theory of comats/ own
right, Schlegel’s essay has garnered little attention, inbe@ause of its supposed inapplicability
to comedic praxis and at times utopian implications, in part becafisés seemingly
contradictory argument, and lastly in part because Schlegelelfiimlsandoned the essay’s
central premise soon after its publication. However, it iscém@ral argument of the present
study that Schlegel’s essay can be shown to be interesting and relecedlpfer the theory of
comedy it contains. Through a close reading of Schlegel’'s essaldddreek Comedy, as well
as an examination of Schlegel's early political and aestibetiefs, which will help render
Schlegel’s theory more intelligible, it will be shown that &gell’'s theory of comedy is novel in
so far as it is one of the first aesthetic theories &incithat comedic practice is necessarily
deprived of aesthetic validity unless it exists in a sodialoaphere of freedom of expression,
namely, such as that of the Athenians. The implication is thiale@d here predicates an
aesthetic theory upon one of society. Schlegel’s theory israésesting for the peculiar type of
comedy it advocates, namely a joyous comedy (Comed¥refude), which stands in direct

opposition to the Satirische Verlachskomoedi®f the Enlightenment and makes use of a



iii
comedic mechanism (joy) that is anathema to traditional negativeedic elements (satire,

derision, mockery etc.). The conclusion discusses what the rede\aart value of these

implications might be for future research.
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Introduction

In October 1794, Friedrich Schlegel sent his brother, August Willeltopy of an essay he
had been working on for close to a year under the working #ipelogie des Aristophan®s It
was, he wrote, “nur eine Rhapsodie, die kinftig einen Teil decHBdde der Griechischen
Komodie ausmachen wirdLét. to A.W10-27-1794f. Nevertheless he conceded to his brother
that he had taken pains to make the essay’s argument cogent agtkitdesir: “Ich gab mir
Muhe die Sprache leicht, und den Zusammenhang flie3end zu machen, dddecahaweiden,
was Du mit Recht immer an mir tadelstbifl.). The essay’s publication came a few months
later in the December issue of tBerlinsche Monatschrifunder the titleVom &sthetischen
Werte der griechischen Komodi€Al 19-33). It was Schlegel’s first publication, and it beeam
one of his most well-known and well-regarded early works part, its fame at the time rested
on the fact that the essay — as its initial title indicat®gms seen as a defense of Aristophanes’
worth as a playwright. In it Schlegel did more than simplyedefthe famous Greek
playwright’'s place in the comedic canon against what he sawlagyaand unfair tradition of

dismissal from primarily French criticism. Schlegel champidastophanes’ plays as the

! The earliest mention of the essay is in a letidti$ brother dating from December 11, 17B8t{sche Friedrich-
Schlegel-Ausgab¥XIll 162). We cannot know for sure how long hedhalready been working on his essay on
Aristophanes, but in that letter he claims thatnidl a few others studies, “werden auch wohl zulglecig werden”
(Kritische Friedrich-Schlegel-AusgabéxlIll 164).

2 All the letters by Friedrich Schlegel used in thisdy are addressed to his brother, August Wilhdfor brevity's
sake, citations of these letters will hereafterfdllowed by a parenthetical citation in the forrhe(. to AW 4-5-
1794). The reader will find a list of the page rars as well as the volume in tKeitische Friedrich-Schlegel-
Ausgabenhere these letters are to be found in the aprehdt follows the present study.

% In his introduction to volume one of ti&\, which includes all of Schlegel’s early works ofassical literature,
Ernst Behler cites the positive reception that &gél's essay found with a number of his contempesaamong
them Christian Gottfried Koérner and Friedrich CreuZBehlerEinleitung CXLIVf.). Behler, whose immense
scholarship on Friedrich Schlegel helped yieldwbey helpfulKritische Friedrich-Schlegel-Ausgal{gA), will be
quoted from liberally in the following study.



genre’s finest. “Die alte griechische Komddie”, he writest, eins der wichtigsten Dokumente
fur die Theorie der komischen Kunst; denn in der ganzen Gescldeht&unst sind ihre
Schénheiten einzig, und vielleicht deswegen allgemein verkannt” @l In addition, the
essay attracted attention at the time of its publication and,dntlas maintained an appeal ever
since because of its surprisingly novel approach to the theory otdgoeschewing completely
the familiar concepts and schemata of Enlightenment theoriesnoédy, and choosing instead
to build a theory from an entirely different set of premises, wisichlegel developed from his
understanding of Old Greek Comedy. The vindication of Aristophanes;hwiollowed
naturally, amounted to a theoretically backed endorsementrewacomedic ideal. In recent
years, a fair amount of scholarshipRomantikforschundpas sought to examine the extent to
which this new comedic ideal corresponds with the Romantic play8eok, Brentano, and
Arnim°. It is important to note, however, that Schlegel himself was @ugrslarily interested
in clearing Aristophanes’ name. Primarily, he was concerngddeveloping a sound theory of
comedy. In fact, from around 1793 to 1796, Schlegel had been immersed ibiaousneffort

to develop a general theory of literature, which would arrivehateissential elements of the
various traditional literary genres by examining the historyheirt‘birth’ and development
under the Greeks, and to a lesser extent, Romans. Though Scelgretompleted this work,
and after 1796turned his attention increasingly to post-Classical literat(Behler

Selbstzeugniss#t), the theory of comedy that he developed in his essay on Aristopbames

* Throughout his essay on Aristophanes, Schlegektitie term ‘Old Greek Comedy’ to be synonymous ie
plays of Aristophanes, since these were the ontyptete plays known to him to have originated dutimet period.
> See, for example, works by Japp (1999), CathdB?), Kluge (1980), and Scherer (2003).



the most realized theories of any genre from this early pefibisaareer, and it has made its
way into the canon of German theories of comedy

Inasmuch as Schlegel's Aristophanes-essay is meant to b&tesnatic and complete
theory of comedy, it is remarkably short; 20 pages in its malgorinting. To a large extent,
Schlegel was capable of such brevity because his theory is quetdtkascribes to the comedic
ideal only a few essential qualities.

Schlegel’s explanation of what he believes to be the true essémoenedy follows from
three sources:

1. his assumptions about human nature and the human purpose; in other words, his
anthropological beliefs and h&ldungstheorierespectively;

2. his understanding of the social practice of Greek Comedy; and

3. his interpretation of Aristophanes’ plays themselves.

Schlegel begins his essay on Greek Comedy by positing the concepuole both as a
fundamental characteristic of human nature, and also as a posiseagesnd social value. He
then describes how this value is obtained at the personal levehaithat individuals realize
their capacity forFreude through wanton and purposeless activity. According to Schlegel,
comedy’s essential characteristic is that it functions aymbol ofFreude and he sees the
comedic ritual as an act that brings individuals together in aatiié celebration dfreude An
essential prerequisite to the success of this ritual is leatdmmunity in which a comedy is
produced and staged guarantee — through religious, political or somdootheof protection —

comedy’s complete freedom of expression. Schlegel then shows hak Gamedy most

® See for example, Profitich’Komédientheorie: Texte und Kommentare vom Baroskzbi Gegenwarf1998),
which dedicates a chapter to Schlegel’'s Aristopba®say. Also, see Catholy, 184-191, and Klugé;115®.



closely resembled what he sees as the comedic ideal, and fexf{plams what kept Greek
Comedy fromfully realizing this ideal. The implication is that since ScHlsgéeal had not yet
been fully realized, it could only, if ever, be achieved by future generations.

This is an extremely brief summary of Schlegel’s argumerd,itawill be one of the main
objectives of the present study to explain this theory in moeel.détet, a few important aspects
are already apparent from the description above. First andhdste Schlegel’'s theory is
normative and programmatic. He describes an aesthetic ideah muterpretive framework for
understanding the mechanisms behind comedy. And more than beaegthatic ideal against
which existing plays might be judged, Schlegel's theory of comedy more appropriately,
theory of a comedic ideal — concerns itself with understandingsbence of the comedic spirit.
Thus, his theory ill lends itself to the judging of actual edies. To the extent that a vast
number of comedies make no effort to symbokzeude they could not even be classified as
comedies under his framework.

Schlegel’s theory is also peculiar to the extent that it mash a normative theory ebciety
as it is ofcomedy His argument is explicitly anchored in a moral/anthropologioainise. For
him, what comedy should be is inherently linked to what society shmeidvhich in this
context, is itself a function of what is good and fitting for wdilials. This normative aspect of
Schlegel’s theory is the central interest of the present swidigh intends to outline the socio-
political implications of Schlegel’'s theory of comedy. It ve#lek to answer from a descriptive
standpoint, what place Schlegel sees comedy as having in saciétfrom a normative
standpoint, what role Schlegel believes comedy should play in sodibty.requires that | first

arrive at a formal and methodologically sound understanding of Sclsldbebry of comedy.



Doing so will allow me to uncover the socio-politically predechitomponentsf Schlegel’s
theory. In the end, | hope to show that Schlegel’s theory of comsadyplicitly political, since

it defends and requires a limited form of freedom of expressiahteat furthermore, parts of
Schlegel’s theory imply a democratic state structure -hénAthenian sense — as an aesthetic
necessity.

It must be stated at the outset that this study does not atterapive at a comprehensive
understanding of Friedrich Schlegel's views on comedy; that gayo it does not attempt to
explore Schlegel’s general attitude towards comedy througholitehiRather, this study seeks
to best understand the theory of comedy laid down in Schlegel'y essaristophanes. To the
extent that there are ambiguities in that essay, recourfie b&i made to Schlegel's
contemporaneous letters and publications. Thus what is sometinresd tére post-Fichtean
Schlegel is of no real interest here.

After giving a brief publication history of the Aristophanes-esmay an overview of the
current body of relevant research, which is the aim of Chaptemfll address in Chapter lll,
three prerequisites for a proper understanding of Schlegel's theagh in individual
subchapters. Subchapter Ill.1 concerns itself with certain assumspdf German aesthetic
philosophy in the 1790s which Schlegel takes as given. A modern undergtahd@chlegel’s
own theory of comedy is only possible if one considers it withirctimgext of thdanguageof

German aesthetic philosophy in the 1790Schlegel’s theory operates primarily by bringing a

"In proposing this, | choose a methodological apphonot unlike Gadamer’s fruth and Methodwho claims that
in order to properly examine the issue of the hist@ntradition in the late ¥8century, and more specifically for
him, the hermeneutic tradition, one is well-sertednistoricize key aesthetic terms which we mightfirat take as
self-evident: “Key concepts and words which wel stile acquired their special stamp then [i.e. duthre Age of
Goethe], and if we are not to be swept along bguage, but to strive for a reasoned historicatsetferstanding,



few key concepts into play with one another and as such, eludes egsgltension, because it
assumes a contemporary understanding of the terminology used. AbstnestlikeFreiheit,
SchonheiindFreudeare made liberal use of and are central to the theor&acaéwork of his
argument. It is important to remember that they also havericeity bound meanings, and we
will be led astray if we approach this text without taking tluailile to define them in their
historical context. It is well known, for instance, that the notioRrefheit played a ubiquitous
role in the social and political rhetoric of the Enlightenfiemntd later became a central
theoretical component of German writings on literary aesthititse wake Kant’'s publication
of the Kritik der Urteilskraft (1790). Martin Holtermann, in his discussion of the German
reception of Aristophanes in the 1790s makes the apt point that the nofi@eddm plays a
central role not only in Schlegel’'s theory of comedy, but also inyntd his contemporaries’
theories of comedy as wall

Subchapter 111.2 addresses the programmatic component of Schleggday on

Aristophanes. Schlegel’s effort to understand comedy is, in paiyateat by a desire to rectify

we must face a whole host of questions about verbdlconceptual history. In what follows it is pide to do no
more than begin the great task that faces investigiaas an aid to our philosophical inquiry. Gepts such as ‘art’,
‘history’, ‘genius’[...] which we take to be self-exddt, contain a wealth of history” (Gadamer 9). tRermore,

Schlegel’s aesthetic philosophy during this tinidwais been often claimed, is best understood ab-asvement of
German Idealism or — as it has sometimes been tereanscendental Philosophy. For example, Erestld®

writes: “Friedrich Schlegel [war sich] darliber iraten, dal3 seine Sehweise oder Darstellung dechigighen
Bildung eine auf der Transzendentalphilosophie lbende ‘Geschichte des BewuRtseins’ war, ‘die [arlidd nicht
in der kiinstlichen Methode suchte™ (Behleinleitung LXXVII). [Behler quotes from Schlegel (KAX\Gtudien

des AltertumsNr. 2)]. Thus it will be necessary in what falle to base definitions of aesthetic terms not amy
the Aristotles-derived poetic systems of the Baegnd early Enlightenment but also on German piyilbg of the

late 18" century, which took, as it did, a great interestiatters of art.

8 peter Gay expresses what has become a truismrafroierstanding of the Enlightenment when he wrikes

“freedom” is the unifying theme of the Enlightenmgmogram: “The men of the Enlightenment were uhiba a

vastly ambitious program [...] of [...] above all, freeddn its many forms” (Gay 3).

° Holtermann (pg. 96) cites others who have remadtethe centrality of freedom in theories of comeldying the

1790's; for example BeareBheorie der Komodi€1927): “Diese Freiheitsforderung ist Uberall ier @ heorie der
Zeit zu splren” (Beare 67), and Walzel's “Aristapische Komddien”: “Das Schlagwort Freiheit behghts
ebenso Schillers wie Friedrich Schlegels Gedanken die Komddie” (Walzel 491).



what he sees as the inadequacies of some of the most prevatigncies in 18 century
theories of comedy. His essay constitutes an implied attackase twho he believes had
misunderstood comedy’s essence and had, as a consequence, dismstsptakes’ worth. In
addition, his proclamation of a new comedic ideal is meant to demen#ieinadequacies of
prevalent comedic genres in the mid to latd" t@ntury, like thecomédie larmoyantethe
Familiengemaldeand similar emerging bourgeois comedic styles.

Subchapter 111.3 gives a brief overview of Schlegel’'s generdy pavject of developing
a historically based literary aesthetic system from th@usorof Classical literature. As |
mentioned above, Schlegel intended to eventually supplement his theory of contethewiies
of all the various Classical genres. In fact, everythinghBatrote during his study of Classical
literature was done so with one eye toward this ultimate gbals, a sound understanding of
his theory of comedy necessitates that one understand the contbiggefheral attitude toward
Classical literature and his general aesthetical-histogaijgptoach to literary theory during this
period. Most importantly, Schlegel’s theory of comedy only maasse if one is acquainted
with his understanding of Greek tragedy. For example, one explanhtibime gives, in the
Aristophanes-essay for “die Natur des Komischen” is that itpés, definition, devoid of
“tragische Energie” (KAI 20). Schlegel sees the idealicahand the ideal tragical as absolute
opposites, and periodically in this study, explanations of his theorgrnoédy will follow from

explanations of his beliefs about tragedy. Since Schlegel wrdemnsively on Greek tragedy



elsewhere in his early writings, | will make use of theskeer writings to help clarify the
tragedy/comedy dichotomy as he understotd it

Following Chapter Ill, | turn in Chapter IV to a close readnighe Aristophanes-essay
itself, with the goal of presenting a faithful and logical fornialaof Schlegel’s theory. | hope
to show what Schlegel believes the comedic ideal means fordivedual, what it means for the
form that a given comedy should take, and what it means for sati&yge. Chapter V is an
excursus into Schlegel’s early political thought, which wilballme to return to the question of
the extent to which his theory is predicated on certain poliftaktures and socio-political
rights. The conclusion (Chapter VI) addresses the question of whatmqmorary scholarship
might stand to gain from Schlegel’s theory of comedy and whahé&sy's applicability, if any,

might be in a modern context.

191t is necessary here to list the main texts byl&yH that will be used in the following study. @durse the
central text for this study is hisom asthetischen Werte der Griechischen Kom(i®4) (KAl 19-33). Excerpts
from this text constitute the vast majority of titations from Schlegel that are found in this stuéiowever, in the
construction of my argument, | have found it neaeg$o supplement Schlegel’s thoughts in that esgty others
that can be found, for the most part, in his wgsirfboth published and unpublished) and lettemn fitee time. The
reader will notice that besides the Aristophanexgsthe present study draws here and there frore&el’s other
writings on Classical topics, which are taken tog thost part from vol. 1 of thgritische Ausgabeand to a lesser
degree from vol. 11. Schlegel’s letters to histiweo August, particularly those written between3aad 1795, are
used to clarify certain aspects of Schlegel's methmgy and approach; these are taken from vol.L#&wise,
Schlegel’'s unpublished sketch of a system of adsthfl795/96) entitled/on der Schénheit in der Dichtkurestls
in the same pursuit. Lastly, my formulation of lgjel's early political beliefs is based largely ks publication,
Versuch Uber den Begriff des Republikanismwtsch is in vol. 7. For an entire list of thedimidual publications,
sketches, and letters cited in this study, se¢athle dedicated to that end in the appendix.



Il Publication History and Review of Secondary Research

Friedrich Schlegel's investigation of Aristophanes’ plays, and esassent of their
contemporary worth, was a relatively small undertaking. It veaisgs a general study of Greek
— and to a lesser extent Roman - literature, which occupied himehtemger the course of
several years, and the resulting ess@m asthetischen Werte der griechischen Komdaedigch
his study of Aristophanes’ plays engendered, can only be accuratelgtooden this contekt.

After his move to Dresden in 1794, Schlegel embarked on a partignsatsc, partly
random study of Greek literature, reading virtually everythincgherstibject that he could get his
hands on, and making plans for studies that began to multiply “in verwirrdmdahl™?. By
April 1794, the impetus behind his various studies had coalesced into acomopeehensive
project, one that would constitute both a history of Greek literatinea genre-centered theory
of literature that developed from his historical account and asdhee time helped make sense
of it:

Das Werk ist [...] von noch groRerm Umfange, als Du angiebst. — Bselichte der
Griech.[ischen] Poesie ist eine vollstandige NaturgeschichteSdaénen und der

1 Years later (1822), Schlegel reflected fondly be supreme importance of the Greeks for him inybisgth: “In
dem ersten Jinglingsalter von etwa siebzehn Jabikigten die Schriften des Plato, die tragischéchfer der
Griechen, und Winckelmanns begeisterte Werke, mgéistige Welt und die Umgebung, in der ich lebiag wo
ich mir, in meiner dichterisch nachdenkenden Eingg&tn wohl oft auch nach jugendlicher Art, die Ideand
Gestalten der alten Goétter und Helden in der Sesabilden versuchte” (KAIV 4).

121n July of 1795, he had sketched out in a letiemis brother the various studies he was planniFlgey included,
“Uber antiken und modernen Republikanismus”, “Udér Grenzen des Schonen”, “Sophokles”, “Fragmest au
einer Geschichte der attischen Tragddie”, “Vom Wie$ Studiums der Griechen und Romer”, “Uber diatibia”,
“Uber die Darstellung der Weiblichkeit in den gtiéschen Dichtern”, “Uber die politischen Revolutéon der
Griechen und Romer”, “Theorie der Geschichte demsgtheit”, “Uber die alte Religion”, “Briefe iibered
Plutarch”, “Uber den griechischen Rhythmus”, andtéAPolitik in zwei Banden”l(et to A.W.7-4-1795). What is
perhaps most surprising is not the number of stuthiat Schlegel was undertaking simultaneously,ratiter the
fact that Schlegel actually finished a majoritytliése planned studies and eventually many more.
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Kunst, daher ist mein Werk — Aesthetik. Diese ist bisher noch erfimden, sie ist

das philosophische Resultat der Geschichte der Aesthetik und auch der einzige Schlifi3el

derselbenl(et. to A.W4-5-1794).

Schlegel planned on publishing a two-volume wdle Griechen und Rémewhich — he
had hoped — would be authoritative as an aesthetic treatise an@lasseal literary history
(Behler Einleitung CLXI); the first volume would discuss theory, the second would apty i
Classical praxis. Ultimately, only the first volume maid® ipaper, but it did establish Schlegel
as an authority on Classical literattire Based on this publication, it was certainly imaginable
that he was poised for an illustrious career as a Classidalggist, and that he would be
successful in his wish to do for Greek literature, “was Wincketmi@r die bildende [Kunst]
versuchte; namlich die Theorie derselben durch die Geschichbegninden” (KAIIl 334).
This, then, is the context in which Schlegel wrote his Aristophasssye And though he never
developed it further into the section on Greek comedy that he intendetlef uncompleted
second volume of his planned work, it nevertheless became, on its own,tbeamadst famous
works from Schlegel’'s early career, and its high praise fostéyhanes is one of the main
reasons behind the ‘rediscovery’ of that author ifi d@ntury Germany.

Predictably, scholarship into Schlegel’'s early writings, andqodaitly the Aristophanes-
essay, has waxed and waned, taking various forms, depending on gisgucmntemporaneous
relevance. However, research into these early writings orsiCdhditerature has always

remained “ein Stiefkind in der Forschung” as Hans Dierkes wroteis expansive study of

13 The form that the first volume eventually took ealdy shows Schlegel's move away from pure
Altertumswissenschafb the interest in modern literature which woulthracterize his middle — or Romantic —
period since it outlines in depth the Ancient/Maddichotomy that would form the fundament of higioo of the
Romantik(BehlerEinleitung CLXII).
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Schlegel’s literary-historical method in 1980 (47). Schlegel’sefadoes, after all, rest
principally on the work he did between 1796 and 1801, namelyLincsnde (1799), his
Athenaeum and LyceumFragments (1797-1801), hSharakteristikenof Lessing (1798) and
Forster (1797), hi&ritiken of Jacobi’swoldemar(1796) andGoethe’sWilhelm Meistel(1798),
and hisGespréach tber die Poes{@800). In contrast to his later acaderviorlesungenand
earlier writings on Classical literature, these texts halveays maintained a relevance for
subsequent generations, and the ideas expressed therein are widielgredrie be Schlegel's
unique contribution to modern literary thebtyEven today in the historiography of literary
theory, one seldom finds any mention of Schlegel’'s contributioneetaliscipline outside of
what Walter Benjamin claimed in 1920 were the “Hauptquellen” figrexposition of Romantic
literary criticism, at least for Friedrich Schlegel's sien of it; namely, “derjenigen
Schlegelschen Arbeiten im ‘Lyceum’, ‘Athendum’, [und] in den ‘Chkagastiken und Kritiken’
[...] welche unmittelbar den Begriff der Kunstkritik bestimmen” ifizemin 13). Generally
speaking, scholarship on Schlegel within the fields@rmanistikhas tended to be concerned
with this subject — Romantic literary theory — and with theesponding works that Benjamin
mentions.

In the 1960’s, due in large part to the publication of a wealth @iqusgly unpublished
material in theKritische Ausgabeone notices a new interest in previously underrepresented
aspects of Schlegel’s career. And if the rule before hadrad¢ieer to focus on the “Romantic”

Schlegel independent of his work before and after that phase, theseesgas Raimund

4 Helmut Schanze, in his summary of modern Schlegkblarship, says for example that Schlegel’s varkhe
theory of the novel is what has had the largedbfigal impact: “..gleichwohl kann immer noch der Beitrag
Friedrich Schlegels zu[r] [...] Konzeption und Prograaiik des ,Romans’ als eines universellen
Ausdrucksmediums, als der historisch wirksamsteegtat/werden” (Schanze 5).
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Belgardt wrote in 1967, “dal3 sich in neueren Arbeiten ein SchletgebBzeichnet, dem die von
der alteren Forschung scharf durchgefiihrte Aufgliederung undl&ngealer geistigen Existenz
Schlegels in eine frihe ‘klassische’ (bis 1796), eine mittlere drdische’ und eine spatere
‘katholische’ (1808 Ubertritt zur kath. Kirche) Period weichen muf¥IgBrdt 322. But this
new interest in emphasizing the continuities that span the variousspbasschlegel's work
should not be overemphasized. In Belgardt's study, as in theok®ichard Brinkman (1958)
and Karl Polheim (1961) — two other scholars who place an emphasis on the study of mntinuit
in Schlegel’s thought —, the primary aim is still the best ptessinderstanding of Schlegel's
Romantic literary theory; they simply maintain that one cannot psopederstand it without
studying its genesis, that is, without studying his work on GaeekRoman literature. If Walter
Benjamin’s aim was “nicht das Werden seines [Schlety},Begriffs der Kunstkritik, sondern
diesen selbst dar[zu]stell[en]” (Benjamin 13), then it is @egithis “Werden” that scholarship
after 1960 turned increasingly towatfis This is evidenced, for example, by the fact that a 1985
collection of scholarship nominally dedicated to Schlegklmsttheorieput out by Helmut
Schanze still includes, for the most part, texts that focus dme@s’'s Romantische
Dichtungstheorie Thus it is not so much the object of interest, but rather onlyngtbod of

exposition, which has changed. It should be clear, then, why one musttibalgdy wary

15 Karl Konrad Polheim, writing in 1961, echoes aifimsentiment. For him, newer Schlegel researcpntrast
to pre-war scholarship, “fass[t] Friedrich Schlegel seiner Gesamtheit auf, sie beton[t] die ungeheoe
Kontinuitat seiner geistigen Entwicklung, die orgahe Zusammengehorigkeit der einzelnen Phasenhémo
280)

'8 This is, for example, the perspective that MattHi@nnenberg (1993) takes in his study of Schiegsdrly (pre-
Romantic) literary-theoretical method as is evidgghin the title of the work itselfSchénheit des Lebens: eine
Studie zum ,Werden" der Kritikkonzeption Friedri@chlegels It is clear from the title that Dannenberg aflga
starts from the premise that these early writingSchlegel's are to be understood as somethingoeieh as in a
process of “Werden”, which in turn, presupposeg thia later “Romantic” writings constitute somethiof a
fruition.
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while wading through the secondary research when the aimssn-this study — to understand
Friedrich Schlegel's early literary-theoretical method, indepeneed irrespective of what he
may have later gone on to do, when so much of the available schmlafshfocuses on this
early period at all, then very often still does so with one eybddirection in which he was
going. In the section that follows, | will therefore give an wiev of the available scholarship
relevant for an understanding of Schlegel’s Aristophanes-esdsy eskay has, in fact, made its
way into some unexpected nooks and crannies of research, and it has, inoepesdblegel’s
Romantic literary theory, and even independent of his other wgitorg Greek and Roman

literature, had something of a life of its own.

