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Human being is a cloak, which often a god
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Introduction

RELATION OF THE PHILOSOPHY OF RELIGION TO THEOL.OGY

"Gentlemen! The object of these lectures is the philosophy of religion. . . ."! Until

Hegel wrote these words in his 1821 lecture manuscript for his Vorlesungen dber die

Philosophie der Religion, the lines of inquiry into religion and its knowledge of God which
had been pursued throughout the Christian era of Western civilization had nct been
unified under one simple rubric. Of course, twentieth century practitioners of the
philosophy of religion do find the enterprise of the philosophy of religion implicit in the
thinking of philosophers before Hegel. They include such diverse thinkers as David
Hume, Benedict Spinoza, Immanuel Kant, St. Thomas Aquinas, and St. Augustine.
However, twentieth century philosophers of religion acknowledge that there is a distinct
difference between the ‘philosophy of religion’ circumscribed by and within Christian
metaphysics prior to the Protestant Reformation and the philosophy of religion implicit in

post-Reformation and Enlightenment natural theology.

The ‘Classical’ philosophy of religion of pre-Reformation Christian thinking viewed

philosophy as the ‘handmaiden of theology’ and, as such, philosophy was considered

' 3. W. F. Hegel, Lectures on the Philosophy of Religion: Volume 1, ed. Peter C. Hodgsan (University of California Press, 1984),
p. 83. Hereafter we will abbreviate this edition as LPR1 and the subsequent editions on Determinate Religion and The Consurmmate
Religion as LPR11 and LPR111 {respactively). The lecture year will follow the volume number 1o help clarify the context. If the
quotation is from a student transcript then reference to student transcripts will use the abbreviations established by Hodgson in his
editorial introduction, LPA1, pp. 15-32 and will follow the year of lecture. We will also follow the system of bracketing usad in the
English translation and outlined by Hedgson in the editorial introduction, LPR1, pp. 40-42. Thus, <..> indicates a marginal
annotation which has been weaved into the text by the editor. Square brackets, [...], indicate editorial additions designed to
complete the syntax of the sentence and are used most extensively in the translation of the 1821 lecture manuscripts because of
the somewhat fragmentary nature of the manuscript. Because this translation is a paraliel publication to Vorlesungen: Ausgewtilte
Nachschriftan und Manuskripte, by G. W. F. Hegel, Band 3-5: Yoriasunqen dber die Philosophie der Religion, ed. Walter Jaeschks,
(Hamburg: Felix Meiner, 1983-1985)-hereafter abbreviated as VPR (with part [Teil] number following, e.g., VPR11 1)-the German
pagination will follow the English in the footnote. For exa.nple, the above quotation is referenced as LPRAt, 1821, p. 83; VPR111,
p. 3. Also, | worked mainly on the basis of franslation, amending the text when necessary.
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capable of knowledge of God through reason as long as its knowledge of God
complemented, not contradicted, the knowledge of God disclosed by faith and revelation.
Thus, Classical philosophy of religion abided by an overriding hermeneutical principle:
the rmode of discourse employed by philosophy in its reasoning could be ‘natural’, ie.,
the purely human mode of thinking about God which reasons from human being to God,
unaided by revelation, could render the true speech about God and his universe as long
as it was grounded in the recognition of the ontological priority of the true speech about

God already disclosed through the revelatory discourse of Biblical theology.’

After the Protestant Reformation, the hermeneutics of the knowledge of God and
the universe shifted, with Enlightenment thinkers placing the discourse of natural, purely
human reason before revelatory discourse as that which is most able to disclose the truth
of the universe and its Creator. Freed of the restraints of the traditions of revealed
theology, Enlightenment thinkers emulated the ahistorical objectivity of geometrical

reasoning (e.g., Descartes, Spinoza), locating their cognition of the empirical world as the

7 paul Tillicn defines revelation as "a special and extraordinary manifestation which removes the veil from something which is
hidden in a spacial and extraordinary way.” Systernatic Theology, Volume One. {(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1951}, p.
108. Thus, when we apply the term 'revelatory' to the term ‘theclogy’ we mean the knowledge of God in which God is purported
te have removed the veit of mystery which cloaked or hid his Being and thereby disclosed to human beings the eternal truth of God,
especially as it pertains 1o the salvation of humankind. Of course, Jesus Christ as the incarnation of God in human form has been
customarily considsred the primary medium of revelation by this type of theclogy. As well, revealed theology posits that this initial
revelation is then further disclosed through the Holy Spirit in its ‘witness to itself’ in the word of God, the Bible, and in the Church
and its doctrinal raditions. Revelatory discourse, then, is what is found within the Bible as God's self-revelation and in the Church’s
conversation and dochinal thinking about the content of revelation over the centuries. But at all times, revelatory discourse must
stay within the theclogical form (or the theologic) set out by the Church in its doctrines. As such, revelatory discourse s thought
to transcend the limitations of human thought, and thus doss not need 1o express itself according to human laws of thought like
the taws of identity, contradiction, and excluded middle, but ratner according to the inner logic of its own theologie. Tertullian {ca.
160-230) and Sgren Kierkegaard (1813-1855) are excellent examples of thig paint of view when they emphasize the ‘absurdity’ of
belief in Jesus Christ. Proponents of revelatory theology have baen hostile to philosophy {see: | Corinthians 1:18-21 for the origins
of this position in St. Paul) unless philosophy is grounded first in faith in revelation.

Herhaps the most famous statement about philosophical thinking arising out of faith and revelation in the history of
Christian thought is St. Anselm’s faith seeking understanding’. In tha twentieth century this notion still helds for some theologians
in varying degrees; for example, when discussing St, Anselm, Karl Barth writes: "It is my faith that summons me to knowledge."
Anseim: Fides Quasrens Intellectum, 'r. |. W. Robinson, (Richmond: John Knox Press, 1860}, p. 18.
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measure of all that is to be considered knowledge. This new philosophy of religion or
‘natural theology’® pursued its reflection about God and religion by distinguishing its
method of thinking from that of revealed theology. Spinoza, for example, stresses that

the "end in view" of the Theologico-Political Treatise is "to separate Philosophy from

Theology." Note that Spinoza cal's the treatise a ‘theclogical’ work thereby locating it
within the horizon of meaning of the theological sphere; nevertheless, his emphasis on
the primacy of (geometric) reason means that he will subsume the content of the
‘theological’ into his philosophy and redefine its content accordingly. in this way, religion,
and its knowledge of God, becomes a moment in the overall horizon of meaning called
‘philosophy’. Moreover, philosophy freely exercised what it considered its ‘natural right’
to determine the conditions of the possibility of knowledge of Goa by the ‘natural light of
reason’ in the form of a rationally-deduced natural theclogy. This is most obvious in the
work of Christian Wolff who basically disavowed the legitimacy of any revelation which

went against the standards of authenticity legislated by autonomous and objectively

® By natural theology, we mean knowledge of God obtained through the human intellsct unaided by revelation. Thus, reasan
and experience become the sole sources of knowladge of God. Natural theolagy can be traced back to Plato. (See, for example,
Euthyphro, sactions 10a-d on the relatian between God and morality; Timasus, sections 34a-35b ori the nature of God as trinitarian;
and Phaedo, in general, for a discussion of the immortality of the soul) As well, the term natural thaclogy Is applied to the
philosophical knowledge of God which complements the Christian tradition of revealed theology, with 5t. Anselm {see the previous
footnote) and St. Thomas Aquinas as the best examples. in the Enlightenment, Christian Wolff, popularizer of Leibnizian philosophy,
developed natural theology as the "third and final part of metaphysica specialis” in his Theglogia naturalis methodo scientifica
pertractata (LPR1, 1821, p. 83, n. 3). Also, see n. S for further discussion of Wolff.

The farm ‘rational theology' has often been used as a synonym for natural theology but the term ‘rational theology' has
also been used as a term to describe the works of thealogians of rationalism, such as J. 8. Semler and J. A Ernesti, who subjected
the Bible to historical eriticism and about whom Hegel would have been aware from his seminary days. (Sew: Otto W. Heick, A
History of Christian_Thought, Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1966.) We will use the term ‘natural theology' for the attempts at
knowledge of God undertaken by philosophers and reserve use of the term ‘rational theclogy' for the attempts at knowledae of God

undertaken by theologians influenced by the Enlightenmant as this is the way Hegel uses these terms. {See: LPR1, 1824, pp. 115-
116, pp. 121-128; VPRI, p. 23, pp. 38-45)

* Benedict de Spinoza, Theologico-Political Treatise, (New York: Dover Publications, 1951}, p. 42.
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certain reasoning.’ Thus, for Enlightenment thinkers like Wolff, religion itself, its form and

content, was also open to rational and critical scrutiny by philosophy.

Although philosophy continued to refiect upon the notion of God in the form of
natural theology, faith, as revealed theology’s ground for the methodological resolution
of questions of ultimate concern, was thought to lead only to objective uncertainty and
paradox. Reason, on the other hand, was believed to be capable of setting aside and
transcending the limitation of the contingencies of individual experiences of faith and the
prejudices of the tradition which fostered and nurtured these faith experiences.® But, it
was not until Immanuel Kant's 1781 publication of the Critique of Pure Reason that the
bifurcation of philosophy and revealed theology, reason and faith, was fully articulated
thereby setting the theoretical parameters in which any future philosophical treatment of

religion could take place.

For Kant, the primary task of his first Critique was to develop a "system of

concepts” which "is occupied not so much with objects as with the mode of knowledge

5 Wollf asserted that ‘Everything must be proved by reason, as on the philosopher's stone.' Thus, Wolff “methadically delineated
the conditions which any true revelation must fulfill.* Simply stated, these conditions are “its necessity,” it does nat “reveal anything
which contradicts these [God's] perlections,” it does not “obligate man to deeds which run counter to the laws of nature, . . .* and
{decidedly, the most stringent of themn all) "the entire arrangement of words must agree with the general rules of grammar and
thetoric.” Henry Allison, Lessing and the Enlightenment, (Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Press, 1966), p. 37.

® Gadamer captures the irony implicit in the Enlightsnment's rejection of all previous knowledge when he suggests that “the
fundamental prejudice of the enlightenment is the prejudice against prejudice, which deprives tradition of its power." Truth and
Method, {New York: Continuum Publishing Corporation, 1975), pp. 239-240. Descartes best expresses this 'prejudice against
prejudice’ in his Discourse on Method, Part Four: ‘Because | wish to give myself entirely to search after truth, | thought it was
necaessary for me to adopt an apparently opposite course and to reject as absolutely false everything concerning which | could
imagine the least ground of doubt, in order to see whether afterwards there remained anything in my beliefs which was entirely
certain,”
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of objects insofar as this mode of knowledge is to be possible a priori.’ This ‘turn to
the subject’, and the modes of intuition and categories of the understanding inherent in
the subject, limits the way in which questions about God can be addressed. Indeed, Kant
demonstrated that fundamental principles of both revealed and natural theology--such as
God, immortality of the soul, and free will--are not ‘modes of knowledge® insofar as they
are not verifiable by empirical observation. Rather, claims about God, immortality,
freedom, etc., invariably result in antinomies, that is, contradictory conclusions which are
equally reasonable and logically derived. Thus, Kant states that his purpose in the

Critique is to . . . deny Knowledge [of God, immortality, and freedom] in order to make

room for faith."®

Both the development of the Enlightenment version of natural theology and Kant's
‘critical’ way of saving religion for faith meant that by the time Hegel composed his lecture
manuscript on the philosophy of religion in 1821, philosophy and revealed theology had
become polarized into antagonistic and mutually exclusive forms of addressing claims
about God and religion. Thus, Hegel continues his opening remarks by noting that his
1821 philosophy of religion "in general has the same purpose as the earlier type of

metaphysical science, whicii is called theologia naturalis. This term included everything

7 immanusl Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, tr. Norman Kemp-Smith, (New York: 5t. Martin's Press, 1965), A12.

® |, Kant, Critique, Bxxet. The full text reads: "This discussion as to the positive advantage of critical principles of pure reason
can be similarly developed in regard to the concept of God and of the simple nature of our soul; but for the sake of brevity such
fusther discussion may be omitted. [From what has been said, it is evident that] even the assumption—as made on behalf of the
necessary practical employment of my reason—of God, treedom, and immortality is not permissible uniess at the same time
speculative reason be deprived of its pretensions to transcendent insight. For in order to arive at such insight it must makv use
of principles which, in fact, extend only to objscts of possible experience, and which, if also applied to what cannot be an object
of experience, always really change this intc an appearance, thus rendering all practical extension of pure reason impossibie. 1 have
therefore found it necessary to deny knowledge, in order to make room for faith.”




5

that could be known of God by reason alone, as distinct from a positive, revealed religion,
a religion that is known from some source other than reason."® Although his philosophy
of religion has the ‘same purpose’ as Enlightenment natural theology, Hegel distinguishes
his philosophy of religion from natural theology by treating religion and its knowledge of
God as found in theology in general as his object for philosophical reflection, and nct, as
natural theology had done, God as he is in himself. In this way, Hegel anticipates the
approach to the philosophy of religion jound in twentieth century Anglo-American analytic
philosophy. This version of the philosophy of religion is predominantly a "second-order
activity, standing at one remove from its subject matter. . . . It seeks to analyze concepts
such as God, holy, salvation, worship, creation, sacrifice, eternal life, etc,, and to
determine the nature of religious utterances in comparison with those of everyday life,
scientific discovery, morality, and the imaginative expressions of the arts."’® We will see
this borne out throughout our discussion of Hegel's philosophy of religion, particularly in
the tone of the lectures in general, and, especially, in the philosophy of theology that we

will discover in the 1824 and 1827 lectures.

Importantly, for our present considerations, we must realize that Hegel knows that
he, as a post-Kantian philosopher, cannot consider God as an object for philosophical
contemplation without first contemplating that aspect of being human in which thought of

God first arises, that is, human religious experience. Thus, Hegel shifts his attention from

" LPR1, 1821, p. 82; VPR1, p. 3.

W John Hick, Philosophy of Religion, (Englewaad Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1983), p. 2.
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God as solely an object of thought as found in natural theology to God as an objective
correlate of the religious experience of human subjects. Thus, for the first time in the
history of the development of the philosophical inquiry into the content of religion, a

philosopher undertakes a conceptual grasp of religion as a complete modality of human

axperience in itself,”’ the inner horizon of which is a concatenation of both ‘nonrational’

human feeling and reason:
This is the region in which all the riddles of the world, all the contradictions

of thought, are resolved, and all griefs are healed, the region of eternal truth
and eternal peace, of absolute satisfaction, of truth itself.'?

Furthermore, Hegel notes that all thinking--including both the Classical philosophy

of religion and Enlightenment theology--is grounded in a common object, God:

All that proceeds from thought--all the distinctions of the arts and sciences
and of the eternal interweavings of human relationships, habits and
customs, activities, skills, and enjoyments--find their ultimate centre in the
one thought of God. God is the beginning of all things and the end of ali
things; [everything] starts from God and returns to God."

Hegel could have followed his Enlightenment predecessors by separating
philosophy and theology, reason and religion, into theoretically incompatible domains; but,
because of this shared object, Hegel chooses not to limit his philosophical treatment of

religion by excluding certain vital components of religion, such as faith, doctrines, and

" Hegel states this unequivocally in the 1824 lectures on consummate religion: *, . . refigion is human religion . . ."; LPR111,
1824, p. 189; VPR111, p. 123. As we will see, this means that all knowledge of God must be grasped as human knowledge of God
and not as objective, transcendent knowledge of God as he exists in himsslf.

2| PR1, 1621, p. 83; VPR1, p. 3. This description remains essentially the same in the 1824 and 1827 lectures.

3 LPR1, 1821, p. 84; VPR1, p.3.
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tradition, as ‘non-rational’ and hence, as unworthy of philosophicai expfication. Rather,
God is to be expiicated as the beginning and the end of all human being in the world,
both in terms of thought and concrete action and, as such, must be explicated as the
source or genesis of all human horizons of meaning, of all human world-views.
Consequently, at the end of the last major division of the 1821 [ecture series, Part Three.
The Consummate Religion, in which Hegel philosophically displays the truth of the content
of the Christizn religion, he stresses that philosophy should conceive of religion as
reconciled with reason through philosophy.

Instead [of allowing] reason and religion to contradict themselves, [we

must] resolve the discord in the manner [appropriate] to us--[namely,]
recongiliation in [the form of] philosophy.'*

In stating that religion and reason must be seen as reconciled in and through
philosophy, Hegel moves beyond the conceptual limitations of the pre-Kantian and
Kantian Enlightenment philosophical framework in which, as we have noted, religion was
treated ‘within the limits of reason alone’, while, at the same time, acknowledging that
conflict will still be present:

How the present day is to solve its problems must be left up to it. In

philosophy itself {the resolution is only] partial. These lectures have
attempted to offer guidance to this end."

“ LPR111, 1821, p. 161; VPR111, p. 86,

" LPR111, 1821, pp. 161-162; VPR111, p. 96
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The reason that this resolution will be partial is not only due to the limitations of the
Enlightenment philosophical understanding of the contents of religion and theology. Just
as important is the manner in which theology came to understand itself. Indeed, post-
Reformation theology did not remain unaffected by the developments in the relations
between philosophy and theology. One of the key factors in this development was that
many of the theologians were also philosophers'® and thus either consciously or
unconsciously submitted their theology to the rationalistic standards of Enlightenment
philosophy. For some theologians, the rational questioning of the fundamental tenets of
faith and doctrines of orthodox Christianity lead to an outright abandonment of faith as

the ground of their theologizing, and, in its place they substituted rational theology. '’

For other theologians, the application of reason to articles of belief and creed lead to
strident reaffirmation of orthodoxy and the authority of the clergy in the form of
scholasticism.”® For still other theologians, the Enlightenment tendency towards
favouring reason over faith lead to a renewed emphasis on the Reformation’s focus on
the individual's personal relationship with God. This last form, Pietism, rejected reason

in favour of "existential participation* and feeling."®

18 | awis Whiie Beck, Early German Philosophy. Kant and his Predecessors, (Cambridge: Belknap Press of Harvard University
Press, 1562}, p. 9.

' Sean, 3.

8 This term is usually used to refer to the ‘doctrines of the Schoolmen’ who utilize a method perfected by St. Thomas Aquinas.
However, by scholasticisr we mean any type of thinking that insists on espousing the traditional doctrings of a school of thought
according to already weil-delineated forms. Thus, the term ‘scholasticism’ can be applied o any group falling outside of the
medieval Catholic period and, in this case, we are applying it to developments in late seventeenth century Lutheranism. In fact,
Philip Jacob Spener (1635-1705) founded Lutheran pietism {with the publication of his Pia Desideria in 1675) in protest against what
he perceived as scholasticlsm among the theclogians and clerics of the Lutheran church.

® piatism, especially as propounded by F. A. Tholuck (1793-1877), will have a significant effect on Hegel's reformulation of the
1827 lectures.
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Although Hegel offers these lectures on the philosophy of religion as a ‘guide’ to
the reconciliation of reason and religion, it is clear by the tone of frustration and sadness

at the end of the 1821 lectures on The Consummate Religion that the majority of

philosophers and theologians contemporary to Hegel could not conceive of, let alone
enact, this reconciliation. Indeed, as a direct result of events which took place between
the composition and delivery of the 1821 and 1827 lectures on the philosophy of religion--
events which we will be examining in greater depth in relation to the 1824 and 1827
lectures?--Hegel identifies Enlightenment and Pietism, respectively, as the two forms of
knowledge of God which continue to perpetuate the mutual exclusivity of philosophy and
theology.?’ Moreover, Hegel observes that the antagonism between Enlightenment
philosophy and Pietism is such that thiey are not only directly against each other but also
opposed to the doctrines of orthodox Christianity, and, hence, as we will see, against

speculative philosophy.

Obviously conscious of the continuing disaffection and hostility between
Enlightenment philosophy and Pietism, Hegel follows up his identification of God as the
common object of all thinking with this pronouncement:

. .. philosophy is theology, and one’s occupation with philosophy--or rather
in philosophy--is of itself the service of God.%?

% The publication of F. Schisiermacher’s work of dogmatics, The Christian Faith, in 1821-22 is one such event, Pietism’s criticism
of Hegsl prior to the 1827 lectures is the other. See the previous note.

| PR111, 1827, pp. 343-347; VPR111, pp. 266-270.

2 | PR1, 1821, p. B4; VPR111, p. 4. By way of anticipation it should be pointed out that Hegel uses the term "theology" in at least
three ways: first, to refer equally with philosophy, as the science of God (hers, philosaphy is theclogy); second, as the discipline
of theological reflsction as such; third, to refer to the efforts of Schisiermacher, Tholuck, and so forth (theclogies). In the second
and third usages, theology remains characterized by otherness and representational thinking. Hegel of course maintains throughout



Both the statement of equivalence between philosophy and theology in the opening
phrase and the declaration of philosophy as ‘the service of God’ has given rise to much
debate among post-Hegelian thinkers. At no time was the controversy more heated than
in the division of Hegelians into Left and Right schools in the decade following Hegel's
death.?® This left-right factionalism exhibits how diverse interpretations of Hegel can be
with the atheistic Left announcing that Hegel had brought religion to an end and the
theistic Right proclaiming the preservation and vindication of the doctrines of Christianity.
Indeed, this division of Hegelianism parallels the weight an Hegelian can give to either
side of the statement, ‘philosophy is theology’. Thus, Left Hegelians, such as Ludwig
Feuerbach, D. F. Strause, Bruno Bauer, and the young Karl Marx, emphasize the subject
side, ‘philosophy’, to the detriment of revealed theology by desacralizing and
demythologizing all things religious; whereas Right Hegelians, such as Philipp Marheineke
and Karl Daub, stress the predicate by maintaining that the content of revealed religion

was ‘revitalized’ by Hegel's philosophy.**

the Berlin lectures an overall identification of philosaphy and theology (in the first sense indicated above) so it is against the
background of this overall project of Hegel's that we will argue that a dialectical integration of philosophy and theclogy takes place.

7 For an excellent description of ihe development of Hegelian schools of thought both during and after Hegel's life, see: John
Toaws, Heqelianism. The Path Toward Dialectical Humanism, 1805-1841, {Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1380). Also

see: Johann Eduard Erdmann, A History of Philosophy, tr. W. . Hough, 3 vols., {London, 1890-92), for an account from a
participant in the debates of the 1830's.

2 ), Toews, Hegelianism, p. 148. To wit: "Marheineke was convinced that the Hegelian transforr.:ation of represantation into

concept, faith inte knowledge, did not threaten the viability of the Christian faith or the existing church, but provided the basis for
their revitalization.”
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Recent trends in interpreting Hegel's philosophy of religion range from the right,
theistic positions daveloped in recent works like Quentin Lauer's Hegel's Concept of God
and James Yerkes' Christology of Hegel, include the more centralist positions presented
at the Wofford Symposium on the philosophy of religion, held in 1967, and extend to the
moare ‘left’-leaning, "new orthodoxy"?® found in a work like R. Wiliamson’s Introduction
to Hegel's Philosophy of Religion which presents Hegel as a ‘panentheist’. In short, to
cover the various emphases placed on the relationship between philosophy and theology
since Hegel's time up to and including the present, would require a new phenomenology
of Spirit, a phenomenological mapping out of the complete journey of Hegel's thought
through successive and co-existing communities of people who attempt to interpret Hegel.
Since this task lies outside of the scops of this inquiry into Hegel's philosophy of religion,
we need to set aside the various traditions of Hegel's interpretation and clarify for
ourselves in what way ‘one’s occupation with philosophy’ can be construed as the

‘service of God'.

The ciue to comprehending what Hegel means by this sta’ement lies in what,
following K. Luther and J. L. Hoover, can be called Hege!'s phenomenology of religion:

In its main lines, therefore, Hegel’s approach to the philosophy of religion
follows what could be described as a phenomenological method.*®

However, we must be careful to distinguish Hegel's phenomenological method from that

practiced in the twentieth century by Edmund Husserl and Martin Heidegger, although

™ 3§, Harris, "The Hegel Renaissance in the Anglo-Saxon World Since 1945, The Owl of Minerva Vol. 15, Number 1, Fall, 1983,
p. 86: “...the new orthodoxy . . . according to which Robert C. Whitternore was right to call Hegel a "panentheist™.”

 yem Luther and Jeff L. Hoover, "Hegel's Phenomenology of Religion”, Journal of Religion, 61, (July, 1981), pp. 229-241.
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Hegel can be said to foreshadow both Husserl’s and Heidegger's versions of the

method.?’

Inspired by Husserl and Heidegger, twentieth century practitioners of the
phenomenological approach focus their attention on religious experience. Althcugh
religious experience can be seen as a sterile field of inquiry for philosophy because of its
supposedly personal and private nature, phenomenologists start with refigious experience
precisely because they want to describe religion from the ‘inside’ in order to “ight up’, as
Heidegger would say, its internal features as an existential modality. Following Husserl,
phenomenological description of the inner lived-experience of religion is made possible
through the recognition of the intentionality of consciousness, that is, that consciousness
is always consciousness of something. Thus, for Husser!, the phenomenological method
is a cognitive process which attempts to ‘see’ the ‘things themselves’ (die Sache selbst)
s0 as to ground knowledge of these ‘things’--that is, all phenomena which lie within the
field of consciousness--apodictically whiie ‘bracketing off’ any question of their ontological
nature. On the other hand, Heidegger disregards Husserl's epistemological concern and
the Cartesian dualism of subject and object implied by the notion of intentionality by

undertaking a "fundamental ontology" on the basis of the "existential analysis of Dasein”,

77 Eor an interesting comparison of Hegel and Husserl, see: Frank M. Kirkland, "Husserl and Hegel: A Historical and Religious
Encounter,” Journal of the British Society for Phenomenology, Vol. 16, No. 1, January, 1985. Recently a number of hooks comparing
Heget and Heidegger have been published. Among these are: Michael Allen Gillespie, Hegel, Heidegaer and the ground of Histary,
{Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1984); Edith Wyschogrod, $pirit in Ashes: Hegel, Heideqger, and Man-Made Mass Death,
{New Havan: Yale University Press, 1985); David Kolb, The Critique of Modernity, Hegel, Heidegger and After, {(Chicago: University
of Chicago Press, 1986). Of these three, | found Wyschogrod's Spirit in Ashes the most stimulating as she looks at the notions of
death in Hegel and Heidegger and utilizes them te illuminate the creation of what she calls a ‘deathworld’'-a play on Husserl's notion
of Lebanswelt in The Crisis of European Sciences-~in the Nazi extermination camps.
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the being whose being is an ‘issue’ for itseli.® In this way, human existence itself
becomes that which is to be described. Also, there is what we can call a ‘generic’ form
of the phenomenological method which does not adhere to the methodological restraints
of Husserl or Heidegger, but which does follow the methodological orientation which both
Husserl and Heidegger share inasmuch as it strives to be descriptive, analytical, and
empathetic in its attempt to come up with provisional ‘generalizations’ about the structures

of religious experience.

Central to all three phenomenological methods is the desire to set aside or put into
abeyance (epoché) all presuppositions or the "encrustations of the metaphysical
tradition® in order to describe the ‘things themselves’. Hegel's phenomenological
method does not attempt such an ‘epoché’; rather, Hegel wants to illuminate “from within"
the presuppositions and the ‘encrustations’ that accrue to human experience through
religion. However, when it comes to elucidating matters that are not embedded within our
own lived-experience, Hegel will seek to sunderstand from within* (hineinverstehen), a
procedure we can describe as similar to the twentieth century’s ‘generic’ phenomenology
of religion insofar as it ‘intellectually empathizes’ with the view held by those who hold

such a ‘form of life’ (Gestalt).”®

™ Martin Heidegger, Being and Time, (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1962}, section four, pp. 32-35.
® For example: Roger Schmidt, Exploting Religion, (Belmont: Wadsworth, 1880).
* Martin Heidegger, The Basic Writings of Mantin Heidegger, (New York: Harper & Row, 1977), p. 39.

3 LPR11, 1824, p. 271 (see also n. 107, same page); VPR11, (4a} p. 176. Theseterms arise in connection with Hegel's discussion
of the ability of philosophy to grasp the inner essance of ‘nature religion’ and give us the sense of Hegel's phencmenological method
as it applies to forms of religious consclousness not his own: *Certainly we can understand nature religion therefore but we cannot
represent it from within, we cannot have the gense or fgeling of it from within. . . . Only spirit fully comprehends spirit, and here,
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Prior to the 1821 lectures, Hegel's phenomenological approach is best exemplified

in the 1807 Phenomenology of Spirit. In the Phenomenology, Hegel displays religion in
terms of the journey of consciousness to absolute knowing. Religicus consciousness is
the penultimate stage in this journey. As the penultimate stage, religion has not fully
realized nor comprehended its own truth. For Hegel, religion contains truth implicitly
because it thinks in terms of "representations" (or "pictures") [Vorstelfungen]:
So far as Spirit in religion pictures itself to itself, it is indeed consciousness,
and the reality enclosed within religion is the shape and guise of its picture-
thinking. But, in this picture-thinking, reality does not receive its perfect
due, viz. to be not merely a guise but an independent free existence; and,
conversely, because it lacks perfection within itself it is a specific shape
which does not attain to what it ought to show forth, viz. Spirit that is

conscious of itself. If its shape is to express Spirit itself, it must be nothing

else than Spirit, and Spirit must appear to itself, or be in actuality what it is
in its essence.*?

In the lectures on the philosophy of religion, as we will see, the definition of religion
differs from lecture-series to lecture-series, but religion itself, as that which ‘encloses
reality’, is not only retained but is described consistently through the various prefaces in

a manner aimost identical to the 1821 formulation, which we quoted earlier.

Hence, in both the Phenomenology and the philosophy of religion lecture-series,

Hege! clearly identifies religious consciousness as the shape of consciousness which, in

where we ars not dealing with free spirit, we may be able to understand it from within. . . " The German reads: "Verstehen kénnen

wir deswegen die Naturreligion wohl, aber wir kénnen uns nicht hineinvorstelien, uns nicht hineinempfinden, nicht hineinfihien. . .

. Der Geist fafit ganz nur den Geist, und hier, wo wir es zv tun haben nicht mit dem freien Geist, ist wohl, dass wir uns
hineinverstehen kénnen. . . ."

22 G W, F. Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit, tr. A V. Miller, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1977), p. 412; hereafter referred
to as PS; G. W. F. Hegel, Phanomenologie Des Geistes, (Hamburg: Felix Meiner, 1952), pp. 475-476.
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a genetic breakdown of the constitutive moments of consciousness, is the primordially
integrated shape of consciousness. Thus, religious consciousriess is the mode of

consciousness in which the notion of a self-contained totality first makes its appearance.

The gathering-in of all aspects of lived-experience takes place within religious
consciousness through a posited centre, God. Under this centre, meaning structures are
derived in the form of religious representations (Vorstellungen) which allow CONSCIOUSNESS
to grasp the world as a thematic unity. Representation not only butiresses this centre,

but is the active medium through which religious consciousness constitutes the ‘world'.

Historically, this penultimate level forms around different centres which, in turn,
generate unique, entire, content-rich, thematic fields. Both the Phenomenology and the
lectures on the philosophy of religion depict the various religions of humankind as
successive and co-existing shapes (Gestalten) of religious consciousness. These shapes
appear as ‘bursts of light’ on the stage of world-history. Understood successively, these
bursts of light reflect the deepening awareness that consciousness has of itself as it

progresses on what Mark C. Taylor describes as its ‘journsy to selfhood’.®®

In each of these shapes of religious consciousness, the burst of light is localized
and limited to particular and exclusive communities. The absolute or consummate form

of religious consciousness arrives with the advent of Christianity. Christianity franscends

¥ Mark C. Taylor, Journevs to Selfhood, Hegel and Kierkegaard, (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1980).
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all localized, culturally limited forms of religious consciousness with its claims to
universality. From this absolute shape of religious consciousness, philosophy arises in
its absolute form. Prior to this shape, philosophy was subservient to religion, articulating
itself from within a particular shape of religious consciousness. But with the establishment
of the Christian refigion as the consummiation ¢ religious consciousness, philosophy
gains the possibility of knowing the absoluts. Christianity provides philosophy with access
to the absolute itself through reflection on its centre, Jasus Christ, who, as the incarnation

of God in human form, displays the tri-personality of God, i.e., the Trinity.

Most significant for Hegel’'s phenomenology is that through reflection upon this
trinitarian God, Spirit becomes self-conscious of itself as Spirit. Indeed, the entire
Phenomenology is itself the subject matter of Spirit knowing itself as Spirit in what Hegel
calls absolute knowing. In this way, absolute knowing is a self-referential, self-articulating
and seif-comprehending, all-embracing totality. As such, Spirit's self-knowing affirms the

prior stages depicted within the Phenomenology as necessary moments of its own

appearance.

But, as we can see, Hegel is not yet employing the speculative method of the
Encyclopaedia of the Philosophical Sciences and hence of his scientific system in which
the explication of religion as the moment of absolute Spirit just prior to philosophy is
pursued through the philosophy of reiigion. The thinking-through ot the gradual process

of development of religious consciousness into scientific, systematic knowing is also
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carried out in the philosophy of religion but from the point of view of an already-achieved
absolute knowing. As Hegel observes in the 1824 lectures:

The content is certainly spirit in general; the elaboration of what spirit is

forms the entire content of the philosophy of religion. The different levels

at which spirit is intellectualized give rise to the different religions. . .. This

diversity of determinacy comes about as the different levels are constituted.

a4

Thus, from the vantagepoint of absolute knowing the patterns of religious consciousness
are the determinate structures of the spirituality of Spirit. And, of course, these concrete
structures are to be unfolded in their determinacy ‘from within’. But, it is the already
achieved standpoint of absolute knowing which distinguishes the speculative method from
the phenomenological method. Indeed, since the absolute standpoint is presupposed in
the philosophy of religion, then the initial task of the philosophy of religion is to present
religion in its most logical and abstract form, i.e., under the framework of the concept:

... It [the concept] appears &s the external form grounded in spirit, the

differences being posited within it in a determinate form that is at the same

time an altogether simple universal, logical form. This form is consequently

what is abstract. But this form is not only the external shell of this

determinate spirit but also, as the logical element, its innermost kernel as

the determinacy of what is inward. it combines both within itself--being the

innermost kernel, the deizrminacy of what is most inward, and at the same

time the outward form: this is the nature of the concept, to be essential and

at the same time the mode of appearance, the mode of difference or of

form.%®
In this way, the concept of religion is the "outward form” which then mirrors the inner
content of religious consciousness. At the same time, since absolute knowing develops

within and arises out of religious consciousness then it is also the “innermost kernel" of

™ | PR11, 1824, p. 251; VPR11, pp. 155-156.

3% | PR11, 1824, p. 251; VPR11, p. 156.
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consciousness. This notion of the simuitaneous ‘inward’ and ‘outward' form of

speculative thinking makes its first appearance in the Preface to the Phenomenology,

where Hegel specifies that ‘scientific forrn” is not only the nature of the project of the
Phenomenology, but its goal.®® Thus, by going through the process of its own
development Spirit grasps that the phenomenology of Spirit is to be understood both in
the genitive sense--that is, that the activity of ‘phenomenologizing’ is the source and
‘vossessor’ of Spirit (phenomenology of Spirit); and, in the substantive sense--that is,
phenomenology is integrally Spirit's own concrete existence (phenomenology of Spirit,
i.e., Spiri's generation of itself through its phenomenology of itself).”” Consequently,
it is apparent that for Hegel the phenomenological method ‘flips over’ into the speculative
method at the end of the journey of consciousness through its experience when Spirit
comes to know itself as Spirit. At the same time, this turning over of phenomenology into
speculation also means that this stance is to be presupposed from the very beginning (as
evidenced by the speculative nature of the Preface to the Phenomenology). Insofar as
the ‘concept of religion’ too has both this inward and outward form, then it too can be
understood in a manner similar to the Phenomenology of Spirit; that is, the turning over

of the phenomenological method into the speculative method in the concept of religion

* pg, section 5, p. 3; PG, p. 12: "To help bring philasophy closer to the form of Science, to the goal where it can lay aside the
title ‘love of knowing' and be actual knowing-that is what 1 have set myself to do. The inner necessity that knowing should be
Science lies in its nature and only the systematic exposition of philosophy itself provides it. But the external necessity, so far as it
is grasped in a general way, setting aside accidental matters of person and motivation, is the same as the inner, or in other wards,
it lies in the shape in which time sats forth the sequential existence of its mements. To show that now is the time for philosophy
10 be raised to the status of a Science would therefore be the only true justification of any effort that has this aim, for to do so would
demonstrate the necessity of tha aim, indeed at the same time be the accomplishing of it.”

¥ Heidegger captures the sense of the Phenpmenology as Spirit’s own existence very well in Hegel's Phenomenology of Spirit,
tr. Pravis Emad and Kenneth Maly, (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1988), p. 24: ™. .. phenomenclogy is not one way
among mmany but the manner in which spirit exists. The phenomenology of spirit is the genuine and total coming-out of spirit. But
before whom does it come out? Before spirit itselt.”
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has to be understood as the result of religion’s conceptualization of itself being carried
through to its consummation in the conceptualization of religion from the point of view of
speculative philosophy. Thus, the concept of religion can be understood in the genitive
sense-—that is, as the activity of humanity raising itself to God and the concept (the
phenomenological side); and in the substantive sense--that is, the concept is God

achieving self-consciousness in religion {the speculative side).

Now that we have a general picture of Hegel’s methodological orientation in these
lectures on the philosophy of religion, it is possible for us to interpret the phrase
‘philosophy is theology’ as pointing to this outer-inner relationship that is found between
the concept of religion and the actual content of the various determinate religions.
Philosophy itself, through its ability to conceptualize religion, is the ‘outer shell’ which
holds within its comprehensive embrace the inner content of theology, which articulates
in representational thinking the content of religion. However, as we noted in our
discussion of pre-Reformation and post-Reformation philosophy of religion, philosophy
is also the ‘inner kernel” which arises within and out of theological articulations of religious
belief. We can best support this interpretation by directly examining the equation,
‘philosophy is theology’, in light of speculative thinking, and specifically, in light of Hegel's

account of the speculative sentence as found in the Preface to the Phenomenology.
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According to Hegel, a speculative sentence (or “philosophical proposition’)*® is
a sentence or statement in which the subject and predicate not only refer to logical
categories or universas but which also articulates both the identity and distinctiveness of
the two referents in a way not found in a normal sentence. Unlike a normal sentence,
both terms of the speculative sentence are to be comprehended as subject terms which
mutually determine each other’s meaning through a “dialectical movement" between the
terms themselves and also between the human subject thinking the relations between the
two terms and him/herself. Hegel contrasts this internal movement of meaning with how
traditional logic understands a normal sentence. In a typical, non-speculative sentence,
a subject term (‘apple’) is joined to a predicate term (‘red’) through the copula ‘is™--the
apple is red--in such a way that the subject is considered as the only subject term, as a
fixed and isolated entity to which attributes can be assigned. Thus, in our example, the
subject ‘apple’ denotes a particular thing and the predicate term ‘red’ designates some
attribute this thing is said to have. Quite simply then, a normal sentence asserts that a
particular thing has a specific attribute. But, in the Preface, Hegel displays how a
speculative sentence overcomes this traditional understanding by giving two examples,
‘God is being’ (Gott ist das Sein) and ‘the actual is the universal’ (Das Wirkliche ist das
Allgemeine):

To illustrate what has been said: in the proposition ‘God is being’, the

Predicate is ‘being’; it has the significance of something substantial in which

the Subject is dissolved. ‘Being’ is here meant to be not a Predicate, but
rather the essence; it seems, consequently, that God ceases toc be what he

* pg sections 59-67, pp. 36-41; PG, pp. 48-55. For the best accounts of Hegel’s theory of the speculative sentence see: J.P.

Surber, ‘Hegel's Speculative Sentence’, HegekStudien, 10 (1975), pp. 221-230; Stephen Houlgate, Hegel, Nietzsche and the Critique
of Metaphysics, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1985).



is from his position in the proposition, viz. a fixed Subject. Here thinking,
instead of making progress in the transition from Subject 0 Pradicate, in
reality feels itself checked by the loss of the Subject, and, missing i, is
thrown back on to the thought of the Subject. Or, since the Predicate itself
has been expressed as a Subject, as the being or the essence which
exhausts the nature of the Subject, thinking finds the Subject immediately
in the Predicate; and now <having retur 'ed into itself in the Predicate, >
instead of being in a position where it has freedom for argument, it is still
absorbed in the content, or at least is faced with the demand that it should
be. Similarly, too, when one says: ‘the actual is the universal’, the actual
as subject disappears in its Predicate. . . .*°

As Hegel shows, it is now possible to view the two terms as undergoing a
progressively developing modification of meaning, 2 modification or dialectical redefinition
of meaning which takes place in the thinking of the subject. Consequently, the thinking
subject grasps both the grammatical identity of the two terms of the speculative sentence
(as implied by the copula) and the conceptual identity of the identity and difference of the
two terms:

. in the philosophical proposition the identification of Subject and

Predicate is not meant to destroy the distinction between them, which the

form of the proposition expresses; their unity, rather, is meant to emerge as

a harmony.*

But, when applying Hegel's notion of the speculative sentence to the philosophical

proposition, ‘philosophy is theology’, we have to be careful not to confuse the possibility

of the unity and harmony of the subject, ‘philosophy’, with its predicate, ‘theology’, as

% ps, section 62, pp. 38-39; PG, pp.51-52.

0 p§, section 61, p. 38; PG, p. 51.



T

23

already a fait accompli and merely posit the identity of philosophy and theotogy.*!
Thus, we must ‘test’ this proposition in order to display how, in fact, the terms have and
do mutually define each other. Stephen Houlgate, in his recent Hegel. Nietzsche and the
Critigue of Metaphysics suggests such a test:

The way to test speculative sentences, therefore, is to examine whether the

predicate does actually render explicit what is implied in the subject, and

whether the redefinition of the subject does actually follow from the identity
of the categories.*?

In light of this test we can ask: is this statement, philosophy is theology, truly a
speculative sentence? Or, to use the terms of Houlgate's test, does the predicate,
‘theology’, ". . . actually render what is implied by the subject’ and does "the redefinition
of the subject . . . actually follow from the identity of the categories"? The answer is yes
on both accounts if we recall the progressive modification of the interrelation of
philosophy and theology in the history of the philosophy of the refigion which we depicted
earlier in this chapter. It is safe to assume that both Classical philosophy and the
Enlightenment philosophy of religion interpret the relation between philosophy and
theology according to the understanding of traditional formal logic. Classical philosophy
of religion, as we have noted, thinks the meaning of ‘philosophy’ is subsumed under the
predicate term so that the predicate term is treated as the real subject, in effect inverting

the meaning of the statement. In this way, the initial subject term ‘dissolves’ as the

*1 To do so would be like perpetuating the mistake of Schelling and positing an identity from the outset in which all distinctions
disappear and which “the night in which . . . all cows are black™, As Hegel notes, "this is cognition naively reduced to vacuity.” (PS,
section 16, p. 9; PG, p. 18.)

42 Stephen Houlgate, Hegel, Nietzsche and the Critique of Metaphysics, pp. 267-268, n. 103.
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primary focus of meaning in the sentence. After Classical philosophy of religion’s
exposition of theology as the primary subject of human thought, attention shifted back to
the initial subject term (‘philosophy’). Enlightenment philosophy of refigion, as we
observed, relocated philosophy as the loci of meaning in the relations between philosophy
and theology, consequently subsuming ‘theology’ under the modified meaning of
‘philosophy’. Now, with Hegel, we will have to see how this dialectical shifting and

modification of meaning is mediated within his speculative philosophy of religion.

Therefore, the following study will elucidate the fundamental role Hegel’s reflection
on theological reflection plays in the formation of his mature philosophy of religion. Our
method, however, .. not take sides in the ‘ieft-right’ debate nor will we attempt to blend
Hegel's philosophy with the leading theology of his time; rather, we will undertake an
empathetic description and analysis of the progressive unfolding of Hegel's mediation of
theology and philosophy in the 1821, 1824, and 1827 lectures on the philosophy of

religion and his Foreword to Hermann Friedrick Wilhelmm Hinrichs' Die_Religion im

inneren Verhaltnisse zur Wissenschaft. Our basic thesis is that a full realization of the

identity and difference implied in the speculative statement, ‘phitosophy is theology’, only
takes place when the assumed harmony of philosophy and theology is disrupted by ths
renewal of their bifurcation in the contemporary life of the religious community. We wil
see that this disruption comes from two sources: Friedrich Schleiermacher and his

theology of feeling as found in the 1822 Der christiiche Glaube nach den Grundsétzen

der evanqelischen Kirche im Zusammenhange dargestelitin 1822, and Friedrich Tholuck,
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who charges Hegel with pantheism just prior to 1827. To lay out the parameters of
Hegel's conceptualization of religion prior to these theo!ogical challenges, chapter one will
show that Hegel takes philosophy and theology to differ only in terms of tone and mode
of reflection, that is, in form not content, in the 1821 Concept of Religion’s comprehensive
description of religious consciousness, from its genesis in religious sensibility to its
sublation in conceptual cognition. With this ground set, chapter two will present
Schieiermacher’s Der christliche Glaube as differing from Hegel's philosophy not only in
form but also in content, through its detailed rendering of a description of religious
consciousness within the limits of the feeling of dependence alone. As a consequence
of this renewed fissure between philosophy and theology, we will detail in chapter three
how Hegel, in his Foreword to Hinrichs’ ‘Religionsphilosophie’, depicts Schieiermacher
as misunderstanding the pivotal interconnection of thinking and feeling in faith, an
interconnection which gives rise to the witness of religious community to its own truth as
Spirit and which is then confirmed as such by philosophy.*® Chapter four will display
how Hegel, through redefining the concept of religion in light of the Foreword’s insights,
inaugurates both a second-order philosophy of theology and a tentative reconciliation of
philosophy and theology in the 1824 ‘Intraduction’ to the Concept of Religion. In chapter
five, we will display how Hegel counters Tholuck’s charges of pantheism both in the 1827

Concept of Religion and in his speculative mirroring and subjectification of the contents

of the 1827 Consummate Religion within the trinitarian form of the philosophy of reiigion.