1.1 Reception of Schlegel’s Aristophanes-Essay in tffeah@l Early 28' Centuries

In one sense, Dierkes’ claim in 1980 that Friedrich Schlegelissitial studies had always
been a “Stiefkind” in research is not entirely accurate (4MeyTdid actually enjoy genuine
popularity during Schlegel’'s own lifetime and for several decaffesnards. In fact, they now
carry the dubious honor of having lost their initial relevance infild of Classical Studies
(Altertumswissenschafonly to gain increasing recognition within the field of Gernsdndies.

In preparing for the republication of his writings on Classidarditure for an edition of his
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Samtliche Werkén 1822, Schlegel could remark with pride in Kigrrede that these writings
had, despite their flaws, found a positive reception in Classical Studies in tim’ihter
Und wenn diese Arbeit, ihrer vielen Ma&ngel ungeachtet, die bédhaolGegenstanden,
und in diesem Alter kaum vermeidlich waren, dennoch von den ersten und
bedeutendsten Gelehrten in dieser Wissenschaft der Altertumskundeig gins
aufgenommen worden ist; so verdankt sie dies wohl dem Umstandee dghz nach
dem einen rein kunstlerischen Standpunkte entworfen, und dal3 diessgngpdarin
durchgefuhrt worden (KAI 570).

One of Schlegel’s primary objectives in these writings had, aftebeen philological in
nature; he had been working towards the publication of the aforementioaelivne work,
Die Griechen und Rémemwhich would have constituted a comprehensive literary history of
ancient Greece and Rome.

A perusal of Volker Deubel’'s 197Borschungberichtfor Friedrich Schlegel shows,
however, that in the 30century, these writings were rarely discussed in ClasStcalies except
for perhaps in their obvious and limited role in the historiographylagsial literary studies in
Europe. Rather the vast majority of publications on Schlegatly ork now come from the

fields of Germanistikand philosophy, and are motivated by a desire not to better wamterst

Classical literature, but rather to better understand the roofRoofantic literary theory,

7 Behler indicates that among those who positivedgeived Schlegel’s works could be counted F.A. Wolf
Christian Gottlob Heyne, Friedrich Creuzer and Alester von Humboldt. Humboldt wrote of SchlegellasSical
studies in a letter to Varnhagen von Ense in 18R31 habe sie fleiRig studiert und mich Uberzewdi3 viele
Ansichten des hellenischen Altertums, die die Neww#zh zuschreiben, in Aufsatzen vor 1795 [...] begreliegen”
(Behler KAI LXXIVf.). [Humboldt quote taken fronBriefe von Alexander von Humboldt an Varnhagen &Ense

4. Aufl,, New York 1860, pg. 10.] Further Behldaims: “Charles Andler und René Wellek haben awieei
bestimmte Tradition der klassischen Altertumswisseaft in Deutschland aufmerksam gemacht, die dickkt
von den Briidern Schlegel, besonders von Friedrattiegel herleitet und Auswirkungen bis auf Friedrit/ilhelm
Ritschle und auf Friedrich Nietzsche hatte” (Beldareitung LXXIVT.).
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particularly as an outgrowth and dialectical response to Gelueatism, and the historicization

of philosophy at the turn of the “1&entury?®,

.2 Post-WWII Research Trends

Post-war scholarship on Schlegel's Aristophanes-essay can be grooged four
general categories, which differ from one another both in termsetfodological approach and
in terms of their respective use of the e$ay

1. The Aristophanes-essay often turns up in scholarship on Frie8aoblegel's
early aesthetic philosophy, presenting as it does, a rejatbeeicise illustration
for the genre ‘Comedy’, of what he wished his general theory of literature. t

2. The essay is also mentioned in scholarship on Schlegel’'s politidakqbiny.
This is a limited field, since it is debatable in the firsaigal whether Friedrich
Schlegel even had anything like a coherent political philosophy. Bt t
Aristophanes-essay, in so far as it examines the reciprog@ndency of
theatrical comedy and socio-political organization in Clas#itagns, is relevant

for any examination of Schlegel's early political beliefs. Sghéwo research

18 See Volker Deubel’s “Die Friedrich Schlegel-Fonsef 1945-1972” (1973).

191 choose the end of World War Il as my dividingdiin handling the relevant Schlegel-scholarshipvim
reasons: first of all, there was a noticeable ghawtscholarly interest in thé&/eimarer Klassiland in theRomantik
after the war. This coupled with the second reasnamely, that the complete works of Schlegeitische
Ausgabg were published in 1958 bringing to light vast amis of previously inaccessible material — led to a
renewed interest in Schlegel after the war, arréstehat tended — moreover — to look increasiagigchlegel’s
entire career.
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areas will be the main sources for the supplemental matiesial will draw on to
best understand Schlegel’s theory of comedy.
3. Further, however, the essay is often read as a theoretical fmméat German
Romantic Comedy.
4. The essay also comes up in research in so far as ievane in the history of the
reception of Aristophanes.
The latter two research areas will only be discussed brafige they have only limited

and tangential applicability for the purposes of the present study.

[1.2.1 Scholarship on Schlegel’'s Early Aesthetic-Philosophical Method

The primary focus of this thesis — the socially and politicatigdicated conditions of
Schlegel’'s theory of comedy — necessitates not only a formalksiadding of the aesthetic
theory of comedy Friedrich Schlegel develops in the Aristophanag;edsit also an
examination of his general beliefs in the interdependency ofmdrisaciety at the time of its
publication (1795). It necessitates thus a sound understanding of &shézglyphilosophical
andaestheticattitude. To be sure there is no dearth of literature thkletathis very question,
but as mentioned above, often with the intention of better understandifegenishought. This
is, for example, the case with Dierkes (1980), Behrens (1984), Sclig®@6), Michel (1982),
Dannenberg (1993) and Mennemeier (1971), all of whom offer exhaustoeurds of

Schlegel’s pre-1801 literary theoretical thought from his eanveisings on, but who ultimately
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aim at discovering the genesis of what became his Romaatiar{i theory. Though each study
is motivated by a slightly different question — Behrens and Diedses concerned with
Schlegel'sGeschichtsphilosophi@hereas Dannenberg and Michel trace the development of his
closely relatedKritikkonzeption— each extracts an overarching philosophical approach from
Schlegel's early corpus of publications, which each of Schlegelly e&itings in turn
exemplifies to a greater or lesser degree. Implicimany of these studies is an attempt to
situate Friedrich Schlegel’s proper place in the canon of Geliteaary theory®. Even when
research focuses on Schlegel’'s early (pre-Romantic) aestireject as an end in itself, it
nevertheless attempts to cull from his overall writings on Gerek Roman literature their
general underlying systéla To my knowledge, there is no research that examines the
Aristophanes-essay alone and attempts to extract from it thel v purports to offer, namely a
serious theory of comedy. Brummack’s chapter on Schleg8atirische Dichtung(1979)
comes closest to a logically rigorous reconstruction of his yhebrcomedy, though here,
Brummack’s objective is to pin down Schlegel’'s peculiar attitageéatds satire. | engage with
Brummack in chapter IV.5 of this study, as it will be seen 8dlegel’'s understanding of satire
yields certain fundamental implications with respect to his theory of comedy.

Some scholars, for example Dannenberg and Behler, have alluded txthbat the

Aristophanes-essay constitutes the most realized encapsulatiahnleg&’'s early method. In

20 Dierkes and Michel both dedicate entire chaptetbeéodebate surrounding Schlegel’s proper pladkdaristory

of German literary theory; whether, for examplehl8gel belongs to the discipline of Aesthetic Theastretching
from Kant and Hegel through to Benjamin and Adoimehe 28" century as, for example, Achim Geisenhansliike
holds in hisEinfuhrung in die Literaturtheori¢2006), or whether Schlegel is better understaodtanding within
the modern tradition oHermeneutik beginning with his peer, Friedrich Schleiermacteard running through
Dilthey in the 18' century to Gadamer and Szondi in th& 26ntury, as Dierkes and Michel hold.

2 This is, for example, Kraus’ approach in his stidgturpoesie und Kunstpoesie im Frilhwerk Friedrichl&gels
(1985).



18

limiting his scope to just comedy, he successfully realizes dhaad only hoped to achieve for
literature in general, namely, the development of a system of tisem@esthetics that was
grounded in the study of Greek literature. Matthias Dannenbargxample, claims that one
finds in the Aristophanes-essay “so deutlich wie sonst nirgendweimen friihen Arbeiten zur
griechischen Antike [...] [die Vermittlung] normative[r] und histeegiend[er] Kunstreflexion,

asthetische[r] Theorie und geschichtliche[r] Kunsterfahrung [..feimander” (Dannenberg

159). Ernst Behler expresses a similar opinion when he wfié® sich der dichterische

Gestaltungsprozel3 konkret vollzieht, hat Schlegel in den Studien detimkebesonders an
zwei Autoren der griechischen Literaturgeschichte illustriert,Hamer und Aristophanes.”

(BehlerEinleitung CXXV).

That little or no research addresses the Aristophanes-esg#ayown right should come
as no surprise, since Schlegel himself soon realized the extmatations of his theory, and it
has been more than clear to subsequent generations that tieen*slys sketches out is not only
contradictory in parts, but also largely impractital The followings study, however, aims at
what amounts to a close reading of the Aristophanes-essayeampiatd understand as best as
possible, the theory of comedy laid out therein with recourse tattkes dise as possible.
Schlegel saw the essay as a systematic attempt, though he lsoumforeed any hopes at

comprehensive system-building.

22 See, for example Dannenberg (166), and SclSmielgemald€22).
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[1.2.2 Scholarship on Schlegel’s Political Philosophy

There are, it should be mentioned, a few post-WWII publications tektteseemphasize
the political aspects of Schlegel's early method. Worth mengoare studies by Wieland
(1968), Hendrix (1962) and Beiser (1992). All three of these stualiegdtim to the impulse to
make out of Schlegel a political thinker, and to emphasize ratbantich his political writings.
Though Schlegel undoubtedly nurtured a life-long interest in pobitick political philosophy,
even to the point of famously working later in life for Metternibh, was motivated above all
throughout his life, irrespective of whatever intellectual profectundertook — be it political
philosophy Versuch Uber den Begriff des Republikanignausa philosophy of lifehilosophie
des Lebens- by artistic and aesthetic concerns. Even Heine, one of dmigest critics, realized
and praised this in Schlegel, writing in 1828:

Die religiosen Privatmarotten, die Schlegels spatere Schriften durchkreud fir die
er allein zu schreiben wéhnte, bilden doch nur das Zufallige, und narhentlaen
Vorlesungen Uber Literatur ist, vielleicht mehr, als er sadbsveil3, die Idee der Kunst
noch immer der herrschende Mittelpunkt, der mit seinen goldenenrRdaseganze
Buch umspinnt (Heine 484).

Thus comments like Beiser’s, that for Schlegel “the aesthmizal, and intellectual
standpoints are ultimately subordinate to a higher one that ditectdhhamanBildung’, namely

the “political viewpoint” (Beiser 249), tend to distort Schlegehsught to prove a thesfs

Nevertheless, in so far as these texts seek to accentuatertheomponent of Schlegel’'s

% Beiser also claims, for example, that “we can se® that Schlegel’s Romanticism was [...] an attempddress
[...] the political problematic of modern life” (Beis&59).
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writings that is central to this study’s examination of hisory of comedy — that is to say, the

political — they will be of assistance.

[1.2.3 Scholarship on the Relevance of Schlegel's Essay for German Romantic Comedy

Interestingly, the only branch of contemporary German Studies whash dealt
exclusively with Schlegel’s Aristophanes-essay, without see¢isgnply as a subcomponent of
his Classical writings in general, is that of German Roroaomedy. Previously an under-
researched facet of German Romanticism, it has emergesuéigeat of study in its own right in
the past few decad®s Within the context of Romantic Comedy, Schlegel's essay on
Aristophanes is of relevance to the extent that its delineatiantbéory of comedy lays the
groundwork for an understanding of the formal aspects of Romantic Conmfeaithermore,
from the perspective of literary history, the essay is of@stein so far as it — particularly its
enthusiastic reception of Aristophanes — paved the way for theryiteliemate that made the
relatively experimental — and in some cases unstageable — esnoédiieck, Brentano, Arnim
and Eichendorff possiti® However, while Schlegel’'s essay may have been regardée as t
“locus classicusiner Theorie der romantischen Komddie” (Japp 17) in earligliest — by

Catholy (1982, 184-86), Kluge (1980, 186-88) and Holl (1923, 215), for examjdep-and

24 Japp traces the reason for this under-representatischolarship to the favoritism that Romanitierary theory
itself shows for the novel over drama: “Aus sadigicPerspektive kann [...] angefuhrt werden, dal atigantische
Poetik selbst den Roman — und nicht das DramadernMittelpunkt ihrer Interessen gestellt habepfla)

% These, according to Japp, are the canonical aitifoRomantic Comedy. Of questionable membershihis
group are however, for Japp, the plays of Plateapgd1).
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later scholars limit the relevance of Schlegel’'s essayh®rstudy of Romantic Comedy to its
praise of Aristophanic stylistic devices, such as the parabasig\ristophanes’ literary satite
devices which were later adopted by the RomafiticsJapp draws parallels, for example,
between Schlegel’'s celebration of the parabasis — which, hescha@ms novel for the time (Japp
23) — and Tieck’s use of it in his comedfesJapp also sees the plays of Brentano, which he
labels as “illudierend” under his typology, as embodying Schiegatrmative appeal that
schone Komddide devoid of “satirische Bitterkeit” (Japp 23f.). Japp’s studykethra sea
change in scholarship to a diminished use of Schlegel’s essaystutheof Romantic Comedy.
Perhaps the most recent, and certainly the most definitive and efoemgive study of Romantic
Comedy, Stefan Scherertd/itzige Spielgemalde: Tieck und das Drama der Rom#a@k3),
only cursorily mentions the Aristophanes-essay in a foothottn so far as the fundamental
drive of this research area has been to assess the applicabiithlegel's essay to Romantic
Comedy, the motive behind the use of Schlegel's essay was to ddbiptiermal aspects of his
theory of comedy, which could be applied to contemporary dramaticsprakus the contours

of Schlegel's philosophy of history and his philosophy of lifel{ensphilosoph)e which are

% The most famous example of this is Aristophanesires of the language of Euripides and Aeschyludfie
Frogs

2 During the Enlightenment, Aristophanes had bedtitized for, among other things, the use of theapasis,
since it constituted a disruption of dramatic s For example, under “Comédie”, tBacyclopédits complaints
of Aristophanes are that he was “qu'un comique gieos rampant, & obscene ; sans godt, sans masans,
vraisemblancgmy italics]”.

% For example, irDer gestiefelte Katercharacters step out of their roles and addresstidience; for instance,
Hanswurst: “Verzeihen Sie, wenn ich mich erkiihrie,Raar Worte vorzutragen, die eigentlich nicht z8tiicke
gehoren” (Tieck 147).

%9 Scherer claims, among other things, that Schlsgetsay has been “nur teilweise zu Recht [...] von der
Forschung [...] als programmatische Grundlegung eleorie der romantischen Komddie gehandelt [wortlen]
(Scherer 22).



22

necessary for an understandinghofv he arrived at his theory of comedy, were of no relevance

to the projects of Japp, Scherer and Catholy.

I1.2.4 Scholarship on the Relevance of Schlegel’s Essay for the European,
Specifically German, Reception of Aristophanes

The last research area on Schlegel’s Aristophanes-esddy tklevant for the purposes
of the present study lies in the field of reception history. $efikeessay is of interest in this
field in so far as it contributes to an understanding of the hisfoAristophanes’ reception in
Germany. Interestingly, most of thRezeptiongeschichtesf Aristophanes in Germany were
written during the time of the German Empire and the WeRegubli¢® many of these take a
positivistic literary-historical approach, as is characterigtithe time period, and go no further
than to simply provide a summary of Schlegel's contribution to th&tajshanes-reception, and
to accentuate the changes in general attitude towards Aristgphags, which he initiated.
Perhaps due to structural and methodological shifts in Germrary scholarship, no
contemporary scholars, besides Martin Holtermann, have shown mudastntethis aspect of
Schlegel's essay. However, Holtermansr deutsche Aristophang2004) is of particular
relevance here. Though continuing the tradition of Aristophanespti®n history, Holtermann

deviates from his predecessors by focusing on the history oéshi@ specifically thgolitical

30 For example SulAristophanes und die Nachwélt911); HilsenbeckAristophanes und die deutsche Literatur
des 18. Jahrhundert&l908); Zelle,Die Beurteilung des Aristophanes im neunzehntemhieddlert (1900); Hille,
Die deutsche Komddie unter der Einwirkung des Aplaneg1907); Friedlander, “Aristophanes in Deutschland”
(1932/33).
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content of Aristophanes’ plays In limiting his inquiry, he thus emerges with a more nuarced
and less purely narrative — history of the German Aristophaweption. Of particular interest
here will be Holtermann’s chapter on Schlegel, specifically discussion of Schlegel’s

understanding dfreiheitand his notion of comedy as a democratic art form.

31 Holtermann is clear about his objective in higaduction: “Ich méchte analysieren, wie das Intseean den
politischen Aspekten in Aristophanes’ Komddien &amd” (Holtermann 14).
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1] Cultural Landscape: Prerequisites for a Proper
Understandingof Schlegel’s Theory

1.1 Relevant Intellectual Trends in Germany in the 1790s

An understanding of the socio-political implications of Schlegékoty of comedy will
necessitate a reconstruction of his argument as well as aninat@n of his early understanding
of the reciprocal connections between art, society, politicBédddng, and this will be the goal
of the Chapters IV and V. But it also requires, as with anty teat one understand the wider
historical context in which it was written. Germany in the 17@0%d itself in the midst of
what, without exaggeration, could be termed a turning point in intellddejeboth literary and
philosophical. The Age of Enlightenment had flowered, and its anogf the emancipation of
man into a free agent and the rationalization of all aspects @tywoes a process that many
acknowledge as still being in effect to this day. At the stame, the 1790s witnessed the first
clear indications of a dialectical response to the Enlightenmiéant had definitively placed
limits on the possible extent of human knowledge and understanding, shenhaerman
Romanticism of the late 1790s turned to literary themes, such dantlastical, which seemed
more to emphasize man’s irrationality than his rationality, heddrrible mutation of the French
Revolution into, first a reign of terror, and then an absolute dictaporséémed to indicate that
liberty, equality, and fraternity might necessarily remain unreakzialelals.

The 1790s also witnessed an incredible growth of interest in degthdébsophy in the
German principalities, and Goethe’s plea that his contemporariksatke themselves more to

the praxis of literature than to its theory is so famous bea#Husew accurately it describes the
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peculiar prominence of investigations into the theoretical natuliéerature during this tin.
Interestingly, as Gerhard Schulz notes, aesthetics was, tinciae of the last fields to be
subjected to the Enlightenment fervour for reexamining the previouslgpted truths and
prejudices of classical authorities, and for subjecting systants principles to rigorous
analytical examination (Schulz 216). For example, whereas thghEniment notion of a
continuous progression of understanding had been recognized without lbesitidiie natural
sciences, it was not until the late™8entury that Schlegel and his contemporaries began to
believe in the infinite perfectibility of art as well. Priwrthis, art and taste had been understood
since classical antiquity as going through cycles that roughtpmed the growth and decay of
nations. And even otherwise progressive thinkers like Diderot and ¢okdilr held to this
traditional belief. Diderot, for example, famously postulated ar&gepronounced for all things
in this world”, namely, “the decree which has condemned them to hawebtrth, their time of
vigour, their decrepitude, and their efiti"and Voltaire wrote in hi®\ge of Louis XIV first
published in 1751, that the world had experienced only four cycles of birth, fruition, andlecay i
the arts, whereby the most recent one had occurred during the age of Lotlis XIV

Not only did literary theory experience a sizeable growth duhigtime, however. It

also — and Schlegel's early writings are examples of thisoked at literature from new

32 Goethe to Eckermann, March 12, 1828: “Kénnte manden Deutschen, nach dem Vorbilde der Englander,
weniger Philosophie und mehr Tatkraft, weniger Theeond mehr Praxis beibringen” (Eckermann 668).

%3 Citation from BehleGRLT, 97.

% Voltaire: “Mais quiconque pense, et, ce qui estoea plus rare, quiconque a du godt, ne comptequaére
siécles dans I'histoire du monde. Ces quatre Bgareux sont ceux ou les arts ont été perfectigraténi, servant
d’époque a la grandeur de I'esprit humain, soekdmple de la postérité” (Voltairg@iecle de Louis XIM55).
Notice Voltaire’s use of a supratemporal normafaeulty, “golt”, whereby anyone possessing thisseeof taste
will clearly see that only these four ages camewdigye close to bringing the arts to a state ofqmdidn. That
Voltaire is using the same standard of perfectammafl four ages is indicated by the fact that Yok says that the
Age of Louis XIV is “peut-étre celui des quatre gpiproche le plus de la perfection” (456). Inténggy, Voltaire
did not see himself as being part of that periedlifig rather that he was writing during its timielecline.
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perspectives. Schlegel's writings, like those of many of hisecopbraries, show a growing
sense for the importance of historical context in the examinafiant as well as an interest in
the fundamental drives that could be said to be constitutive of human aatimmade man
receptive to art. Furthermore, they show a shift in perspefrtve the traditional aesthetic
approach of determining norms of literary form to an interest insthgective reception of
literature. Lastly, there is an unmistakable programmatic undentun the writings of this
period, an obsession with the role that art might play in sociBiljdsing and an interest in the
positive future of humanity. The roots of Schlegel's philosophy of histmg of his
anthropological understanding of human nature will be discussed in moileidstzbsequent
sections (lll.3 and IV.1). In the two sections that follow, howevierns hoped that an
examination of two historical events — the reaction to the FrReeblution in Germany and the
publication of Kant'sKritik der Urteilskraft in 1790 — will elucidate the reasons for the
programmatic style of Schlegel’s Aristophanes-essay, as wek gethuliarity of his aesthetical-

philosophical method, respectively.

[11.1.1 The Impact of the French Revolution on Schlegel's Thought and Style

The French Revolution was not received in the German-speakingd a®rik had been in

France, as the impetus for a process of social emancipatiothadgrGerman principalities
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lacked the necessary socio-political clinfate Rather it was understood as a tangible
culmination of Enlightenment ideas, proof positive of the materialeffiect that words could
haveé®. Kant's enthusiasm for the French Revolution can be seen in mays ta typify this
German attitude, which though it was quick to condemn the Revolutieni§ying political
consequences, nevertheless maintained its respect for the hyadegidial it showed ideas to
have. For Kant, the Revolution’s significance lay not in its sscoesits failure but in its
relevance for itspectators

Die Revolution [...] mag gelingen oder scheitern; sie mag meitdcund Greuelthaten

[...] angeflllt sein [...] —, diese Revolution, sage ich, findet doch in deni@ern

aller Zuschauer [...] eine Theilnehmung dem Wunsche nach, die nahehasigsinus

grenzt. [...] Wenn der bei dieser Begebenheit beabsichtigte Zwedk jatat nicht

erreicht wirde, [...] so verliert jene philosophische Vorhersagung riobts von ihrer

Kraft. — Denn jene Begebenheit ist zu grol3, zu sehr mit dem Is¢edes Menschheit

verwebt und ihrem Einflusse nach auf die Welt in allen ihren Tieilleausgebreitet,

als dal3 sie nicht den Volkern bei irgend einer Veranlassung gunshgstande in

Erinnerung gebracht und zu Wiederholung neuer Versuche dieserwatkt werden

sollte (KantErneute Frages5, 88).

Despite any contemporary atrocities caused by the Revolution apidedine threat of its

ultimate failure, it could not, according to Kant, help but maintsimelevance as the realization

of the philosophical prophecythat induced it. For it confirmed, as Behrens writes, that

“Geschichte selbst als machbar und planbar erfahren [werden k@wetjtens 13). Precisely

% Indeed, the short-lived Mainz Republic (March 4y,Jd793) was the only political realization of céutionary
ideals on German soil during the age of the Frétevolution.

% gee, for example Behrens: “Die Franzésische Réwoluwurde in Deutschland nicht als sozialer
Emanzipationsprozef3, sondern uberwiegend als rmohafihilosophische Umwaélzung und Verwirklichung
aufklarerisch-humanistischer Ideale verstanden’h(Bes 12). Schulz expresses a similar sentim@ié fneisten
deutschen Intellektuellen der Zeit, die Schrifietel Gelehrten und Philosophen, haben die Revaluitioihren
Anfangen als eine letzte Konsequenz aufklarerisdbenkens betrachtet und begrifdt. Sie bedeutetsidieine
Bestatigung der Erwartung; Denken und Schreibemé&obdie Welt nicht nur interpretieren, sondern sieha
verandern. Diese Folgerung war fir ein Land vosobderer Wichtigkeit, das seine politisch-6konoimésc
Unterentwicklung mit einer hohen geistigen Kultemkpensieren konnte” (Schulz 85).
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this is what Friedrich Schlegel took from the Revolution. It infatnmés understanding of
history and human progress more than it influenced his early pbditinaictions. For Schlegel,
the Revolution was interesting from the historical perspectivisoplace in the progress of
humanity. This is clearly expressed in his228henaeum Fragment (1798):

Die Franzdsische Revoluzion, Fichte’'s Wissenschaftslehre, und Gobktaister sind

die grossten Tendenzen des Zeitalters. Wer an dieser Zusatehmg Anstoss

nimmt, wem keine Revoluzion wichtig scheinen kann, die nicht laut watdrrall ist,

der hat sich noch nicht auf den hohen weiten Standpunkt der Geschichte der

Menschheit erhoben (KAII 198).

Schlegel uses an expanded definition of revolution. The actual mateaiadies that the
French Revolution may have caused are less relevant for himitthaymbolic significance.
From the perspective of human history — of human progress — intellesrats can have as
much revolutionary force as material ones. It is the confidemaethe French Revolution
instilled in German intellectuals, the belief that their woedsld have material force, which
lends much of the philosophy of the 1790s its programmatic flavor.sé¥ehis, not only in
Schlegel’'s essay on Aristophanes, but indeed to a greater aor éa¢set, in all of his early
writings, and even more explicitly during higomanticperiod. His writings on Greek and
Roman literature always show themselves to be peripherally cautcerith the contemporary
relevance that they can hd{e In Vom &asthetischen Werte der griechischen Komé&talegel
already reveals in the opening lines that he is not only conceritedumderstanding Greek

comedy, as the essay'’s title might lead one to think, but thatsbewants to show how that

3" Helmut Schanze, among others, has referred tagpiect of Schlegel, namely “die systematische &termg, ja
Fundierung dieses Denkens in ‘seiner Zeit” whieh believes lends Schlegel’'s work an “Aktualitat [fiif die
‘Moderne™ (Schanze 3f.). Thus itis Schlegel'teatpt to make his work on Classical literature eamtoraneously
relevant that keeps modern scholarship interestéleise works.
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understanding can illuminate the failures of contemporary comeétychts ist seltner”, he
writes, “als eine schone Komodie. Das komische Genie ist nidint firee, es schamt sich seiner
Frohlichkeit, und furchtet durch seine Kraft zu beleidigen” (KAI 19).

His essay is not meant to be purely scholarly; it is also pcéém Though Schlegel
doubtless wanted to understand Greek Comedy to the best of hiegbihis was ultimately
only secondary to the theory of comedy that he derived frorAnd this theory was not meant
primarily as an analytical tool for interpretation, but much enas a blueprint for the future
potential of comedy. Schlegel's ideal was that the Aristophassssre- and in fact all of his
writings — be revolutionary in the same way that he felt thatRrench Revolution, Goethe’s

Wilhelm Meisterand Fichte'dNissenschaftslehitead been.

[11.1.2 The Influence of Kant's Kritik der Urteilskraft on Schlegel’s AetsthApproach

Like the French Revolution, the publication of KanKsitik der Urteilskraft marks
another pivotal point in the formation of the German aesthetic @iofahe 1790s. But whereas
the French Revolution’s influence was felt in nearly everydfiel German intellectual life,
confirming intellectuals in their belief in progress and in the groef ideas, the influence of the
Kritik der Urteilskraft was more limited in scope; its impact was felt largelythe field of
aesthetics, but here it brought radical change. In this sectwishlto show how Schlegel’s
own aesthetic beliefs during the early period of his thought caedreas both incorporating and

rejecting some of the fundamental changes in aesthetics that Katikshelped catalyze.
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In short, theKritik shifted the primary objective of aesthetic analysis from a pursuit of the
normative rules for making and interpreting art — the proper contehtoam required for the
attainment of beauty —, to an interest in its reception by thecubpn interest in how beauty is
perceived To say that Kant'&ritik did this alone would be to neglect a slow paradigm shift that
had already begun during ti8turm und Drangperiod. The growth of th&eniebeweguri,
which was coupled closely with the first widespread positive pteme of Shakespeare in
Germany, led to a definitive structural shift away from thealled French-influenced classicist
Regelpoetik(the emulation of the authorities and adherence to traditiondietiesthetorical
rules) to a notion that both the work of art and its creator — theiggenare autonomous of any
external or predetermined ruf@s Even Lessing, who in theory and praxis made a conscious
effort to divorce himself from prevailing comedic and tragic noi@g. adherence to the
Standeklausg| did not advocate pure autonomy in art; his and his contemporariesasistill
wished to be bound to a purpose; they had a persuasive intent exteheaplaytitself, namely,
to compel their audiences to rational thought or — as Lessing liklietiee case of the tragedy —

to awaken their sense of compas&ion

3 For more on the importance of t@enie-Asthetikin this time period see, for example, Jochen Schisnldie
Geschichte des Genie-Gedankens 1750-1945, vobrider Aufklarung bis zum Idealism{€£85).

39 Evidence of this paradigm shift is found both immatic praxis and contemporary theory. M&tyrm und
Drang-dramas — for example LenzBie Soldatenand Der Hofmeisterand Goethe'sG6tz — show the obvious
influence of Shakespeare and few to none of thedbstic characteristics of the French classicigharities, such
as, for example, fidelity to the so-callettei Einheitenlehreto the Standeklausebnd to Wahrscheinlichkeit
Theoretical support for art as autonomous — thatihout external purpose — was first given, adewg to Richard
Newald (290), in 1786 by Karl Philipp Moritz, whestribed the sole-purpose of the work of art, is thse plastic
art, as being ,in sich selbst vollendet “ (Mortiber die bildende Nachahmung des Sch@&3).

“0 The former is more often seen as the intent ofsivealledsatirische Verlachkomédief the Enlightenment,
sometimes called thgAchsische Typenkomddieg. Lessing’®Der junge Gelehrtg1747]). Scherer describes the
external intent of these comedies as being the ey vor den Fehlern normabweichenden Verhaltens;
Uberredung zu verniinftigem, lebenspraktischen Handelehrung durch satirische Demaskierung einglsidfs
als Torheit; dadurch moralische Besserung beim lzaiser* (Scherelorlesungerb.5.1). The latter is associated
with Lessing’s theory of tragedy; see, for exampiie,Briefwechsel liber das TrauergiéWenn es also wahr ist,
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The necessary consequence of this so-callatbnomie-Asthetikwhereby an artist
created — according to his own aesthetic principles — a work vambgeurpose if any should
be, as Kant wrote, an “interesseloses Wohlgefallen”, and as Mmarmtpously claimed, a
“Vollendungin sich selbst 7, was that aesthetics could no longer concethwisie the correct
formalistic qualities of the art-object (KaktlU 204 §2; MoritzUber die bildende Nachahmung
des Schonef75). Kant is explicit about the impossibility of deriving any objective rideart:

Genie ist das Talent (Naturgabe), welches der Kunst diel Rdge|[...] Die schone
Kunst ist nur als Produkt des Genies moglich. Man sieht hieras;€eaie ein Talent
sei, dasjenige, wozu sich keine bestimmte Regel geben lait, hdmogen: nicht
Geschicklichkeitsanlage zu dem, was nach irgendeiner Regel gelerdén kann;
folglich daR Originalitat seine erste Eigenschaft sein miisse KHhB07 § 46).

The philosopher, therefore, must not and cannot concern himself withetiganism
behind the creation of beauty, since for this, there can be no ratippadaah, and must
therefore limit his study to the judgment of beauty. Not objett@sty, but only its perception,
can be critically conceptualiz€d Furthermore, since no formalistic norms for beauty can be
logically determined, any claim to universality that the judgmehtbeauty can have is

necessarily limited to the sphere of intersubjectivityThe judgment of beauty must be limited

to the capacity of the community of recipients who, through debateas@émsus, arrive at an

dal3 die ganze Kunst des tragischen Dichters ausidiere Erregung und Dauer des einzigen Mitleidgtd, so
sage ich nunmehr, die Bestimmung der Tragddieiésted sie sollnsere Fahigkeit, Mitleid zu fihleerweitern*
(Lessing 55)

“1 According to Schulz, this psychologization of hesics constitutes one of Kant’s most fundameraatributions
to aesthetics in the 1790’s: “Man versteht den gmofkinfluR Kants auf seine Zeit nicht, wenn mameei
Philosophie nicht zugleich als Psychologie verstéBchulz 216).

“2 Kant: “Aber von einer subjektiven Allgemeingiiltigik d. i. der &sthetischen, die auf keinem Begiféruht, 14Rt
sich nicht auf die logische schlieRen ; weil jer Wrteile gar nicht auf das Objekt geht. Eben damber muf
auch die asthetische Allgemeinheit, die einem Urteeigelegt wird, von besonderer Art sein, waihsilas Pradikat
der Schonheit nicht mit dem Begriffe des Objekisseiner ganzen logischen Sphére betrachtet, veft<nind doch
eben dasselbe Uber die ganze Sphare der Urteilendeilehnt” (KanKdU 215 § 8).
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aesthetic judgement. In other words, it is not possible to aeveles, which might indicate
how the artwork should be constructed or created. Rather, one can ol tww a
community of subjects might make an aesthetic judgment about the (art)-objec

The radicalness of this conclusion and the depth of its impact iGehman-speaking
world cannot easily be overestimated. The limit that Kant glacethe rational subject’s ability
to knowany sort of objective beauty is aptly characterized by &dr8chulz as “das erste grol3e
Fragezeichen” to the Enlightenment belief that the objective wariddcbe systematically
understood (Schulz 157). And the so-called “Erkenntniskrise” that Kgpitredsis one of the
reasons why so many poets from this era felt driven to aesthetic philosomiuier to ground, as
Schulz puts it, “ihre Kunst und ihr Handwerk theoretisch auf festate®®’ (ibid.). At the
time, few could approach aesthetics without first dealing waintis Kritik, whether it was in
the form of a complete incorporation of Kant's ideas or, on the othet, ha an attempt to
discredit them.

In Friedrich Schlegel, we see both tendencies — incorporation and repudiaKant’s
aesthetics — at work. His interest in Kant dates back atdsasarly as 1793, that is, to his years
as a law student, before he had yet decided to dedicate himgedféssional writing. In a letter
to his brother August, from June 2, 1793 he writes: “Ich habe den éh@per grof3er Méanner,

vielleicht nicht ganz ohne Erfolg, zu ergrinden gesucht als Kant, téldps Gothe,

3 Most famous among writers that KanKsitik influenced is perhaps Schiller, who took a breakmfrdramatic
praxis after the publication @on Carlos(1787) and — between 1792 and 1796 — wrote assefigesthetic studies,
all deeply informed by Kant'&ritik. Schulz summarizes this as follows: “Schiller k#dts die philosophische
Grundlegung fir seine literarische Arbeit als natdig empfunden” (Schulz 218). The central probfenmSchiller
was that he wished to ascribe a purpose to arghwivbuld not however compromise its unconditiongbaomy.
To that end, his earlier formulation of the purpadetheater in hisMannheimer Red¢1784) as a “moralische
Anstalt”, a “Schule der praktischen Weisheit” (3ieni194), would have been too limiting.
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Hemsterhuys, Spinoza, Schiller; anderer von weniger Bedeutung nigrivahnen” et. to
A.W.6-2-1793f*

We see more explicit evidence, however, of Schlegel's concernthvatimplications of
Kant's Kritik from an unpublished fragment on aesthetics dating from 1795/96. hiere,
postulates an “allgemeingiltige Wissenschaft des Schonen und der ,Kbnstigh which the
“Kantische Theorie [...] wiederleget [wirde], nemlich die Behauptuiadi keine Theorie des
Schonen moglich sey” (KA XVI 6). The implication here is thahi8gel still believes in the
objective validity of a theory of beauty. This is, in fact, efttal importance in understanding
Schlegel’s early writings, that although they were all publistiesl Kant's three critiques, thus
in thecritical era, they still pursue traditional metaphysical — i.e. pricati— aim&>. This is
why it makes sense for Schlegel to speak — as he does Arittephanes-essay — of “die
eigentliche Komddie” and “die Natur des Komischen” (KA | 20) a®cisj that can be pursued
and described. According to Dannenberg, Schlegel tidats in their Platonic sense, as
“metaphysische Wirklichkeiten, [...] objektiv-konstitutive Prinzipiensdé&rkennens und

Handeln” (Dannenberg 3%) This amounts to a rejection of one of the central principles of

44 Schlegel’s remark is of added importance hereifas as it also shows his high regard for Hemsiisrhwhose
influence is quite explicit in the essay on Aridtapes. Hemsterhuis’ influence will be discusse@liapter IV.1 in
conjunction with Schlegel’s notion of the fundansrtuman drives and of freedom. It is, in factnaekable that
neither Behrens (1984) nor Dierkes (1980) mentitwsinfluence of Hemsterhuis on the young Schlégeheir
otherwise expansive treatments of Schlegel’s eaitigal method.

> Dannenberg sees this as being a neglected aspstidies on SchlegelGeschichtsphilosophie Dannenberg:
“Gerade diese Tatsache findet in denjenigen Untbrsugen zu F. Schlegels Frihwerk, die ihre Datsigllerst mit
dem Studium-Aufsatz beginnen [...] oftmals zu wenigiB&sichtigung” (30).

“n fact, the influence of Plato’s dialogues on ffmaing Schlegel has not escaped attention (seexfample:
Behler,Friedrich Schlegels Theorie der Universalpoegi2l). Schlegel himself was clear about the imfbgePlato
had had on him in his youth. In his lakéorlesungeron thePhilosophie des Leber{$827) he writes, “es sind jetzt
eben neununddreif3ig Jahre, seit ich die samtliSwmiften des Plato in griechischer Sprache zuteenslal mit
unbeschreiblicher WiRbegierde durchlas; und seifieneben mancherlei andern wissenschaftlichadi&t, diese
philosophische Nachforschung fiir mich selbst eiggnimmer die Hauptbeschaftigung geblieben” (KAX9f.).
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Kant’'s Kritik. However, though Schlegel may have believed that his comedic icteallya
existed in some metaphysical sense, he was also fully dhatré was an ideal, and as such,
may remain forever unrealized. Like the Platonic form howevenle§el's comedic ideal,
whether it has a metaphysical existence or is just adhealr construct, nevertheless has a
practical relevance as an abstraction against which existing comealydse compared.
Schlegel’'s essay on Aristophanes does, however, show an incorpofatiant’s Kritik
to the extent that one sees there the same shift in perspaetyefrom an examination of the
formalistic aspects of art to a study of its reception. &yells essay concerns itself very little
with the actual structure of Aristophanes’ plays, and whenever structlheded to, it is only to
show in which ways this structure is symptomatic of the soctofgal context within which
Greek Comedy developed. His theory, as | will show in Chapteaxsmines the ideal effect
that comedy should induce in the individual. Any play that inducespgusliar effect is a
comedy, and its aesthetic worth is in direct proportion to the édgraevhich it induces this

effect or serves its purpose, regardless of what formal aspects it mey oot have.

1.2 Programmatics in Schlegel’'s Essay on Aristophanes

In the review of secondary research (Chapter Il), | alludebedact that, at the time of
its publication, Schlegel’s Aristophanes-essay enjoyed a posgbaption in its own right, and
not merely within the field of Classical Studies. Ernst Betlates that during the early P9

century, it was “eine der berihmtesten und anerkanntesten Arbagdndfr Schlegels” (Behler
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KAl CXLI). This is no small honor considering the fame and sgsc— at least in the
intellectual community — that Schlegel would garner with hierlatritings. The essay’s fame
derived not so much from the theory of comedy it contained, but ratimarthe way in which
Schlegel used his theory both as a programmatic defense stogfranes as a canonical
playwright, and at the same time, as a polemical attack on whiith@as the sad state of
contemporary German comedy. The following section examines #teribal background
underlying the polemical war that Schlegel here wages, whichiwiturn, make it clear why
Schlegel felt that a new comedic ideal — his ideal — was so necessary.

Schlegel begins his short essay with the bold claim that Ole&kG@omedies —
particularly those of Aristophanes — represent the purestagahzof the comedic ideal and this
is, in fact, the premise from which his argument develops. This wak794, far from an
obvious truth. Aristophanes’ plays had fallen into disrepute in theatid 18 centuries. And
in preparing for the republication of the Aristophanes-essay irSamtliche Werkg1822),
Schlegel remarked in a footnote on the impact that his essayabdad the turn towards a more
positive reception of Aristophanes in the earlﬁ? tentury:

Dal3 Aristophanes [...] als ein Urkiunstler [...] neben den erhabenstenehetser

alten tragischen Kunst seine Stelle einnehme und verdiene; datamwals, als dieser

kleine Aufsatz [...] zuerst erschien, noch durchaus nicht so allgearerkannt, als

dieses jetzt Uberall zu vernehmen ist (KAI 19).

It was not only, as we might today assume, Aristophanes’ seiagaitibusness and
Europe’s later prudishness, which led to a natural condemnation ofagherigiht. The reasons

are in fact more varied and have as much to do with the forspaEces of his plays and
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characters as with the perceived influence of his plays inghierscing of Socrates. Martin
Holtermann, in his reception-history of Aristophanes, writes thadtdghanes was generally
dismissed in France in the1and 18 centuries, “gerade auch von Interpreten, die ansonsten
die antike Literatur fur vorbildlich erklarten” (Holtermann 55fHoltermann gives three reasons
for this trend:

1. Aristophanes’ language was criticized for its perceived “Unordnung” ¥otharitat”.

2. His plays were criticized from the viewpoint of the hegemonic dtemRegelpoetik
According to critics who argued along this line, Aristophanes tadlahe classical
unities of time, action, and place and failed to bring his playseiner befriedigenden
Abrundung”.

3. Aristophanes’ satire of public and political contemporaries wasamatic mechanism
that was inapplicable within the context of"1and 18 century France, and ran counter
to the literary tastes of a people writing for a court audiemtesre overt political
criticism was out of the question (Holtermann 54f.).

Aristophanes was criticized, thus, from a normative aesthetid@ant for not adhering to
the rules of dramatic art and from a moral standpoint for both Inc®iged moral degeneracy
and for his personal satires, which one critic termed “que desles diffamatoires”
(D'Aubignac 81f". It is possible that Friedrich Schlegel, when he calls thethwof
Aristophanes’ plays “allgemein verkannt” (KAl 20), would have tradesl reasons for this
misjudgment back to the same place that his brother Auguseildid in his 1808 lectures

Uber dramatische Kunst und Literaturamely back to Voltaire:

47 Citation from (Holtermann 55)
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Mit dem erbarmungswiurdigen Uebermuthe der Unwissenheit urthethikéo|...] tUber

Aristophanes ab, und die neueren franzésischen Kritiker sind meiseamsms

Beyspiele gefolgt. Uebrigens kann man die Grundlage aller sohidftheile der

Neueren hierliber, und die verstockte prosaische Ansicht schon beymiPintsemer

Vergleichung des Aristophanes und Menander finden (A.W. Schlegel 127).

The sweeping condemnation to which A\W. Schlegel here referdbeaiound in the
following widely-cited passage from Voltaire’s entry for h&isme’ in his Dictionnaire
Philosophiqug1764):

Ce poéte comiqueAristophanes, MB qui n’est ni comique ni poéte, n'aurait pas été

admis parmi nous a donner ses farces a la foire Saint-Lairemd; parait beaucoup

plus bas et plus méprisable que Plutarque ne le dépeint (Volédtennaire

Philosophiquet69)*2.

Voltaire, in turn, is referring here to Plutarch®mparison between Aristophanes and
Menander in which his extreme devaluation of Aristophanes is accompaniedfusive praise
for Menander. Among other things, Plutarch criticizes Agbkaines for his “coarseness [...] in
words, vulgarity, and ribaldry”, a playwright to be enjoyed onlyH®y/‘tude and vulgar person”
(Plutarch 463), and for having a style with such great “vagednd dissonances in it, so neither
doth he give to his persons what is fitting and proper to each” (Ehud®7). As was the case

with Shakespeare, so too did Voltaire’s condemnation of Aristophaneddiaipthe possibility

for an unbiased examination of his art on the continent. Charactafsthe criticism from

“8 Voltaire’s judgment of Aristophanes is in the $emton atheism because it was important for hishow who he
believed was really responsible for the unjust gbagainst Socrates that he was an atheist. Aogpta Voltaire,
Aristophanes (specifically, because of his pldye Cloudsin which he casts Socrates as a money-mindedstpph
is to blame above all others: “La mort de Socratece que I'histoire de la Gréce a de plus odiguj.Aristophane
fut le premier qui accoutuma les Athéniens a regraBbcrate comme un athée. [...] Voila 'homme quppré de
loin le poison dont des juges infames firent pgnwmme le plus vertueux de a Grécdjid.).
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Voltaire and other French writers is the fact that it condefristophanes from the perspective
of the normative aesthetics of thé™@ntury — what in Germany was termed Regelpoetif® —
and that it shows an inability or a refusal to understand Aristoptismaswithin the context of
the time in which he was writing.