2 4 should be noted that we wili locate Hegel's debate with Schielermacher within the context of Hegel's conceptualization of
religion and its development. Qur purposs, therefore, is not to adjudicate as to the correctness of either position, but to show the
relevance of Schleiermacher's dogmatics for Hegel's philosophy of religion,
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As well, we will see that this successful harmonization of philosophical form and
theological content confirms that the reconciliation tentatively achieved in 1324 is now fully
realized. We will conclude our study by confirming that the fissure between philosophy
and theology, like that between all oppositions, is a necessary moment in the process of
philosophizing about religion, a fissure that philosophy both enters into and overcomes
in order to confirm its own truth. In this way, we will see that the ‘encrustations’ of
meaning embedded in theological reflection and religious consciousness become the

signposts and spurs for philosophy’s comprehension of religion and of itself.



Chapter One
THE 1821 CONCEPT OF RELIGION

1. Introduction

Hegel commences his philosophical conceptualization of religion by identifying God
as the object of his thought. Because philosophy and theology have this object of
thought in common, they also share a certain reflective tone insofar as both philosophy
and theology have as their aim and purpose to explicate knowledge of God. Indeed, both
Hegel’s philosophy and theology do not attempt to entice their audience into religious
feeling or to convert them to a certain belief-system. Thus, in the ‘Introduction’ to the
1821 manuscript, Concept of Religion, Hegel deliberately and self-consciously states:

First of all, the most definite consciousness regarding our aim must [be]
this: that the religion present and presupposed in everyone is the stuff we
merely want to comprehend. It is not [for us to] seek to produce this
foundation; rather this is what must be explicitly present in everyone. <It
is not a question of bringing something substantially new and alien into
humanity. > That would be like trying to introduce spiritinto a dog by letting
it see spiritual creations, or eat witty remarks, or chew on printed matter; or
like trying to make a blind person see by talking to that person about
colours. Those who have never enlarged their hearts <beyond the bustle
of finite life,> or looked into the pure aether of the soul with enjoyment, who
have not felt the joy and peace of the eternal, <even if only dimly in the
form of yearning,> do not possess the stuff that we here speak of. They
may perhaps have an image of it, but the content is not their own thing; it
is an alien matter they are wrestiing with.’

In this passage, it is clear that Hege! is emphasizing the importance of having
religious experience as the phenomenological ground for--and to help flesh out--the

philosophy of religion. Keligious experience must be the starting point of a philosophical

' LPR1, 1821, p. 85; VPR1, p. 8.
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discussion of religion?; but, at the same time, it is also clear that Hegel wants fo keep
philosophical conceptualization of religion distinct from religion and religious experience.
In effect, philosophy, in its speculative mode of mirroring, has no ne ad to existentially
\ecreate within itself the subjective content of religion. Thus, in formulating the Concept
of Religion, specu‘;.é,-. -, 2 philosophy presupposes this content; it will acknowledge that the
knowledge of God can only originate in the sphere of religious consciousness.
Furthermore, philosophy will recognize that the immediacy of feeling originating within
religious consciousness is mediated first by reflection, and, secondly, this reflection upon

religion is itself mediated by the conceptual thinking of philosophy.

Importantly, then, philosophical conceptualization for Hegel means a difference in
form. However, at the same time, it is the main concern of his speculative philosophy to
have the form of the concept match the content of the religious dimension of human
awareness. The difficulty inherent in this speculative task is far more important than
whether or not individual human subjects continually feel the truth of religion in their lives--
an issue we will see Hegel directly confront in relation to Pietism in the 1827 lectures.
Religious feeling, and the devotion arising out of it, may be the originary moments which
allow for the possibility for the reflective thinking about God of both theology and

philosophy; but, both philosophy and theology extend far beyond this primary upsurge

2 Hagel's emphasis on the importance of religious experience for the philosophical Investigation of religion itself is taken up in
the twentieth century by phenomenclogists such as Rudalph Otto, who, in his 1917 study of the experience of holiness, The Idea
of the Holy, (Oxford: Oxfard University Press, 1969), writes: "The reader is invited to direct his mind to & moment of deeply-felt
religious experiance, as little as possible qualified by other forms of consclousness. Whoever cannot do this, whoever knows no
such moments in his experience, is requested to read no turther .. ." (p. 8). We will have occasion to compare Otto with Hegel at
several points in this chapter.
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of feeling in their discursiveness. Nevertheless, it is important for us to note that Hegel
contends that the worship that was once solely heart-felt adoration of God need not be

considered as totally separate from thought about God. Indeed, intellectual worship, that

is, the contemplation of God, is the continuation and transformation of what was originally

felt in the medium of systematic thinking:

For religion, in which God is for consciousness initially an external object--
because we must first be taught what God is and how he has revealed
himself and still does--occupies itself, it is true, with the interior, moves and
inspires the community. Still the interiority of devotion limited to emotion
and representation is not the highest form of interiority. It is self-determining
thinking which has to be recognized as this purest form of knowing. itis
in this that science brings the same content to consciousness and thus
becomes that spiritual worship which, by systematic thinking, appropriates

and comprehends what is otherwise only the content of subjective
sentiment or representation.®

Thus, what was originally ‘interior’ (e.g., my particular feeling of God) becomes
even more internalized by being lifted up into ‘self-determining thinking’ without losing its
sense of adoration. This is possible because, as we discussed in the Introduction,
religion is a complete modality of human being embracing both feeling and thought,
although in the form of representation. Philosophy, then, when it reflects upon religious
consciousness, retains its content while placing this content into the self-enclosed
embrace of self-consciousness. This means that the worship originating in feeling and

expressed in representation is now an internal determination of self-consciousness and

3 G. W. F. Hegel, Vorlesungen dber die Aesthetik. Vol. One, (Frankfurt a/M: Suhrkamp, 1871), p. 143. Quoted in Quentin Lauer,
Henet's Concept of God, {Albany: State University of New York, 1982), pp. 36-37. Hegel is also reported 1o have said to his
housekeeper in reference to her query about his not attending church: *Meine liebe Frau, dag Denken Ist auch Gottesdienst.” {'my
dear woman, thinking is also the service of God.") Quoted in W. R. Inge, Mysticism in Religion, (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1948), p. 145. A similar thought is expressed by Hegal in a letter to Niethammer: "Cur universities and schools are our
church,” G. W. F. Hegel, Letters, p. 327, Briefo, letter 272,
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is appreciated as such. Ultimately, as we shall see in chapter four, this interiority of
speculative thinking’s comprehension of ‘subjective sentiments and representations’
becomes the ‘witness of Spirit’, a religious representation itself lifted up and transfigured

by philosophy.

It is important for our present discussion to recognize that it is also possible that
just as religious feeling and faith fade and are either forgotten or renewed in feeling or in
thought or in both, thought and contemplation of God may allow faith to evaporate as
unimportant and inessential to activity. Therefore, intellectua! worship achieves its
thought-filled ‘adoration’ of God only when it holds its thought of God within itself by
articulating its knowledge of God to itself. Thus, as articulation of what is ‘held within’,
intellectual worship reaches its consummation in a philosophy of religion which is both
self-conscious and conscious of the knowledge of God that has been expressed in

religion through ritual and doctrine.

For the most part, theology would agree with Hegel. Hegel's task is to articulate
conceptually what is already experienced in religion, and, therefore, self-consciously
construct this articulation into a philosophy of refigion. Although theology does not
emphasize conceptualization in the philosophically self-conscious sense that we find in
Hegel's speculative philosophy, it does attempt to articulate a certain understanding of

Christian religious experience.
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Articuiation in both the philosophical sense of Hegel and the theological sense
predominant in Christianity should be distinguished from religious articulation that
attempts to edify. Religious articulaticn that attempts to edify its readers has to be
indirect, employing an hermeneutic that takes into account the reader-text relationship.
In edifying works, like Kierkegaard's pseudonymous writings, for example, the author
does not simply present ‘truth’. Rather, the author forges a style and tone which will
induce the reader into an existential encounter with the taxt. On the other hand, Christian
theology and Hegel's philosophy of religion are more concerned with displaying a cogent,
systematic picture of their subject matter. Thus, the tension between the style and tone
of writing and the reader inherent in a work of edification is not a concern for the

theologian or for Hegel.

Paul Tillich sums up the purpose of Christian theology in this way:

Theology, as a function of the Christian church, must serve the needs of the
church. A theological system is supposed to satisfy two basic needs: the
statement of the truth of the Christian message and the interpretation of this
truth for every new generation.*

For Hegel, the relation of philosophical conceptualization of religion to the religious
feeling of the individual subject is to be comprehended in a similar manner:

t may happen that religion is awakened in the soul through the
philosophical cognition of it, and that religious feeling arise in a person thus;
but this is not necessary, and it is not itself the aim of philosophy--<not
what is called edification, which is the aim of preaching, directed to the
heart, to the singularity of the subject, as this one person>. Philosophy

* paul Tillich, Systematic Theoloay, Volurne One, (Chicage: University of Chicago Press, 1951), p. 3.
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does, of course, have (o develop and represent the necessity of religion in
and for itself, to comprehend that spirit advances and must advance from
the other modes of its willing, imagining, and feeling to this its absolute
mode. <[lts] necessity [is] that it is the destiny and the truth of spirit. >
But it is a different task to raise the individual subject to this height.®

As we can see, Hegel's tone is the same as that of theology insofar as he, too, will
present eternal truth directly, but in philosophical form. However, unlike theology, and in
keeping with the main motif of Enlightenment thinkers like Spinoza and Kant, Hegel
delineates the difference between his mode of reflection and religious thinking. Indeed,
Hegel asserts, his philosophical stance is that of reason, but, unlike the Enlightenment
philosophies and theologians in general, his use of reason is comprehensive reason
[Vernunft] and as such, grasps religion as total unity unto itself. In this way, Hegel does

not set reason over and against faith.

Moreover, as we noted in the Introduction, in this region or modality of human
consciousness, we find that all thinking is grounded in and centred around thought about
God. Hence, God is the horizon of meaning in which all world-views, not just the
Christian world-view, are constructed. Hence, against the backdrop of this absolute
horizon, the self enters into the existential modality of worship and passes over its finitude,

finding "eternal rest" in a "perpetual Sunday":

& { PR1, 1821, pp. 85-90; VPR1, pp. 8-9.
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In this intuition and feeling, we are not concerned with ourselves, our vanity,
our pride of knowledge and of conduct, but with only the content of it--
proclaiming the honour of God and manifesting his glory.®

By focusing the attention of the finite human subject away from the concerns and
cares about self in the everyday world, consciousness of God engenders a relation of the
finite human subject with an object which is present to human consciousness as infinite
and divine, or, absolutely "Other", that is, a transcendent, objectively real and eternal
being, whose presence is made known to us but whose ways are ultimately inscrutable.
(As such, in no way can this ‘Other’ be confused with the world or with other human
beings or creatures.) Insofar as this relation appears within the awareness of the finite
human subject, it presents itself to the human subject as the co-presencing of the human
subject with the absolute Other. This awareness is the core event upon which all human
religions are grounded. As we will see presently, Hegel treats the experiential aspect of

this relation in terms of ‘religious sensibility’ (Empfindung) and ‘devotion’ (Andacht).

2. The inner Dialectic of the Religious_Relationship

What we have just described--the primogenial awareness of the absolute Other, or
God, within human subjectivity--is similar to what Rudolph Otto, a century after Hegel,

describes as mysterium tremendum et fascinans:

The feeling of it may at times come sweeping like a gentle tide, pervading
the mind with a tranquil mood of deepest worship. It may pass over into a
more set and lasting attitude, continuing, as it were, thrillingly vibrant and

® Ibid., p. 85; VPR1, p. 5.
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resonant, until at last it dies away and the soul resumes its ‘profane’,
nonreligious mood of everyday experience.’

Indeed, both Otto and Hegel agree that this primogenial awareness of God is the source
and centre of all religion; but, as we will detail in chapter five, Christianity gains its special
staius as consummate religion, for Hegel, because it is the only religion which
understands this relationship as a dialectical relationship, first present in the person of

Christ, and then articulated in the community through doctrine and ritual.

in the section, ‘The Concept of Religion in General’, Hegel is interested only in
articulating the formal structures of this dialectical relationship. He does so by observing
that when we are "considering . . . religion itself . . . we immediately encounter these two
moments (a) the object [that is] in religion, and {R) consciousness, i.e., the subject, the

human that comports itself toward that object, religious sensibility, intuition, etc."®

Of course, there are a number of alternative paths that one could take in relation
to these two ‘moments’ or sides of religion. The first path, Hegel observes, is to "treat
merely the objects as such, God . . ." and ignore or forget the subject side as did
Enlightenment natural theology.? Indeed, it is this one-sidedness of Enlightenment
natural theology that makes it unspiritual and ultimately unsuitable as a model for the

philosophy of religion. The second path possible is "to consider and comprehend religion

? Rudoiph Otto, The Idea of Holy, tr. John Harvey, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1923), p. 12.
¥ LPR1, p. 186; VPR1, p. 95.

¥ Ibid., p. 186; VPR1, p. 95.
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only as something subjective."'® This "equally one-sided" path does "not arrive at a
destination" because it only directs its thinking "toward God" but never arrives at
knowledge of God, knowledge which is possible when God is contemplated as an object
of consciousness.!” For Hegel, then, the best possible path to take is that which
recognizes that the two sides are united together in a dialectical relationship which is the
‘totality of religion’ and this two-sided path is the path to be undertaken in this philosophy
of religion. Thus, Hegel defines the concept of religion in such a way as to directly mirror
both sides: “religion [is] the consciousness of the true in and for itself."’* The one sidz
is the human side, ‘consciousness’, which has as its object, God, who is ‘the true in and
for itself’ and the other side, of course, is God “the absolutely self-determining true.""
In this way, this definition attempts to mirror speculatively the dialectical correlation of the

finite human subject and the infinite divine object which takes place in and through

religious consciousness.

However, as we will further elaborate in our discussion of the Introduction to the
1824 lectures, the 1824 definition of the concept of religion moves beyond this dialectical

phrasing by using ‘self-consciousness’ as its pivotal term. In 1824, Hegel redefines the

concept of religion as "the self-consciousness of absolute spirit"."* The advantage of

1% |bid., p. 191; VPR1, p. 100.
" |bid.

2 Ibid., p. 204; VPR1, p. 113,
2 |bid., p. 204, n. 57.

" LPR1, 1824, p. 318; VPR1, p. 222.
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this formulation is that Hegel, after his dispute with Schleiermacher, no longer sees the
need to articulate the two sides of the religious co-relation in a strict two-sided symmetry
of the subject, ‘consciousness’, and its object, ‘God’. Instead, Hegel will emphasize seli-

consciousness itself as ali-embracing totality of both these sides:

Within this its self-consciousness, there falls also its consciousness, which
was previously defined as relationship. Thus in the highest idea, religion is
not the affair of the single human being; rather, it is essentially the highest
determination of the absolute idea itself."®

Important to our present considerations, the 1824 defirition of the concept of religion
expresses the dialectical relationship of God and human, not in terms of a subject-object
relationship, as does the 1821 definition, but in terms of the comprehensive grasp of self-
consciousness. As we will see in our discussion in chapter three, Spirit is finite, singular
human subjectivity raised to the level of inclusive, intersubjective subjectivity inasmuch as
nothing can be thought outside of the totality of the religious community. As such, Spirit
is self-consciousness. Thus, Hegel elaborates further in the 1824 Concept of Religion:

“religion is the self-knowing of divine spirit through the mediation of finite spirit."'® Even

though both definitions are speculative insofar as they mirror effectively the relation of
subject and object inherent in religion, the 1824 definition will show itself as being more
adequate to the philosophical comprehension of religion precisely because the term “self-
consciousness’ unites within itself both consciousness of God and the self-consciousness
of Spirit which comes through the thinking-through of what is contained within the life of

the community.

"% |bid.

" |bid., p. 318, n. 120, 'Ho'; VPRI, p. 221-222, 'Ho'.



37

Nevertheless, Hegel's 1821 manuscript will keep to the dialectical balance
articulated in the 1821 definition of the concept of religion as the structure of all the
determinations of the Concept of Religion.'” Therefore, we find that in the section,
‘Distinction Between External and Internal Necessity’, Hegel shows that the religious
standpoint could and has been justified in terms of external factors, for example, in the
claim that ™. . . religion is useful for the purpose of individuals, governments, and states,
etc.,™ and, indeed, Hegel notes, ". . . it is quite correct that the purposes and intentions
of individuals, governments, and states [gain] subsistence and solidity only when based
on religion.""® But, such ‘external’ reasoning, Hegel also comments, is not relevant to
philosophy and its concerns, for it treats religion only as a *means’, as "something
contingent."'® Of course, if this is how Spirit uses religion--and “spirit has the freedom
of its own aims or purposes'?°~then it would be “hypocrisy" on the part of Spirit, "for
religion should be what exists in and for itself."?' instead, the Concept of Religion, as
we have already discerned, abstracts from particular religious experience as found in the
determinate moments of human history. Indeed, as concept, it need only display the
inner necessity of religion encapsulated within it. Hegel acknowledges this when he

writes:

This scientific conception means nothing else than the <portrayal> of the
necessity of the religious standpoint--and that not as a conditioned, external

7 Iid., p. 199.

'8 | PR1, 1821, p. 201; VPR, p. 110.
® |bid,

2 |pid,

# Ibid., p. 202; VPR1, p. 111.
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necessity but as an absolute necessity. Hence we need to become aware
of what spiritual process or movement it is that is advancing in that which
is internal [das Innere] while it lifts itself up to religion.*”

Thus, the demonstration of the external necessity of the religious stand-point is in
itself superfluous to the overall unfolding of the concept of religion. Indeed, Hegel does
not fallow up this external demonstration with the expected internal demonstration until
‘Section C. The Necessity of This Standpoint’.?* In its place, we find ‘Part Three. The

Religious Relationship as the Unity of Absolute Universality and Absolute Singularity’.%*

in ‘Part Three. The Religious Relationship as the Unity of Absolute Universality and
Absolute Singularity’ we can discover Hege! reinforcing the dialectic structure of the 1821
definition of the concept of religion when he identifies ‘absolute universality’ and ‘absolute
singularity’ as the two sides of the concept of religion. Religion, Hegel reiterates, is
‘consciousness of the true in and for itself’ but adds that this consciousness stands
"opposed to sensible, finite truth, sense perception, <etc.>"?® Indeed, religious
consciousness moves beyond the limits of finite sensibility because itis a ‘consciousness

of the true that has being in and for itself without limit and wholly universally. . . 28

Thus, the limitless universality of the religious object, God, as ‘the true in and for itself’,

# |bid., p. 199; VPR1, p. 108. Translation amended.
@ |bid., p. 221; VPR1, p. 130.

M |bid,, p. 207; VPRI, p.115.

* Ibid,

* Ibid.; VPRY, p. 116. My smphasis.
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transforms human consciousness from a natural awareness of things within its immediate

sense world into an "elevation, a rising above, a reflecting upon, a passing over from what
is immediate, sensible, singular (for the immediate is what is first and not therefore the

elevation); and thus it is a going out and on to an other. . . "%’

In these passages, we can see that Hegel is referring to an understanding of
consciousness which parallels Husserl's notion of the intentionality of consciousness with
its two-sided structure of consciousness and object. It is also evident in Hegel's
bracketed reference to ‘the immediate’ as ‘what is first’ in the last passage we quoted that
there is, prior to religious consciousness, intentionality as a natural two-sided relation
between consciousness imbedded within the immediacy of sensible being in the world
and the object made thematic by consciousness. As such, Husserl reinforces Hegel's
already developed position that consciousness always and automatically posits an ‘other’
as object for itself in order to be consciousness. Thus, we can characterize this prior two-
sided relation as bcth natural and immediate; indeed, for Hegel, what consciousness
isolates in its thematizing gaze is, as we already indicated in the previous paragraph,
some thing within its immediate horizon of its natural being in the world. But, this prior
activity of consciousness is not yet the dialectical co-relation between absolute singularity
and absolute universality that will arise within religious consciousness. It is, however, the
precondition for the conjoining of universality and singularity into a particular unique

modality of unification that is the religious relationship.

7 |bid., pp. 207-208; VPR1, p. 116.
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It follows then that religious consciousness must build upon this natural
intentionality of Immediate, sensible consciousness. However, as the above quotations
suggest, the constitution of religious consciousness occurs through a movement of
thought out of the confines of immediate consciousness’s natural field of awareness.

Although religious consciousness’s inner intentional movement works within the two-sided

structure of intentionality, its focus is not directed toward a thing localized in the world,
but toward a thought, that is, the ‘unlimited universal’, the ‘highest’ thought, God. As
such, it effectively lifts itself out of the immediacy of being in the world to the level of
absolute universality because consciousness and its object are paired and, hence, united
elements of thinking. Consciousness and its object are to be understood as united since
in this modality, Hegel observes, "thought thinks itself."*®®* Moreover, Hegel adds, "God
and religion exist in and through thought-simply and solely in and for thought'
suggesting that the ground for the unity of the religious relationship is in thinking and not

in feeling or sensation.

Hegel then continues his description of religious consciousness by identifying “this
thinking" as ‘the foundation, the substantial relation" contained within religious
consciousness--a relation which may be modified later by "religious sensation” which
could "[take up] this object again and the relationship to it as feeling."*® Moreover, this

thinking is not yet "thought in the regular or formal sense"; rather, this activity of thought

® lbid., p. 208, 'W,"; VPRI, p. 116, 'W;",
# Ibid., p. 208; VPR1, p. 117.

* bid,
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is devotion [Andacht].*® In this sense, devotion is the pre-formal, pre-conceptual
thinking or understanding of God. But, with devotion, the two-sided relation implicit in
consciousness is refigured into ancther more explicit shape, the shape of absolute
singularity of the finite human subject. Indeed the singularity of the individual human
subject becomes pronounced in juxtaposition to the absolute universality of this other
(God). Consequently, consciousness, once it elevates itself into thought by thinking the
highest thought, is cast back or returns to itself and perceives itself as immediate and
singular, as a finite 'self’ or ‘I’:

In religion, 1 myself am the relation of the two sides as thus defined. | the

thinking subject, and | the immediate subject, are one and the same !. And

further, the relation of the two sides that are so sharply opposed--<of utterly
finite consciousness and being and of the infinite >--is [present] in religion

for me.*?