Precisely this is what Friedrich Schlegel wished to redtifizis essay on Aristophanes, and
he did so in a radical maniér He does not just advocate a relativistic understanding of
Aristophanes by which he, like all writers, would be judged only agaorgemporary aesthetic
standards. Indeed, the Aristophanes-essay is meant to outtieergof comedy and as such is
every bit as normative as tHeegelpoetikit attacks. Schlegel, at least at this time in the
development of his thought, believed that Old Greek Comedy was asaegeand sufficient
subject from which to develop a comedic theory. According to him, an staddng of “die
Natur des Komischen” could only be acquired from its purest exarapteshis, for him, meant
comedies that were devoid of “tragische Energie” or, to use Stislegnthropological
terminology, bereft of any traces 8thmerZKAI 20). And the only comedic genre that, for

him, met this standard, was Old Greek Comedy, precisely bechitsendependence from any

*® For a detailed discussion of what was understaotha dramati®Regelpoetikn Germany in the 7and 1§'
centuries, see: Manfred Fuhrmann. “Die Rezeptioradstotelischen Trag6dienpoetik in Deutschlanmdirticularly
pgs. 93-96. Fuhrmann traces the roots ofRbgelpoetikback to AristotlesPoeticsand to Horace'#\rs Poetica
Apart from the aforementioned ‘Mi3achtung der Eihtdes Ortes’, Aristophanes would have been criéidi
according to thé&kegelpoetiland its famou®reieinheiten-Lehrgfor failing to match the correct cast of chareste
with the correct genre. According to tRegelpoetikgods and generals, who are often in Aristophacesiedies
(e.g. Cleorin The Knightsand Dionysus imhe Frog$, belong to “die erhabene Sphére [...] der Tragodiel were
considered unsuitable subjects for comedy (Fuhrn&)n

%% |t should be mentioned here that Friedrich Schlegs not actually the first in Germany to praisésfophanes’
worth in response to French criticism. This hogoes to Johann George Sulzer and Christoph Marieiand.
Sulzer, in hisAllgemeine Theori€l777) expresses an opinion that is very similat¢blegel’s statement that “das
komische Genie [...] nicht mehr frei [ist]” (KAl 19)Sulzer writes: “es wére vielleicht nicht Uberteh wenn man
sagte: daf3 in einer einzigen von seinen Comddiehy Wiz und Laune ist als man auf den meisten meBéhne
in einem ganzen Jahr hort” (Sulzer 215). Wielasttl hectures on Aristophanes in Erfurt at the beiig of the
1770’s and later translated many of his plays ®&&wman (Holtermann 74).
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reliance on tragic elements. The opening lines of Schlegeigofhanes-essay constitute a
polemical attack on the traditional understanding of comedy andabittie radical novelty
behind Schlegel’s theory:

Das komische Genie ist nicht mehr frei, es schamt sich deidblichkeit, und furchtet

durch seine Kraft zu beleidigen. Es erzeugt daher kein vollgg&sdind reines Werk

aus sich selbst, sondern begnugt sich, ernsthafte dramatisciotduttgen aus dem

hauslichen Leben mit seinen Reizen zu schmicken. Aber damit hégigdigliche

Komddie auf; komische Energie wird unvermeidlich durch tragischerdis ersetzt:

und es entsteht eine neue Gattung, eine Mischung des komischen undjidebeina

Drama. [...] Die Natur des Komischen kann man nur in der unvermischiean

Gattung kennen lernen: und nichts entspricht so ganz dem Ideal rtiss Keimischen,

als die alte Griechische Komédie. Sie ist eins der widietig®okumente fur die

Theorie der Kunst; denn in der ganzen Geschichte der Kunst sin@chimheiten

einzig, und vielleicht eben deswegen allgemein verkannt (KAI 20f.).

Schlegel calls for nothing short of a complete reappraisal df @kek Comedy. The
implications here are far-reaching. Likely, never before raewkr since has anyone tried to
develop a full and systematic theory of comedy from the work single playwright, and
certainly not from Aristophanes. Further, according to Schlelgefetis little to nothing that
came after Aristophanes, which could be called true comedy. nidrence to be drawn is that
those works, which according to previous critieere usually classified as comedies — works by
Plautus and Terence, or Moliére and Shakespeare — were, fog8chiething of the sort, but
were better thought of as mixed forms, “Mischung[en] des komischendasdtragischen
Drama” (bid.).

That the system of classification for the genre “Comedgliitwas in need of reworking

must have been obvious to many by the 1790s, and in this respect, Scld#geks however

unique its form, is indicative of a general dissatisfaction wikierited literary poetics. Critics
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during the High Enlightenment (1740s and 1750s) had engaged in a stheaooétical
gymnastics in trying to apply the inherited genre-dichotomyagédy/Comedy” to plays that
seemed to fit neither type. The outcome tended rather to expaddfihidon of comedy than
that of tragedy. Tragedy had, after all, been clearlynddfby Aristotle in thé?oeticswhereas
the section on comedy had famously gone missing. Profitlich detudescribes the dillemna
in which “Kunstrichter” from this time period found themselves:

Die nur begrenzte Erlaubnis, aus dem System der etabliertee<zmuszubrechen und

neue Formen, z.B. die fur das klassizistische Denken suspekten Misehfozon

kreieren, erklart den Eifer, mit dem eine grol3e Zahl von Kunstricktar der vierziger

und funfziger Jahre die Frage erértert, ob zu den ‘Komédien’ Drameihly werden

kénnen, die ihre Protagonisten [...] statt Lachanreize zu bieten, Empfindunge

Teilnahme, Mitleiden, Rithrung erregen (Profitlich*35)

The catalyst for this theoretical debate, one that actuallydenmesi removing the element of
humor and its effect — laughter — from the definition of comedy, a@s/e all the freshly
imported and increasingly populaomédie larmoyantéom France (in Germangas riihrende
Lustspie), and the difficulty it posed for the traditional tragedy/comdayhotomy. According
to Gottsched, theihrende Lustspiedepicted “das birgerliche Leben der heutigen Welt”

(Gottsched 593fF, and though it tended to be sentimental and moving, it did not however end

tragically’>. Its eschewal of traditional tragic elements (noble or dipgrsonnel, tragic ending)

* Profitlich writes that Adam Daniel Richter and f-all people — Johann Elias Schlegel, Friedrichi&gél’'s uncle,
went furthest in theorizing humor completely outofmedy (Profitlich 35-37).

*2 This citation is from Gottsched’s “Zufallige Ged@m (iber Herrn Adam Daniel Richter”. The refereisceaken
from Profitlich (35).

%3 For a more in depth clarification of the sub-geiftéhrendes Lustspiel’, see tReallexikors entry. There, it is
thus defined: “Das Ruhrende Lustspiel konstitusésh als eine ‘Komédie ohne Komik’ [...]. Wirkungsfstischer
Zweck des Rihrenden Lustspiels ist es, daf3 diehause mittels Identifikation vom traurigen, abeshiitragischen
Schicksal der Buhnenfiguren ‘gerihrt’ werdeRe@llexikortRUhrendes Lustspiel’ 337).
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led to its classification as a comedyusétspie) despite the absence of any intended laughter-
effect”.

Friedrich Schlegel starts from a completely different — neaplyosite — premise from
these theorists of the High Enlightenment. Instead of widening thetide of comedy beyond
recognition, Schlegel substantially limits it and transformsinib an ideal, which only
Aristophanes has come anywhere close to achieving. This isSaiggel labels Old Greek
Comedy “eins der wichtigsten Dokumente fiir die Theorie der KuKskl 20). He is careful
not to ascribe absolute perfection to it, writing instead: “nichtspeicht so ganz dem Ideal des
reinen Komischen, als die alte Griechische Komaodikid(. As for contemporary comedy,
Schlegel has nothing nice to say. Without a doubt, when SchlegeloSayantemporary
dramatic praxis, “es schamt sich seiner Frohlichkeit, und furdahteth seine Kraft zu
beleidigen”, the types of drama that he has in mind arelitiende Lustspiehnd the so-called
Familiensttuckewvhich followed in its wake and had become ubiquitous to the point ddlityvi
by the 17908. The scorn that Goethe, Schiller, and the Romantics had fomtmerisely
popular Familienstiickeof succesful playwrights like Iffland and Kotzebue has been well
documentetf. According to Eckehard Catholy, Schlegel's contemporaries would hailg ea

picked up on the essay’s veiled polemics against these types of drama:

** One need look no further than Christian FiirchteGetlert's Die zartlichen Schwesterf1747) for proof of how
unfunny comedies were becoming. The play is emdbnta birgerliches Trauerspiel with a happy ending
(marriage, as one might expect). It exemplifies tipical structure of thelihrende Lustspiel“Tugend und
Ernsthaftigkeit auf der Biihne, statt tragischeme8ein ein glickliches Ende; Erbauung und RuhrundParkett,
statt Schrecken und Erschitterung geruhrte Erkiohg” ReallexikorfRUhrendes Lustspiel’ 338).

* TheFamilienstiicks also sometimes termed thamiliengeméaldéSchulz 467).

%% See for example, Schulz, 449-455; also Gladee's biirgerliche Rihrsticd 969).
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Die Spitze, die sich hier gegen Schlegels erfolgreichég&mossen Iffland und

Kotzebue richtet, ist untibersehbar, auch wenn deren Namen in eieesl¢hung, die

der Komddie einer langst vergangenen Zeit gewidmet ist, niddracklich erwahnt

werden. Die gebildeten Leser der ‘Berlinischen Monatsschnifttler Schlegel seinen

Essay publiziert hatte, muf3ten die geheime Beziehung erkennen (Catholy 186).

One of the essays intentions is that the new sense that Sajilezgeto the comedy might
help free contemporary drama of these popk&mniliengeméldeandRuhrstiicke According to
Holtermann, Schlegel's intention was “dem Lustspiel seiner Gegenveale Mdglichkeiten
auf[zuzeigen]. Fir Komddien in Anlehnung an Aristophanes war dderitZwang zum

geschlossenen Drama aufgehoben und breiter Raum fiir Formexperigtgotieng (Holtermann

95).

1.3 Schlegel's Early Critical-Historical Project:
Implications for the Aristophanes-Essay

As | mentioned in the preceding section, Schlegel believed Old @erledy to be a
necessary and sufficient object of study for the developmenthafaayt of comedy. Because of
the peculiar socio-political structure of Athens, comedy achievmdr@ding to Schlegel, a state
of comedic aesthetic perfection, or as Schlegel puts it puni&y,itad not since been matched.
Accordingly, he believed that any theory concerned with the essence ofycanmgld do well to
begin there. Before | examine the reasons that Schlegeligities essay on Aristophanes for
ascribing such excellence to Old Greek Comedy in particuliandlit constructive to briefly

discuss Schlegel’s early attitude toward Classical litegain general, since it will be seen that



43

his high praise for Greek comedy is not peculiar, but rather eatingbf his general attitude
towards Greek literature.

Nearly all of Schlegel’s early writings on Classic&tature, even those on quite specific
topics — likeUber die Diotima— were written with one eye towards his planned critical-héstbr
project of developing a system of aesthetics out of the histoGlasfsical literature. And the
Aristophanes-essay is supported by the implicit assumption thabey of comedy, and indeed
any adequate theory of literature, must necessarily beigntke history of its genesis, which
Schlegel traced to the Greeks. Both Hans Dierkes and KlausrBekieo have written detailed
studies of Schlegel’s early aesthetic-philosophical method, emphhsszhistorical approach as
being one of the central principles of his early theoreticah@is¥. It is an interest that he
shared with many of his contemporaries; German intellectual thaughe late 18 century saw
the awakening of a more nuanced understanding of history, and ghaaitaf Schlegel's
literary peers, but most famously Herder, tried to deal with Wiegt felt was the importance of
understanding the progression of histBry In Germany, writes Schulz, “leistete Herder auf
diesem Gebiet in seineildeen zur Philosophie der Geschichte der Menschipeihdlegende
Arbeit” (Schulz 181). Herder’'s response to the traditional purswsupfatemporal norms that
could apply equally to artworks from different historical eraasvio emphasize instead the

relative historical context in which each artwork was producedhisnmanner, writes Dierkes,

" Behrens, for example, call§eschichtsphilosophi&chlegel’s “hermeneutisches Werkzeug” (Behrens 29).
Dierkes entire study of Friedrich Schegel’s earbtimod is based on the assumption that it can leeghlerstood as
rooted in a philosophy of history (Dierkes 11-12).

%8 Schulz, in his history of late £&nd early 18 century German literature, sees the awakeningnea historical
consciousness in Germany as being one of the madtuaral-intellectual trends that characterize thia (Schulz
180). In the section that he dedicates to thisdtemcy’, Schulz lists a virtual who’s-who of lat&"century German
authors who sought to understand the relevandeedfistory of humanity.
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Herder was able to arrive at “eine Lésung des von der ‘Queiibgkommenen Problems eines
universalen Geschichtsmal3stabes” (Dierkes 16). The contours of’Bl@md@mentation cannot
be discussed here. Suffice it to say that Schlegel's ®esthichtsphilosophiean be seen in
many ways as a reaction to what he saw as Herder’'s batoelativism. Much as Schlegel
considered his own work in aesthetics to be a response to itegitims that Kant had placed on
the possibility for an objective theory of beauty, @sschichtsphilosophiboth incorporated
Herder’'s sense for the importance of historical context whillhe@atsame time dismissing its
relativistic conclusions. In a review of HerdemBgiefen zur Beférderung der Humanitat
Schlegel makes his criticism of pure historical relativism clear:

Die Methode [...], jede Blume der Kunsthne Wirdigungnur nach Ort, Zeit und Art

zu betrachten, wirde am Ende auf kein andres Resultat fuhren, aléedas®in mulite,

was es ist und war” (KAl 54).

For Schlegel, supratemporal aesthetic norms were still possibheir determination
simply required a far more nuanced understanding of historicalxtahsa his predecessors had
given them. They could no longer simply be the traditional norms é&egelpoetikbut needed
instead to take into account the society, Schlegel might sap¢hetad Bildung that had helped
to make possible the production of a given work of art. And as wedatel see, the theory of
comedy that Schlegel developed is more concerned with the sodiogbaontext that frames

Aristophanes’ plays than the plays themseReSchlegel’s belief that it was precisely the

* It is noteworthy that Schlegel so often makesresfee to the “alte Griechische Komédie” and farslegten
mentions Aristophanes by name, even though Aristops’ plays are the only full examples of Old Gr&sknedy
that we now possess. Schlegel wishes to derivithb@y of comedy more from tipeacticeof Old Greek Comedy
than from Aristophanes’ plays in particular. Aoighanes’ dramatic structure, his use — for example the
parabasis, his constant rupturing of dramatic idlnshis depiction of people who must have certaligen in the
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Greeks whose literature might form the basis for a universahyhd literature followed from
two assumptions: first, that the Greeks invenigaik, Lyrik, and Dramatik and second, that
under the Greeks, these genres developed naturally. This naturg)ries$chlegel, one of the
key characteristics of Classical (and specifically Gyde&rature, and is one of the principle
things that separates it from modern literature. In his earljings, he offers various
formulations of this central belief, calling the progressiorClatssical literature “[ein] ganze[r]
Kreislauf der organischen Entwicklung der Kunst” (KAl 307-08), alternately “[eine]
allgemeine Naturgeschichte der Dichtkunst; eine vollkommene und gelsetdle Anschauung”
(KAl 276). Elsewhere he describes it as “ein Maximum und Kanomadgirlichen Poesie”
(KAI 307), “das Urbild der Kunst und des Geschmacks” (KAl 287-88), adas Hochste, was
im Systeme des Kreislaufes mdglich war, ein Maximum deiirigten Bildung: also ein
relatives Maximum” (KAl 634). For Schlegel, the Greeks wengque in that they had no
literary models outside of their own with which they could compaemselves. Modern
literature, on the other hand, is often characterized by Schisedglnatlich He claims that,
under the conditions of modernity, “Absicht das Prinzip der menschlichieang ist”, as
opposed to the “freie Natur” that characterized the Greeks amditiw@ture (KAl 29). This is
why Schlegel sometimes traces the birth of modernity to Ssondte, he believes, was the first

thinker “welcher [...] den Versuch wagte, Sitten und Staat den Ideareiden Vernunft gemaf

audience, these stylistic devices are not in themsevaluable, but only in so far as they are symgst of the
“schone Frohlichkeit” and the “erhabne Freiheit’AlK24) that Schlegel believed were, and shouldtbe,actual
aesthetic criteria for comedy.
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einzurichten” (KAI 636). Plato’s dialogues, he believes, coulddmsidered the first canonical
texts of modernit}f.

Another assumption that one sees as running through all the variousladtons of
Greek literature cited above is that Schlegel viewed its progressidfraskauf It represented,
for Schlegel, a complete and closed cycle spanning from birthatarity, and finally to its
death. And though it was up to Schlegel’s time rather paradigitagee literature as going
through cycles of growth and decay, for Schlegel, only Greehtitex could be characterized as
a “System des Kreislaufs” (KAl 631). On the other hand, modesratiire, by which Schlegel
meant post-Classical literature, was because of its rigftgqdhrogressive in nature. We can see
in this early dichotomy, which Schlegel draws between acient aadm literature, an inchoate

form of what he would later term ti@assicaland theRomantié:. These, he believed, could be

%0 The belief that the age of reflectivity began w8bcrates and Plato is not peculiar to Schlegelorg&eSabine,
writing on an altogether different topic (the histaf political philosophy), expresses a sentimérat is quite
similar to Schlegel’s, and he sees the socio-hgtbimpetus for the writings of Plato, which Salgé believed
embodied the reflectivity of modernity, as beinghéns’ defeat in the Peloponnesian War. “The gegmt of
Athenian public life”, writes Sabine, “fell in thinird quarter of the fifth century B.C., while tigeeat age of [...]
philosophy came only after the downfall of Athensher struggle with Sparta. Here, as in so masgga history,
reflection followed achievement, and principles evabstractly stated only after they had long bestedaupon”
(Sabine 21). The Greeks he writes, “probably wawdtihave turned to philosophy, at least in the mearthey did,
had the life of Athens remained as happy and aspgrous as it seemed to be when Pericles’s Fu@zedion
struck its dominant note” (Sabine 35). Greek étare’s naturalness, Schiller called it its naiwvit&s thus one of its
most essential qualities.

61 Schlegel was certainly not the first to draw corgmars between ancient and modern literature. aheotis
Querelle des anciens et des modembich began in the late ¥7Zentury and was fought largely in France and
England started from a similar point of inquiry ands well-known by Schlegel’'s time. What was noafebut the
Schlegel brothers, however, was that they apprabtiteinterpretive distinction between Ancient aadern — or
alternately Classical and Romantic — with a moranoed historical understanding. The brothers argnethe
wake of what Schulz calls the growit@eschichtsbild der Aufklarung, in dem jeder Kulwumd jeder Epoche ihr
eigenes Recht innerhalb des Fortschreitens der dhbeg zugestanden wurde” (Schulz 60). Thus their
comparisons of the Classical and Romantic were exmec! with understanding the historical necessityhose
styles as reflections of their social, theologi@ien political contexts, and though Friedrich 8gkl believed, at
least during his early phase, that artworks coddunged according to an ideal, this ideal wasréanoved from
idealizations of literary form, and tended ratherbe an ideal of beauty. And if ancients approdctés ideal
within the various genres that they created, them moderns, because of their peculiar historicalditimn,
approached it through the mixing of genres. Thithe theoretical argument that would later allavsEhlegel to
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distinguished from one another not only temporally, but also formallgtithat is to say, by
genre. For example, where&pik, Lyrik, and Dramatik are classical genres, modernity is
characterized by mixed genres: the tragicomedy, which @ehéd his brother believed was
best exemplified by Shakespeare, and the novel, which Schlegel saw as the litevdey genre
par excellencehaving the ability to incorporate all other genres, thus reptieg the universal
mixed-form.

In opposition to the notion of Greek literature as a fully realigegislauf Schlegel
repeatedly characterizes modern literature as in a stgi®@fession, as “ewig nur werden, nie
vollendet” (BehlerEinleitung CIX). This is most succinctly put when he famously writes that
modern — or Romantic — literature is a “progressive Universalpd (KAIl 182 [Fragment
116]). Schlegel arrived at this understanding of modernity aftéregan turning his focus to
modern literature in 1795and used Condorcet’s mathematical notion of infinite perfectibility
as a way to characterize modern literature as being in a statendgipfiogress.

Since, for Schlegel, the essence of modern literature is iiagnat genres, and the fact
that it is — in an Enlightenment sense — a progressive profgch wan never be completed, it ill

lends itself as a basis for the development of an aesthetersyghich wishes to identify the

find worth in both ancient and modern literatutegyt were, according to him, doing different thing3erhaps the
most comprehensive definition of how the Schlegethers understood the Classical/Romantic distinctan be
found in the first of A.W. Schlegel’s lecturEer dramatische Kunst und Literat(4808).

%2 Schlegel began engaging in intense studies ofihgsBorster, Jacobi'#/oldemar and Goethe’sVilhelm Meister
in 1795 (BehleSelbstzeugnisss).

83 Schlegel terms this characteristic of modernaditere as “d[ie] unendliche Fortschreitung” (KAl §31Condorcet,
in his Esquisse d’'un tableau historique des progrés dspfié humain which Schlegel reviewed in the summer
1795, applied the notion of infinite perfectibilifyom infinitesimal calculus to the Enlightenmerdtion of the
progress of humanity, thereby finding a scientifious unassailable, defense of progress. Condoftae
perfectibility of man is truly indefinite: and [...hé progress of this perfectibility, from now onwariddependent
of any power that might wish to halt it, has noestlimit than the duration of the globe upon whicture has cast
us” (Condorcet 3). For more on the Condorcet-Sleonnection, see Behléderman Romantic Literary Theory
66-68.
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essence or ideal of the various genres, as it was Schlegelbs io do. In fact, we can take his
claim — “die Natur des Komischen kann man nur in der unvermischtéanGdtennen lernen”
(KAI 20) —, and say that this is what he ultimately wishedddor all literary genres. Ideally,
Schlegel would have developed an aesthetic system explaining #@lecasical, the ideal
tragical, the ideal lyrical etc. It is indicative of thelirgince that Kant had in turning aesthetic
philosophy away from the pursuit of developing ideal norms for litefamys, that Schlegel
does not characterize his own project as the pursuit of the ¢cdeaddy, but rather of “das
Komische”. And, in fact, the theoretical paradigm in the early aiddL!' century was rather to
concern oneself with the comical and the tragical, as it,ves@ not primarily the comedy and
the traged$’. The ambitious nature of Schlegel's project makes it understandhjplée was
never able to finish it. But in his theory of comedy, one findbgges the most fully realized
subsystem of what he had envisioned as a universal system, whasgptides he never

completed.

6 A perusal of Profitlich’s two-volume collection German dramatic theory from the Baroque to tH& @ntury
shows that, beginning in the 1790's, theorists egiconcern themselves less wilie Komddieanddie Tragtdie
and rather more witdas Komisch@nddas Tragische This is most apparent in the dramatic theorfeSahlegel,
Schelling, Hegel, and Schopenhauer. Szondi, ifEb&ay on the Tragispeaks of the aesthetic pursuit of ttagic
as opposed to theagedyas beginning with Schelling. | was, unfortunatelgable to obtain a copy of the German
original. Szondi writes: “Since Aristotle, therashbeen a poetics of tragedy. Only since Schefiagjthere been a
philosophy of the tragic. [...] Aristotle’s text stes to determine the elements of tragic art; ijealis tragedy, not
the idea of tragedy. [...] The realizations it theretmhieves [...] are meaningful not in themselves,rather in
their significance for tragic poetry, whose lawe & be derived from them” (Szontiiagic 1). However, already
in Schlegel, we see a definitive turn away fromwirg the dramatic form as the primary end. Whabmedy's
form and content should be is left completely ope®chlegel does not yet, however, take the raditgh that
Schelling does and this is precisely the point $aondi. Schelling’s aesthetics go so far that theghew any
concern for the drama (the tragedy) whatsoeverpnbt in its form, but also in its effect and sddianction: “By
no longer focusing on the effect that the tragis ba the audience but on the phenomenon of théctisglf,
[Schelling] commences the history of the theorythe tragic” (SzondiTragic 7). On the other hand, Schlegel’s
anthropological approach in aesthetics, as we sed, still necessitates that his primary concerprieisely the
play’s — or more specifically beauty’s — effect s audience. What separates Schlegel from higyEehment
predecessors (particularly Lessing) who likewisguad from the perspective of dramatic effect, iistfof all, that
Schlegel sees art as bringing the individual’s aiafe fundamental drives into harmony, whereasihgsaw art as
having a rationalizing social-didactic function,dasecond of all, that Schlegel, like his contempesa(Schiller,
Moritz, Kant) emphasizes the freedom and autondraydrt must have in order to be beautiful.
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\Y Towards Schlegel’s Theory of Comedy as
Argued in his Essay on Aristophanes

As | stated in the introduction, the aim of the present studyoisrtive at an
understanding of the socially predicated componehtSchlegel’s theory of comedy. To that
end, the present chapter focuses on retracing Schlegel’s lamguwhentation in order to gain an
accurate and logically sound understanding of his theory of comédy.mly intention that, in
approaching Schlegel's essay thus, that is, via a close readngijll be able to see to what
extent his notion of comedy rests on his understanding of the sotadak context out of
which it arises. lllustrating this dependence will, |1 hope, miakdear why the normative
component of his theory of comedy itself presupposes certain neenattiefs as regards what
is proper for society.

Given his eschewel of literary theories grounded in formalisdrms, Schlegel's essay
on Greek Comedy does not begin with a description of Aristophanes. pRather, his theory
develops from an anthropological premise. His strategy i&tblsy outlining what he believes
to be the fundamental characteristics of human nature that makeditelual receptive to
comedy. And from there, he hopes to show that classical Athencetysand the comedy
which arose out of it, allowed for this receptivity to be realiieih. his early writings, Friedrich
Schlegel treatsSeschichtsphilosophias a tool for understanding how literature and culture
develop over time as a reflection of the historical context outvloth they arise, then
anthropology — what Schlegel callebensphilosophie is, for him, what grounds literature and
beauty as supratemporal human necessities, manifesting themselves threragh &l greater or

lesser degree, as a function of cultural cultivatiBid(ung). It is, as Dierkes calls it, “der
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apriorische Ansatz” (Dierkes 47), that which Schlegel's entireerstdnding of historical

development presupposes.

IV.1  Anthropological Basis: The Concept of “Freude”

Schlegel begins his argument by giving an explanation of thecticakinterplay between
two basic human drives Freude and Schmerz— which he believes are activated by and
represented in art. Only later in the essay does it bectéeae kbow these drives relate
specifically to comedy. As | hope to show, a close examinafidhe concepts dfreude and
to a lesser degreBchmerzas they are used in this essay are of importance, not ordydeec
they underlie Schlegel’'s theory of comedy, but also since they fasnBrummack writes,
“ein[en] Grundbegriff in der Anthropologie des frilhen Schlegel”, and tlelp make sense of
the social function Schlegel believes art to have as a ngcessitman nature (Brummack 14).
The entire passage on the concéptudeand Schmeras given below as it forms the basis for
the analysis that follows:

Die Freude ist an sich gut, auch die sinnlichste enthélt einen almargn Genul3

hoéhern menschlichen Daseins. Sie ist der eigentimliche, nattulcharspringliche

Zustand der hoéhern Natur des Menschen; der Schmerz erreicht ihshurohr den

geringeren Teil seines Wesens. Rein-sittlicher Schmercists als entbehrte Freude,

und rein-sinnliche Freude nichts als gestillter Schmerz; denfserd des tierischen

Daseins ist Schmerz. Aber Beides sind nur Begriffe; in deklMhkeit, bilden beide

heterogene Naturen in durchgangiger Gemeinschaft ein Ganzén Menschen,

verschmelzen in einen Trieb — den menschlichen; der Schmerz wiich siind die
Freude wird sinnlich (KAI 21).
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Schlegel presents two interpretive dichotomies that elucidate lehabnsiders to be the
difference between animal and human nature:

1. Sittlichkeit/Sinnlichkejtand

2. Freude/Schmerz

Whereas the terrinnlichkeitis relatively straightforward sensualityseems a sufficient
translation -Sittlichkeitis rather more difficult. The meaning it assumed in Germdogaphy
during the late 18 and early 19 centuries is different, though related to, the translation shat i
conventionally given -morality. The way that Schlegel uses the term seems to accordheith
various definitions foiSittlichkeitthat Grimm’sWoérterbuchcites Schlegel’'s contemporaries as
giving; namely the human capacity to act according to the ectelas opposed to the purely
instinctive reaction that arises out of sensual stimul&tiolivhereas all sentient beings are per
definition sinnlich, only humans arsittlich.

While the same animal/human distinction can be maderfardeand Schmerz Freudeis,
according to Schlegel, purely human — it is not at first cldatwexactly these terms indicate, or
rather, how they should be treated. According to their conventionalimgsa one would think
of Freude(joy) as purely an emotion and 8thmerzpain/sorrow) as, in one sense, a sensory
experience, and in another, an emotion. And Schlegel does indicatéothlaitm, Schmerz
originates in the senses, since he writes: “der Schmesklgrihn [den MenscheviB] nur
durch den geringeren Teil seines Wesens” (KAl 21). He also ackdged that in humans as

opposed to in animal§chmerzan take on a more emotional sittlicheri character, in which

®5 This formulation is taken from various definitioasd examples from Schlegel’'s contemporaries, w@idhnm’s
Worterbuchgives. For example, Schiller is cited as writitfgjttlichkeit ist Bestimmung durch reine Vernunféind
according to Kant, “Ubereinstimmung einer Handlumity der Form des rré¢inen Willens ist Sittlichkeit” (Grimm
Deutsches WérterbuctSittlichkeit).
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case it develops into something like sorrow or sufferiffjeude on the other hand, is for
Schlegel an essential and distinguishing quality of human nature. tMoresimply an emotion,
it is, as he writes, “der eigentiimliche, nattrliche und urspringlichentudex héhern Natur des
Menschen” ipid.). It is important to note that Schlegel emphasizes the latthe is treating
FreudeandSchmerzs idealized human drives. Their separation from each other acdyrst
the conceptual level; they are “nur Begriffe”, as he sdyd.). In fact, in a later edition of the
essay (1822), Schlegel changed the original sentence, “Aber BeidesusiBegriffe” to “Aber
Beides sind nur Begriffe der Absonderung”, which seems to indicaite finmly that they are to
be taken as practical constriétsin der Wirklichkeit”, as he writes, “bilden beide heterogene
Naturen in durchgangiger Gemeinschaft ein Ganzes — den Menschaihmaeen in einen
Trieb — den menschlichenib{d.). Both drives must be thought of as working simultaneously in
man. That Schlegel was adamant about the inseparability of hdmvas — that is, that they
only representdealized constructs — is evident if we look at an early unpublished sketch on
aesthetics by him. There he writes: “Das Thier und dastGend so vereinigt, dal3 die
Gemeinschaft ihrer Triebabsolutist; ein innigerer gegenseitiger Einflul ist nicht denkbar”
(KAXVI 27).

Matthias Dannenberg claims that Schlegel’s pronouncements irrigtephanes-essay and
elsewhere in his early writings on human nature are partgeharal intellectual current in the
18" century, which sought to discover man’s purpose through an examination exfskistial

qualities. Above all Plato, Francois Hemsterhuis (himself a Plato8idt)ller, and Ernst Platner

% |nterestingly, in a letter to his brother from B7Schlegel defines “die strenge Absonderung” as tWerk des
Verstandes” (KAXXIIl 142). Thus, critical thouglig for Schlegel something that categorizes and raggm but
which, in the process, can misrepresent its object.
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are, for the young Schlegel, “Anknlipfungspunkte fur eine Wiederaufnahaalgiamell-
metaphysischer Fragestellungen” (Dannenberg 26f.). Characteoistthis attitude is an
understanding of man as a dualistic being, representative of bothalistiocnand divine
tendencies. Hemsterhuis famously understood this as man’s amphilime, nvghich man
adopted after his fall from grace (Hemsterhuis 279). And Erashd?, expressing a similar
sentiment, calls man “weder Korper noch Seele allein”, but rdtherHarmonie von beyden”
(Platner XV§’. Both of these formulations share with Schlegel the attemptpi@iexhuman
nature by way of its perceived differentiation from animalreat And all three describe this
difference by way of an unempirical metaphysical appealHEmsterhuis, it is man’s divinity,
for Platner his ‘Seele’ and for Schlegel his ‘higher nature’.

We might best arrive at an understanding of what Schlegel nwaBshmerz and from
there approaclirreude — by examining Hemsterhuis’' dialogudexis in which one finds a
definition of man that is parallel in structure, though somewhderdiit in content from
Schlegel's. According to Diokles, Alexis’ mentor and interlocutorimals are completely
motivated by displeasure arising from want and their sole purpose is to alleviate

Also ist die Begierde, die erste Sensation, die in der tr@is®Natur entsteht, aus der

Empfindung eines Bedurfnisses und der eines Gegenstandes, der diemi8edir

befriedigen kdnnte, zusammengesetzt; und folglich ist vor dem Genul¥edierde

eine Unlust (Hemsterhuis 231f.).

Schlegel echoes this sentiment when he writes in the Aristophassgs-d3er Grund des

thierischen Daseins ist Schmerz” (KAl 21). Animals experiemtg Schmerzand its alleviation

%" That Schlegel was acquainted with Hemsterhuidoghphy is evidenced by the already-cited lettemisobrother
from 1793. In the same letter, he mentions ErfeinBr as one of the authors of “weniger Bedeutumgiich he
had been reading of late (KA XXIII 101).
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or avoidance; in other words, they are beings that vacillate be®aenerandNichtschmerz
For Diokles, what distuingishes humans from animals is man'sitagar freedom, though in
his view, most humans do not in reality actualize this capatiy.[gibt] wenig freie Menschen,
[....] und eigentlich [ist] nur der Weise frei” (Hemsterhuis 236)entdterhuis here echoes the
characteristic Enlightenment sentiment that humans free éhessthrough the proper use of
their distinctive intellectual capacity. Importantly, the cptcof Freude plays no role in
Hemsterhuis’ dialogue. For him the relevant distinction is betwlee necessity of animal pain
and the freedom of human wisdom. For Schlegel, however, who is tailosimgthropology in
his Aristophanes-essay to an ultimate determination of conkedyde and not wisdomis the
leading theoretical concéft Neverthless both make the claim that though animals are bound by
necessity, those characteristics or drives that are distimathan — for Hemsterhugisdom and
for SchlegelFreude— do not exist as a matter of course in humans, but rather asnéghivye
the active realization of which makes one human. For both SchlegeHamsterhuis, the
guestion of human nature is inseparable from the question of the human puFpasteis not,
according to Schlegel, a purely sensory emotion, i.e. not meledgure and thus is not to be
confused with Freud’'s understanding of the pleasure-principle as yichopsgical desire to

increase one’s pleasife Rather for SchlegeFreudeis, as Brummack indicates, both an

%] draw the conclusion that Schlegel tailors hikdig on human nature in this essay to their raleeafor comedy
because | have not found any mention of the cormigpteudeanywhere else in his writings. The implicatioatth
draw is thatFreudeis, in Schlegel’'s view, not the main distinguishidgaracteristic of humans, as Hemsterhuis
treats wisdom, but rather that it is perhaps ormanfy.

% In fact, Freud’s pleasure-principle is only thegaive formulation of Schlegel’s definition of tlmimal as a
being that seeks to alleviate its (natur@bhmerzand thus would not apply in the least to humanSeidegel
understands them. See for example, Freud’s defimif the pleasure-principle: “Wir glauben, dal3r[délauf der
seelischen Vorgénge] jedesmal durch eine unlugtivBpannung angeregt wird und dann eine solche uRight
einschlagt, dal sein Endergebnis mit einer Herabsgtdieser Spannung, also mit einer Vermeidung Wolust
oder Erzeugung von Lust zusammenfallt” (Freud 3).
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anthropological and an ethical conc@pafter all, as Schlegel writeEreudeis “an sich gut”
(KAI 20). Later in the same essay, Schlegel writesFEnatideis “ein Symbol des Guten” (KAl
21). Schlegel's use of the word ‘Symbol’ is of central importafrcghe 1822 edition of the
essay, Schlegel clarified by writing instead of simply ‘8ymbol des Guten”, “ein Symbol oder
die sinnbildliche auf3ere Erscheinudgs Guten [my italics]”.Freude much like Hemsterhuis’
freedom, is an ideal. It can only exist purely as an idea, asnbol. According to Schlegel,
Freudein its pure form can only be depicted and beheld; it can onlyitmpsggd in its pure form
as a “sinnbildliche au3ere Erscheinung”. This is where the raernédy comes into play for
Schlegel. Specifically, comedy is precisely this symboFiiude Under Schlegel’'s theory,
comedy’s essential element is that it is a symbol of meapscity for pure joy. As Schlegel
writes a few lines later, “mit der Hoffnung ungehinderter \f@geing, scheint die letzte Hulle
der Tierheit zu verschwinden; der Mensch errat den volligen GenuR3, welchem er nur
streben kann ohne ihn zu besitzen” (KAI 22). Thus, in the aestheticidemttpureFreude
which Schlegel believes the Old Greek Comedy came closeshieviag, weappearto be
finally successful in our aspiration to divorce ourselves from our animal nature.

In a letter to his brother, August Wilhelm, dating from October 16, 1/@3see an
inchoate formulation of the more nuanced anthropological aestheticsddémich in the
Aristophanes-essay. Specifically one notices the same degine down man’s “Bestimmung”
and to transfer those findings into an aesthetic reflection aboutgmes the “Dichter” and the

“Gedicht” their “Werth”:

0 “Der ethischen Formulierung [der Freude] [...] kanmrmalso die anthropologische an die Seite stellen”
(Brummack 16)
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Die Richtung auf Gott und der Genul3 Gottes ist [...] nicht unsre ga@ggEmmung,
aber unsre héchste. Ein Mensch hat so viel Werth als Daseyn, d.h. als Lebemdraft
Gott in ihm ist. Hat er aber auch viel Kraft und Leben, sindedédxer im Streite mit
dem Gott in ihm, so wird er immer ein hallicher Mensch, ein verachtlicher Diahte
sein Urtheil schief seyn. — Dieser Maal3stab gilt auch fur ki@zeenschliche Werke;
also ein Gedicht z.B. hat so viel Werth als menschliche Lebenhsiaah ist. Dazu
gehort aber auch die Richtung aller Theile auf das hdchste ufidlwas anders ist
Sittlichkeit? (et. to A.W10-16-1793).

There is a striking similarity between Schlegel’s dgsion in the Aristophanes-essay of
Freudeas an expression of “h6her[es] menschliche[s] Dasein” and histaefiin the citation
above for man’s “hdchste[r] Bestimmung” as “die Richtung auf @ott der Genul3 Gottes”.
Both the experience ¢freudeand the act of gravitating towards God are, as Schlegel pats it,
highest, though “nicht unsre ganze Bestimmung”. This early formulaighlights the latent
use in the Aristophanes-essay of what Dannenberg characteriz&eragopos von der
Verahnlichung des Menschen mit Gott” (Dannenberd'2@) other writings it is more explicit,
as, for example, in a letter to August Wilhelm dating from #sig28, 1793 where Schlegel
states: “Unsre Wirde [ist] Gott dhnlich zu werdenét( to A.W8-28-1793). It is interesting to
note that, for Schlegel, when the individual exhibits a disharmonious cdrohiod “Kraft und

Leben” with “dem Gott in ihm”, this results iasHafliche i. e. in an insult not to goodness,

but to beauty; it imestheticallydispleasing.

" This is a topos, which Dannenberg dates baclkaat ks early as Plato, who — it has already beernioned — was
one of Schlegel's favorite authors, and if we latkan excerpt from a dialogue from Plato’s Middexi&d — the
Theaetetus- we see a formulation of man as a corruptedatidfie of the gods which is similar to Schlegel’'srow
formulation in the above-excerpted letter. TimeaetetusSocrates is explaining to his interlocutor, Therod, that
evil, “having no place among the gods in heavennadessity [...] hover[s] around the mortal natured #ms
earthly sphere”. And he continues, “wherefore wgtd to fly away from earth to heaven as quicklyvascan; and
to fly away is to become like God, as far as teipossible; and to become like him, is to beconig, liast, and
wise.” (Plato 72).
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An understanding of the conceptfreudeand its relation to art is easier if we recast it in
the more explicitly theological terminology that Schlegel’ssuisethe above-cited letters. His
comments are not religious; they might even be construed astiatheRather, it is only
theological symbolism that he uses. He transfers the tradigotiablogical/mythologicaf
metaphor of man as a being, hovering between completely unreflemtivealness and
omniscient and benevolent divinity, to a normative aesthetic one oftmangs through art, to
approximate his divinity. This theological symbolism is gemgrabt very overt in the
Aristophanes-essay but is nevertheless unmistakable when Schtégsl “In dem Hdchsten,
was er fassen kann, erscheint dem Menschen das Unbedingt-HocingdyGaste Freude ist
ihm ein Bild von dem Genuss des unendlichen Wesens” (KAI 22). Thus, ieggthlview, the
realization ofFreudeis a postive goal, approached in the comedic act.

Ernst Behler, in a short biography of Schlegel meant for popular catsungives one
of the most detailed accounts of what beauty means for the Sarlggel. Its anthropological
foundation is unmistakable. I'll include here the excerpt in ne@egntfirst of all because it is
perhaps one of the best elucidations of what the conceéptiainheitmeans for Schlegel, but
also because it is closely related to the concepFrelude since Freude is the primary
component, for Schlegel, that determines a comedy’s aesthetic beauty:

Schonheit ist fur ihn [SchlegeVB] das Resultat einer gliicklichen Harmonisierung von
zwei antagonistischen Trieben in der menschlichen Brust, von denenindeine
ungeschmalertadatur verharren mochte, wahrend der andere danach strebt, die Natur
zu Uberwinden und die eigentlich menschliche Sphare als ein Reich Klde oder

Kunstzu errichten. Schonheit ist, mit anderen Worten, das Resultatisihetischen
Erziehung, welche den tief eingewurzelten Dualismus des Menschérersthnung

2| use both terms (theological and mythologicaljeheecause the metaphor is found throughout bogelGand
Christian thought.
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bringt. Dieser besteht darin, daf? wir als geistige Lebewaserveei verschiedenen
Naturen zusammengesetzt sind — aus Sinnlichkeit und Vernunft, ausufideBeist,
Rezeptivitat und Spontaneitéat, Notwendigkeit und Freiflegrheit und Menschheit
(BehlerSelbstzeugnissit).

As Schlegel writes in the Aristophanes-essay, “Leben und &acstunzertrennlich” in
man (KAI 21); thus the aesthetic goal is not the subsumptibelmEnto Geistor vice versa, but
rather, as Behler puts it, the “Harmonisierung” of both “in densuklichen Brust”. Further,
Behler points out the normatiBildungskonzepatent in Schlegel’s understandingShonheit
If Schonheitesults in a harmonization of the natural and cultural spheres, teeféect is to
bring about a conciliation of this inherent dualism, a mediation, whashlts in beauty. For
Schlegel, art cultivates a mediation between, as Behler puts i, ‘@ienlichkeit” and one’s
“Vernunft”. The notion ofSchénheithere is social. Pure beauty may be represented in the art
object itself, but it is only experienced, and thus only gains validgyan approximation in the
individual. This occurs as a product of the right soBitdung andBildung- that is cultivation
— only makes sense as a social phenomenon. The artistic phenomen dsakbetscal; its
success depends on the art object and on a person’s or a soaelysto experience or
appreciate the object. In the case of comedy — as reflectdok Aristophanes-essay —, the
realization of beauty is a function of the comedy itself agnabsl of Freudeand of a society’s
capacity forFreude Schlegel calls for “eine Bildung des Menschen durch Freiheit wtdrN
[...], wo alle seine Krafte ihrem freien Spiel und ihrer eignemwicklung ungehemmt
Uberlassen sind”. And he continues that once this is achieved, “dann wikdedsch, seine
Bildung und seine Geschichte, ein gemeinschaftliches Resultar sbeiden heterogenen

Naturen” (KAI 24). In the following section, | explore what this maltion of an unrestricted
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freedom means for Schlegel, how it relates to comedy and theptoatFreude and how

Schlegel believes it is best achieved.

V.2 ‘Inner’ Freedom in Man and in Dramatic Form as
Prerequisites for the Experience of Freude
After discussing the anthropological basis for the concepteafde and postulating it as

“der hochste Gegenstand der schénen Kunst” (KAl 22), i.e. cofheSghlegel turns to a
discussion of howFreudeis to be treated both in its relation to comedy and to comedy’s
audience. He does this by way of discusstngudés essential qualities. In short, he claims:
“Schone Freude mul3 frei sein, unbedingt frei. Auch die kleinstelB&nkung raubt der Freude
ihre hohe Bedeutung, und damit ihre Schonheit” (KAl 22). Freedom isthieusiecessary
preconditionpar excellencdor the attainment of “schdne Freude”;Rfeudeis subjected to
limitations in any way, it is necessarily hindered: “Zwangéieeude ist immer haRlich, ein Bild
der Vernichtung und der Schlechtheitiid.). Schlegel follows by describing what he means by
freedom and he gives both a moral-anthropological and a social-gotig€nition of the term.
Freedom is achieved, per definition, “durch das Hinwegnehmen aller Schranken”:

Eine Person also, die sich bloR3 durch ihren eignen Willen bestimmtjeued dffenbar

macht, daf} sie weder innern noch &uf3ern Schranken unterworfeneilt,die

vollkommne innre und auf3re personliche Freiheit dar. Dadurch dafld si@hen f

Genusse ihrer selbst nur aus reiner Willkiir und Laune handelt, alasiabttihe Grund
oder wider Grinde, wird die innre Freiheit sichtbar; die aufire nm Meatwillen, mit

3 Based on context, | make the assumption thatdfydise Kunst’, Schlegel meaosmedy
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dem sie aulre Schranken verletzt, wahrend das Gesetz gro3migg deechte

entsagt (KAI 23).

There is an aspect of this conception of freedom that is whollgeaping with the
Enlightenment notion of freedom. It is hard to overlook the simildrétween Schlegel’s
formulation that freedom means “sich blof3 durch [den] eignen Wilkaeh festimm[en]” and
Kant’'s famous definition that Enlightenment means having the fre@shohtourage to use one’s
own reasoff. In both we see the realization of freedom as being not only a@#ss also an
active process, as being something that cannot only be granted arudeprdbeit must also be
actively willed. Schlegel makes the distinction between inndrauter freedom; Kant calls it
“geistlicher” and “burgerlicher” freedom (Kameantwortungdl). However, whereas Kant’s
spiritual freedom has more to do with the instrumentalization of oregxcity for rational
thought — the awakening from “Unmundigkeit” (Kdgantwortung35), as it were —, Schlegel’s
definition of inner freedom is tailored to its relevance for coyneld is depicted in the person,
“dadurch dal3 sie im frohen Genusse ihrer selbst nur aus reindwtitMithd Laune handelt,
absichtlich ohne Grund oder wider Grinde”. Thus Schlegel's freedoar mdre anarchical
than Kant’s, and it is anathema to rationality, which must alwagessarily be motivated by a
purpose. Schlegel’s inner freedom is not only without purposeagamstpurpose. It is the
freedom to act purely arbitrarily, and to enjoy doing so. Onl whis sort of freedom can
Freudebe attained, or at least strived after.

Just as Schlegel first defin€seudeas an anthropological function of human nature and

then transfers the concept to its symbolic depiction in argsdaes he first descritbeeedomin

" «“Sapere AudeHabe Muth dich deines eigenen Verstandes zu hedldst also der Wahlspruch der Aufklarung.
[...] Zu dieser Aufklarung aber wird nichts erfordal$ Freiheit” (KanBeantwortung35f.)
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the personal sense, and then hint at what this implies for tlobjadt. It should be mentioned,
however, that many of Schlegel's explanations leave somethibg tiesired, and it is difficult
not to agree with Dannenberg that Schlegel's definitions of thestereudeandFreiheit come
off in places as somewhat “verschwommen” rather than “klar uodict® (Dannenberg 166).
For example, Schlegel avoids citing many concrete exampes Aristophanes’ plays, which
would have made some of the most confusing aspects of his distincliéaner. Nevertheless,
to the extent that Schlegel discusses how previous critics mesjudgstophanes’ dramatic
form, he implicitly hints at those formalistic aspects ofskaphanes’ plays, which are indicative
of theFreudeandFreiheitthat he is referring to. “[Man] wirft [...] dem Aristophanes veeine
Stucke seien ohne dramatischen Zusammenhang und Einheit, seineluDgestein Karikatur
und unwabhr, er unterbreche oft die Tauschung” (KAl 30). These afartiiiear Enlightenment
criticisms of Aristophanes. He was disparaged for failingadbere to one of the central
principles of theRegelpoetikhat drama be believable, that it hawaisemblenceas the French
called it and that the cultivation and maintenance of dramati¢oiiu@auschuny be pursued.
Maintaining dramatic illusion was, after all, one of the principteivations behind the so-called
Lehre von den drei Einheiteaccording to which the ideal play was to take place in otieget
ideally last as long as the staging itself but no lonigen 24 hours, and have a unified plot with
beginning, middle and endipheit von Ort, Zeit und Handluihg These unities were thought to
be requisite for maintaining dramatic illusion. For Schlegel, howelrese stipulations are too
constricting for comedy, and constitute in his terminology thg v8chranken” that must be
removed if purd-reude and consequently pure comedy, is to be achieved. If, as Scédggel

the inner freedom necessary feneudeis represented in the person by arbitrary purposeless and
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life-affirming action, then the same holds true for what heebes$ is true comedy. It cannot be
subject to dramatic norms. For him, the breaking of traditional di@amarms “ist nicht
Ungeschicklichkeit, sondern besonnener Mutwille, Giberschdumende Lebensidllrit oft gar
keine Uble Wirkung, erhéht sie vielmehr” (KAI 30). Thus the formahifestation of comedic
freedom is complete purposelessness. Furthermore, the plot hapowsieity to truth in its
depiction of characters. That Aristophanes’ depiction of, for exarBplerates imhe Cloudsis
a “Karikatur und unwahr” is, in Schlegel’s view, no grounds for critngj the beauty of the play
itself (ibid.). According to A.W. Sclegel, who — some have claimed — drewilidaom his
brother's essay on Aristophanes for his lecture on Old Greek Go(h&a8), the Athenians did
not understand the depiction of living characters in Greek Comedy ag leaything to do with
the actual people themselV®s It was obvious to them that the stage versions were gross
caricatures of their living counterparts:

Man lasse sich dadurch nicht tduschen, dal’ die alten Komiker leldsraschen

genannt und mit allen Umstanden auf das Theater gebracht habein,saésdeswegen

in der That bestimmte Individuen dargestellt hatten. Denn solctwisithe Personen

haben bey ihnen immer eine allegorische Bedeutung, sie steikiGattung vor: und

so wie in den Masken ihre Gesichtszlige, so dennoch ist diel’3 bestdngjmelen auf
die nachste Wirklichkeit [...] sehr wesentlich fur die Gattung (A.W. SchlEg#).