Hence, the devotion which arises as the base of religious consciousness is the
thinking of the finite self as the relation of these two utterly disparate sides. At the same
time, the internalized otherness of absolute universality which is present over and against

the finite subject, is overcome by lifting up the self into ‘infinite consciousness':

3 Hodgson notes that Andacht and Denken are 'related etymologically”: "The root of Andacht is from the imperfect of the verb
danken, namely, dachte.” Ibid., p. 208, n. 6. We should also note that denken is also stymologically related to the Old English verb,
thencan, meaning ‘to think' which itself is etymologically tied to the Old English verb, thancan or thankan, which means ‘to thank’
whose 'primary sense was therefore thought' and thus signifies thought’, favourable thought', ‘the exprassion of gratitude' and so
forth. Thus, the shared sense of both thinking and thanking is to be grateful, to appreciate something. ‘Appreciate’, although a word
of Latin origin, is the most suitable word that we can use %o point to what is meant by thancan and thencan as 'appreciate’ signifies
Yo make or form an estimate of worth’, 1o perceive the full force of', to esteem adequately or highly’, and 'to raise in value', all
attributes ascribable 10 beth thinking and thanking. Thinking and thanking then are to appreciate what has been given. In terms
of our discussion of the primary modality of religious cansciousness, this etymalogy of ‘thinking' ties in quite nicely with Hegel's
play on Andacht and Denken. (Definitions and etymglogies are taken from the Oxford English_Dictionary.)

* Ibid., p. 211; VPR1, p. 118
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in thinking, 1 raise myself above all that is finite to the absolute and am
infinite consciousness, while at the same time | am finite self-consciousness,
indeed to the full extent of my empirical condition.™

But, we can further see that the finite human subject’s pre-conceptual holding together
of the two sides within itself creates an inner dynamic of tension between these two sides.
In essence, the subject experiences a simultaneous internal rupture and consociation:
| am the relation of these two sides; these two extremes areé each just me,
who connect them. The holding together, the connecting, is itself this
conflict of self within the unity, this uniting of self in conflict. In other words,
| am the confiict, for the confliict is precisely this clash, which is not an
indifference of the two <as> distinct but is their bonding together. | am not
one of the parties caught up in the conflict but am both of the combatant
and the conflict itself. 1 am the fire and water that touch each other, the
contact (<now separated and ruptured, now reconciled and united>) and

union of what utterly flies apart; and it is just this contact that is itself double
clashing relation as relation.®

Thus, the primal religious relation is one in which the human subject is
paradoxically pulled in two directions, that is, into the divine and the human, the infinite
and the finite, simultaneously, and yet, paradoxically, it also pulls together in an embryonic
sense of two sides touching in a healing reconciliation.®® Hence, the religious
relationship situates the divided self in the interstice between the contradictory poles of

the "thinking subject” and the “immediate subject”; of the "finite consciousness and being

= |bid., p. 212; VPR1, p. 120.
bid,, p. 213; VPRI, p. 121,

3 We use the word ‘embryonic’ because it is not untii Christianity, as the consummate or absolute religion, that the notian ot
reconciliation becomes fully known. In keeping with the paradoxical structure of reconcillation emerging at this primordiai level, the
reconciliation Christianity offers comes through Jesus Christ, who, as the 'God-man’, is the union of the divine and human and
therefore is the fullest axpression of this paradoxical reconciliation. it is appropriate that Kierkegaard will call Christ the *Absolute
Paradox’,
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and of the infinite," it both unites and separates.®® But, Hegel points out that this
paradoxical relation between the finite human self and its absolute other is not yet a
relationship of 'l as knowing and the known object.”

All distinctions are as yet absent and annulled within it. Everything finite

vanishes, everything disappears and is at the time included, in this aetner

of thought. But this element of the universal is not yet more exactly defined;

out of this liquid element and in this transparency nothing has yet taken
shape.””’

Yet, because this inner conflict “exists as relation" and as "unity" and, in fact, is the
grounding relation and unity of religious consciousness, it is also a ‘unity-in-difference’.
As such, it will temper and inform all subsequent construction of relations within religious

consciousness, including tizat of knowledge of God.

Nevertheless, Hegel finds himself compeiled to spell out the dialectical interaction
of the two sides of the religious relationship in terms of its genesis in thinking in order to

help those contemporary philosophers of religion and theologians recoliect this fact:

» |pid., p. 211; VPR, p. 118. The divided self is the ‘Interstice’ or ‘space’ between the two extremes because the self sees the
union and nonunion of subject and sbject within itsalf. Following what Plato has Socrates and Diotima say in the Symposium (200C-
2028}, this 'space’ is the realm of the spiritual: *. .. for all the spiritual is between the divine and the mortal.” 1t is spiritual for insofar
as the self seas this union and nonunicn within itself, this union and nonunion become an object for this subject, an object unlike
any to be found in natural, empirical consciousness. This is the beginning of the reflective mode that arises within religious
consciousness. indeed, this new, spiritual object becomes abjectified by reflection, for example, In the form of Chirist. This object
and its objectification is then the core structure of theology. As we will see in chapter five, speculative reflection will 1ake as its object
not only this spiritual object (.., the initial union and nonunion objectified by refloction), but alse the union of this initial union and
nonunion which has taken place in theological reflection. In fact, this multi-leveiled speculative reflection is what is presupposed
in the thinking of the concept of religion. In chapter five, we will characterize this muiti-levelled reflection as third-order philosophy
of theology.

7 (bid., p. 210, 'W,"; VPR1, pp, 116-117, "W\



44
It is one of the gravest and crudest errors of our time that thought is not
recognized to be element and essential form in zll of this, as well as the sole
fundamental content.*®

This criticism foreshadows the critiques Hegel will render of Schleiermacher and the

Pietists, who, for Hegel, neglect, ignore, or forget the genetic priority of thinking when

they attempt to ground religion and religious consciousness in feeling. But, as this

section indicates, Hegel is concerned with both the thinking side and the immediate,
feeling side and therefore is concerned with displaying how they dialectically interrelate
in the religious life of human being. Thus, since human being is also sensing being,

Hegel now turns his analysis towards showing how devotion feeds back into natural,

immediate consciousness and its sensibility [Empfindung] thereby forming the first shape

of determinacy, religious sensibility.

3. Natura! Sensibility and Religious Sensibili
In the 1821 lectures Hegel favours the term ‘sensibility’ [Empfindung} over ‘feeling’

[Gefihl]. Due to the publication of Schieiermacher’s The Christian Faith in 1822, Hegel

will prefer ‘feeling’ over ‘sensibility’. indeed, Hegel's criticism of what he calis the

‘theology of feeling’ significantly informs his reformulation of the Concept_of Religion in

1824. Be that as it may, what is important to our present consideration of the 1821
Concept_of Religion, is that Hegel apparently ignores the fine distinction he makes
between ‘sensibility’ and ‘feeling’ in the Encyclopaedia of the Philosophical Sciences. In

the ‘Anthropology’ (section 402) Hegel writes:

™| PRY, 1821, p. 210; VPRI, pp. 118-119.
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In the usage of ordinary language, sensation [Empfindung] and feeling
[Fihlen] are not clearly distinguished: stil we do not speak of the
sensation--but of the feeling of right, of self; sensitivity [Empfindsamkeit] is
connected with sensation [Empfindung]: we may therefore say sensation
emphasizes rather the side of passivity--of finding [des Finden], i.e., the
immediacy of mode in feeling-whereas feeling at the same time rather notes
the fact that it is we ourselves who feel.*®

Thus, sensation [Empfindung] is passive and receptive, the immediate, pre-cognitive
‘consciousness of the objects of the external world through the senses. But, it is

important to note that it is ‘consciousness of in the sense of discovering or finding *. . .

the individual and the contingent, the immediately given and present. . . .**® Indeed,

Hegel stresses: "Sensations . . . are immediate and are found existing. . . ."*'

Feeling [Gefihi], on the other hand, is the active constituting of self as “inward,
individuality"*? in immediate relation to the objects that are given to and found by
consciousness in sensation. Thus, feeling is the primordial activity of consciousness in
which it reaches out to touch [Fihlen] the world. Sensation is unorganized receptivity of
objects by consciousness; feeling, however, reverses this relationship of consciousness
to objects. In other words, where sensation is the vehicle for experience of phenomena

not yet synthesized into a unified field of phenomenality, feeling is the synthesizing act by

3 3. W, F. Hegal, Philosophy of Mind, tr. William Wallace, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1978), section 402. Hereafter cited as FM.
The ‘Zusatze’ will be cited as 'Z'. Encyclopsdie der Philosophischen Wissenschaften Im Grundrisse, ed. Johannes Hofimeister,
{Leipzig: Felix Meiner, 1949}). Since English and German editions number the sections the same, we will only include ‘Ene.’ and
section number in our citations.

40 Ene, 4027

Y Enc 402. Note that Hegel is playing on the nation of finding' implicit in the root of Empfindung, Finden.

*2 Enc 493,
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which and through which consciousness derives & single unified meaning from its
sensation. In this way, sensation and feeling, as the two sides of the immediate
consciousness of the phenomenal world, provide the fundamental experiential horizon in
which all subsequent acts of delineation of self and other, subject and object, etc., by
consciousness will take place. As such, Hegel notes:

The feeling individual is the simple ideality, the subjectivity of sensation.
What it has to do, therefore, is to raise its substantiality, its merely implicit
content, to the character of subjectivity, to take possession of it, to realize
its mastery over its own. As feeling, the soul is no longer a merely naturai
entity, but an inward individuality. The individuality which in the merely

substantial totality was only a formal being-for-self has to be liberated and
made free.*’

In the 1821 philosophy of religion manuscript, Hegel observes that "the animal has
sensation and feeling’ and, indeed, as a natural awareness of being in the world,
sensation and feeling in both natural and rational animals is what allows for immediate
relation to a world that is acted upon as ordered.** But since devotion [Andacht], with
its thought of ‘absolute universality’, is also present in human consciousness, as we

discussed earlier in this chapter, then *. . . only human being has religion essentially."

Human sensibility, thus, is also intertwined with what Hegel calls religious sensibility:

This is the nature of [human] sensibility: it is religious insofar as it
possesses a distinctive content 2nd distinctive determinacy, and this
determinacy is what was mentioned earlier. [lt involves] determinacy as
infinite thought of the utterly universal, determinacy as wholiy empirical
subjectivity, and the speculative relationship of the two of them.®

* Enc 403. Translation amended,
“ | PR1, 1821, p. 208; VPRI, p. 118.

** Ibid.
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It is, therefore, apparent that the dialectical interaction of thinking and immediacy
already established in devotion permeates sensitility and places it ‘higher’ than the natural
sensibility found in the animal world. Thus, HeJel says:

All that raises human beings above the level of animal consciousness is that

their sensibility is at the same time knowledge and consciousness. Human

beings know themseives while animals know nothing of themselves, and

human beings know only of themselves precisely in consciousness, in the

withdrawing [Zdrucknehmen] from ths immediate identity with the certainty
[of sensation].*®

Hence, religious sensibility differs from natural sensibility inasmuch as the subject-
object relation implicit in any form of consciousness becomes known explicitly in human
religious consciousness. Through its ability to abstract from its immediate empirical
surroundings (for example, to posit absolute universality}, human consciousness provides
for itself a medium through which this self-knowing can take place. This medium is
representation [Vorstellung].*” Through representation, human consciousness pictures
empirical objects in images [Bilden] and presents them to itself. But the representation
which arises out of religious sensibility, and which is thus intertwined with devotion, can
also picture ‘absolute universality’, and consequently itself, in simplistic and complex
ways. Nevertheless, it is important for us to remember that: "God is not the highest

sensation but the highest thought; even when God is brought down to the level of

3 1hid., p. 219; VPR1, p. 128. Translation amended.

%7 For a detailed exposition of the mechanics of representation and its three components, recoliection (Erinnerung), imagination

{Einbildunaskraft), and memory (Sedéchinis), see: PM, sections 451-463. For an excellent discussion of representation in relation
to philosophy, tee: James Yerkes, The Christology of Heqel, (Albany: State University of New York Press, 1983}, pp. 71-89
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representation, the content of this representation still belongs to the realm of thought.

Moreover, Hegel says, "Religious sensibility must advance to representation and

doctrine.”*®

For our present considerations, it is important for us to realize that religious
sensibility and its representations allow for the "negation of my particular, empirical
existence.”® In essence, representation, through image making and presentation,
negates both the ‘outer’, empirical field of phenomenality and the inner feeling of being
an individual existent in the phenomenal world which, as we have just seen, arises
through sensibility. In the place of both the negated ‘outer’ world and the ‘inner’ feeling
of ‘being in’ (and touching objects in) this world, human consciousness projects its
situatedness in the world ‘outside’ of itself and re-presents itself as an object among other
objects outside its individual consciousness. Thus, representation facilitates the
movement of consciousness from simple feeling of its active presence in the world into
knowing its presence in the world as an object for thought. In this way, representation
is the means through which the human subject relates to the phenomenal world in which
it is immersed as both a dependent and an independent entity. Thus, this negating
activity inhe.ent in human consciousness allows religious sensibility to contain within

consciousness its empirical form, or what Hegel calls ‘empirical consciousness’:

“ | PRY, 1821, p. 208, 'W,"; VPRI, p. 117. 'W,. My emphasis.
“ |bid., p. 219; VPRI, p. 128. My emphasis.

% |bid., p. 218; VPR1, p. 127.
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Religious sensibility as such itself contains both the contrast between the
determinacy of empirical self-consciousness and that of universal thought
or intuition and their relation and unity. Religious sensibility swings back
and forth between the determinacy of their antithesis and their unity and
satisfaction. In the determinacy of separation together with the fact that the
universal is the substantial against which the self-aware empirical conscious-
ness also feels its essential nothingness-—-indeed that of its still positive

<volitional> existence- -this representation, this determinacy in general, is
the sensation of fear.®

Since consciousness in effect can negate itself through the ‘swinging back and
forth’ of religious sensibility between the antithesis (and separation) and unity (and
satisfaction) of the ‘universal’ and empirical self-consciousness, the subsequent feeling
of ‘essential nothingness’ on the part of the subject generates not only the sensation of
fear, of repentance and anguish, but, as furthered, also the sen;_-‘.ations of thankfulness,

love, blessedness--all sensations that Rudolph Otto identified under his term, ‘mysterium

fremendum et fascinans’.®?

It is at this juncture that we must point to a crucial difference between Ctto’s and
Hegel's description of the genesis of religious consciousness, a crucial difference which
will underlie Hegel’s criticism of Schieiermacher. Instead of sweeping the primogenial

moments of religious consciousness under the general category of feeling, as do

® |bid., p. 220; VPRI, pp. 128-129.

5 Hagel discusses fear' (and its dialectical complement, trust’) in detail in his discussion of the Biblical passage 'The fear of
the Lord is the beginning of all wisdom' in refation 1o the Jewish conception of God (LPR11, 1824, pp. 442-44; VFR11, pp. 345).
1t is significant for us to note that for Hegel ‘fear" arises only when the cleavage between God and human being has become explicit,
as it does in a 'spiritual religion' like Judaism. The cleavage was only implicit in the earlier, ‘nature religions’, Buddhism and
Hinduism. These ‘immediate’ religions are “the lowest level . . . the spiritual still joined with the natural in their first undisturbed,
untroubled unity." (LPR11, 1824, p. 239; VPR11, p, 144). Although Year' is not present, they are still ‘spiritual’ insofar as they are

the world-historical determinations paraile! to the 'differentiated unity’ of absclute universality and absolute singularity we discussed
earlier.
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Schleiermacher and Otto, Hege!, as we have just detailed, is careful to show that the initial
moment of experience of an absolute other is one which is already thought which, then,
refracts back into the feeling/sensation side of human being. Thus, unlike
Schieiermacher, and to a lesser degree Otto,** Hegel sees human being as a being
whose thinking is totally present and incarnate in its sensible experience from the
outset.® This means that Hegel can build the concept of religion and its inner
structures of spirituality as that which reveals and unfolds itself in thought from its first
embodied moment in immediate consciousness of absolute universality to its explicit
expression in the philosophy of religion. Thus, we can already see from Hegel's
description of devotion and religious sensibility that it is religious consciousness itself

which generates and develops the concept of religion through its own inner determination.

Indeed, Hege! is concerned with affirming the internal necessity and validity of the

‘standpoint’ of religious consciousness by demonstrating how it does in fact contain within
itself the two sides whose developing determinations we have detailed thus far. Hegel
writes:

Specifically, the religious standpoint contains: (a) The gbjective and
universal--not in any sort of determinateness (e.g., a species or right), nor
[as] a universal ([such as] will or freedom as universals). [What it contains
is] rather the utterly unlimited universal or concrete that encompasses
utterly everything within itself-the natural and spiritual world in its full

expanse and in the endless articulation of its actuality. (8) The subjective--
likewise in the full expanse of its self-consciousness. (y) The two sides are
totalities only because and to the extent that each has incorporated the

% \nasmuch as Otto doesn't make ‘thinking' an Issue in his account of the genesis of religious consciousness.

™ This grounding of thinking in the body and its sensible being in the world will also help us comprehend the importance of the
incarnation for consummate religion.
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other within itself implicitly. The objective totality includes also the spiritual
world, which [takes shape] by incorporating and subsuming the [natural]
world in its imagining and thinking. For subjective consciousness shapes

and deepens itself within itself by means of reciprocal interaction with its
world.®®

Notwithstanding the significance of emphasizing the reciprocal interaction of
consciousness with its world through its own encapsulation of the world in the religious
standpoint, Hegel now turns his attention to a direct consideration of the role of

representation for the furthering of the inner dialectic of religious consciousness.

4, Representation and Cuitus

In the last section of the 1821 Concept of Religion, ‘The Relationship of Religion
to Art and Philosophy’®®, Hegel is concerned with how representation invokes explicit
knowledge of God out of the inner relationship of the subjective and objective within
religious consciousness, a knowledge that will then be further cognized in speculative
thinking itself. In fact, representation becomes the necessary bridge or middle ground
between the immediate moments of religious consciousness and speculative thinking.
For Hegel, representation leads to this explicit knowledge of God because it is a further
manifestation of what we called the ‘interstice’ or ‘spiritual realm’ between the ‘thinking

subject’ and ‘the immediate subject’, where the divided self is the relation of the two

5 LPR1, 1821, pp. 221-222; VPR1, p. 120.

% |bid., p. 233; VPR, p. 142.
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sides. Indeed, the inner dynamic of this relationship between the two sides is furthered
in the very way representation brings them together:

On this account, then, representation stands in a state of constant
restlessness [Unruhe] between immediate sensible intuition and thought in
the proper sense. lts determinacy is sensible in character, derived from the
sensible, but thinking has gone into itself [das Denken hat sich
hineingelegt]; in other words, the sensible is elevated by way of abstraction
into thinking. But these two, the sensible and the universal, do not
interpenetrate each other thoroughly; thinking has not yet completely
overcome sensible determinacy, and even if the content of representation
is the universzl, yet it is still burdened with the determinateness of the
sensible and needs the form of natural life. But it remains always the case
that this moment of the sensible is not valid on its own account.”’

This point is made quite clearly in the following passage from the Encyclopaedia:

in our representations {Vorstellungen] a two-sided condition obtains so that
either the content is provided by thought, but not the form; or, conversely,
the form belongs to thought but not the content. If | say, for example,
anger, rose, hope, | acknowledge all such things as coming to me by way
of sensation, but | speak of this content in an universal manner, in the form
of thought. | have left out much that is particular and only given the content
as something universal; yet the content remains sensuous. Conversely, if
| represent God to myself, the content is, fo be sure, a product of pure
thought, but the form is still sensuous in the way that | find it immediately
present in myself. In representation, therefore, the content is not merely
sensuous, as it is in direct examination of things; rather, gither the content
is sensuous and the form appertains to thought, or vice-versa. In the first
case the material is given and the form belongs to thinking: in the other
case the content which has its source in thinking is by means of the form
turned into something given, which accordingly reaches the mind from
without.®

¥ Ibid., p. 241, 'W,": VPR1, p. 150, W;". Translation amended. My emphasis.

% uoted from Enc. 24Z {Sgmtiiche Werke: Jubilsumsgabe in zwanzig Banden, ed. Herman Glockner, Stuttgzrt: Friedrich
Frommann, 1927-1830, Band B) in James Yerkes, The Christology of Hegsl, (Albany: SUNY Press, 1983), p. 76. Also: Hegel's Logic,
tr, William Wallace, {Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1875), pp. 38-39.
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As we noted in the previous section, representation takes what is already present
within the religious relationship and cloaks it in the garb of images drawn from the
empirical world. With these images, representation deepens the awareness of the rupture
or cleavage between the divine and the human already blossoming within religious

consciousness. In short, these images make this gap more pronounced. Indeed, the
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As religion represents it, there is in God the other of God, God’s Son, i.e.,

God as other, the other that remains within love and within divinity; and the

Son is the truth of this finite world. Thus it is not intrinsically an other

material, whose necessity would only be observed, <but rather in and for

itself the same material, i.e., for the first time the truth>.**
In this passage, Hegel is anticipating the Christian doctrine of the Trinity which he will
discuss in detail in ‘Part lil. The Consummate Religion’ of the 1821, 1824, and 1827
manuscripts. (See especially chapter five.) As a representation, this doctrine takes part
of its understanding of God from the natural relations of the family: “"Hence we have the
expression "Father" and "Son"--a designation taken from a sentient aspect of life, from a
relationship that has its place in life."*® As well, the doctrine of the Trinity points to the

absolute trui= kiicwn by thinking in philcsophy, which is already implicit in the nonsentient

notion of God the Holy Spirit as unity of the Father and the Son. Thus, the Christian

% |bid., p. 232; VPR1, pp. 141-142.

% L PR111, 1827, p. 283; VPR111, p. 200.
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doctrine of Trinity exhibits the pattern to which Hegel is alluding: God the Father is initia

unity; the Son,.the differentiation of God from Himself; and the Holy Spirit, as ‘return’ and
‘recongiliation’ of the two prior moments to each other. In this way, the Son is the ‘truth

of this finite world’ in two senses: as that through which self-differentiation of God (the

61

Father) into an other (the finite world) can take place, and as Jesus Christ Hegel

says in 1827:

We say that God eternally begets His Son, that God distinguishes Himself
from Himself, and thus we begin to speak of God in this way: God does
this, and is utterly present to Himself in the other whom He has posited (the
form of love); but at the same time we must know very well that God is
Himself this entire activity. God is the beginning, He acts in this way; but
He is likewise simply the end, the totality, and it is as totality that God is
Spirit. . . . The fact that this is the truth, and the absolute truth, may have
the form of something given. But that this should be known as the truth in
and for itself is the task of philosophy and the entire content of philosophy.
In it is seen how all the content of nature and spirit presses forward
dialectically to this central point as its absolute truth. Here we are not
concerned to prove tit this dogma, this tranquil mystery, is the eternal
truth; this comes to pass, as has been said, in the whole of philosophy.®?

On the basis of the two senses of the ‘Son’ which we noted above, Hegel can be
construed as also alluding to the ultimate realization of the truth of unity-in-difference of
God, and human being will come in the Christian representation of the Son as the person
of Jesus Christ. in such a representation, human life is seen as containing divine life
within itself, and divine life as also holding human life within itself. Indeed, as we will see

in chapter five, the Son as Christ is the divine other's life in human being which lifts

®1 { uther, for example, says in his Lectures on Genesls Chapter 1-5: "Now these are functions of the Second Person, that is, of
Christ, the Son of God: to adorn and separate the crude mass which was brought forth out of nothing. . . .° Martin Luther, Luther’s
Works, ed. and tr. Jarosiav Pelikan, St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1958, p. 9.