> A.W. Schlegel was in many ways the great popuardf his brother’s literary theories. His Vienleatures on
dramatic literature, though original in their owght, particularly in their understanding of Shaieare, borrowed
heavily from Friedrich Schlegel’'s work on Classitralgedy and comedy and from his literary-histdrezdbdivision
between Classical and Romantic. Oskar Walzeldasng others, written of August Wilhelm’s debt te brother

in this respect: “Schon Marie Joachimi-Dege hateggz dall Wilhem in den Wiener Vorlesungen d[ie]
Anschaung[en] seines Bruders popularisiert undatisiert” (WalzelMethode?39). Holtermann echoes a similar
attitude: “Friedrich Schlegels Gedanken wurden dudée einfluBreichen Vorlesungen seines Bruders ultg
Wilhelm Schlegel allgemein verbreitet und von véisdenen Komddientheoretikern aufgegriffen und
weiterentwickelt” (Holtermann 92). Consequently\A Schlegel’s lecture on Old Greek Comedy willdedter be
used as a surrogate for or an explanation of whatlifich Schlegel’s more obscure formulations migle@an.
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This is in keeping with the playfulness that both Friedrich andusuyVilhelm Schlegel
ascribe to Old Greek Comedy. They believed that its pantitspa both actors and audience —
understood it as a play in the truest sense, as something thab Imedessary responsibility to
accuracy in depiction. It is therefore a moot point to debate abouhevreetplay is faithful to
reality since it cannot help but have some connection to reladityg that it is made by humans
and addresses human situations, no matter how outlandish its formalodepiely be. For
similar reasons, Friedrich Schlegel believes that dramat&ialh can never actually be broken,
since the cultural practice of staging a play naturally iesph pretense to accepting depicted
actions as real, if only temporarily. According to him, the whole purpose ofdheatic ritual is
to actively engage the imagination in order to make-believié vaere, that the depicted actions
are real. Aristophanes’ plays don’'t break this illusion, at leastin any real sense. The
comedy, he says,

verletzt nur, um mehr zu reizen, ohne wirklich zu zerstéren. In dgei€erung des

poetischen Witzes, schadet und stort es nicht, wenn die TAuschuntpachveirnichtet

wird; weil das Wesentliche des Eindrucks einer solchen Damstgllnicht in dem

geordneten Zusammenhange dieser und in der Tauschung besteht, sonel®en

jener Begeisterung des Witzes, welche alle Schranken durchbrichBMAI

The illusion created by the comedy is genetically differemfthat created in the tragedy.
Whereas all the various components and actions in a tragic playbmisbught into relation
with one another so as to result in the necessary implicatidimeofragic end, and thus must
maintain dramatic illusion in the traditional sense, comedy conhndialds its end in the

various jokes\(Vitzg that are strung together in it. The butt of each jokwithicism constitutes

an end in itself, and must give no regard to the preceding or succesdiogs. Thus the
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destruction of what is traditionally thought of as dramatic iinss only seeminglyscheinbay
destroyed, since comedic illusion arises out of the enjoyment of each indivkieal |

Schlegel’'s understanding of comedy is more radical than it imengtaseem. Comedic
theorists had often spoken of the mechanism of laughter as a coresttetinent of comedy and
that which separated it from tragedy, even though this hadfl bissome questionable with the
rise of theRuihrende Lustspiéh the latter half of the #Bcentury. And Schlegel’s predecessors
in aesthetic philosophy had already emphasized the absolute autonoérthethawork should
allow itself. Schlegel, however, goes further than his predecdssswdar as his theory implies
that a play can be called a comedy, which lacks any dramnatie whatsoever, that more than
being a play in the traditional sense — i.e. with a story and abkesa— is more akin to an
unadulterated expression of joy. But this is precisely what§ehindicates with his emphasis
on FreudeandFreiheit as the primary aim and mechanism, respectively, of comEglgn the
traditionally important concept of laughter is not here seen @mstitutive element. Under
Schlegel’s conception, comedy is not meant to be first and fordomostbut rathefjoyousand
wanton

Interestingly, an emphasis on the joyous and free aspect of @k @Comedy has
continued in modern scholarship. Dana Sutton, in her study of ancientgoatieibutes these
characteristics to the protagonists in many of Aristophanegsplarhe Aristophanic comic
hero’s primary objective, she writes, is “to achieve his ambitadfseedom and fun” (Sutton
11). And within the context of the Dionysian festivals, considerawdrifun” and “freedom”
are, she writes, “so predominant that they override any othetadimg those of morality”

(ibid.).
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August Wilhelm Schlegel manages to formulate more clearly thia brother the
purposelessness that Friedrich indicates as being an essential elemdrGieglk Comedy. We
form the best idea of the Old Comedy, he says, by consideriag the direct opposite of
Tragedy:

Die Tragodie ist der hochste Ernst der Poesie, die Komodie durattaerzisaft. Der

Ernst besteht, wie ich schon in der Einleitung zeigte, in der Richtung der Gerafithskr

auf einen Zweck, und der Beschréankung ihrer Thatigkeit dadurch. Sein

entgegengesetztes besteht folglich in der scheinbaren Zweékkdivsigd Aufhebung

aller Schranken beym Gebrauch der Gemiuthskrafte, und ist um somwoiher, je

groRer das dabey aufgewandte Maald derselben, und je lebendigensdbein des

zwecklosen Spiels und der uneingeschrankten Willkiihr ist (A.W. Schlegei®129)

For Friedrich Schlegel and his brother, the Old Comedy is best tmalrérom a genre-
theoretical standpoint, as the complete opposite of Greek Tragedy.afhémmalistic features
that are associated with tragedy, purposefulnésec¢kgebundenhgjtrestraint, earnestness must
per definitionbe absent in comedy Rather, it is purposeless freedom andRteude which
results, that are the constitutive elementsréne or schoneKomodie and are also, from an

anthropological standpoint, the emotions or drives that are to be awakdhed:xperiencing of

the comedic aét.

® The notion of Aristophanic comedy as being spertind playful has taken hold in modern Classidablseship.
See, for example, Harsh: “Old comedy is one of'$perts’ of literature. Fantastic from the begigniii we may
judge from the costumes of the komos-chorus, ibdedtely cultivated its perversity” (Harsh 257).

" This is why Friedrich Schlegel believed that ire thhansition from Old to New Greek Comedy, “komisch
Energie” was “unvermeidlich durch tragische Energisetzt”, creating “eine neue Gattung, eine Mischdes
komischen und des tragischen Drama”. This is bmxalie plays of Menander have unified plots. Adiay to
Schlegel, the comedies of Menander borrowed fragedy “die sanfte Warme der Leidenschaft, welchk eft
dem tragischen Ernst néhert, und den eigentimliZiaetver der dramatischen Kunst, das Interesse diiedeichte
Entwicklung einer schéngeordneten vollstdndigendiarg zu spannen” (KAl 32).

8 In the emphasis that Schlegel placesFoaudeas an important aesthetic elementSichdnheijt one might be
mislead to believe that Schlegel implies that dalgudeand thus, only comedy — the literary vehicle Foeude—
can be justifiably calledchén However, Schlegel is careful to indicate tBahmerzand its dramatic vehicle,
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IV.3 ‘Outer Freedom’ and the Freedom of Expression

“AuBre Freiheit” {bid.) forms the other half of Schlegel’'s definition of freedom, astién
its relation to comedy, and it is his emphasis on the importanceiteir freedom’, which — as |
hope to show — securely anchors Schlegel’s theory of comedy in agereeal implied theory
of society. Schlegel’s description of ‘outer freedom’ is, if gassieven more terse than his
explanation of ‘inner freedom’, but its meaning may still be gathesith relative certainty from
passages in the Aristophanes-essay. In the above-cited anthroglottejinition that Schlegel
gives for ‘inner’ and ‘outer’ freedom, he writes: “die auf3ree[Rkeit wird sichtbar] in dem
Mutwillen, mit dem sie aul3re Schranken verletzt, wéhrend dadzGge8mutig seinem Rechte
entsagt” (KAI 23). One may think of ‘outer’ freedom as roughlygame as what is known in
modern terminology as “negative liberfy”and what Kant terms “biirgerliche Freiheit”. If
‘inner’ freedom is represented by the psychological drive to teeself from acting in
accordance with purpose and rationality, then ‘outer’ freedom isSdbtegel, represented by
society’s allowance to let one do so. It is, in simplest $emhat today is called the freedom of
expression.

For Schlegel, as for many authors and aesthetic philosophers taardad of the 18
century, the belief in art’s asolute autonomy meant not only tieaaitist had to keep him- or

herself from falling victim to an unreflective emulation of intet literary norms, it also meant

tragedy, can also be classified as aesthetisaliypn “Der Schmerz”, he says, “kann ein hdchst wirksariedium
des Schonen sein; aber die Freude ist schon asdigin” (KAI 22).

" See Isaiah Berlin's essay “Two Concepts of Libenyhich was first published in 1958. Berlin iseonf the first
who clarified the implicit distinction between néiga and positive freedom which exists in Enlightesnt
philosophy, positive liberty being associated witintinental thinkers like Hegel, Rousseau, Herdad Schlegel,
and negative liberty being associated more wittigriphilosophers such as Locke, Hobbes, and AdaithS
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that there could be no external restrictions placed on his or herFar Schlegel, art's only
motivation must b&chdnhejtand “Schénheit”, he writes, is “ein achtes erstgebornes Kind der
menschlichen Natur, und hat [...] ein [...] vollgultiges Recht, niemand horgken als sich
selbst” (KAI 24). This right applies to all arts, plaste rauch as literary; however, from a
socio-political perspective, Schlegel believes that literatunghich expresses itself through the
medium of language — necessatrily falls victim more oftesotwal and political censorship than
other arts: “Die Poesie kommt leichter in Gefahr, dies Reghtezlieren, als andre Kinste”
(ibid.). And of all genres of literature, Schlegel believes that draardicularly comedy, comes
most often in danger of losing its expressive freedom: “Eine bla@sekung des Gefiihls, die
lyrische Darstellung der Freude, kommt nicht so leicht inaefihre aufire Freiheit zu
verlieren, — desto mehr die dramatische” (KAI®2)Drama, as opposed to narrative and lyrical
literature, requires a greater public infrastructure and publiouress for its existence.
Furthermore, for the greater part of the last 2,000 years, drasnbelka the only genre in the
traditional Gattungstria&’, which could theoretically be experienced by the vast majofity o
society, since literacy was generally a privilege enjdygd small minority. Because theater
has had a greater public profile, it has at times tended totagtranger political censorship than
literature intended only for reading. This was, for example, #s& en France in the years

leading up to the Revolution. Although that country had a universal rshisdfree publishing

8| take Schlegel’s implied formulation in this liradie dramatische Darstellung der Freuddo be a synonym for
comedy, since this is or should be, for him, conedgsential quality.

81 Epik, Dramatik,and Lyrik: literature was classed into these three genresadg as Plato (in thRepubli¢ and
Aristotle (in thePoeticg, but this traditional system of classificationdheway and remained relevant in Germany
into the 19' century. Goethe writes (1819), “Es gibt nur drelfite Naturformen der Poesie: die klar erzahledige,
enthusiastisch aufgeregte und die personlich haddeEpos, Lyrikund Dramd’ (Goethe 187). All other sub-
genres, as it were, such as “Lehrgedicht”, “Epistdtlegie”, Balade” and “Roman” (!), are for Goethnot
“Naturformen”, but “Dichtarten”ipid.).
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and free theaters were unknown in the France of Louis XVI), ibfias been noted that banned
prose literature — both erotic and political — was nearly freiyributed whereas drama
remained firmly guarded. This doubtless has to do with the faclatgely only “the court and
the high nobility” were the “prime customers” for works like Erecyclopédiewhereas drama’s
reach was far wider (Heargraves 1%54)However, according to Schlegel, the tendency to more
strongly censor theatrical output lies not so much in its functienvaisiely accessible medium,
but rather — and patrticularly in the case of comedy — becafithe themes and subjects it
addresses:

Sie [die dramatische Darstellung der Freud¢B] nimmt den Stoff zu ihren

Schopfungen aus der Wirklichkeit, ihre Bestimmung ist eine Offéetlitaute

Darstellung des Lacherlichen, und ihre Freiheit ist dem Lasgtkr, Torheit, dem

geheiligten Irrtume furchterlich (KAI 22f.).

Comedy often addresses, and treats in a satirical mannegqmorary issues from reality;
indeed, this is one of the defining characteristics of Aristophamedy. He depicts the day-to-
day particularities ofpolis life, not — as in tragedy — mythological events. For Schlegel,
Aristophanes constantly tested the stability of the freedom than& allowed comedy by
publicly ridiculing “Laster” and “Torheit” wherever he found thabengs. Later in his essay,
Schlegel again offers a formulation of the singular necessity of “abssifeeit” for comedy:

In andern Kunstwerken ist das Genie von seiner &uf3ern Lage unabhéimgignsere
Freiheit kann ihm niemand rauben. Aber das komische Genie vedanlt&ulire

82 For more on the proliferation of banned literatimrérrance, see, for example, Robert Heargrave$;156 and
Simon Schama'’s seminal stud@itizens particularly pp. 174-83. We see an analogousagn in modern
American society where film and television — nowe thrtistic mediums that enjoy the largest mainstrea
distribution — are subject to the careful inspettid the MPAA and the FCC, respectively, whereasdr, which
has become a marginal art form, is granted neanyptete freedom, limited at most by the force afiabetiquette.
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Freiheit, kann ohne diese sich nur bis zur Grazie, nie bis zum hochsk&men

erheben (KAI 29).

According to Schlegel, political censorship may exist without, howesedangering the
expressive freedom that tragedy, for example, requires. Gragédy’s plots are taken from
mythology, or in the case of AeschyluSeven against Thehethe distant past, and tend to
address questions of ‘human fate’ (KAI 25). It is not inherentaigetty, for example, that it be
able to satirically address contemporary issues, and as sudeg@&cbelieves that a fully
realized tragedy, one that sghénand by implication autonomous, can be written even under
conditions of literary censorship. However, censorship, at leaSchkgel knew it, had
generally existed for the very purpose of deterring libel rejaheads of stdte which is
precisely what Schlegel believes that comedy needs to be altowssl Thus for Schlegel, a
comedy may not even hope to be of aesthetic value, unless the communitych it is
produced fully acknowledges its right to free expression. Without ithan achieve grace
(Grazig perhaps, but never beauty. It is clear then, why Schlegelvéelibat the Athenians
came closest to achieving ‘pure’ comedy, since they werertlyesociety known to him, which
protected comedy’s freedom of expression. The “komische Muse as&schlegel writes, “nur
bei einem Volke, und bei diesem einen Volke nur eine kurze Zeit,(K&rl 24). Schlegel sees
the roots of this freedom in comedy’s religious origins. It a@ginally, “nichts anders als eine
offentliche religibse Handlung, ein Teil von dem Feste Bschus (KAI 21). The playwright

and the chorus were considered “heilige Personen”, enjoying thectmotand blessings of

8| make this distinction between censorship as&ylwould have seen it and as it exists todaygesthe form
that censorship often takes in many modern repaildinds to be more often of a moral characterjddibg rather
what is sexually ‘obscene’ than what is politicabtirical.
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Dionysus, the “Gott der Freude” (KAl 23). Being the god of ierence and intoxication, of
ritualistic madness, of “freeing one from one’s normal selfit{@ 2), Dionysus’ servants in the
dramatic ritual were seen as naturally having the freedorayt@sything and everything. For
Schlegel, the dramatic poets were the protected human mouthpideesgdus on earth; “Aus
ihnen redete der Gott der Freude, und unter diesem Schutze warewveiketzlich” (KAl 23).
And with the development of Athenian democracy the original religibwsl became a political
institution:
Bald ward aus einem religiosen Institut auch ein politisches, anms Fhste eine
offentliche Angelegenheit, aus der Unverletzlichkeit des Preesttne symbolische
Darstellung der birgerlichen Freiheit. Der Chor besonders deufetias Athenische
Volk, welches in der Schonheit eines Spiels seine eigne Heiligkeit erbjickte24).
Comedy’'s freedom of expression developed, according to Schlegel, isyoniaol of
freedom itself, a symbol of the unique democracy that Athens exhjaynder which citizens
enjoyed a widened platform for publicly presenting their grievané&@kcourse, this complete
freedom was only granted to drama, and did not exist for the Atheasaasgivil right, nor does
Schlegel advocate the civil protection of the freedom of expressiamfdhing other than art.
The trial of Socrates is proof enough that the Athenians had no notimetwal human rights
that could be constitutionally protected. And Schlegel takes pairteow that the freedom of
speech granted to the drama was only conditionally allowed sthatsay, protected only during
religious festivities. There is, nevertheless, some indicat@nSchlegel may have idealized the
freedom allowed in Aristophanes’ comedies. K. J. Dover indicatesxmple, that we cannot

be entirely sure that Greek playwrights enjoyed completeldraesince in Aristophanes we
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nowhere find any indication that he criticized the democratie-stggtem of Athens; rather, his
political satire limits itself to attacks on politicians and palitical decisions (Dover 33).
However, even if Schlegel misread the situation in Athens, it doeimdamentally affect his
argument; it would simply make Aristophanic comedy less ide@irding to his theory than he
had supposed it to be. Aristophanic comedy is, after all, for him th@ybest known

approximation of the comedic ideal he wishes to develop.

IV.4  The Festivity of Greek Comedy

The fact that Greek Comedy’s worth relied in part on a icegalitical — specifically
democratic — context, does not mean that, for Schlegel, it shoultyidegdolitical in content or
aim. His theory of comedy might itself be considered revaatiy — it does, after all, radically
reinterpret the meaning of the genre to the point that it idynealy applicable to Aristophanes
— but it is not something that in itself should carry a revolutionasgocio-critical aim. This can
already be gathered from the stipulation that the ‘inner freedeguired of comedy means that
it cannot be bound to any purpose outside of itself, implying that geek to have any social or
political effect. True, the plays of Aristophanes do address gadlissues, and are much more
obviously political than the tragedies of Aeschylus, Sophocles angidas. And it might
certainly seem that Aristophanes wished to have some wideal €ff@ct than that of merely
bringing joy to his audience when he criticized prominent politigures. However, in

Schlegel’'s understanding at least, these endeavours would have bearshdmachuse of Old
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Greek Comedy’s festive context. It seems to be rather immotb Schlegel that Greek
comedies were staged during religious festivals, and that thatever potentially subversive
undercurrents they contained could be rendered innocuous by the fact wed all only
“Scherz”, taking place as they did during the festival dedicaietthd god of playfulness and
intoxication. The “Verletzung der [aul3ren] Schranken”, the joyous apwimn from all
societal strictures, which Schlegel believed was a constiteteraent of Greek Comedy, was
according to him “nur scheinbar”, since it took place during teavids (KAI 23). Thus any
societal criticism and personal attacks it contained could baiagrgl as a result of the general
relaxation of standards of behavior and the bawdy spirit e¥enence towards both men and
gods that resulted from the holiday spirit (Levi 175).

This playful and societally innocuous freedom has more modern psral®bd stellten sich
die Romer in den Saturnalien die Freiheit dar”, writes $ghleand “ein &hnlicher Gedanke lag
vielleicht bei dem Karneval zum Grunde” (KAI 23). In fact, we wiblikely not be far off the
mark in comparing Schlegel’s notion of the societal function of comaitiythat, which Bakhtin
gives to the carnival in his study of Rabelais, and interstirBgkhtin notes that Rabelais and
Aristophanes have often been compared (Bakhtin 98). Like the @ragiatic festivals — the
Lenaia and the City Dionysia —, the medieval carnival offersnanofficial [...] and
extrapolitical aspect of the world” (Bakhtin 6). While it lagtee carnival “is subject only to its
laws, that is, the laws of its own freedom. It has a univegal”’ (Bakhtin 7). Bakhtin, like
Schlegel, emphasizes the fact that the festival was extiagbliit constituted a space that had
no necessary connection to the world outside of itself. Thus,ewdrapolitical attacks the

comedies that are performed during the festival might haveg teemot however make it past



73

the bounds of the festival because of its unique structure. All externallyediraatposeful aims
are neutralized.

Thus the festival, and the understanding that the Athenians impheitlyof their festival,
meant that whatever purposefulness Aristophanes’ plays might Hejewas only seeming
purposefulness. For Schlegel, this would have been obvious to the AtheDeame.Sutton, in
her study of ancient comedgncient Comedy: the War of the Generati¢h393), writes that
one cannot correctly understand ancient comedy unless one considestive context. In fact,
she goes so far as to term ancient comedy “festive comadyfder to emphasize this point
(Sutton x). Furthermore, the festival context in which thesesphagyre staged is reflected in the
plays themselves. “Festive comedies”, she writes, all “terftht® a characteristic spirit and
viewpoint reflecting the festival holidays that served as thduction contexts”ilgid.). For
example, in the plays, there are certain “psychological mechshidater she calls them
“anxiety-reducing mechanisms”, such as “self-referentiabidrama and deliberate violation of
dramatic illusion”, that “create an emotionally safe environmemd, deflate comic derision”
(ibid.). The freedom allowed in the comedies because of their festhtext is, according to
Sutton, one of the reasons why the Roman senate later forcedpitression of th&acchae
festivals in Rome (Sutton 6).

There is one key difference, however, between Schlegel's understamlithg one hand,
and Sutton’s and Bakhtin’s on the other. Both Sutton and Bakhtin acknowledgecihlerole
of these festivals as mechanisms “for venting the aggravations, frussreaind resentments” felt
by individuals (Sutton, 6). In the case of Athens, this could hase te frustrations resulting

from the powerlessness the Athenian citizens felt in the fAdbeogods, or in the face of
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imminent defeat in the Peloponnesian War, or it could have been tlezlpssmess that certain
citizens felt towards richer or politically more powerful pee The festival was, according to
Sutton, as such “an approved instrument of socializatidnd.. Though Schlegel does not
mention this function of the festivals — indeed he really only mentByeek Comedy’s festive
nature in passing — it seems that he would have been reluctanefd aach a function. The
Greek comedy and the festival in which it was performed wasaphm for Schlegel, an
opportunity for the celebration of joy, and it was not a mechanisenebly, in allowing periodic
though innocuous ventings of frustrations, the status-quo could be maintaieetbesinot see

the festival as cathartic, but as purely affirmative.

IV.5 Logical Implications of Positing an Ideal: Reasons
for the Unattainability of the Comedic Ideal

It is a distinct peculiarity of Schlegel’s theory of comedyexpressed in his Aristophanes-
essay — moreso than any theories or beliefs that he heldiregather literary genres — that the
realization of comedic perfection is not only a function of fornreguirements — in the case of
comedy, the symbolization dfreude through the depiction of purposeless [e.g. free and
unbounded] joy — but that it is also premised on, ahdolutelydependent on a particular
community’s capacity foFreude It is an ideal that can only be realized in a community, whose
members have achieved, “eine Bildung des Menschen durch FreffteiNatur [...], wo alle
seine Kréafte ihrem freien Spiel und ihrer eignen Entwicklung legent Gberlassen sind” (KAI

24).