% bid., p. 284, ‘W, VPR111, p. 209, ‘W,
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human being up into the divine life. For the unfolding of the concept of religion, however,
actual representations of Christianity and the various world-religions are not what are at
issue. Rather, it is of the utmost importance to disclose to thinking how representation
itself is the implicit and explicit mediation of the thinking and the immediate sides of

human being, thereby opening up consciousness’s interiority for conceptualization.

To begin uncovering the role of representation in religious consciousness, Hegel
alludes to the Encyclopaedia’s division of the absolute into art, religion, and phitosophy;
however, Hegel does not enter into great descriptive detail about the content of these
spheres because "essentially it is a question of the form in which the absolute truth is
[found] in religion."®® What is important, then, is how they are to be seen as interrelated

in a mosaic of meaning:

These [forms] interpenetrate each other essentially because each of them,
while thus distinguished, is at the same time the totality of consciousness
and self-consciousness.’*

The mutual integration of art and religion rests upon what is first distinguishable as

the immediate intuition of the artist:

Truth in the genuine sense is the correspondence of the object with its
concept, the idea; and this is the content of art in and for itself--a content
that concerns, of course, the substantial, wholly universal elements,
essential aspects, and powers of nature and spirit.®®

LPR1, 1821, pp. 233-234; VPRI, pp. 142-143.
* |bid., p. 234; VPRY, p. 143,

 jbid., p. 235; VPRI, p. 144
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At the same time, religion is “the totality of the two [art and religion]."®® But,
Hegel continues, "With respect to the consciousness of its content . . . it is not bound and
strictly limited to the form of immediate intuition and mythical image."®’ Even though
“There must be a religion whose intuition occurs essentially in the form of art,” it is not the
case that all religions must stay at this level.®® Consequently, religious representation
is distinguishable from image [Bild], but it does make use of ‘pictures’ and ‘images’
derived by immediate intuition (ie., art) from sensation. The distinctiveness of
representation over and against image lies in the transcendence implicit in, and which
arises through, religious sensibility:

Representation [is] the image elevated into universality: [it is] thought, full
of thought, and is a form for thought.®®

Indeed, Hegel identifies various words as representations; for example, "God,"
“soul,” and "world," all of which imply transcendence through their universality; indeed,

"thought is their overriding factor."™

But, even more importantly, representational
language combines with images in such a way as to constitute the relational aspect of
thought in religious consciousness. Because of the ‘elevation’ of images in universal

terms, that is, into universality, these representations express the essential relationship

% bid., p. 238; VPR1, p. 147.
7 Jbid.

® |bid.

® bid.; VPRI, p. 148.

7 ibid.
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of the finite to the infinite. Indeed, the representational language that is found in religion
binds together to point beyond the contingencies of finite human being. Hegel notes:

To the extent that religion gives its content essentially in the form of
representation, it has a doctrine--namely, that of truth.”

Consequently, these doctrines and truths appear as if they are independent of
humanity and therefore as given or presented to humankind. Because these doctrines
and truths seem to be received doctrines and truths, they are understood by humanity

as gbjective truth:

Moreover, its representations have the significance of truth as objectivity in
contrast with the other mode [of truth, that] of subjectivity. (The sensible
also is implicitly subjective, i.e., finite.) [They have the significance] of
objectivity, so that the content [of religion] is in and for itself, [is] not
something posited, remaining within me, a movement in me. In contrast
with religious sensibility, [representation gives] objective duties, objective
faith, the fact that there is something higher than this empirical
consciousness of mine, no matter what | call "mine." Rather, in and for itself
[this higher being is] secure in its substantiality against me.”

It is the affirmation of God as the source of all ‘duties’, of all meaning, indeed of
faith itself, that allows religious consciousness to lift itself out of its ‘mineness’ towards a
life in an other. As we have noted in chapter one, God is posited as the centre in which
all aspects of human experience activity are united, including, therefore, being with others.

Importantly, then, objectivity is given to representation and its more formal mode,

" |bid., p. 238; VPR1, p. 148.

7 |bid., p. 240; VPRI, pp. 148-150.
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doctrine, by the cultus.” Thus, all stirrings of devotion and religious sensibility on the
part of the individual consciousnesses are always situated within an intersubjective
sphere. It is through discourse with other human beings that 2 communal mode of
representation arises and provides the spiritual context in which these individuals establish
themselves as cuftus. Thus the shared representations of God as the eternal totality
which embraces the finitude of ali human being are the concrete objectification of the self-
understanding of a people. Within the contours of this collective self-awareness, these
representations, understood as truth, are articulated into an ordered knowledge of God,

into a theology.

As part of the objectivity of the truths of representation, the religious community
imparts its spirituality to its children. "Religion can be teught, it can be imparted, starting

from represe::ation. . . "7

Thus, the human subject always finds itself within a
particular set of beliefs, beliefs which determine how the human subject will relate to itself,
to its world, and to God. However, Hegel notes, the initial moments of the religious
relationship can be re-enacted by the individual subject and not be confused with some

other feeling or sensation, such as obedience:

™ Hegel defines the cultus in this way: "However, we shall conceive of cultus as that activity which, encompassing both
inwardness and outward appearance, in general brings about restoration of unity with the absolute, and which in so doing Is also
essentlally an innier conversion of mind and heart. Thus the Christian cuftus, for example, contains not only the sacraments and
ecclesiastical actions and duties but also the so-called "plan of salvation® as an absolutely inner history and as the successive stages
of the activity of the disposition~genarally speaking, a movement that transplres and rightly transpires in the soul.” (LPR1, 1821,
p. 180, 'W,"; VPRI, pp. 9809, 'W,") Hegal thus uses the term, cultus, to signify "an organized systern of religious worship in
reference to its external rites and ceremanies” (OED) but, with the added nuance that this external worship has as its internal
complemant, an 'inner’ disposition. He further notes: "The term “cuffus” is usually taken only in the more limited sense ot referring
to external, public action, while the inner action of disposition is not given much prominence.” (lbid.; VPR1, pp. 87-98, ‘W,'.) But,
for Hagel's usa of the term, the outer and the inner are to be co-equal,

" Ibid., p. 241; VPR1, p. 151.
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[A person must] first return to love of the awesome object, but precisely by
transcending oneself in it--i.e., having liberated oneself from oneself, having
made oneself empty and pure, having surrendered oneself.”
Thus, there is the religious sensation of ‘love’, of going outside of oneself into another
and leaving "nothing for myself* other than "my self-consciousness in it, but as pure and

lacking desire"”® at the heart of religion and which Hegel identifies with the word ‘faith’

as used by Luther:

This relation is called faith; from my side [it is] implicitly within me,
adjudicating the content to me. <Faith is the same as what religious
sensibility is, [namely,] the absolute identity of the content with me; but in
such a way that faith expresses the absolute objectivity that the content has
for me. The church and Luther knew quite well what they meant by faith.
...> [Faith is] the inner testimony of my spirit, therefore not a historical,
learned testimony, but one without the necessity of the concept <and
[without] determination as my determination. [it is] concrete, a
conjunction, > a distinctive mode of truth--the absolute content of thought
and truth [in] representations.”

It should be clear from the above discussion that Hegel is pointing to two distinct
types of faith. The first type, common to all religions, is what we will call inherited faith.
It is the system of doctrines {implicit or explicit within a particular community) that are
imparted to the individual through socialization. These learned truths then become the
objective correlates to the inner structures of religious consciousness that arise within
every human being and are then subjectively appropriated as certainty ‘for me’. In this

way, the doctrines of inherited faith provide the medium for an objective interpretation and

% |bid,, pp. 241-242; VPR1, pp. 151-152.
™ |bid., p. 243; VPRI, p. 152. Translation amended.

7 |bid., pp. 243-244; VPR1, pp. 152-152. Translation amended.
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understanding of an individual's relation to being in the world. As such, inherited faith is
a necessary determination of the concept of religion. The second meaning, dispiayed in
the quotation just cited and peculiar to Luther, is a matter of subjective appropriation
undertaken by self-consciousness in direct consciousness of its selfhood already known
as constituted in relation to God as divine subject. As we will see in chapter three, this
unique mode of faith ‘subjectifies’ its objective correlative and brings all religious content
into the sphere of subjectivity. (As well, we will see that speculative philosophy sublates
this subjectifying activity by resupplying full objectivity to its objective correlative through
speculative thought.) We will designate this version of faith as existential faith. These two
modes are by no rneans muiua'ly exclusive. They can mutually reinforce each other as
grounds for knowing God. In short, religious faith, whether inherited or existential, is "the
certainty of this content . . . for me."”® As well, Hegel observes, there are many
"different ways of coming to faith." "Birth, training, and custom," "miracle, the historical
mode, and . . . the Word and the letter," all may lead to a certainty which transverses both
rational and nonrational consciousness. Indeed, the universal experience of faith
throughout the "history of religion" provides its own verification:
Thousands, millions, [have] found in the wondrous expansion of religion

their consolation, happiness, dignity. This sort of authority based on human
commonality [determines faith]. If all [believe] something, then it must very

™ bid., p. 245; VPR1, p. 153. Of course, within the Christian yradition there are a variety of definitions of faith. There are a
number which include thinking as an important part of faith, as our discussion indicates is the case for Hegel. St. Thomas Aquinas,
for exampls, In his Summa Theologica, 1111, Qu. 4, At 5, says faith Is *. . . an act of the intellect assenting to the truth at the
command of the will." Basic Writings of St. Thomas Aquinas, ed. Anton C. Pegis {New York: Random House, 1945), p. 11. An
example of this inclusion of thinking as a part of faith from thg swentieth century, although more vague, is from Paul Tillizh: “Faith
as the ultimate concemn is an acl of the total personality.” Dynamics of Faith, {San Francisco: Harper ana “low, 1957}, p. 4.

Examples of thosa who do not include thinking as a component of faith are Blaise Pascal and S¢ren Kierkegaard. Pascal: "lt is
the heart which experiences God, and not the reason. This, then, is faith: God felt by the heart, not by reason.” Pensées, ir. W,
F. Trotter, {London: Dent, 1908), no. 278; Kierkegaard: "An cbjective uncertainty held fastin an appropriation-process of the most
passionate inwardness.” Concluding Unscientific Postscript, tr. David F. Swenson and Walter Lowrie, (Princeton: Princeton University
Prass, 1941), p. 182.
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probably be correct; to cut oneself off is always perilous and perverse.
[One] must think twice [before] setting one’s own authority (which <is
[mere] opinion>) against this general authority.”

However, problems may enter in with reflection upon what is establishea as true
by faith. Although reflection in the form of the proofs for the existence of God
"demonstrates . . . credibility" of faith, refiection may find the representations of religious
faith tinged with a certain opacity that "can and do(es) confuse me." It is, in fact, the
opaqueness of religious representation that allows for the positions vis 4 vis the relation
of faith to reason of Hegel's Enlightenment and Pietist predecessors and contemporaries.
For the Pietists, this means a retreat from renection back into a one-sided ‘sensibility’ and
‘subjectivity’. According to Hegel, the Pietists follow a simple pattern in their treatment
of doctrine: *[There are] two ways in which religious doctrine perishes: (o) sensibility,

() argumentation." Indeed, what the Pietists do is reduce doctrine first to

"argumentation." In so doing, they then claim that doctrines are merely a "corruption”
which covers over and conceals what is, for the Pietists, the true ground of knowledge

of God, sensibility (or ‘personal experience’).®’

By singling out argumentation and sensibility as sources of the destruction of

religious doctring, Hegel is alluding to his own confrontation with the development of

religious thinking up to and including his own time. As we discussed in the Introduction,

™ | PR1, p. 245; VPR1, p. 154,
® |bid,, p. 246; VPR1, p. 155.

* |bid., p. 244; VPR1, p. 153.
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Hegel found himself within a spiritual context where a mutual antagonism and exclusivity
existed between reason and faith. As we saw, philosophers like Spinoza and Kant had
placed religion within the limits of moral reason. We also noted in passing that Pietist
theologians had placed the one-sided subjectivity of piety (which does not allow itself to
admit the objectivity of the content of religious sensibility), over the positivity of the
Church, its history, and doctrines. Consequently, for Hegel, corruption of the truth
ensues and, ultimately, its self-destruction. Thus, in the place of a God who knows
himself through a religious community, and a religious community which knows itself
through its knowledge of God, Hegel will observe only memorial echoes of the divine in
the rituals, language, and ethical life [Sittlichkeit] of his own community, a state of affairs

which we noted is discussed by Hegel at the end of his lectures on Consummate

Religion.

For Hegel, the momentous, central task of speculative philosophy of religion is to
overcome the stumbling blocks presented to reflection by these credible (for faith) and
incredible (for Enlightenment reason) representations and allow us to peer through the
windows afforded by representation in order to encapsulate in thought the truths already
present in it:

<The relation of philosophy to this content is different; or more exactly, the

form [of this subjective vanity exhibits] a deficiency.> The requirement of

philosophy is to permeate [this content] with thought. The absolute identity

of the subjective and objective [is] implicit; for me it [is found] in this

glement. <[Philosophy has] the requirement to carry thought through to
the point that it should prevail and not remain subjective vanity. >82

7 |hid., p. 247; VPR1, p. 156. Translation amended.
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Thus, the sedimentation of representation in the meaning-structures of the
community, when thought in the frue sense, is what allows philosophy to escape falling
into a ‘subjective vanity’. And, although the cultus itself may be crumbling, these residual
meanings remain in the objective life of the community in general holding together the
community as community. In fact, when the cuftus builds up a repertoire of
representations, it constitutes for itself a horizon of meaning, or what we may call an
‘intellectual world’, which both circumscribes and permeates the life of the community
which forms out of the cultus. But, what Hegel calls the Understanding [Verstand]
dissects this content into disparate and opposing conceptual frameworks. When the
Understanding applies its ‘rules and standards’ to "expressions that contain impilicitly
speculative thought'®® (for example, the doctrine of the two natures of Christ), it
jeopardizes the movement of thinking into the absolute truth. Whereas it is essential for
speculative philosophy to maintain its focus upen such doctrines in order to render an
adequate conceptualization of religion and, consequently, of the truth found within
religious consciousness. Inasmuch as representation is the point of mediation between
thinking and feeling, doctrines, 25 the systematic expression of representation, are the

point of mediation between religion and philosophy. Thus, the discourse of the

philosophy of religion requires the language of religious representation, and lifts it up out
of the ‘shape’ of representation to the level of philcsophy's ‘conceptual cognition’. For
Hegel, true conceptual cognition must recognize that the content of doctrine is true, while

not "adhering to the form of representation” itself. Furthermore, true conceptual cognition

® Ibid., p. 252; VPR1, p. 161.
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affirms that these truths originate in devotion and religious sensibility; it also must affirm
that once they are conceptualized they are not “remaining embedded in sensibility,”

“adhering to the forms of reprasentation” or "reflection” as found in the Understanding.®

Moreover, in opposition to the ‘false representations’ of his predecessors and
contemporaries, Hegel shows that his philosophy of religion has ‘returned to love of the
awesome object . . . by transcending oneself in it' and has maintained his ‘self-
consciousness in it, but as pure and lacking desire’ thereby affirming the truth of all the
determinations which exist in the sphere of religious consciousness. In this act of self-
conscious affirmation, speculative thinking overcomes the divisive one-sidedness of
human subjectivity as manifested in Enlightenment and Pietism, and conceptually
cognizes the unity of finite and infinite, of consciousness and God that is found in human
subjectivity as the ‘totality of aspects’ outside of which nothing exists. For Hegel,
mirroring this truth of religious consciousness is what permits thinking to grasp all
antitheses and all determinations in the domain of religion as a unified whole, as the

concept of religion.

We cannot claim that the 1821 manuscript leaves out any distinctions or forgets
the whole which constitutes the concept of religion. As we have shown in this chapter,
the 1821 Concept of Religion unfolds the entire range of those elements which constitute

religion as religion. But, the 1824 Concept of Religion drops superfluous dialectical

5 Ibid., p. 255; VPR1, pp. 162-163.



65

formulations, such as the ‘Distinctions Between External and Internal Necessity', and
emphasizes even more the inner contours of self-consciousness. As we will determine,
this reformulation of the concept of religion marks a deep appreciation of the objective
and central doctrines of the Christian religion, that of the two natures of Christ and the
Trinity, and their conceptual interrelation, in opposition to the ‘corrupting’ emphasis on

sensibility /feeling and argumentation that is to be found in Schileiermacher’s ‘theology of

feeling'.

In this way, the 1824 Concept of Religion will build on the ground cleared and

provided by the 1821 Concept of Religion. And, as we will see in our discussion of the
Introduction to the 1824 Concept of Religion, this subsequent rebuilding and restructuring
of the concept of religion in 1824 is necessitated by the continuing exclusivity perpetuated
in the thinking of theologians like Schieiermacher. Thus, it will become clear that this

progressive self-development of the concept of religion from lecture series to lecture

series must take place.



Chapter Two

RELIGION WITHIN THE LIMITS OF FEELING ALONE.

RELIGIVIN ¥YIITIHN e L i N A o e e

SCHLEIERMACHER’S THE CHRISTIAN FAITH

1. Introduction

As we saw Hegel intimate in the 1821 Concept of Religion, the grounding inner
dialectic of religious sensibility—" am the conflict’--produces a further, higher dialectic
between representation [Vorsteflung] and refiection. In fact, the discovery and the
thinking through of the concept of religion would not have been possible if it were not for
the interrelations between religious sensibility and representation on the one side, and
representation and reflection on the other side, interrelations which became enunciated
within the parameters of the absolute religion, Christianity--"< The distinction of religion

"I As we

from philosophy and art itself first appears in the absolute religion. . . .>
discussed in the Introduction, the movement of thought between representation and
reflection took the form of the demarcating of philosophy and its rational mode of
reflection from religious sensibility and faith in theclogy, both natural and revealed. Atthe
same time, we observed that refigion became considered as a subject worthy of rational
intellectual study and analysis according to standards consciously determined by
reflection. Now, in a similar fashion, Hegel's conceptualization of religion not only builds
on this type of reflection, but establishes itself as conceptual cognition of all the inner

determinations of religion by distinguishing itseff from this type of reflection.

Consequently, the inner dialectic and oscillation of representation and reflection are now

' LPR1, p. 256; VPR1, p. 163.
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enfolded into the conceptual cognition of the philosophy of religion in general and can be
seen unfolding directly in the sections on determinate religion and consummate religion

where the concept of religion is displayed in its concretization in the life of human beings.

In the 1824 lectures, Hegel will not leave his detailed consideration of the refiective
activity of religious consciousness until after the concept of religion. Instead, in the 1824
Concept of Religion, Hegel will directly engage in building his concept of religion upon the
reflection taking place on the theological level by entering into the dialectic of
representation and reflection.  Thus, in relation to the abstract reflection of natural

theology,

Our concern here is therefore not with God as such or as object, but with
God as he is [present] in his community. It will be evident that God can
only be genuinely understood in the mode of his being as spirit, by means
of which he makes himself into the counterpart of a community and brings
about the activity of a community in relation to him; thus it will be evident
that the doctrine of God is to be grasped and taught only as the doctrine
of religion.?

In order to grasp God as he appears in the community’s ‘doctrine of religion’,
philosophy has to have “before us the mode of God's representation.”

God represents only himself, and does so only to himself. This is the
aspect of the existence of the absolute. Thus, in the philosophy of religion,
we have the absolute as our object not merely in the form of thought but
also in the form of its manifestation. Thus the universal idea is to be
grasped in its utterly concrete meaning, which involves the characteristic of

2 tbid., p. 116; VPR1, p. 33.
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appearing, of revealing itself. This aspect of existence, however, is itself t0
be rethought in philosophy and grasped by thought.?

Consequently, Hegel will look closely at the dialectic of representation and reflection as
found in rational theology, orthodox theology* and, as the main spur for his speculative
‘rethinking’, Schleiermacher and his chief work of dogmatics, Der christliche Glaube nach

den Grundsétzen der evangelischen Kirche im Zusammenhange dargestelit, the first half

of which was published during Hegel’s 1821 lectures on determinate religion.® But in the
ensuing speculative cognition and criticism of Schieiermacher and this theology, Hegel
will make all the forms of theology into an object for his thought thereby determining the
inner contours of the 1824 concept of religion in direct relation to the contemporary
theological level of reflection. As we wili see, this will not only make the concept of
religion much more inclusive of the objectification of God found in the absolute religion,
but, also, points his philosophy of religion towards an overall formulation which will have

as its objective side God's knowledge of himself.

* Ibid., p. 119; VPR1, p. 36.

* By ‘orthadox theology' we do not mean the theology of the Eastern Orthodox Church, but official doctrines of ‘Western’
Christianity, such as the doctrine of the Trinity and the doctrine of the two natures of Christ, established by church councils in the
fourth and fifth centuries and maintained in their essential character by the mainstream Roman Catholic and Protestant
denominations.

b Friedrich Schigiermacher's The Christian Faith was first published in June, 1821 as Der christliche Glaube nach dan Grundsatzen
der evangalischen Kirche im Zusammeanhange dargesteltt, Vol. I, (Berlin: G. Reimer, 1821). The second volume was published the
next year. We will be using two translations. The first is The Christian Faith, ad. H. R. Macintosh and J. S. Stewart, {Edinburgh:
T. & T. Clarke, 1928), which is based on the second German edition, published in 1830-1831. Hereafter cited as ‘CF". The second
translation we will use are selections from the first edition included in Hegel, Hinrichs and Schleiermacher On Feeling and Reason
in Religion: The Texts of Their 1821-1822 Debate, ed. and 1. Eric von der Luft, (Lewiston: The Edwin Mellen Press, 1987). Hereatter
cited as 'Texts'. An interesting discussion of the differences batwesn the 1821-22 and the 1830-31 editions is by Richard Crouter
in 'Rhetoric and Substance in Schigiermacher's Revision of The Christian Faith (1821-1822)' in Journal of Religion, 60, (July, 1980},
pp. 285-306. Crouter says: "We may briefly characterize the most obvious difference by saying that in the first version the scientific-
intellectual {one is inclined to say methodological) dimension is brought forth implicitly from within the exposition of Christian piety,
whereas in the more mature edition this relationship is reversed.” (p. 205) W, therefore, will keep to the 1821.22 version by
depicting Schleiermacher’'s descriptions in The Christian Faith as arising from within piety.
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These considerations will help us understand the differences between the 1821 and
1824 lectures on the concept of religion. However, before we undertake this task, we
need to consider what is available to us as the 1824 lectures on the philosophy of
religion. The critical edition, which serves as the main source of our investigations, bases
the 1824 lectures on the philosophy of religion on student transcripts. Thus, from the

outset, we should note that the initial difference between the 1821 and 1824 lectures is

speculate as to the exact philosophical meaning of this difference or iimit our under-

standing of this difference to the level of philology, we will instead envision the 1824

lectures simply as an oral broadening

laid out by Hegel in the 1821 manuscript; an oral broadening necessitated by the

appearance of Friedrich Schleiermacher's major work of dogmatics, The Christian Faith,

on the theological scene. In order to buttress this view, we will also depict Hegel's anti-

Schleiermacher polemic in his Foreword to H. Hinrichs’ 1822 publication, Die Religion im

inneren Verhéltnisse zur Wissenschaft, as a bridge between the 1821 manuscript and the
1824 lectures.” But, rather than undertaking an explication of the 1824 Concept of

Religion, we will concentrate our efforts on the introduction to the 1824 Goncept of

® Duncan Forbes, in his introduction to Hegel's Lectures an_the Philosophy of World-History, tr. H. B. Nishet, {Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1975}, makes a similar point: “The present edition of the introductory lectures on the philosophy of
history has the advantage of bringing home the fact that so much of Hegel's philosaphy was talked, not without humour and
anecdote and persanalities and contemporary references . . . and also constant tacking and changes of course.” [p. ¥iv).