75

Thus the realization of the comedic ideal is, by definition, deperuatettie realization of a
certain communaBildungsideal This is, for example, not how Schlegel sees tragedy as
functioning. Whereas Schlegel consistently emphasizes that @amledy did not achieve
ideal beaut§’, he does not qualify his praise for Greek Tragedy. The Gredks éhct realize
the ideal tragical in Schlegel's eyes, namely, under Sophocidsthés despite the less than
utopian level oBildungthat he believed the Greeks had achieved. In fact, Sophoclean tragedy
represents for Schlegel the apex of Greek literature ovaftdt, which he believed it inevitably
decayed. Invon den Schulen der Griechischen Pod&ig94), Schlegel calls Sophocles “das
hochste Schéne”, and considers his play to be “das Maximum dehiScieen Poesie” (KAl
14f). In praise that it would be hard to exceed, Sophocles is elsewbscribed as having
reached “das aul3erste Ziel der Griechischen Poesie” PRB), as having fully realized “[die]
aesthetischen und technischen Gesetze” (KAI 297).

If we return to the Aristophanes-essay we can see why, ingetkleiew, the tragic genre
is socio-historically capable of achieving its full poteniialan imperfect society, whereas
comedy cannot. “Die Tragddie”, Schlegel claims, “spannt und erheBublikum, halt also das
Verderben des Geschmacks so lange als mdglich ab” (KAI 25)gedyathen, far from being
limited to the cultivation of its public, rather dignifies iefhebt ihr Publikum”], and can have a
positive influence on taste. “Das Komische”, on the other hand, “ristdiet weit mehr als das
Tragische, nach dem Grade der Reizbarkeit und der Fassungshnaf Publikums; und diese
hangen wieder von dem Mal3e der geselligen Ausbildung und aller Setkeakia(KAI 26f.).

In other words, whereas tragedy, in Schlegel's eyes, might bringhaitis best in a particular

84 «Allein auch diesen Moment [vollkommner Schénh®iB] hat die Griechische Komédie nicht erreicht” (KAl
25).
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society, comedy appeals to and is dependent on common tastes. a¥\inagedy’s intended
audience was a subclass of Athenian society consisting ahdisé cultivated members, the
comedy spoke to the general public, and to general tastes. ASahbksgel explains: “[Dl]ie
Sitten waren schon sehr verderbt, und der komische Geschmack nocKAbR5§ by the time
that Aristophanes wrote his plays. Whereas “der Kinstler Aristshd...] sich an die
Geschichte vom Anfange der Kunst [schliel3t], [findet] der Menscktdphanes [...] seinen
Platz in der Geschichte vom Verfallebifl.) 2. Gunter Oesterle, summarizing why Schlegel
believed the tragedy had reached “das hoéchste Schone” (KAl lidgswiF]ur die tragische
Kunst fielen historisch rechtzeitig die Entwicklung der Sitten unsl @ghetischen Materials
zusammen” (Oesterle 444).

Schlegel is unequivocal about the absolute predication of the comediondés level of
Bildung that a society has achieved, and about the rather remote posHilailiig will ever be
possible:

Dramatische Vollstandigkeit ist in der reinen Komddie, derenilBesing 6ffentliche

Darstellung und deren Prinzip der 6ffentliche Geschmack ist, nicht maglich;stemsg

so lange nicht moglich, bis sich das Verhaltnis der EmpfanglichkeiSelbsttatigkeit

im Menschen ganz andert, bis reine Freude, ohne allen Zusatz von Sdhinreizht,

seinen Trieb aufs hdchste zu spannen (KAI 31).

There is a quite logical system that underlies Schlegel’s yh@focomedy. His theory

posits an ideal of a unique sort. For tragedy, we have textual dogjmantely the plays of

8 Schlegel sees the Golden Age of Athens, like megholars before and since, as lying between theniés

against Persia and the beginning of the Pelopoané&¥iar in 431 BC. By the time Aristophanes hadtemi his last
plays in the 380’s, Athens had suffered a terriblague (430-29), a military debacle in Sicily (413), two

oligarchic revolutions and two democratic restanagi Athens had been defeated in war and its enmaid been
completely dismantled.
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Sophocles, which by definition provide us with what the logician wouldso#ficient, though
not necessary, examples of the realization of the ideal ttagisat so the ideal comical. In so
far as the ideal comedy has not yet been achieved there tiribote, or set of attributes — be
they socio-political structure or having to do with dramatierf — that we could point to which
are sufficient for comedy’s ideal realization. There are, howevahuwés or characteristics, the
absense of whichre necessary. Many of these have been mentioned above: tragen&ddike
dramatic purposefulness, restrictions on the freedom of artighi@ssion, audiences who are
incapable of relinquishing themselves completely to the experiehgrire Freude Thus,
though the definition of the ideal comedy might be a positive onel{eedsitive realization of
Freudg, in the examination of the societal conditions, political strustuaad stylistic elements
in comedy, we are confronted everywhere with negative conditions.caWein other words,
only know what is necessarilgnd sufficiently bad (or wrong), not what is necessanoly
sufficiently good (or right). This is the logical implication®¢hlegel’s statement: “Allein auch
diesen Moment [vollkommner Schoénheit] hat die Griechische Komddie enchicht” (KAI 25).
And it explains why Schlegel believes that, from the perspectinesdaheory, it is rather easy to
point out the failures of Old Greek Comedy: “Aus der Natur deierirKomischen utberhaupt,
und aus dem Urspriinge und Charakter der alten Griechische Komidithegre sich sehr leicht
ihre vorzuglichen Fehleritfid.).

If, according to Schlegel, the Greek Comedy did not reachta std'vollkommne(r]
Schonheit”, then clearly, Aristophanes’ plays contain some failureghwkept them from
achieving aesthetic perfection, and obviously these ‘failures’ mmtking to do with the

traditionally-criticized lack of dramatic illusion and absenceaierent plot which, as we have
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seen, are precisely what Schlegel praises in Aristophanes.thEhsdcio-political protection of
comedy’s expressive freedom is in itself no safeguard for a&dgs aesthetic worth is clear;
‘external freedom’ is after all, only a precondition. The primaegthetic objective of comedy
is, for SchlegelFreude— both its depiction and its effect —, and ‘inner’ and ‘outer’ freedam, a
aesthetic categories, are of relevance only in so far asptioeyote that end; they are, so to
speak, to be treated only as aesthetic means.

Thus, whatever aesthetic ‘failures’ Aristophanes’ plays ane sebave must be understood
as being hindrances Ereude or alternately, as promoters ®€hmeravhich, for Schlegel, is the
absolute opposite dfreude Among these ‘failures’ is, surprisingly, Aristophanes’reator at
least certain aspects of it. An examination of Schlegeiticism of Aristophanes’ satire will
make it clearer what role Schlegel believes comedy is toiplais conception of both the actual
and the ideal society. In the Aristophanes-essay, we find the followingccsgptences:

Noch ehe sie [die altgriechische KomodwB] sich aus ihrem fremdartigen Ursprunge

[dem religiosenMB] zu reiner Poesie entwickelte und vollig bildete, entartete sie schon

in personliche und politische Nebenabsichten. Die Satire de®prates ist sehr oft

nicht poetisch sondern personlich, und ebenso demagogisch als dietAter rer den

Winschen und den Meinungen des Volks schmeichelt (KAI 28f.).

This has been seen as proof that Schlegel advocates an unsatiriedic idedf. On the
one hand, it would seem odd that Schlegel develops his entire theorgmadyg from

Aristophanes and at the same time criticizes that which Arist&shia perhaps most famous for,

his satire. On the other hand, satirgés definitionbound to a purpose. Satire is, as Stefan

% This is Niedrig’s (1950) reading of Schlegel'sdhgof comedy (27). This also seems to be Jaf@8g) reading
as well, when he states that “die auf3re Freiheitpdilemischen Zwecke der Satire beférdert, die egethlgerne
fernhalten mochte” (19).
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Scherer writes, “normgebunden, weil sie aus der Perspektive deh&itaheiner richtigen Sicht
— heraus formuliert wird* (Scher&@ramenvorlesungeb.1). In this sense, it would seem that
satire, by its very nature, is at odds with the purposelestrasis the primary characteristic of
‘inner freedom’. Thus, it is easy to see why the role thatsstiould play in Schlegel’s notion
of ideal comedy is the source of so much confusion.

However, if we look at the above quote, it seems that not atesaiit rather only
personliché’ satire is being criticized; it seems as if Schlegablies thatpoetischesatire is
permissible. It is not entirely clear what Schlegel meansebytnlicheandpoetischesatire, and
as Brummack writes, “das Begriffspaar poetische und persorfiatiee gibt es vor Schlegel
nicht, auch bei ihm ist es vereinzelt” (Brummack 25). Brummack snake convincing
argument thapersonlichesatire is not to be confused with “Personalsatiibid(), which is
satire that is directed at a particular known individual. Rapieesonlichesatire should be
thought of as ‘personal’ in the sense that it serves the persomasitst of the poet; satire, as
Schlegel writes, with “personliche[n] und politische[n] Nebenabsich(g&l 29). Thus, for
Brummack, Schlegel criticizes the fact that Aristophanes iigedramatic platform as a forum
for attacking his own personal enemies.

According to Brummack, Schlegel is here implying that theeecartain forms of satire
that are not only permissible, but actually to be valued, at\watsh the context of an imperfect
comedy. Brummack believes that this is what Schlegel means by the following:

Bis dahin [that is, until that time when the comedy achievegl&al, MB] wird die
komische Kunst, um die Energie zu erreichen, ohne welche affetishe Darstellung

871 leave the original German here because, ashisesuently shown, the wopkrsonlichcannot be unequivocally
translated.
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unnattrlich und unwirksam ist, das Schlechte und den Schmerz zu Huilfe mehme

mussen: bis dahin bleibt also auch die Erbsiinde der komischen Enenmgiéwbadige

Lust am Schlechten. Die reine Lust ist selten lacherlich, ddetacherliche (sehr oft

nichts anders als die Lust am Schlechten) ist weit wirksamdrlebendiger. Die

eigentliche Aufgabe der Komddie ist: mit dem kleinsten Schmerhdehste Leben zu

bewirken (KAI 31).

It might seem like a complete contradiction that Schlegel naimnslthat the actual purpose
of the comedy is “mit dem kleinsten Schmerz das héchste Lebé&evweuken”; however the
context indicates that this is not the purpose of the ideal corbatlyather that this should be
the goal of any comedy created in a society that is natayble of excitement in the dramatic
act which is wholly bereft o6chmerz i.e. derision, sarcasm, mockery, ridicule, satire etc.
Brummack mistakenly sees this as being an indication that g&thelieves that satire is not
only inevitable in unideal comedy, but that it is desirable. “Solange [die vollkomKwnédie]
nicht verwirklicht ist”, writes Brummack, “gehdrt, in ihrem Diesmstlie Satire zur komischen
Kunst” (Brummack 23F. According to Brummack, Schlegel believes that comedy does not
only find itself “in Wechselwirkung mit der Progression der MenstthiiBrummack 23); in
addition, comedy “soll aber auch auf die Bildung der Menschheitckwirken” (Brummack
23). Thus Brummack maintains that Schlegel wants comedy to halp dvout the positive
progression of humanity. If this were in fact the case, themmuidvmake sense that Schlegel
would value satire for its didactic potential. But Schlegel regoiya makes it clear that the

comedy, both in an ideal society and in a less than ideal sodietydshave no purpose outside

of itself. It can only be a reflection of the state of man,anbtn its promotion. Schlegel would

8 This sentence could be read as implyinguaavoidabilityrather than alesirability,. However, the subsequent
guote should show that Brummack does in fact asaiBildungsobjective to Schlegel’'s comedy. Interestingly,
Holtermann also sees Brummack as being mistakhbis imterpretation of Schlegel in this respect geishann 99)
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not have emphasized Old Greek Comedy’s festive context, which levdklneutralized any
satirical purpose that someone might have associated with it if he did notlfiefidye in this.

Rather, Schlegel’'s remarks on the role of “das Schlechte” andSdemerz” in comedy
must be read as indicating that Schlegel believes that until tharh@emmunity is fully
actualized, comedy will simply not be able to avoid “Lust am &xtien”. In such a society, the
most that a comedy can hope to do is mininBobmerzas much as possible. This is what
Schlegel means when he says that the comic playright’s jahiisdém kleinsten Schmerz das
hochste Leben zu bewirken” (KAl 31). In an ideal society, however, widigiduals are
completely inwardly and outwardly free, satire will not even ble & be a part of comedy,
since there will be nothing for the society’s members to make fun of.

If Friedrich Schlegel's normative comedic ideal is so intehaconnected with the
structure of the society in which it is produced, then it makeses® look more closely at what
Schlegel believes this society will look like. As Schlegel ingisavith his emphasis on Greek
Comedy’s festive context, the relationship between society anddgaosiene-way; comedy is to
have no didactic effect. Hitherto, | have alluded to the factttteasociety must give free reign
to the comedic impulse, or in other words, abstain from censoringuitca® anything more be
said about the desired socio-political structure that will fostenedy? Is it only incidental for
Schlegel that Athens was a democracy or was it a necessaeyation? In the Aristophanes-
essay itself, Schlegel gives no definite answer, except tthaayn Athens, comedy was “eine
symbolische Darstellung der birgerlichen Freiheit” (KAl 24fjch is really only a descriptive
and not a prescriptive statement. Elsewhere, Schlegel saysothatdy is a function “de[s]

offentliche[n] Geschmack[s]” (KAI 31), which is again only desavipt To see what, in 1794,
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Friedrich Schlegel might have considered the ideal societal wteuftr the realization of his
comedic ideal, one is forced to look elsewhere, namely in his galitical thought. In the brief
detour that follows (Chapter V), | hope to illustrate why,Schlegel, the democratic state is the
only type of society, which could foster his comedic ideal. Tlilis Mhope, clarify the question

of comedy’s social place and function as Schlegel understood it.
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V Schlegel’s Early Political Thought and its Implications
for his Theory of Comedy

To speak of a political philosophy in the early Schlegel is to gaga constructive
theoretical work that is far more speculative than working ctutegel’'sGeschichtsphilosophie
or his anthropologicalebensphilosophie To say that any formalized political philosophy can
be gleaned from the early Schlegel comes close to beingsa gver-exaggeration. As Behler
writes, Schlegel only seriously started turning to politics irwosks after 1804 and before that
addressed the issue only occasionally in small public&fiorihis is not to say that he was
apolitical. From his letters to his brother, we can see thatkanterested in politics from quite
early ont®. In January 1796, for example, he informed his brother: “Bin erstdmeiPolitischen,
wie leicht und angenehm wird da alles von der Hand gehen, auch vigigkamer” (KAXXIII
275). And in fact he had planned to add a third volume to his aforementionkedmv@reek
and Roman literature which would have discussed primarily the pblievalutions of the
Greeks and Romans, though this never actually made it to papeer(Befieitung XX). We
may say, that in so far as Schlegel favored to such a strongeded) things Classical, that he
would have looked favorably upon the political systems of the ancigits. he does in fact

write in hisVersuch tber den Begriff des Republikanisnwisich is Schlegel's most famous

8 Behler: “Unter den Werken, die Friedrich Schlegelt 1804 verfaRt hat, nehmen Schriften historischied

politischen Inhalts eine beherrschende Rolle eBéfore 1804, “[hatte] Schlegel politische und diitche Themen
nur beilaufig, in kleineren Gelegenheitsschriften wenigen Fragmenten behandelt” (Beldarieitung XV).

% Beiser locates the root of this interest in Schlsgreaction to the French Revolution and histieteship with

Caroline Béhmer, herself a sort of revolutionagufie in the short-lived Republic of Mainz (Beis&52. Behler,
on the other hand, emphasizes rather Schlegel'ssicil studies as the primary cause of his intérepbolitics:

“Schlegels Interesse an politisch-historischen Téwrfindet demnach in der Beschaftigung mit der ditahen
Antike seinen Ursprung” (Behldginleitung XX). Obviously both aspects are probably at ghaye, but | tend to
agree rather with Behler that Schlegel’'s Classtadies were the catalyst for his entrance intdipal thought.
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early political treatise, that “die politische Kultur der Madem noch im Stande der Kindheit
gegen die der Alten [ist]” (KAVII 18). It is primarily viacBlegel'sVersuchthat we may gain
insight into his early political thought.

It is best to approach Schlegel’s political thought by first ngptihat, for the early
Schlegel, politics — like art and religion in fact — is subservierthe great program of human
Bildung *“D[ie] Bestimmung des Menschen”, he later wrote, “ist &dahre zu erkennen, das
Gute zu tun, und das Schone zu geniel3en, und in seinem Denken, Tun und Empfindeint Eintr
zu bewirken” (KAl 627). In a sense, this can be partially understedmbiag the same as what
many German Enlightenment thinkers were working out (e. g. Lessiing Erziehung des
MenschengeschlechtKant's Ideen zu einer allgemeinen Geschichte in weltburgerlicher
Absicht Herder’s Ideen zur Philosophie der Geschichte der Menschhaiid Schiller's
Aesthetische Briefe namely, the understanding of the progress of humanity and the
programmatic determination of the corrd@ildung for humans. At any rate, the ideal for
Schlegel is to develop a political system, which promotes cultudecaltivation on the one
hand, and harmonious life on the other. In this sense, Schlegelidedakdyg outside of — and
would have been opposed to — Anglo-American political thought in theioradif Hobbes; that
is, political thought that tended to view the state as a safédoiathe protection of individuals
from one another. Schlegel’'s is a positive political ideal. Rsntament und Objekt”, as
Hendrix writes in his study on Schlegel's political worldview, “die Gemeinschaft der
Menschen” (Hendrix 9). In théersuchSchlegel calls for a “Gemeinschaft der Sitten” (KAVII
18), which indicates both an insistence on the value of the commuuitgraemphasis on socio-

cultural cultivation Bildung). In fact, as Beiser aptly points out, the “search for commursty”
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the “fundamental leitmotiv’ of Schlegel’'s entire political-phipsical development (Beiser
261), which is as prevalent in his early panegyrics to republmaassit is in his later medieval
(Christian monarchical) state-theory. Even in his republican phase, Sdklbgstile to the idea
of the individualistic liberal state, and favors a more holigtititical system. This is, in fact,
one of the conclusions of hi&ersuch

Originally intended as a review of KantZum ewigen FriedenSchlegel’'sVersuch
ultimately carried the subtitle “veranlal3t durch die Kantischbri® zum ewigen Frieden”,
which is apt, since the essay ended up being something betweeeva aadi a free presentation
of his own views. In hisVersuch Schlegel takes issue with Kant’'s proposed form of
representative republicanism. In order to understand Schlegel’'s dppioac not necessary
here to go into Kant’'s own political theory. Suffice it to dagttSchlegel believes, unlike Kant,
that the only true form of republicanism is complete demodtacyor Schlegel, the ideal
political system would be one in which the state acts in aceoedaith the general will: “der
allgemeine Wille [ist] die notwendige Bedingung d[es] Republikang&nfKAVII 16)%%. But
since, for Schlegel, the general will is an abstracted idgmliz and cannot actually be
determined by the state, the democratic will of the majeriliyhave to act as a surrogate for the

general will:

91 Jakob Baxa succinctly pointed out the differeincéant’s and Schlegel’s theories of the state mhe wrote the
following (1931): “Der tiefere Grund, warum Friedhni Schlegel in offenen Gegensatz zu Kant tritgtligarin, daf3
Kant unter Republik einen reprasentativen Staat Smne Montesquieus und unter ‘Republikanismus’ das
‘Staatsprinzip der Absonderung der ausfiihrendenaBewn der gesetzgebenden’ versteht, wahrend &ehsich

als Anhanger der unmittelbaren Demokratie bekemat our in ihr das Urbild einer echten Republik ahen
vermag” (Baxa 30).

%21t is not hard here to see the influence of Jeampies Rousseau and this influence has not goraticenh See,
for example; Hendrix 8; BehleEinleitung XXIII; Brummack 12. Sabine characterizes the Reasiean “general
will” as representing the “collective good, whichnot the same thing as the private interestssofgmbers. In
some sense, it lives its own life, fulfills its owlestiny, and suffers its own fate” (Sabine 588f.).
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Der absolut allgemeine [...] Wille [kann] im Gebiete der Erfalgrarcht vorkommen
[...], und [existiert] nur in der Welt der reinen Gedanken. [...] Esbblgier nichts

Ubrig als durch eingriktion einen empirischen Willen alSurrogat des a priori

gedachten absolut allgemeinen Willens gelten zu lassen; und dairtkeAuflosung

des politischen Problems unmaglich ist, sich mit Aeproximationdieses praktischen
X zu begnugen (KAVII 16).

The determination of the general will always remain a philosapleal. In practice,
political organization will have to settle for a second bestatiproximation of the general will
through the democratic will of the majority: “Dé&Wille der Mehrheitsoll als Surrogat des
allgemeinen Willens gelten” (KAVII 17). Thus Schlegel shows himselfet a devout democrat.
But he also shows that for him, the ideal remains a state irhwhé communal spirit reigns
supreme and in which the general will takes precedence ovdesives and even rights of any
of its individual citizen¥’. The historical example that Schlegel has in mind is, as rbight
expected, Attic democracy, and more than an echo of French revolutidealy, Schlegel is
essentially proposing a system that is as close as possiblat twhich he believes to have been
achieved in Athens. It is, for him, the best possible organizatiam ahperfect society, which
is in fact what he saw as the purpose of political philosophy. @hédludes to the practical

nature of his political thought when he writes that he sees, “ifdiénr Politik, MB] eine

praktische Wissenschaft, deren Objekt die Relation der praktisodenduen und Arten ist”

%t is possibly indicative of Schlegel’s dissatistfan with the notion of democratic governmenttlas bhest possible
— though not perfectly ideal — surrogate for theegal will, that he gave up on democracy so soder ahe
publication of this essay. His turn to the mediem@poration of Christian monarchies was motivabgdhe desire
to find a socio-political system that could, if piide, achieve the ideal of the fully cultivateddamified society on
earth. Already in hig?hilosophische Lehrjahrg1796-99), we find the note: “Nie ist mehr wahneyheit und
Gleichheit und Briiderschaft gewesen als im Mittelat und in dieser wieder das beste in Deutschigod XVIII
299).
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(Hendrix 9§*. Nevertheless his ideal remains, as he writes in the essag, the “Gemeinschaft
der Sitten” (KAVII 18) that he believes the ancients had colbsest to approximatifig As
Beiser writes, by “Gemeinschaft der Sitten”, Schlegel méamssciety held together not only by
abstract laws but also by a common public spirit. Simply confayio the laws is not enough
for the true state: there must also be genuine affection and lbwedvefellow citizens” (Beiser
252). Interestingly, the argumentative approach in both Schlepeksyt of comedy and his
political philosophy is symmetrical. An ideal is posited, which éwav, is either unattainable or
not yet attained, and actual models are offered — Aristophanic dgoraed democracy,
respectively —, which best approximate those ideals. It would Hest the “Gemeinschatft der
Sitten” is exactly the type of society that Schlegel bekawould allow for the realization of the
comedic ideal. Inthe Aristophanes-essay, he writes:

Sie [die Komo&die MB] wird es [das hdchste SchéndB] erreichen, wenn [...] aus

Gesetzmaligkeit Freiheit wird, wenn die Wirde und die FreiheKualest ohne Schutz

sicher, wenn jede Kraft des Menschen frei und jeder Mi3braeickreéiheit unmadglich

sein wird (KAI 29).

Certainly, democracy alone won't be able to ensure that “jedét iles Menschen frei
[ist]”. This can only come from the positive self-actualimatof each individual citizen, and

will thus only occur in the true “Gemeinschaft der Sitten” Sablegel sees it. The conditions

% This citation is taken from Hendrix, who is quatifftom an earlier edition of Schlegel’s works (itle¢ Kritische
Ausgabg and Hendrix gives nothing but the page numbes. séch, | don’t know for sure where this quote ceme
from, but it must be from Schlegel’s early writingsecause Hendrix is here discussing Schlegelsryhef state
before 1802.

% Interestingly, Kant was explicit in his belief thelassical politics had been fundamentally flawent wrote of
the ancient republics that they lacked “ein repmésere[s] System — in welchem allein eine repudnliische
Regierungsart mdglich, ohne welche sie (die Vetlaganag sein, welche sie wolle) despotisch und Hatigist.
[...] Keine der alten sogenannten Republiken hat digg&annt, und sie muf3ten sich dartber auch sdatdaigs

in dem Despotismus auflésen, der unter der Obergj@ivees Einzigen noch der ertréaglichste untemaidt” (Kant
Zum ewigen FriedeB51f, 353.)



88

that Schlegel stipulates above imply that “wenn die Wirde und @igdfr der Kunst ohne
Schutz sicher, wenn jede Kraft des Menschen frei und jeder Mi3bdmrcFreiheit unmdaglich
sein wird”, there won’t even be any need for a representativacpbl#tystem. What makes
democracy seem like the preferred societal structurprfomoting and nuturing comedy on its
path to realization, is Schlegel's pervasive emphasis on freedononatiet fact that comedy,
unlike other genres, requires that all members of society wavlard a universal and equal
Bildungsidealso that they can each realize their inner freedom and expetiered-reude It
seems to require not only a community of free members, but also equal members.

Thus Schlegel’s later political ideal, the feudal state, wbeldnadequate here because in
the feudal state, there are various classes of individuals who raigheve a certain
Bildungsideal as it were, which is particular to their specific sociass| but there is no
universal ideal that is the same for all members. Thus, though Schlegel might lrexezibater
that the true “Gemeinschaft der Sitten” was actually nmeadizable in a feudal state than in a
democracy, the comedy, at least the comedy as he positthisiearly form, is not. The only
political system in which the ideal comical is conceivableeisessarily that which allows all of
its members equal participation. And, in fact, after Schlegeétuto medieval feudalism as his
political ideal, he did change his attitude towards comedy:

Keineswegs sei die ‘Freiheit des Witzes’ statthaft ‘flee demischte Menge, die des

Genusses dieser Freiheit gar nicht wirdig ist’: es seien stastllerunangenehmsten,

schadlichsten Folgen zu befurchten’, wie der MiBbrauch der Komdédiegitren Athen
zeige (KAXI 94).
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But dismissing democracy and turning to feudalism would amount tondamental
alteration of his theory of comedy. The feudal state would be adbatory to it. And the
adoption of the feudal state as the best political systemdattainment of the ideal community
would necessitate the construction of a radically different comddat. As Schlegel indicates
in the Aristophanes-essay: “Die Freude und die Schonheit ist keile§ium der Gelehrten, der
Adligen und der Reichen; sie ist ein heiliges Eigentum der Nidrestc (KAI 26). Nevertheless,
one must be careful of ascribing too much explicit political substem&chlegel’'s theory. To
say, as Holtermann does, that Schlegel's theory elevatesothedy “zuder demokratischen
Kunstform schlechthin” (Holterman 96), runs the risk of confusing whhte§el sees as the

ideal society and the best possible society.
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VI Conclusion

| have sought in the present study to arrive at the socio-pblineplications that
underlie Friedrich Schlegel’s theory of comedy as presented ash#s/ on Aristophanes. |
wished to show to what extent Schlegel's aesthetic systamgasds beauty and purity in
comedy presupposes a normative understanding of society, and fiedvi® toutline what
that normative understanding looks like. That Schlegel sought fditytatahis thought,
that he saw all aspects of human existence — art, politicakste, culture and religion — as
interconnected and as mutually dependent is, as | mentioned in mw refviecondary
research (Chapter 1), a fact that has not escaped scholarBipkes (1980), Behrens
(1984), Schanze (1966), Michel (1982), Dannenberg (1993) and Mennemeier (1¢g1) ha
all — in their expositions of Schlegel’s early thought — placed special erspmethis fact to
varying degrees. In this study however, | took this tendency in @gahknd looked at one
text — his essay on Aristophanes —, one that moreover, purportedrta sffgle theory — a
theory of comedy —, so that | might see what this interconnecedoeks like on a minute
level, what the practical implications of this tendency in his thbugght be for a specific
case. This undertaking necessitated that | first extrabesisas possible a workable and
systematic assessment of Schlegel’'s theory in its own iliigagpective of its historical
relevance in the German reception of Aristophanes in thecé8tury or in the emergence
of German Romantic Comedy. That this was a worthwhile endetiabrsomething like a
workable theory of comedy could be distilled from the essay ifittsteplace, may have

initially seemed questionable for a number of reasons. And betdferimy own reasons
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for holding to the belief that it was, in fact, ultimately auaddle scholarly undertaking, and
before | summarize what | feel was gained from doing so, litfeebuld be constructive to
first examine the possible objections that one might raise agaiok a pursuit. For as |
mentioned in the last chapter (V), even Schlegel, soon after thecatidsli of his
Aristophanes-essay in 1794, had already begun to change his vieutstlad nature of
comedy to the extent that they contradicted the Aristophanes-essay.

If one looks at contemporary theories of comedy, one finds thabthefsquestion that
Schlegel seeks to answer, namely the question as to what cosgtiriteue essence of comedy,
is today seldom thought to yield the most fruitful results. Fomgka Robert Hume, in an
overview of the state of comedic theory (1972) published inJthenal of Aesthetics and Art
Criticism, writes that theories of comedy in the preceding three decamdd be grouped into
two general categories: those that, from a psychological standpeidto “‘explain’ comedy in
terms of human response to the comic”, and those that, from a fetimatandpoint, sought to
analyze canonical comedic works in an attempt to explain coménlyral attributes (Hume
87). Ruth Nevo, writing a decade earlier (1963), expressed arssmiiment, claiming that the
field was best thought of as two separate disciplines: the Stredaromedy” and the “theory of
laughter” (Nevo 327). And although Schlegel’s theory does in pantern itself with a
psychological understanding of the comical, he came, as we haydsdee unique conclusion
that it has nothing to do with laughter essentially, but rather with joy.

A perusal of more recent publications on the theory and critiolsbomedy reveals that
today, theorists in comedy must deal with a radically diffecamhedic terrain than the one

Schlegel was familiar with, one that includes stand-up, sketch goreigdoms, film comedy,
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cartoons etc. And the technological media by which comediesamsntiitted have drastically
changed’. Theatrical comedy today exists at the fringes, and unlikeigtophanes’ time — and
this is central to Schlegel's theory —, it is not enjoyed byemernl populace but rather by a
cultured elite. Schlegel’'s theory, on the other hand, presupposesatidranstitution wherein
theatrical comedy has widespread appeal and functions as a conactivigl. Thus one might
offer that even if Schlegel’s theory may have once been thoodie applicable as a theory of
comedy, it no longer finds a comfortable home within the contempoeargirt of comedic
theories.

Despite, however, any reservations that one might have agasicting from
Schlegel’s essay an independent self-supporting theory of comeelyeitheless believe that in
doing so, | was able to highlight some of the more novel and ihteyesspects — as yet un- or
underemphasized — of Schlegel’s theory. | would argue that sothes# insights can, and in
some cases already have, found a home in comedic theory aslg &iday. | will briefly list

these and then discuss them in more depth below:

1. Comedy and the Historical Method: The first aspect relates to Schlegel’s beliefs about
the peculiarity of comedy as opposed to other literary genredhd historical method
which he believes might thus be applied to it. Comedy is diffdrem other literary
genres not only in form and content, but as | discussed in Chaptenlsb5n the public
to which it addresses itself. According to Schlegel, comedgistent must reflect

contemporary tastes, or else it falls on flat ears. Furéisek,showed, Schlegel believes

% See, for example, James Eva@smedy: an Annotated Bibliography of Theory andi€lsm (1987).
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that comedy tends, more so than tragedy, to appeal to thecamstonor mainstream
tastes in a given society. On account of this unique qualityedpns also more
dependenthan other genres on social tastes, and consequently, Schlegeldolag\ane
might study the social conditions necessary for producing the fypenwedy that one

sees as being ideal.

2. Schlegel's Notion of a ‘Comedy ofreud€: The second aspect relates to Schlegel’s
peculiar normative anthropological-psychological conclusion as to teenes of
comedy, namely, that pure comedy is comedy that aids in theatea of Freudein

those who experience it. This was the subject of Chapter IV.1.

3. Schlegel's Emphasis on Freedom of Expression:astly, Schlegel’s emphasis on
external freedom yields a startling conclusion, namely, that dgsieealization, as
Schlegel see it, is absolutely dependent on a society’s protectiantisific freedom of

expression. This was discussed in Chapter IV.3.

Comedy and the Historical Method

As | discussed in Chapter Ill, Schlegel’s theory of comedy ane of the first in Germany that
was not at all interested in content, structure, characters, ity gteart of dramatic storytelling

or of inducing laughter, but rather in why certain societies pexitite comedies that they did.
For him, the relevant dichotomy was not author/audience, but ratherlaitaciety. He wished

to develop a normative theory of comedy that still remained trwee tistorical approach, and

though not often acknowledged, Schlegel’'s essay on Aristophanes — and tegdhlanethod it
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utilizes — influenced to some degree comedic theories in tHecdStury. The influence of
Schlegel’s essay is acknowledged in part by Profitlich, wheslaims that the Schlegel brothers
were responsible for initiating the popularity that Aristophamgsyed during the 19 century
(Profitich Komdodientheorie88). However, Norbert Altenhofer’'s collection of theories of
comedy from the second half of the™®entury shows that many theorists during this time
period took, at least indirectly, much more from Schlegel than girhi@ enthusiasm for
Aristophane¥. For example, Karl Hillebrand’s theory of what he termsssical’ comedy
(1873), and the methodology that underlies it, bears uncanny resembigm&ehlegel’s®, and
though an in depth comparison of both theories lies outside the sctipe adnclusion, | would
nevertheless like to address some of the strongest parall@ksepethe two because Hillebrand’s
study can — from the perspective of the method it utilizes — loeasa more realized version of
Schlegel’s own historical-aesthetic approach, and thus discussmghit help clarify what is of
value in Schlegel’'s method. The title of Hillebrand’s worbie klassische Komddie und ihre
Voraussetzungen already gives an indication that Hillebrand, like Schlegehtesested in an
ideal (for Schlegel thpure, and for Hillebrand thelassicalcomedy) and moreover that one can

sensibly examine the prerequisites that make that idealableliz He asks the same essential

" Interestingly, in hisNachwort Altenhofer nowhere mentions Schlegel’s influende.addressing the admiration
for Aristophanes that these authors all share,nilbéer makes the peculiar claim that only Hegelpoagnthe
German Idealists, recognized Aristophanes’ greatn&idur Hegel hat den ernsthaften Versuch unternemm
diesem Autor [Aristophane$/B] seinen gebiihrenden Platz einzuraumen” (Altenh21d). It hardly needs to be
stated that F. Schlegel’s Aristophanes-essay nthkeslaim untrue.

% |n fact, the only real dissimilarity between theotin their approaches is that Hillebrand is naeriested in the
anthropological properties that drive humans taterend experience comedies.

% |n fact the titles that Hillebrand gives his inidival chapters read like a condensed summary ofe§ets
argumentative approach in the Aristophanes-esd8&ym EinfluR &uRerer Umstande auf die verschiedene
Dichtungsarten, inshesondere auf die Komp®ien inneren Zusammenhang zwischen Tragddie und #ienubn
den nationalen Blitezeiten der klassischen Komd&di deren politisch-sozialen Voraussetzungéom Zustand
der Sitten und der Literatur in diesen Blitezeit®on den Faktoren, die einer Entwicklung der Komoidie
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guestion as Schlegel: What does it take for societies to prodwamk @pmedies (good being
defined respectively by each author)? And like Schlegel, he belignsg comedy and its
aesthetic worth, more so than other literary genres, is dependent on societastainces.

Nirgends scheint mir der Einglul3 der Zeitumstande und der snzMg¢rhaltnisse

starker wirksam zu sein als in der Komddie [...]. Die Komddie wersieh

unmittelbarer als jede andere Dichtungsart an die MassePdBkkums, an jene

Majoritat also, in der sich die Auffassungen und der Geist éipeche verkérpern

(Altenhofer 31).

Like Schlegel, Hillebrand draws the logical implication that tmes arrives at the best
understanding of what makeSlassical ages of comedy possible, by examining the social,
political and cultural conditions out of whidblassicalcomedies arise. He proceeds then to
outline the various societal prerequisites he sees as beingsagce First, Classical comedy
requires “das Bestehen eines wirklichen Volkslebens”, which hernately calls “d[as]
offentliche Leben” (Altenhofer 68}°. And second, from the standpointRifdung it requires
that the respective nation exhibit “eine fortgeschrittene Ektumng des Denkens, das Fehlen
literarischer und sittlicher Verfallserscheinungen, schliel3liebpularitét und nationale
Verwurzelung des Theaters” (Altenhofer 85). The paralldlsdrn Schlegel and Hillebrand are
too apparent to ignore. Hillebrand, like Schlegel, sees in comadygae art form whose
aesthetic worth depends on sociological conditions. It is a digigwiliarity of Schlegel’s

theory, and | have sought to emphasize this fact, that for himty@mnd comedy exist in a

Frankreich gunstig sindVon den Faktoren, die einer Entwicklung der Komddid-rankreich unginstig sind
Versuch einer Prognose Uber die kiinftige Form desdischen Komédie in Frankrei¢Altenhofer ix.).

19 |nterestingly, Hillebrand writes: “Der Geist defféntlichkeit ist de facto etwas ganz anderes &sbfentliche
Freiheit: Ein wirkliches Volksleben ist keinesweadsntisch mit der Volkssouveranitat” (Altenhofer)66
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unique dialectic, and one can better understand a society by stuttyicmmedies, but more
importantly, one can better understand the preconditions for certais tfpeomedies by
studying their societal context. This insight of Schlegel’'sagprovocative because it implies
that comedy as a literary genre, on account of its charaeteds itself to a particular

methodological approach, namely the historical.

Schlegel’s Notion of a ‘Comedy oFreude

One of the more peculiar and perhaps confusing aspects of Sthlidggery is that he so
strongly advocates joy as being the central drive behind ‘tmmedy. Thus though he, like
many theorizers of comedy, begins from a psychological (Schlegdd have thought of it as
an anthropologica) premise, his theory does not concern itself with the cometiéctadr the
mechanism behind the inducement of laughter. In fact, it is oneeahtist unique aspects of
Schlegel’s theory that it develops from a psychological premise and thaerthetess makes no

mention of the psychological mechanism that is traditionally thbafjas most characteristic of

comedy, namely laughter. Furtherméireudeis, as we have seen, conceived by Schlegel as an

emotion that unifies individuals and transcends boundaries: “Nur der ebzchimennt und
vereinzelt; in der Freude verlieren sich alle Granzen” (R2). Whereas laughter is so often
thought of as arising out of divisions, discord, or contrast: “Eratlugs Lachen selbst als ein
Ausdruck der Freude, so wird der Gegenstand des Lachens statt dessest m Kategorien
der Negativitdt gekennzeichnet” (Reallexikkomik 289). Freudeis, for Schlegel, an emotion

that arises out of a certain affirmation of human existetices, he says, “[ein Produkt] reine]r]
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menschliche[r] Kraft” (KAI 21), and he sees it as being bestesented in Greek comedy not on
account of Aristophanes’ plays themselves; these are, dfteegl often satirical. Rather the
Greeks best realizdereudein comedy because of the particular society and comediauiinstis
they had developed. For Schlegékeude was the natural expression of their comedic
festivities, which — unlike tragedy — granted all members okgsptie potential for participation
in the comedic act. “Das Athenische Volk”, writes Schlegekblickte [...] seine eigne
Heiligkeit [...] in der Schonheit eines Spiels” (KAl 24). In faBthlegel’'s understanding of
Freudeseems not unlike that of Henri Bergson’s, who sees joy, in oppositioere pleasure,
as being an affirmative expression of man’s creative faculties:

Le plaisir n'est qu'un artifice imaginé par la nature pour ob@mit'étre vivant la

conservation de la vie ; il n'indique pas la direction ou la vieagsk. Mais la joie

annonce toujours que la vie a réussi, qu'elle a gagné du terrain, guetigorté une

victoire : toute grande joie a un accent triomphal. Or, si noumgcompte de cette

indication et si nous suivons cette nouvelle ligne de faits, nous trouuensagtout ou

il y a joie, il y a création : plus riche est la création, gitfonde est la joie (Bergson

34).

Bergson wrote this around a hundred years after Schlegel's de2®0)( but the
formulation seems nevertheless to get at the same affirmatderstanding of joy by perceiving
it as something that results not from the removal of obstacles but from the eestaire

Furthermore, the implied dichotomy in Schlegel’s theory betweeyotldComedy” and
“Derisive Comedy”, which | alluded to in Chapter IV.5 is, | think, quiteeresting as a system
of classification. In fact, one might divorce from Schlegel’sotiieof comedy its normative

overtones and say that instead of positing a ‘true’ form of conteslgdvocates a specific type

of comedy — namely, comedy of joy. Joyous comedy is unteigceffusive, and optimistic;
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derisive comedy, on the other hand, is reflective, critical, pestsimilt arises, as Schlegel says,
out of a “Lust am Schlechten” (KAl 31). Comedy that depicts ‘id&sherliche” {bid.) — as
opposed to “reine Freude” (KAI 20) — is only natural in a sociedySehlegel sees it, where
individuals can take pleasure in laughing at the folly of othePeri[roheren MensciB] kann
auch wohl das Komische eines leidenden oder schlechten Gegenstandemnergat] Aber
wenn der Offentliche Geschmack sich bildet, wenn der Verstand und eirbaiRkeit des
Publikums sich verfeinern, so wird es die Werke, die es ehedem scitfrioédeidigend finden”
(KAl 27). The societal requirement for joyous comedy is @eef of public taste. As |
discussed in Chapter 1V.2, Schlegel unfortunately never gives a compbdtsfyisg description
of what exactly a refined public taste would constitute. Nbetrss the distinction between
joyous and derisive comedy, and Schlegel’s attempt to link thesedic types to particular
societal conditions, is a provocative thought, and it might yield integesesults to look at
existing comedies according to this dichotomy and to try to desther or not there is any
credence to the belief that they are indicative at all ofiqudar common societal values,
preoccupations, and conventions. Can, one might ask, anything be saidctdtya that tends

towards the satirical or towards the joyous in its comedy?

Schlegel’'s Emphasis on Freedom of Expression

Lastly, one of the most interesting aspects of Schlegel’s thepag | showed in Chapter 1V.3,
that it takes the protection of artistic freedom to be an aesthetessity. More than simply
pointing out that comedy flourishes in an open society, Schlegel maintains thanasoojety is

an essential precondition for anything that wishes to calf ts@hedy, and for him this means
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that it is an essential precondition for any comedy that hopdmte any aesthetic worth.
Whether this is true or not is another matter, and probably mamylepamuld argue that
ultimately, it is not. But the theory at least deserves aclaedg@ment as one of the first
defenses of artistic freedom of expression. And there doestisdam to be some credence to
the belief, for example, that in modern society, comedy tends tersim@ed more often than
other types of literature. Leonard Freedman, in his study afe satiboth democratic and
authoritarian regimes, comes to the — perhaps intuitively obvious, tmavghtheless important
— conclusion that “there is considerably more satire in demodchaticin authoritarian regimes”
(Freedman ix). Whether or not censorship affects comedy’s @estlogth, it inevitably affects
its content™.

Interestingly, though Schlegel perhaps could not have anticipat@drty nations did in
fact move, over the following century, towards full freedom of speeaid furthermore, it is
only after a considerable amount of freedom was allowed to @arégpression that comedy
returned to anything like the explicit satire that one see&ristophanes. One is hard-pressed,
for example, to find the extreme mockery of public figures ranth that one finds in
Aristophanes, unless one looks in modern literature. Of courseexteenal freedomas
Schlegel sees it, has not been fully realized. This is becatesea freedom cannot exist solely
through political protection. External freedom for Schlegel, ashaxe seen, means that a

society grants full freedom to art, and in modern societies, we often \abgdbat though

191 Freedman indicates that there is no reason teveethat political censorship actually affects alesthetic worth
of comedy when he write that “Soviet satirist, ev®fore Stalin clamped down on their efforts, wakkeithin
severe constraints. It could well be that thesy genstraints explain the high quality and intgnsif much satire
under authoritarian regimes, which provoked a dewjignation against profound injustice and requirtbe
ingenuity and subtlety need[ed] to outwit cens¢Fstedman 5).
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government censorship has been largely abolished, the force of potito®ctness is
nevertheless strong enough to bend comedic output to its standardss senée, it could be
argued that political correctness acts as a sort of sogib@dled censorship. Furthermore, the
robust culture of satire, which has persisted in comedy to tlsergrday, seems to indicate that,
as Schlegel sees it, we are still far from realizingwwBchlegel saw asternal freedomon a
large scale. In fact, it is doubtful whether Schlegel betidhat what he saw as ‘true’ comedy
could be achieved in anything less than a utopia, and | believendt ia stretch to say that
Schlegel’s theory, in so far as it grounds a comedic ideal in iatabaeal, constitutes an
example of utopian thought. As | discussed in Chapter V., Schleggisst indicate that
comedy’s aesthetic worth might be promoted in a community wittteraocratic political
structure, but its absolute perfection, as he sees it, mustdreagdor a society that has realized
both internal and external freedom to the point that it has no neddefpolitical protection of
free expression, or unsatisfactory approximations of the commuialsuch as democracy
provides. As | showed in Chapter IV.5, though other genres mightiexsealized forms in
imperfect societies, according to Schlegel, not the comedy.e@idht adamant about this point
and some scholars, specifically Brummack and Oesterle, have smgzhdhat Schlegel is
necessarily implying a utopian home for comedy. “Ist dasdthgbzw. erhaben Schone in
Zukunft [und Vergangenheit] realisierbar”, writes Oesterle, ‘ktr die Verwirklichung des
komisch Schénen unter Bedingungen kunstlicher Bildung in utopische Hg&esterle 445).
And, in fact, Schlegel seems to express doubt as to whether purdycaitidoe realizable when

he writes:
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Sie [die KomddieMB] wird es [das hochste SchééB] erreichen, wenn die Absicht

vielleicht in einer spaten Zukunft ihr Geschéaft vollendet und naituNendigt, wenn

aus Gesetzmalfigkeit Freiheit wird, wenn die Wirde und die RreilbeiKunst ohne

Schutz sicher, wenn jede Kraft des Menschen frei und jedBbrsluch der Freiheit

unmaogliche sein wird (KAI 29).

This passage from the Aristophanes-essay seems to imply that in such aoiiiye there
would be no need for political protection. The freedom required of art would be selfteaide
all. And society would become a sortBifdungsutopierendering governmental force
unnecessary. It is one of the results of this study, that it is this utopian unddrcuB8ehlegel’s
theory, which ultimately goes furthest in keeping it from being appliGbkesystem for the

interpretation of comedy, and which draws an inextricable link between an mesyisegm on

the one hand, and a normative social prerequisite on the other.
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Schlegel Texts Used in this Study:

Publications and Notebooks (in chronological order)

Von den Schulen der griechischen Poé$i¥94) KA, 3-18.

Vom asthetischen Werte der griechischen Kom@die4) KAI, 19-33.

Uber das Studium der Griechischen Pod4ig95-97) KAI, 217-367.

Vom Wert des Studiums der Griechen und Ra#95) KAI, 621-642.

Geschichte der Poesie der Griechen und Rghee8) KAI, 395-568.
Lyceum-Fragment 118 797) KAII, 161.

Athendum-Fragment 11@798) KAII, 182f.

Athendum-Fragment 21@798) KAII, 198f.

Rezension: Herders Briefe zur Beférderung der Huma(iitZ26) KAII, 47-56.
Ankiindigung der geplanten Ubersetzung des PIE800) KAIlI, 334.

“Vorrede”: Ansichten und Ideen von der christlichen Kuas23) KAIV, 3-5.

Von der Schonheit in der Dichtkur{d795/96) KAXVI, 3-32.

Philosophie des Lebens: In fiinfzehn Vorlesungen gehalten zu Wien im Jah(&8&827
KAX, 1-288.

“Charakteristik der Dorier¥/on den Zeitaltern, Schulen und Stilen der greich. Poesie
(1795) KAXI, 227-248.

Versuch Uber den Begriff des Republikanis(i@96) KAVII, 11-25.

Letters (in chronological order)

Friedrich Schlegel an August Wilhelm Schlegel: Leipzig, 2. Juni 1793 KAXX91102.
Friedrich Schlegel an August Wilhelm Schlegel: Leipzig, 28. August 1793>AX
123-130.

Friedrich Schlegel an August Wilhelm Schlegel: Leipzig, 16. Oktober 1793X{\X
139-144.

Friedrich Schlegel an August Wilhelm Schlegel: Leipzig, 11. Dezenig8 KAXXIII,
162-168.

Friedrich Schlegel an August Wilhelm Schlegel: Dresden, 5. April 1794 KAXX87-
189.

Friedrich Schlegel an August Wilhelm Schlegel: Dresden, 27. Oktober 1794 HIAXX
208-210.

Friedrich Schlegel an August Wilhelm Schlegel: Pillnitz, 4. Juli 1795 KAX236-239.

Friedrich Schlegel an August Wilhelm Schlegel: Dresden, 19. Januar 1796 KAXXI
274-277.
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