? Hermann Friedrich Withem Hinrichs {1794-1861), Dis Religion im inneren Verhdltnis zur Wissenschaft: Nebst Darstellung und
Beurtheilung der von Jacobi, Fichte und Schelling gemachten Versuche, dieselbe wissenschaftlich zu_erfassen, und nach ihrem
Hauptinhalte zu entwickeln, mit einem Vorworte von Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel. {Heidelberg: Groos, 1822; reprind, Brussels;
Culture et Civilisation, 1970); translated as Religion in its Internal Relationship to Systernatic Knawledge in Texts, pp. 239-486.
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Religion where the impact of Schieiermacher on the oral broadening is most directly and

obviously felt.

The importance of viewing the 1824 lectures as an ‘oral broadening’ of the 1821
manuscript, with the 1822 Foreword as a ‘bridge’ is nct merely an arbitrary choice on our
part, but rather lies precisely in the claim with which we ended chapter one, to wit: the
progressive self-development of the concept of religion must take place. Although the
theology of Schieiermacher initially does come from ‘outside’ of the philosophy of religion,
and is, in no way, sympathetic to it, his theology must be considered by philosophy as
within religion, and thus as a moment in philosophy’s thinking of the concept. As we
discussed in chapter one, the philosophy of religion reflects upon the doctrines and
representations of religion, comprehending their true significance for religious
consciousness. This reflection also necessitates philosophy’s contemplation of all
conflicting positions that arise in theology precisely because these conflicts arise out of
the religious relationship, that is, from its ground in the oscillation of finite self-
consciousness and infinite consciousness in the religious subject. Moreover, the
oscillation of theology between theology oriented to feeling and theology oriented to
reason is a furthering of this religious relationship and is part of the community’s activity
of developing its own nature. Thus, this self-development, on the theological level,
becomes part of the self-development of philosophy in its conceptualization of religion,
as we will detail in chapter four. Moreover, this means that the seifhood implied by the

notion of self-development which we have been using is, by no means, to be identified
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only with a particular subject, for example, G. W. F. Hegel. The self-development of
philosophy’s concept of religion is an activity of philosophy itself, which, as we have just
noted, acts, by necessity, in tandem with religion: "Philosophy,” Hege! writes in 1827, "is
only explicating itself when it explicates religion, and when it explicates itself it is
explicating religion.”® As well, the notion of ‘oral broadening’ allows us to see that the
concept of religion undergoes a speculative rebuilding and restructuring, not as a break
with the 1821 manuscript, but, rather, as an essential moment in the progressive self-
development of the concept of religion necessitated by the continuation of the division
between philosophy and theology in the religion of the day. Hegel, on the basis of his
own standards, must take into account the entire range of religious life when determining

the concept of religion.” Therefore, he must take into account each new major

development in theology--of which Schieiermacher’s The Ciristian Faith is one--and adjust

the structure of his philosophical conceptualization accordingly.

Moreover, our notion of ‘oral broadening’ as ‘progressive self-development’ of the
concept of religion concurs with Hegel's own reflections at the end of the 1821
manuscript on the philosophy of religion. If we recall, Hegel ends the 1821 manuscript
with the suggestion that philosophy forms its own ‘priesthood’” which, almost in
anticipation of Heidegger's later philosophy, is like a ‘shepherd’ of the truth of human

existence but as found in religion, protecting and preserving this truth from those who

® LPR1, 1827, p. 152; VPR1, p. 63.

? See our discussion of Hegel's notion of the relations between philasophy and religion in the Introduction.
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choose to forget or conceal this truth by focusing on one-sided ‘subjective reflection’.
But, as we discussed in chapter one, for Hegel, finite human subjectivity is an inclusive,
infinite subjectivity inasmuch as it realizes itself in intersubjectivity. Thus, the ‘oral
broadening’ of the spoken lectures of 1824 take on a special significance; that is, the
1824 lectures are a concrete realization of the intersubjective ground required for a

successful philosophical conceptualization of religion.’ Not only is oral presentation a

more immediate mode of articulation, it is (ideally) a conversation with the audience.
Although it is doubtful whether any of Hegel's students ever said anything in class
(according to the norms of the time), we can nevertheless note that Hegel's willingness
to tackle the theology of the day reaffirms theology’s reflection and representations as the
pre-text of the philosophy of religion (and of philosophy itself). Moreover, Hegel's
wilingness to do this in the presence of the ‘student-priests’ of the class of 1824
demonstrates his desire, expressed at the. finish of the 1821 manuscript, to continue to
preserve ‘the possession of truth’ and to preserve it in the only way possible, within the
context of the spiritual community of which the university is arguably an extension."
Thus, with this notion of ‘oral broadening’ in mind, we will find that the polemic incursions
against Schleiermacher in the introduction to the 1824 Concept of Religion necessitate a
conceptual broadening of the philosophy of religion into a philosophy of theology. Our

concern is to understand this addition in the 1824 lectures as necessitated by the

" Again, Duncan Forbes puts it nicely in his Introduction to Hegel's Lectures on the Philosophy of World-History, when he
observes that . . . Hegel insisted that "Science” was public and a discipline of thinking." (p. xiv, my emphasis).

" In German Protestantism, this would have been traditionally thought to be the case ever since Philip Melanchthon, Luther’s
colleague and collaborator, established Lutheran universities whose educational mission was to further knowledge of God as
witnessed to in The Book of Concord.
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theological event of the publication of Schieiermacher’s The Christian Faith. In order to

accomplish this, we will see in what way Hegel's speculative redefinition of the concept
of religion as ‘self-consciousness of absolute religion’ is the direct result of philosophical
comprehension of Schleiermacher. Indeed, ‘self-consciousness’, its content and role in
human awareness and religious consciousness, will be uncovered as the issue upon
which Hegel's polemics and criticisms of Schleiermacher hinge. In order for us to
understand the proper meaning of Schleiermacher’s use of the term ‘self-consciousness’
in its theological context we will examine in detail his account of the genesis of religious

consciousness in the first half of The Christian Faith. But let us first turn to a consider-

ation of the biographical background to this ‘issue’ and examine the relations between

Hegel and Schleiermacher prior to the publication of The Christian Faith,

2. The Relations Between Schieiermacher and Hegel

Friedrich Schleiermacher (1768-1834) was Hegel's contemporary in the theological
faculty of the University of Berlin. Influenced by Pietism, Romanticism, and
Rationalism,'? Schieiermacher published his first major work, On Religion. Speeches
To its Cultured Despisers, in 1799, eight years before the publication of Hegel's

Phenomenology of Spirit. A fervent nationalist,’® Schleiermacher helped establish the

University of Berlin in 1810 and was appointed head of the Department of Theology in the

same year. Schigiermacher was also a strong supporter of the Prussian Reform

2 Far an excellent, thorough discussion of Schleiermacher, see Martin Redeker's book, Schieiermacher: His Life and Thought,
tr. John Wallhausser, (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1973).

3 gehleiermacher's political views and activities are most clearly articulated in Jerry F. Dawson’s Schleiermachey, The Evelution
of a Nationalist, (Austin: University of Texas Press, 19686).
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Movement and the union of the Lutheran and Reformed churches into the United
Evangelical Church, established in 1817.7* Very few would dispute the influence of
Schleiermacher on theology of both the nineteenth and twentieth centuries; indeed, it is
widely agreed that this theological method, his ‘philosophy of religion’, and his
development of hermeneutics mark a watershed in the history of both Protestant theology

and German philosophy. '

By the time of Hegel's 1821 lectures on the philosophy of religion, both Heg:: and
Schlelermacher were firmly established as the leading lights of the university, and,
consequently, both men dominated their respective disciplines with ‘schools’ dedicated
to propagating their ideas. Not surprisingly, the relations between the two men were
antagonistic from the outset.'® Even before Hegel's move to the University of Berlin in
1818, we can find a number of sources for the animosity between these two ‘leading

lights".

“ For a detailed account of Schlgiermachers role in the formation of the United Evangelical Church, see Redeker's
Sehleiermacher, Life and Thought, pp. 187-208.

" For a contemporary discussion of the impact of Schleiermacher’s hermeneutics on philosophy, see Gadamer's Truth and
Method, op. ¢it., pp. 58ff. There are a number of works available which depict Schleiermacher's influence on theology. From the
vantage point of twentieth century theology, two works stand out: Karl Barth's Pratestant Theology In the Nineteenth Century. Its
Backqround and History, tr. Brian Cozens and John Bowden, (Londan: SCM Press, 1972); and Paul Tillich's Pergpectives on
Nineteenth and Twentieth Century Protestant Theoloay, ed. Carl E. Braaten, {New York: Harper, 1967).

16 Eor accounts of the relations between Hegel and Schleiermacher, see: Richard Crouter's ‘Hegel and Schleiermacher At Berlin:
A Many-Sided Debate’, Journal of the American Academy of Religion, 48, {March, 1980}, pp. 19-43; Jeffrey Hoover's ‘The Origin of
the Conflict between Hegel and Schieiermacher at Berlin,’ The Owl of Minerva, Vol. 20, No. 1, (Fall, 1988}, pp. 69-79; John E. Toews,
Hegelianism, The Path Towards Dizlectical Humanisrm, 1805-1841, {Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1980}, pp. 49-67,
Qur account draws from all three sources.
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As the head of the prestigious Academy of Sciences, Schieiermacher successfully
blocked Hegel's application for membership, while, on the other hand, apparently for his
own reasons, Schieiermacher endorsed Hegel's call to Berlin in 1816 and 1818. Perhaps
the greatest point of contention between the two was over a political event--the
assassination of the poet, August von Kotzebue, by a member of a nationalist, right-wing
student fraternity in 1819. Sympathy for the assassin, Karl Sand, was expressed in a
letter to Sand’s mother by a friend and colleague of Schieiermacher on the faculty of
theology at the University of Berlin, de Wette.'” Hegel not only endorsed de Wette's
dismissal from the university but indirectly criticizes de Wette through direct criticism of

his mentor, theologian Fries,'® in the Preface to the Philosophy of Right.'® Of course,

Schleiermacher’s support for de Wette rankled Hegel, and the inclusion of a polemic

against de Wette and Fries in the Philosophy of Right points to the existence of a political

dimension to the tensions between Hegel and Schleiermacher.

Although various attempts were made to reconcile Hegel and Schleiermacher, their
disagreement over theoretical, political, and academic matters apparently did not allow
for any kind of genuine rapprochement. In fact, the grounds for their philosophical-

theological disagreement were already present in Schleiermacher’s On Religion, published

' \Wilhelm Martin Leberecht de Wette (1780-1849) was a student of Johann Gottiried Herder {1744-1803) and & member of the
theological faculty at the University of Berlin from its inception. For a detailed study of his theology see K. Barth's Protestant
Theoloay in the Nineteenth Century, pp. 482-491.

® jakob Friedrich Fries {1773-1843) was Hegel's predecessor at the University of Heidelberg (1805-1816). "In 1819 he was
suspended by the government for his participation in the Wartburg Festival [of the German Students Socisties [Burschenschaften])

and for his ultra-liberal views." G. W. F. Hegel, Hegel's Philosophy of Right, tr. T. M. Knox, (New York: Oxford University Press,
1967}, n. 12, p. 299,

% 5. W. F. Hegel, Hegel's Philosophy of Right, pp. 5-6.




76

nearly a quarter of a century before Hegel's lectures on the philosophy of religion and

Schleiermacher’s The Christian Faith. We will therefore go back to Schleiermacher’s On

Religion so that we can trace the origins of the ‘theology of feeling’ which, in Hegel's 1824
lectures on the philosophy of religion and 1822 introduction to Hinrichs’
Religionsphilgsophie, we find as the main gbject of Hegel's speculative comprehension

of thzological reflection.

3. Schleiermacher:_On Religion

Schlsiermacher, like Hegel and most of their generation, inherited the conceptual
framework of Kantian philosophy. To this generation, Kant's three Critigues and his

Religion Within The Limits of Reason Alone marked the advent of a new era in

philosophizing. Indeed, the radical nature of Kant's transcendental, or critical, philosophy
opened up the possibility of philosophical and theological reinterpretation. As we noted
in the Introduction, Kant's philosophy allowed the new generations to perceive that they
were piercing through the oppressive cultural screens and false objectivity of previous
ways of thinking to the truth of the subject. For the theologians, Kantian philosophy
provided the epistemological justification for their moral reinterpretation of Christian truths
ar of the doctrines of orthodoxy, depending on their prior bias.*® For a philosopher like
Jacobi, Kantian philosophy illustrated t+- need for a philosophy of faith;* whereas, for

idealistic philosophers like Fichte, Schelling, and Hegel, the contours of Kantian

 gae 0. Plleiderer's The Deveiopment of Theology in Germany since Kant, fr. J. Frederick Smith, (New York: MacMillan Press,
1896); B. Punjer's History of the Philosophy of Religion, tr. W. Harle, (Edinburgh, 1887), p. 528.

? Friedrich Heinrich Jacobi (1743-1819). For a recent detalled study of the development of philasophy in this time period, see
Frederick C. Beisler, The Fate of Reason. German Philasophy from Kant to Fichte, (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1967).
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philosophy without phenomena-noumena dualism permitted the construction of
systematic, holistic philosophy grounded in a conception of human subjectivity and
consciousness in general. As Rudolph Otto eloquently puts it, the post-Kantian period

was

. . . the high noon of that stirring springtime which saw the germination and
the blossoming of modern intellectual life.??

However, for Schleiermacher, the trend towards reinterpretation of Christian belief
tended to diminish what was egsential to religion. To counter this caiumny,
Schileiermacher wrote his first major work, Gn Religion. Addressed to religion's ‘cultured
despisers’, specifically, his friends in the Sturm und Drang movement, On_Religion

criticizes any thinking which finds

. . . the only sacred things to be met with are the sage maxims of our wise
men, and the splendid compaositions of our poets.”

According to Schleiermacher, this mode of thinking ascribes meaning only to
secular modernity by believing “that nothing new, nothing convincing can any more be
said on this matter. . . ."** Thus, Schleiermacher undertook the composition of On

Religion to repudiate dirsctly the anti-religious attitudes and conclusions of his

contemporaries.

22 pudolph Otto. ‘Introduction’ to Friedrich Schleiermacher's On Religion. Speeches to Its Cultured Despisers, tr. John Oman,
{New York: Harper and Row, 1958}, p. vil. Hereafter, cited as 'OR'".

BORp. 1.

* hid., p. 2.
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Schleiermacher commences the argument of On_ Religion with an appeal to
experience. He asks the ‘cultured despisers’ whether they have truly set aside their anti-
religious prejudices in their dismissal of religion: ™. .. whether you have rightly observed
all these phenomena and have rightly comprehended their content."?® Schieiermacher
claims that the evidence shows otherwise:

with the cry of distress, in which most of them join over the downfall of

religion, | have no sympathy, for | know no age that has given a better
reception than the present.”

Thus, Schleiermacher directly accuses the cultured despisers of ignoring empirical
data, while, at the same time, revealing his main methodological principle. Indeed,
Schieiermacher’s reference to ‘phenomena’ and ‘content’ indicates a methodology
concerned with only the ‘thing itself’, refigion, and not with any pre-conceived nction of
religion. In a manner that foreshadows twentieth century phenomenology” he attempts
a type of reduction by bracketing off prejudice and attempting to lead or point the reader
to the religious phenomena themselves:

| do not seek to arouse single feelings possibly belonging to it, nor to justify

and defend single conceptions, but | would conduct you into the

profoundest depths whence every feeling and conception receives its
form.?

* Ibid., p. 14.
" |bid., p. 3.

?’ as does Hegel's Phenomenology of Spirit written eight years after On Religion,

™ Ibid., p. 11.
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With the object of his investigation clarified and all prejudgment suspended,
Schieiermacher takes the ‘raduction’ one step further "by regarding it [religion] from
within."?® Consequently, any reader following this investigation into religion "would have
to admit that these thoughts"--the thoughts generated within religion--"are at least in some
way based on human nature."®® By situating the ‘profoundest depths’ of religion in
human nature, Schleiermacher will describe not only the genesis of ‘every feeling and
conception’, but also the manifest content of religious consciousness, and, at the same

time, hold it open for the reader to compare these descriptions with his/her own

experience.

As a product of human nature, Schieiermacher uncovers ‘religion” as "a kind of
activity,"*’ an activity which is distinct from other modes of activity rising from human
nature like “ethics and metaphysics."*? Religion, and consciousness of religion on the
part of the living individual, is activated by a unique aspect of human being, piety
[Frémmigkeit]. Piety, or religious feeling [Gefdhl], is the natural fount and source of

religious consciousness and, as such, holds all experience together in a thematic field of

consciousness.*®

» |hid,, p. 13.
® |bid,
M |hid., p. 27.

 |hid., p. 34,

3 Terrence N. Tice, in his excellent article, ‘Schleiermacher's Conception of Religion: 1799 to 1831', Archivio di Filosofia, T11,
1984, Vol. 1-3, pp. 334-356, summarizes this point guite nicely: “Itis that the whole of hurman existence finds its ground, unity, and
goal in that “fundamental feeling for infinite and vital nature” {Grundgefdhl der unendiichen und lebendigen Natur) which constiutes
religion—-or, to put it in another way, in the overall “perceptive on the universe” {Anschauung des Univerums) which is its immediate
fundament of religion.” {p. 338},
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In keeping with this ‘binding’ effect supplied by religious piety to consciousness,

Schieiermacher determines that ethics and morality are only abstractions of action and
knowledge that arise within human life. By abstraction, Schleiermacher means the type
of analytic thought that arises in reflection, thought which makes distinctions and divisions
on what is experienced originally as a living unity. To abstract is to separate the living
unity of human experience into "fragments,” a natural enough activity also found in human
beings, but to focus only on abstractions is to "not acknowledge religion as the third"
element amongst action and knowledge, that is, the “unity" of which we have already
spoken. Indeed, this living unity is missed because "you do not deal with life in a living
way.”** So, if one focuses on what is living and experiential in religion, Schleiermacher
maintains, then one has to recognize that 'religion is essentially contemplative";*
contemplative of the piety that swells within and seizes human awareness in such a way
that "the contemplation of the pious is the immediate consciousness of the universal
existence of all finite things, in and through the Infinite, and of ail temporal things in and
through the Eternal."*® Thus, the essence of religious activity *. . . is to seek this and

find in it all that lives and moves, in all growth and change, in all doing and suffering."®’

Consequently, Schleiermacher sees religious consciousness as the primary

consciousness of human beings. This means that, for Schieiermacher, religious

™ Ibid., pp. 38-39.
* bid., p. 36.
“ bid,

* Ibid.
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consciousness is a faculty of human awareness essential to humanity’s living in the world.
And, as we have already noted, the two other faculties, knowledge and action, are
grounded in this faculty. As ariginary, Schieiermacher’s description of religious
consciousness indicates that piety ontologically encompasses the contert of human
awareness within an inner horizon which yields immediate self-consciousness. immediate
self-consciousness arises with and is, in fact, identical with, piety. Piety, or religious
feeling, constitutes itself as self-consciousness precisely because it serves as the vehicle
through which the Eternal is experienced as co-present with the individual human subject.
Piety supersedas the other faculties as the form of organization of human experience
insofar as its predominant feeling of absclute dependence on an Absolute Other is
dialectical in nature thereby allowing the individual human subject to apperceive itself as

a unique, distinct, individual human subject.

Schieiermacher’'s emphasis on piety and imimediate self-consciousness marks a
significant turn in the study of religion. As we noted in the Introduction, the pre-Kantian
emphasis on reflection about religion had been on the existence and nature of God.
Schleiermacher, on the other hand, turns toward the human subject, focusing on its
innate capacity for religious experience. Although this ‘turn’ opens the human subject
itself for contemplation and study, it also tends to obscure the possibility of determinate,
objective knowledge of God. Indeed, fundamental Christian doctrines, such as the two
natures of Christ, are not dealt with in On Religion; they fall outside of the range of what

is derived directly from religious feeling. All humans experience the feeling of absolute
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dependence and different cultures objectify and interpret it differently, thus no particular
set of religious doctrines has priority over another. By adopting the rhetorical and
polemic terminology of his Romantic contemporaries, Schleiermacher indirectly
demonstrates the relative unimportance of objective doctrinal formulations for religion.
Hence, in On Religion, Schleiermacher utilizes, quite eloquently, other names for God,
such as: Highest Being, the Infinite, the Deity, the Whole, the Inexhaustible, World-Spirit,

the Eternal, the Great Spirit, and many others, too numerous to list.

Underlying these many names of God is what we can best describe as a ‘generic
monotheism’ much like that we find in Spinoza, ultimately lacking in determinations.*®
Although Schleiermacher doesn't predicate any attributes to this ‘God’ other than what
is already implied in terms like ‘the Infinite’ and ‘the Eternal’, he does add, as we have
seen, the (post-Kantian) condition that the notion of the ‘Infinite’, etc., is to be understood
first and foremost as an object for a subject. Thus, the ‘sense of the Infinite’ which
underlies any notion of God, effectively reverses Spinoza'’s focus (and that of the natural
theology of Walffian philosophy) from the object to the subject, while maintaining a
Spinozistic notion of God as something upon which human beings can and do place their

variegated understandings of God.

® medeker, in his Schleiermacher. Life and Thought, observes: “To the shock of his contemporaries, Schlelermacher extolled
Spinoza as a man of piety because he agreed with Spinoza's rejection of deistic and supernaturalistic interpretations of God.” P.
43). What we are calling Spinoza's 'generic monotheism’ crystallizes a set of basic and very general precepts about God: (1} God
exists, (2) God is one, (3} God is omnipresent, (4) God has supreme dominion over everything, (5) loving thy neighbour is equal to
worship of God. Theologico-Political Treatise, op. cit., pp. 186-187. As we can sée, any sense of personality of subject is absent
from Spincza’s conception of God.
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On the surface, Schleiermacher’s generic monotheism would imply that all religions

are equally valid forms of religiosity if they are grounded in this ‘sense of the Infinite’. But
Schleiermacher does admit that out of many expressions of religiosity found in human

history, that which calls itself ‘Christian’ is significantly unique:

The original intuition of Christianity is more glorious, more sublime, more
worthy of adult humanity, penetrates deeper into the spirit of systematic
religion and extends further over the whole Universe.*

Schieiermacher accords Christianity this status because of its central figure, Jesus Christ.
For Schieiermacher, this person reveals this ‘more glorious’, ‘sublime’, ‘original intuition’,

or ‘sense of the Infinite’. But why this particular person is a question that Schieiermacher

will not answer:

When, in the mutilated delineations of His [that is, Christ's] life | contemplate
the sacred image of Him who has been the author of the noblest that there
has yet been in religion, . . . the truly divine element is the glorious
clearness to which the great idea He came to exhibit attained in His soul.
This idea was, that all that is finite requires a higher mediation to be in
accord with the Deity, and that for man under the power of the finite and
particular, and too ready to imagine the divine itself in this form, salvation
is only to be found in redemption. Vain folly it is to wish to remove the veil
that hides the rise of this idea in Him, for every beginning in religion, as
elsewhere, is mysterious. The prying sacrilege that had attempted it can

only distort the divine.*
What is important, then, is only that Jesus Christ was a person imbued with true religious
piety, and concomitant sense of the Infinite, which was ‘higher’ and ‘clearer’ than any

prior to his time. By locating Christ in this manner, Schleiermacher aligns himself with the

rationalist theological enterprise in general, by finding this ‘idea in Him’, a notion which

® 0OR, p. 241.

* Ibid., pp. 246-247,
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we will discuss later in conjunction with The Christian Faith and Hegel's 1824 Introduction

to the Corcept of Religion.

Although On Religion is a theological statement, we must remember that it was not

intended to be a work of systematic dogmatics like The Christian Faith. On Religion

should be considered as a polemical tract written for religious skeptics and atheists which

nevertheless prefigures The Christian Faith in its emphasis on feeling and immediate seli-

consciousness. On the other hand, The Christian Faith was written under the rubric of

Christian dogmatic for a Christian audience within the tradition of systematic theology.

Thus, as we'll now see, the subject matter of The Christian Faith is the content of the

Christian religion in light of and verified by religious feeling.

4. The Purpose of The Christian Faith

Schleiermacher’s The Christian Faith, with its commencement in a discussion of

the term ‘dogmatics’, verges on the philosophical insofar as Schleiermacher is being self-
conscious about the essence of the task he is about to undertake. However,
Schieiermacher’s reflective consciousness of himself in relation to this ‘dogmatics’ is,
according to his own terms, a theological self-reflection that arises through its foundation
in the immediate self-consciousness of absolute dependence. As we have seen in the
previous section, the immediate self-consciousness of absolute dependence is what
allows for the understanding of ‘world’. 1t is only appropriate, then, for the theologian of

feeling to commence with the ‘world’ (or world-view) of Christianity as found in the dogma
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of the Church. Thus, The Christian Faith is designed to reflect not only the structures of
immediate self-consciousness but, also, the universal, mediated self-consciousness of the

Christian community. Its conceptions, then, should be understood as the self-expression

of the comrmunal piety of a people.

As Paul Tillich notes in his A History of Christian Thought, originally "dogmata are

the differentiating doctrines of the different late Greek schools of philosophy. . . "'
Thus, dogmata are the means through which various schools of thought defined and
distinguished themselves from other schools of thought. The formation of the Christian
‘school of thought' was completed by various councils of the fourth and fifth centuries
(e.g., Nicea, 325 A.D., and Chalcedon, 451 A.D.) which established various dogmas (e.g.,
the Trinity and the two natures of Christ) as the set of official beliefs, or doctrines,

subscribed to by a ‘Christian’. In The Christian Faith, Schieiermacher will not alter this

ancient notion of dogma. But, it is Schleiermacher’s intention not only to display to his

audience the importance of the immediate self-consciousness of absolute dependence

e e e S

for Christian belief, but also, to reconstruct Christian dogma out of the immediate self-

consciousness of absolute dependence. Thus, immediate self-consciousness becomes
the measure of meaningfulness of doctrine and dogma. If this was not to be the case,
then Schieiermacher’s treatment would have the same conseguence as past treatments

of dogmatics, such as those Schieiermacher claimed to have found in Scholasticism:

' payl Tillich, A Histery of Christian Thought, {A Stenographic Transcription of Lectures Delivered During the Spring Term, 1953},
p. 3. Also published as A History of Christian Thought, (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1968).
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The result inevitably was that Dogmatic was overloaded with a multitude of
definitions, which have absolutely no other relation to the immediate
Christian self-consciousness than that indicated by the history of
controversy.*?

Thus, in order for his treatment of Christian dogmatics to ferret out what makes the
Christian religion different from other religions, Schleiermacher must illuminate that aspect
of Christian self-consciousness of absolute dependence which marks Christian religiosity
as Christian. Indeed, Schleiermacher will concentrate his efforts on identifying that

qualitative state of being which undergirds the Christian experience. In this way, The

Christian Faith is best understood as a phenomenology of the Christian religion.*® As

we will see, The Christian Faith (as was Hegel's 1821 Concept of Religion) is constructed

on the basis of a conception of consciousness which foreshadows Husserl’s formulation

of consciousness as intentional. With this methodological presupposition, Schieiermacher

will present in The Christian Faith what amounts to a description of the genesis of self-
consciousness as manifest in the present life of the Christian community. Consequently,
the contemporary Christian experiential world is, for Schleiermacher, the precondition of
his description; it is what is to be understood empathetically. Thus, Schleiermacher
inscribes as the ‘motto’ of The Christian Faith, the following:

No one will understand unless he has experienced.**

* CF, p. 390.

4 This is the main thesis of Robert Williams in his stimulating study, Schieiermacher The Theologian. The Construction of the
Doctrine of God, (Philadelphia: Foriress Press, 1978),

* Found on the title page of the first edition.
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5. The Relation of Philosophy to Religion

Having situated The Chriciian Faith as a work of dogmatics grounded in the feeling

manifest in contemporary Christian self-consciousness, Schieiermacher takes steps to
avoid the tendency of human thinking to ‘fit’ Christian religious phenomena into premade
ineoretical forms. Accordingly, as part of his introductory discussion of ‘dogmatics’,

Schleiermacher demarcates, and, in essence, brackets off reason:

. . . the present work entirely disclaims the task of estabiishing on a
foundation of general principles a Doctrine of God, or an Anthropology or
Eschatology, either, which should be used in the Christian Church though
it did not really originate there, or which should prove the propositions to be
consonant with reason. For what can be said on these subjects by the
human reason in itself cannot have any closer relation to the Christian
Church than it has to every other society of faith or life.*®

Indeed, as a unique manifestation of immediate self-consciousness of absolute
dependence, Christianity has determined its own manner of objectifying the content of this
feeling. This self-objectification is what Schleiermacher calls ‘theological science’; but, we
have to be cautious in understanding what Schieiermacher intends by this term since, as

the above quotation indicates, he assumes that none of the products of reason can shed

light on the Christian faith as it is in itself:

The peculiarity of the Christian Church can neither be comprehended and
deduced by purely scientific methods nor be grasped by mere empirical
methods. For no science can by means of mere ideas reach and elicit what
is individual, but must always stop short with what is in general. Just as all
so-calied a priori constructions in the realm of history come to grief over the
task of showing that what has been in such-and-such wise deduced from
above is actually identical with the historically given--so it is undeniably here
alsc. And the purely empirical method, on the other hand, has neither

® GF, p. 3.
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standard nor formula for distinguishing the essential and permanent from
the changeable and contingent.*®

Thus, the methods construsted within the limits of reason alone cannot explicate what lies
within the realm of religious feeling. Reason imports into its methodological reflection
ideas that arise from outside of feeling’s parameters. Consequently, Schigiermacher will
not allow himself the methodological vantage point of an ‘objective’ or ‘transcendental’
observer peeping into and dispassionately analysing the Christian religion, as we might
find in Husserl, for example, if he had gotten past writing introductions to phenomenology.
Rather, the most reason can do is to assist in the demarcatio: and definition of what is
essentially a science of the feeling of dependence.*” Thus, ". . . since the preliminary
process of defining a science cannot belong to the science itself, i follows that none of
the propositions which will appear in this part can themselves have a dogmatic
character."*® With this recognition of what is essentially a limitation inherent in any
methodological definition of a subject matter, Schleiermacher will ‘let down’ the brackets

which he has set around his subject matter and ‘borrow’ propositions "which belong to

5 |bid., pp. 3-4.

47 1n chapter four, we will see how Hegel's philosophy of religion is essentially a sclence of Spirit arising out of theclogy's science
of faith, with his distinction between faith and feeling constituting the essential point of difference between the methodolegies of
his philosophy of refigion and Schleiermacher's dogmatics. The term ‘science’ {Wissenschafl] is used by Hegel and Schieiermacher,
and, consequently, by us in its broadest sense, that is, as a systematic body of knowledge. Indeed, neither Hegel nar
Schleiermacher equate ‘science’ with the type of ‘deduction’ found in the empirical methods in the natural sciences. See OR, p.
132 and LPR1, 1824, pp. 257-259, VPR1, pp. 165-167.

3 CF, p. 2. Quentin Lauer expresses the same point about the act of defining and its relaticn to science in his essay 'The
Phenomenon of Reason', in Essays in Hegelian Dialectic, (New York: Fordham University Press, 1977): "in the pedagogy of the
physical sciences it has become relatively easy in modern times to define, prior to scientific investigation, the particular science with
which ons is concerned . .. * {p. 18). But Lauer continues to mave past Schieiermacher’s acknowledgement of this limitation of
science by making what is essentially Hegel’s point about the scientific character of philosaphy: “In regard to philosophy, however,
this is not the case. Here, we might say, we cannot be told ahead of time what philosophy is because the very doing of philosophy
is a prerequisite for understanding what one is doing, and defining philosophy itself s a philosophical task, in a way in which
defining science or mathematics is not a scientific or mathematical task.” {p. 18). This ability of philosophy to define itself will

become the main point of our discussion of Hegel's philosophy of religion as a ‘science of Spifit’ with its hermeneutic of ‘the witness
of the Splrt' in chapter four.
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other scientific studies, in this case to Ethics, Philosophy of Religion, and Apologetics."*®

By borrowing propositions from these three ‘outside’ perspectives, Schleiermacher has
available to him provisional linguistic intermediaries between his reflection and the content
of feeling to help him shed light on and illuminate the inner parameters of his science of
feeling. Indeed, these ‘borrowings’ allow Schleiermacher to construct his science of
feeling in the form of what has been traditionally called a dogmatics or what
Schieiermacher himself will also call the ‘doctrine of faith’ [Glaubenslehre]. One suspects
that if he did not accept some notions from reason he would have had tc remain mute,

especially since, as we will see, thinking itself lies outside of the inner sphere of feeling.

As we can see, Schieiermacher thinks he can now justifiably use as the focus of
The Christian Faith, the ‘church’, a term which Schieiermacher says he borrows from the
philosophical field of ethics:*

Now the general concept of ‘Church’, if there really is to be such a concept,

must be derived principally from Ethics, since in every case ‘Church’ is a

society which originates only through free human action and which can only
such continue to exist.”’

At the same time, Schieiermacher observes, if his science is to keep itself centred
on what is unique in Christian religious feeling, it should look at the Christian ‘church’ as

that “form of organization’ or ‘society’ in which the peculiar type of Christian religious

¥ CF, p. 5.
® eor Sehleiarmacher, the church is possible only through the prior ethical relationship of the family. CF, p. 28.

U |bid., p. 3.
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feeling is manifested. Thus, we can see it is Schleiermacher’s intention to ‘borrow’ the
term ‘church’ from ethics only to point to the ‘form of organization’ which circumdates ine
collective religiosity of a group of individuals who join together to share their peculiar
religiosity, that is, their religious self-consciousness. Schleiermacher writes:

Every such relatively closed religious communion, which forms an ever self-
renewing circulation of the religious self-consciousness within certain definite
limits, and a propagation of the religious emotions arranged and organized

within the same Iimits, so that there can be some kind of definite

understanding as to which individuals belong to it and which do not--this we
designate a Church.>?

Schieiermacher takes further care in establishing the iimits of his provisional use
of the term ‘church’ by observing that it could be understood in conjunction with the term
‘state’. For Schleiermacher, this connection is obvious since both the church and the
state are concrete formal expressions of éommunity which arise sui generis out of its
collective experience. But, since his science is concerned only with the inner life of
religious community, the correlation of church and state as expressed in the civil side of
a community’s life is not an issue. Thus, for Schleiermacher, the outer, civil life of the
community falls outside of the range of his concern and must be set aside as an area of
interest belonging properly to the domain of inquiry called the ‘philosophy of right’.>
Also, the other main consideration that comes to mind when one thinks about the

‘church’--that it stands in relation tc other similar ‘churches’ to which it should be

compared--is to be excluded from the considerations of dogmatics proper:

82 [hid., p. 29,

8 This stands in marked contrast with Hegel's concern with culfus as that which encompasses both the inner and outer aspects
of religion (see: chapter one, p. 58, n. 116).
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. the task of thus exhibiting in a conceptually exhaustive way, according
to their affinities and gradations, the totality of ali those ‘Churches’ which are
distinguished from each other by peculiar differences of basis--this would
be the task of a special branch of historical science, which should be
exclusively designated Philosophy of Religion; just as, perhaps the name of
Philosophy of Right would best be reserved for an analogous critical study
which, as bearing on the generai conception of the State, is developed in
forms of civic organization.®
Besides, such an activity would best be undertaken, Schleiermacher points out, in
conjunction with the theological field of apologetics, which "would lay down as foundation
a description of the peculiar essence of Christianity and its relation to other
‘Churches’."® Thus, apologetics is similar to the philosophy of religion--they "take the
same road"--but with the important methodological difference that apologetics drops all
considerations that do not "directly contribute to the purpose of ascertaining the nature
of Christianity.”®® Indeed, in Schieiermacher’s view, the philosopher of religion could not
possibly understand the actual genesis of the feeling of a religious commurity not his/her
own, let alone know what goes on insice the religious consciousness of an individual
member of a particular religious community.’” On the other hand, apologetics
undertakes precisely this task; it presents the contents of the religion as truth from inside

the religion. This inner, experiential side, or what Schleiermacher calls ‘subjective’ or

‘inward religion’, must be understood alongside its ‘common’, outer side, ‘objective’ or

* Jbid., p. 4. Hegel would agree with this description of the philesaphy of religion insofar as it does cover all the various religions
in the scope of its description, but not as a histary of religion. See his comments on the history of religion, LPR1, 1821, pp. 198-199;
VPR1, pp. 107-108.

* ibid., p. 24.
* Ibid., p. 4.

 as we have seen, Hegel makes a similar point; see the Introduction, p. 15, n. 31.
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‘outward religion’.?® Indeed, objective religion as "tne organization of the communicative
expressions of piety in a community” needs to be scrutinized as the outgrowth of “the
total content of the religious emotions, as they actually occur in individuals," that is,
subjective religion.®® Thus, for Schleiermacher, the term ‘church’ is now to be
understood as signifying the ‘outer’ form of organization through which the ‘inner’
personal and individual religious feeling is publicly articulated and constellated. Hereafter,
Schleiermacher will intend this term t© mean only the ‘objective’ or ‘outer’ superstructure
which encapsulates within its scope ali aspects, both inner and outer, of the lives of its
constituent members:

Each particular form of communal piety has both an outward unity, as a

fixed fact of history with a definite commencement, and an inward unity, as

a particular modification of that general character which is common to all

developed faiths of the same kind and level; and it's from both of these

taken together that the peculiar essence of any particular form is to be
discerned.®

This means that it is important for us to remember that, for Schleiermacher, the
objective and subjective are two aspects of one overall unity, and thus, his dogmatics will
not talk of the superstructure of the ‘church’ without first seeking its infrastructure in the
‘peculiar essence’ of its religious feeling. Indeed, for Schleilermacher, doctrines, the lines
of ecclesiastical authority, rites, and all other outward manifestations of a communal

religiosity are not to be conceived as rooted in some transcendent reality, ‘outside of the

 CF, p. 30.
5 ibid.

% |bid., p. 44.
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community’ and its life, but, rather, as emanating from within the actual religious feeling
of its individual constituents. Thus, for Schielermacher, any discussion of the dogmatics
of the Christian church must take as its starting point the peculiar essence of feeling
found in individual Christians and which, taken together, form the Christian church.
However, the commonality of the pisty experienced by Christians does not rule out that
there may be other, non-Christian forms of religious feeling.  Consequently,
Schieiermacher observes:

Our proposition does not assert, but it does tacitly presuppose the
possibility, that there are other forms of piety which are related to
Christianity as different forms on the same level of development, and thus
so far are similar. But this does not contradict the conviction, which we

assume every Christian to possess, of the exclusive superiority of
Christianity.®’

Now that Schieiermacher has identified the religious feeling of the individual
Christian as the fount and source of the Christian church, this religiosity and its
epiphenomenon, the church, are now open to systematic and scientific explication and
as "material for scientific knowledge," can be described and "their proper place in the total
field of human life" determined. Indeed, the Church must be examined in light of its
“essential business," "piety."®> But, in order to accurately understand the relationship
of piety and the church at its most fundamental level, the relation of piety to other aspects
of human being must be explicated. These are: (1) Feeling, Doing, and Knowing, and (2)

immediate and mediate self-consciousness.

“ bid,, p. 33.

2 4hid., p. B.
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6. Feeling, Doing, and Knowing

At the beginning of the section, The Conception of the Church: Propositions

Borrowed from Ethics, Schleiermacher sets forth the following: "The piety which forms
the basis of all ecclesiastical communions is, considered purely in itself, neither a Knowing
nor a Doing, but a modification of Feeling, or of immediate self-consciousness."® Thus,
Schleiermacher ‘lets down’ his methodological brackets to discuss piety in relation to
three fundamental faculties of human being: Feeling, Doing, and Knowing. Within the
Christian context, the faculty of feeling is equivalent to piety, knowing to Christian belief,
and doing as Christian action. Schleiermacher, however, excludes what he calls the
‘traditional fourth’, thinking, because he construes it as lying outside of the triad of inner
relations readily identifiable within the scope of expression of the Christian church.
According to Schieiermacher, the interrelation of feeling/piety, knowing/belief, and
doing/action constitutes the whole of a human life. Life, Schleiermacher posits, *. . . is
to be conceived as an alternation between an abiding-in-self and a passing-beyond-selif
on the part of the subject."® On the basis of this alternation of ‘abiding-in-self’ and
‘passing-beyond’ Schleiermacher then allocates specific functions to each of these three
constitutive moments of human life: knowing and feeling are modes of ‘abiding-in-self’,
that is, they are interior to the subject; whereas doing is a mode of ‘passing-beyond-self’,
that is, it is open to the scrutiny of other feeling and thinking subjects. Although the

internality of both feeling and knowing appear to stand over and against the externality

 |bid., p. 5.

* ibid., p. 8.
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of doing, Schieiermacher notes that knowing passes over into doing insofar as ‘Knowing’
is "possession of knowledge," an ‘act’ which becomes "real” by concretizing itself by
inforniing and directing action in the external world. Feeling, on the other hand, remains
unique in its exclusive, subjective form of ‘abiding-in-self’, that is, as receptivity, (which we
will discuss in terms of immediate self-consciousness). As we mentioned earlier,
Schleiermacher finds that the possibility of a fourth faculty (thinking) or, he adds, a third
form which embraces ‘abiding-within-self’ and ‘passing-beyond-self', would be to mistake
how these aspects of human being interact with each other:

. . . the unity of these is indeed not one of the two or the three themselves;

but no one can place this unity alongside of these others as a co-ordinate

third or fourth entity. The unity rather is the essence of the subject itself,

which manifests itself in those severally different forms, and is thus, to give

it a name which in this particular connection is permissable, their common

foundation. Simitarly, on the other hand, every actual moment of life, in its

total content, is a complex of these two or three, though two of them may

be present only in vestige or in germ.®®
Since there is the possibility of these ‘three’ or ‘two’ interacting in a mutual ‘complex’ of
ways, we must see how Schleiermacher conceives of their interaction as originating in a
common underlying experiential ground which binds them together. Of course, of these

three faculties, feeling is this ground. It is the primogenial source of doing and knowing,

in the same way as sensibility is the ground of representation and reflection in Hegel.

7. Feeling, Piety, and Immediate Self-Consciousness

As we all experience and know, there are many ‘dispositions’ and ‘determinacies’

of ‘feeling’ of which piety is but one; for example, affective feeling, attitudinal feeling,

* Ibid.
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specific localized feeling. By ‘piety’, Schieiermacher has in mind the mode of feeling
found in both Spinoza and Spener as the centre of religion; that is, piety as devotion,
reverence, and obedience to Gud.*® As such, the feeling-tone of the picus disposition
is determined by its sense of dependency on an absolute Other, on God: *What is
common to all pious emotions, hence the essence of piety, is this, that we are conscious

of ourselves as utterly dependent, i.e., that we feel ourselves to be dependent upon

GOd.“67

Thus, the essence of piety, like that of any other ‘determinacy of feeling’, hinges
on and is conditioned by its relation to a distinctive object. Phenomenologically, all
dispositions and determinacies of feeling arise from consciousness of something,
something which {or whose) presence to consciousness is passively received as an
individual something over and against consciousness, as we saw in Hegel’s description
of sensibility. No cognition (knowing) or action {doing} need take place nor are they
necessarily present. But, unlike other feelings, "pious feeling, in all its configurations,
however varied, is always a pure feeling of dependence" and, consequently,
consciousness cannot and does not set itself in a "relationship of reciprocal action” and,
thus, into an "equalization with the co-determiner."®® Indeed, consciousness’s reaction

to its feelings and its objects is not the same in every case. Indeed, there are degrees

% Spinoza, for example, in Theologico-Political Treatise, on. cit., defines 'piety" in this manner: *. .. a man is pious or impious
in his beliefs only insofar as he is thereby incited o obedience, or derives from them license to sin and rebel.” (pp. 180-181).

“ Texts, p. 219.

% Jbid., p. 220.
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of ‘equalization’ of the feeling of consciousness with its ‘co-daterminer’ and this means
that there are degrees of the intensity of feeling on the side of consciousness. These
gradations of feeling are due to the degree of the intensity of the ‘influential action’ of the
object upon consciousness. Thus, the more intense the action of the object upon
consciousness, the more consciousness finds itself in a subordinate position to its object
and its reaction less in strength to that of its object. Piety, as the ‘pure feeling of

dependence’, denotes the greatest degree of intensity.

At the same time as an object, regardless of its intensity, is present to feeling, the
immediate awareness that feeling brings to consciousness folds back into itself as
consciousness of being conscious of itself. Thus, this enfolding of consciousness into
self-consciousness is itselfimmediate. In this way, immediate self-consciousness is a self-
contained region of human being. Indeed, immediate self-consciousness, &s an aspect
of human being, encloses all other aspects of human being, all its experiences and
knowing and doing, within a totality, or ‘world’ as we called it in our discussion of On
Religion. Thus, we can see that for Schieiermacher feeling configures the sense of the
‘world’ of consciousness for self-consciousness on the basis of its reception of objects:

There is no pure self-consciousness which comes forth as filling a portion

of time, no self-consciousness in which one would be conscious only of

one’s pure | in itself, but, rather, always in reference to something, whether

that something may be one or many, whether determinately grasped or
indeterminate.®®

™ |bid., p. 219.
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As we can see, it is important for us to realize that for Schleiermacher the
consciousness of self has to be always described as in relation to its object and not as
some thing, reified as ‘pur2’ or as indenendent of and prior to feeling. Thus, self-
consciousness is only the presentation of the ‘being for itself of the individual®
represented as centred around an ‘' or ‘Ego’.’® But, this self-positing through
representation of an ‘I' or ‘Ego’ is not part of immediate self-consciousness proper
because immediate self-consciousness in itself “is not representation but in the proper

sense feeling."”

Now that Schleiermacher has established that immediate self-consciousness is
equivalent to feeling in general, he observes that some of . . . these feelings approach
pious feelings" inasmuch as the essence of piety is to be found in the feeling of
dependency on its object, God. Indeed, the more the determination of a feeling is
weighted towards a one-sided emphasis and dependency on its object as something

greater than it is in and by itself, the more it is pious.

in this gradation such feelings stand nearest to pious feelings, and are
founded upon a relationship of the purest possible dependence, such as
that of the child upon the father and that of the citizen upon his native fand
and its rulers. Nevertheless, that dependence is also felt already as a
gradually diminishing and self-extinguishing dependence, and the individual,
without cancelling the relationship, can even to some extent react to, and
to some extent exert a governing influence upon, his native land and its
rulers; and this dependence is thus felt as a partial dependence, compatible
with reciprocal action, if only in a transitory way.”?

0 |bid.
' CF, pp. 67.

2 Texts, p. 220
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Thus, even as some feelings approach the intensity of piety, consciousness finds itself
only in ‘partial dependency’ on its ¢ oject in relation to its ability to act upon its object.
Even the ‘world as the totality of ali bodily and spiritual finite being’ can be reconfigured
by consciousness’s reaction to it and not solely by the primordial configuration which
arises through the moment of immediate self-consciousness of an object in feeling. This
feeling of partial dependency is then also a ‘consciousness of freedom’. Moreover, in this
‘freedom’, consciousness can express its reconfiguration of its overall world through
concrete acton in the world and through its knowing, which, as we have seen, can pass
over into concrete action by influencing and directing action. However, when it comes
to the feeling of dependency on God found in piety proper even the possibility of a slowly
evaporating sense of dependency vanishes. In its stead is a sense of something which
lies outside the parameters of the ‘world’ as totality of all finite being, something which is
infinite:
As regards the identification of absolute independence with ‘relation to God’
in our proposition: this is to be understood in the sense that the Whence
of our receptive and active existence, as implied in this self-consciousness,
is to be designated by the word ‘God’, and that this is for us the really
original signification of that word. In this connection we have first or all to
remind ourselves that, as we have seen in the foregoing discussion, this

‘Whence’ is not the world, in the sense of the totality of temporai existence,
and still less is it any single part of the world.”

Because of the experiential reality of the ‘simple and absolute’ presence (of God),
the sense of ‘infinity’ felt by immediate self-consciousness falls outside the self-enclosed

‘infinity’ of the ‘world’ of self-consciousness. But, we must remember that since it is

B CF, p. 16.
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experienced throuch pious feelings, Schleiermacher will maintain that it is still experienced

as prior to knowing and doing:

Piety in itself is neither a knowing [ein Wissen] nor a doing [ein Tun], but
a dispositicii and a determinacy of feeling. . . . | maintain only that feeling
is the seat of piety. However, the claim that {eeling is only an
accompaniment, is contrary to experience. Ratner, | expect that everyone
will recall that there are moments in which all thinking and al! acts of the will
take second place to a self-consciousness which is determined in some
specific way.

The term ‘in itself’ implies that some knowing or doing may emerge from
piety as an expression or effect of that piety. Piety can then be known in

both, but is itself neither of them, either in its beginning or in its proper
essence.’*

The term ‘in itself’ thus points to Schieiermacher’s realization that some knowing
or doing may well emerge from piety in the same way as they do from other forms of
feeling. Similarly, it can be found underscoring action and thought, but, yet, is neither
knowing nor doing, either in its beginning or its production of a ‘world’ for consciousness.
And, like feeling in general, the apprehension of a correlation between a finite self and an
infinite other (God), can and does underlie and condition knowing and doing but solely
as ‘effects’ of piety. But with piety, a qualitative difference enters in, a difference which
distinguishes its products or effects from those of all the other forms of feeling. Where
feeling in general is the receptivity of ‘abiding-in-self’, and therefore passive receptivity,
piety has an active side in that immediate self-consciousness’s feeling of utter
dependence which is generated not from itself and its world but from consciousness of

a transcendent infinity. As we can see, then, for Schleiermacher, the pious immediate

™ Texts, p. 215.



101

self-consciousness contains within itself a feeling which points to the presence of an
absolute other, God, as actively independent of the self and its ‘world’. Thus, th..s God
appears on the boundary of immediate self-consciousness as that which is totally outside
of its own self-presencing. This qualitatively different object for consciousness uUproots
the prior relationship of self and world. Indeed, the lived-world of immediate self-
consciousness is now modified in relation to what experientially amounts to an ontologiczl
re-establishment of self-consciousness. To use Paul Tillich’s phrase, a ‘new being’ ushers
forth with immediate self-consciousness and subsequently becomes the new horizon of
consciousness, a field of self-consciousness in which all other forms of feeling and
immediate self-consciousness are subsumed: "Piety is the highest level of human feeling,
the leve!l which assimilates the lower levels within it, but does not exist apart from

them."’®

It is important for us to clarify at this point in our discussion that Schieiermacher
is describing piety in general, not a specific modality of piety, like that found in |
Christianity, just as Hegel did in his description of religious sensibility in the 1821 Concept
of Religion. For Schieiermacher, all particular manifestations of piety share a common
essence, the sense of dependency on God as the outside ‘infinite’ whose presence
impinges on self-consciousness. But, it also must be noted that since piety has its ‘seat
in feeling’, its tone varies according to the empirical factors involved in a given moment

of consciousness. Indeed, this feeling of dependence is super-imposed over the already

* |bid., p. 222,
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present sensible consciousness and its feeling of partial freedom from and partial
dependence on the empirical world. Thus, Schleiermacher says:

.. . it thereby becomes a particular religious emotion, and being in another
moment related to a different datum, it becomes a different religious
emotion; yet so that the essential element, namely, the feeling of absolute
deperdence, is the same in both, and thus throughout the whole series,
and the difference arises simply from the fact that it becomes a different
moment when it goes along with a different determination of the sensible

self-consciousness. It remains always, however, a moment of higher
power. . ..”°

Because of piety’s seat in sensible self-consciousness, another major set of
antitheses, pleasure and pain, which are grounded as well in immediate self-
consciousness and which accompany its feeling of dependency and freedom, are in turn
modified in light of the pious feeling of dependency and freedom. As existential modalities

of feeling, pain and pleasure now are cast as religious feelings accompanying each other

and elevated into a dialectic of ‘joy’ and ‘suffering’:

And thus it is by no means that the case that the pleasant and the
unpleasant, which exist in the sensible feeling, impart the same character
to the feeling of absolute dependence. On the contrary, we often find,
united in one and the same moment (as a clear sign that the two grades
are not fused into each other or neutralized by each other so as to become
a third) a sorrow of the lower and a joy of the higher self-consciousness;
as, e.g., whenever with a feeling of suffering there is combined a trust in
God. But the antithesis attaches to the higher self-consciousness, because
it is the nature of the latter to become temporal, to manifest itself in time, by
entering into a relation with the sensible self-consciousness so as to
constitute a moment. Thatis to say: as the emergence of this higher self-
consciousness at all means an enhancement of life, so whenever it emerges
with ease, to enter into relation with a sensible determination, whether
pleasant or unpleasant, this means an easy progress of that higher life, and
bears, by comparison, the stamp of joy. And as the disappearance of the

'8 CF, pp. 22-23.
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higher consciousness, if it could be perceived, would mean a diminution of
life, so wherever it emerges with difficulty, this approximates to an absence
of it, and can only be felt as an inhibition of the higher life.””

Thus, we can see that Schleiermacher finds a new form of consciousness has
been circumscribed by the feeling of dependence. This new consciousness, the ‘higher’
consciousness Schleiermacher alludes to in the just-quoted paragraph, is God-
consciousness. Because it is structured on the basis of consciousness of God, this
‘higher’ consciousness structures all other relations within its terms. However, there is
another level of consciousness, the ‘lower’, finite and sensuous consciousness. its
contents may, in fact, become transfigured into the contents of the higher consciousness
or it may find itself not concerned with, even alienated from, ‘God’ to the extent that ‘God’
may be totally absent from it. This ‘lower’ consciousness thus corresponds to what
theologically has been called the ‘natural’ side of man; ‘higher’ consciousness

corresponds to what has been traditionally designated the ‘spiritual side of man. -

For Schieiermacher, it would be wrong to hold that the higher, spiritual
consciousness which arises from the God-consciousness of the feeling of dependency
must always bear the same intensity or be expressed in the same ways. As we noted
earlier, sensible self-consciousness (feeling) is ever present. Consequently, since the
lower consciousness quite ‘naturally’ comes upon the absence of an empirical object

called God in its lived-experience, higher self-consciousness does not always coincide

" |bid., pp. 23-24.
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with lower self-consciousness, or, to put it another way, higher self-consciousness simply
does not cancel lower self-consciousness. Rather, the alternation between higher self-
consciousness and lower self-consciousness "forms the feeling-content of every religious
life."”® Thus, “in its actual occurrence" higher self-consciousness 'is never separated
from the lower, and through its combination therewith in a single moment it participates

in the antithesis of the pleasant and the unpleasant."”

By thus describing sensible and religious consciousness Schleiermacher’s
description does not attempt to suppress the impact of natural consciousness as the
most primordial consciousness of reality that is human being in the world. To do so,
would be to misconstrue consciousness’s need to intend empirical objects in order to
exist as consciousness. But, even though lower consciousness, with its finite object, is
the source of the human self-awareness in relation to a natural world, it is not the source
of the natural world as far as ‘higher’ consciousness, with its infinite, ‘outside’ object, God,
is concerned. And, even though higher consciousness finds God in its feeling of absolute
dependence, it does not feel itself to be the source of this God-consciousness. For
Schieiermacher, to think that feeling is the sole source of God-consciousness would
involve making the mistake of identifying consciousness of God with God himself. Hence,

God would no longer be truly an infinite infinite, but a finite infinite, a mere projection of

® |bid,

" Ibid., p. 18.
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consciousness. To think this would defeat Schieiermacher’s purpose in rendering a

dogmatics based on the ontological ground of the feeling of dependence.

8. The Relations of Religion and Cognition in Dogmatics

So far we can see that Hegel's and Schleiermacher’s descriptions of the ground
of religion differ not only in terminology, but, most importantly, in terms of their
understanding of when thinking and knowing occur in relation to feeling. This difference
now becomes manifest in the difference in purpose in their respective enterprises. Aswe
saw in chapter one, Hegel not only wants to describe religion as a complete
concatenation of human being, but also that he wants to show how reason and religion
are to be considered as reconciled in philosophy’s conceptual thinking. Schieiermacher’s
purpose in writing a dogmatics, on the other hand, is to demarcate what is actually
contained in higher consciousness, on the basis of deliberately retaining the integrity of
consciousness of God as found in the feeling of dependence. This means that for
Schleiermacher, unlike Hege!, his concepts cannot and do not capture the nature of God
in their grasp. For God is both inside and cutside of human consciousness, as we noted
at the end of the last section. Indeed, Schieiermacher assumes that "religious men know
that it is only in speech that they cannot avoid the anthropomorphic."® Thus, he admits
that human beings cannot help but cast God in their own image which they then
systematize in the form of dogmatics. However, it is clear that for Schleiermacher any

work of dogmatics is inherently limited because the experience of God falls outside of the

 hid., p. 26.
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natural range of self-consciousness’s self-containment, unlike Hegel whose philosophy
of religion finds for itself that the experience of God can only be fully described by
philosophy as within the enclosure of "self-consciousness of absolute spirit."®' As we
can surmise, then, the necessity of anthropomorphisms is apparently not an obstacle for
Schleiermacher, but, presumably, a part of the reality of human being that dogmatics
reflects. Indeed, Schleiermacher assumes that the language of dogmatics can point to
the true infinity of God: "Dogmatic propositions are doctrines of the descriptively didactic
type, in which the highest possible degree of definiteness is aimed at."%* Thus,
Schleiermacher proposes that human beings can create descriptions {which instruct) but
also can order scientifically [wissenschaftiiche] their talk about God. He thus asserts:
"Dogmatics is essentially a systematic configuration which must be exhibited in the

dialectical character of language and in the methodical [systematischen] character of

ordering."®®

M s we will see in chapter four, the 1824 |ectures will define religion, not just from the viewpoint of the finite subject but from
the viewpoint of absalute spirit. Thus, Hegel will say, refigion is "the self-consciousness of absolute spirit.” Indeed, *. . . religion is
not the affair of the single human being, . . ." in fact, *. . . finite consciousness is a moment of absolute spirit itself. Absolute Spirit
is what differentiates and determines itself, i.e., it posits itself as finite consciousness. Consequently it is not from the standpoint
of finite consciousness that we consider religion.” [LPR1, 1824, pp. 318-319; VPRI, p. 222.] We can see that 'self’ in this sense
means the self-knowing of Spirit through the medium of human consciousness. We can therefore see that Schieiermacher’s notion
of self-consciousness differs from Hegel's in two significant ways: {1} Schleiermacher's notion of ‘self’ implied in the term ‘self-
consclousness’ rafers to a single humnan self; Hegel clearly refers to and includes both God and human consciousness as part of
Spirit's ‘'self* (2) Schleiermacher’s notion of 'self’ also means, as Terence N. Tice putsit: *. .. religion involves an immediate relation
to God-—or, more broadly stated, to "the deity.™ As a relatedness of the whole undivided self, 1t is an act of immediate self-
constiousness.* [‘Schleiermacher’s Conception of Religion: 1899 to 1831, p. 351. My emphasis.] As we have seen in chapter one,
Hegel depicts the self at this level as already divided-"1 am the conflict.” At the same tirne, the self knows itself an unity in and
through its thought of God. Thus, this finite self-conzciousness is a mediated immediate self-consciousness. [See chapter one, pp.
38-44. See also Hegel's comments on the relation between immediate and mediated knowledge: LPR1, 1827, p. 173, VPRI, pp.
82-83; LPR1, 1824, p. 305; VPR1, p. 209; LPR1, 1827, pp. 407-413; VPR1, pp. 301-308.] Even though Schleiermacher is also talking
of an Inner bifurcation of the self, which, at the same time, is an immediate unity, he does not seem to allow that the mediating
activity of thought is present, as does Hegel.

® |hid,, p. 47.

B Texts, pp. 227-228, For some reason, von der Luft translates wissenschafiliche as 'systematic' and systematischen as
‘methodical’ throughout his translations. Although these renderings do not violate the sense of what Schleiermacher is saying, it
would be more appropriate to translate wissenschaftliche as ‘scientific’ and systematischen as ‘systematic’, in keeping with our
understanding of ‘science'; see this chapter, n. 44.
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Dogmatics thus attempts to be the form of knowing which remains closest to what
is experienced in the feeling of absolute dependency at its highest level. At the same
time, it scientifically and systematically orders what is pointed to by the
anthropomorphisms language uses in its speech about what is contained in higher
consciousness. Thus, it is Schieiermacher’s opinion that dogmatics can open itself up

to all that is generated by religious feeling and explicate this content.

In a direct reference to philosophy and, presumably, to Hegel, Schleiermacher
makes it clear that his systematic explication will not indulge in ‘speculative’ thinking or
in logical deduction of the truths it is describing because " . . no philosophical proofs and
no falling back upon speculative doctrines can occur in dogmatics."®* These activities
fall outside of the scope of what legitimately belongs to higher self-consciousness.
Indeed, speculation and logical proofs may be part of that of which human being is
capable, but they do not keep to what is contained in higher self-consciousness. All the
predicates that human beings have predicated of God--such as his omniscience,
omnipotence, eternal and infinite nature--can be and have been thought of as objective
qualities of God, which exist ‘out there’, independent of our experience. Yet, those who
engage in speculation and the proofs of God'’s existence (ke Hegel) talk as if these
predicates are totally comprehended by human being. As we have noted, Schleiermacher
feels that our talk of God cannot correspond directly to the true nature of God as he is

‘in himself’, because God-consciousness occurs in the nonrational core of religion, piety.

™ |bid,, p. 228.
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Therefore, God cannot be ‘known'. As José Huertas-Jourda said, in pinpointing the

starting point of Heidegger’s Being and Time, "Being overflows the categorical glance";*

so, for Schieiermacher, consciousness of God truly grounded in the pious feeling of

absolute dependency cannot fully grasp God in language. Thus, for Schleiermacher,

contra Hegel, God overflows the boundaries of human consciousness.

Schieiermacher will acknowledge that God is ‘eternal’, which is a synonym for the
more anthropomorphic conception of ‘timelessness’ which is opposite to our own
experience; that is, God is not subject to motion or change. As well, Schleiermacher
allows that God is ‘omnipresent’, if this term is understood as ‘spacelessness’ above and
beyond finite location. Indeed, God's omnipresence can be said to be also that of
permeating the world with his presence. But Schleiermacher qualifies this sense of
omnipresence by holding that the presence of God is itself dependent on the hurnan
experience of God as he who situates himself within human experience independently of
any rational effort of consciousness. Indeed, Schleiermacher says, God discloses himself

as supra-rational. Thus, this supra-rationality of God limits Schleiermacher’s discourse

in The Christian Faith to explicating religion within the limits of feeling alone:

Therefore this supra-rationality implies that a true appropriation of Christian
dogmas cannot be brought about by scientific means, and thus lies outside
the realm of reason: it can only be brought about through each man willing
to have the experience for himself . . . it can only be apprehended by the

love which wills to perceive. In this sense the whole of Christian doctrine
is supra-rational,®®

B José Huertas-Jourda, lectures on Being and Time, Winter Term, 1979, Wilirid Laurier University.

% CF, p. 67.
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9. Mediate Self-Consciousness and the Christian Church

In section 42, Schleiermacher provides what amounts 1o a summary of his
descriptions of religious consciousness as he has determined thus far. Also included in
this summation is an affirmation of the basic methodology that he has employed so far

in The Christian Faith:

Insofar as our self-consciousness, as that which feels itself dependent,
includes the world, and on the other hand, insofar as we feel ourselves
dependent because of the supreme Being co-established within this self-
consciousness; the relation of the world to God is expressed in this state
of mind itself, and God can only be described to the extent that this
relationship is described.®’

As we can see, Schleiermacher’s method will continue to be descriptive, but with
the added advantage that its subject matter, ‘relationship with God', has been
distinguished from all other divergent subject matters and that the path that it will follow--
describing Christian dogmatics in light of this relationship--has been cleared of
unnecessary philosophical {and theological) obstructions. Moreover, this description is
now to be seen as arising from, yet remaining inside, Christian religious consciousness,
innocent of speculative philosophy and other non-relevant ideas and ideologies. But, the
innocence of this inner descriptive articulation has to be maintained with the greatest
diligence: "But, if our presentation is to remain pure, we must everywhere be on our
guard not to assert anything about God or the world which cannot be immediately

demonstrated as a content of our self-consciousness."®®

* Texts, p. 238.

“ Ibid.
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Importantly, Schieiermacher uses the third person, ‘our’, in this l2st quotation {o
indicate that what he is about to describe as Christian dogmatics is the result of a self-
consciousness whose knowledge of the Christian religion is mediated in, with, and
through the presence of other self-consciousnesses. Indeed, in talking about the origin

of the Christian Church, Schieiermacher contends:

. . . at the same time a mutual influence is provided for, is due not only to
the fact that in each there remains much of the world, against which the
common activity of the rest must be brought to bear; but also to the fact
that, as none credits himself with a complete and perfect apprehension of
Christ, each individual regards that of others as complementary to his own;
and so a mutual and reciprocal presentation results. From this everything

must be derivable that can be represented as an element in the life of the
Church.®

Schleiermacher’s Christian dogmatics, in this sense, is not only the science of feeiing of

what is disclosed through the intersubjective religiosity of mediated self-consciousness

as expressed in the church. Even though feeling of absolute dependence and the
consciousness of relation to God is ‘inside’ of each individual self-consciousness, as
Schleiermacher has shown, it is now necessary for Schleiermacher to display that it is
also revealed through apperception of and empathy for the religious feeling of others
which appears as analogous to our own religious feeling. Indeed, the God-consciousness

and God—relationship of others is revealed to us through what amounts to what we can

® CF, p. 532. Indeed, Schisiermacher says that this mediated knowledge of Christ is an "essential element": *The religious self-
cansciousness, like every essential element in human nature, leads necessarily in its development to fellowship or communion, . . .
CF, p. 26. My emphasis. But, this mediated knowledge is in no way a mediated immediate knowledge of God, as Hegel describes.
(See chapter one, pp.38-44, and chapter two p. 107, n. 207.) On the contrary, for Schigiermacher the individual subject's immediate
self-consciousness is priof to the mediation involved in fellowship.
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call a ‘phenomenological physiognomy’; that is, what the other person feels (not only
religiously, but in other ways as well) is made apparent "by means of facial expression,
gesture, tones, and (indirectly) words; and so becomes to other people a revelation of
the inward."®® Thus, an individual’s inwardness is brought into view for other people
insofar as other people see an individual's inwardness ‘inscribed’ in, with, and through
the phenomenon of the body. But, what is divulged through this public phenomenon is
also disclosed as a personal configuration. In this way, continuous unveiling of personal
configurations and perspectives not my own constitutes intersubjectivity. Intersubjectivity,
in this sense, is like a blanket of perspectives laid over the ‘world’ of immediate self-
consciousness. Indeed, incividual, immediate self-consciousness is both encircled by the
perspectives of other self-consciousnesses contemporary to it and continually immersed
in and affected by these subjectivities. Thus, the field of awareness of the immediate self-
consciousness enlarges to include in its scope what is deemed meaningful within the ‘our’
of intersubjectivity. What had previously presented itself to immediate self-consciousness
as a complete constellation of experience, i.e., of God-consciousness, is no longer a
private, isolated pocket of individual, immediate self-consciousness. Now, it is mediated
through the presence of others and becomes mediated self-consciousness, that folding
over of the self upon the self which only can occur through the intercession and revelation
present in the appearance of other selves. In this way, the self's knowledge of its
relationship with God also becomes mediated through its knowledge of God's relationship

to these other selves.

“CF, p. 27,
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Having recognized the communal scope of religiosity, Schleiermacher adjusts his
description to encompass it. This, then, is the place of the church in dogmatics. The
church is the expression of communal piety. But to maintain the innocence of his
descriptive methodology is a difficult task in light of the many variations of religiosity
expressed in the churches of the human world. Monotheism, polytheism, sven atheism,
are all articulations of relationship to God. As we have seen, Schleiermacher has
indicated that his descriptive methodology reduces the many different paths of inquiry into
religion possible to the description of the inward character of religious experience. But,
now, the other aspect of this methodology--not to appeal to any experience which falls
outside of a ‘relationship to God’--comes into play. There must be identifiable a common
core of religiosity, & unique experience of the feeling of absolute dependence that marks
off Christian communal piety from all other communal pieties and which pulls individuals
together into the Christian church. Schieiermacher is unequivocal about what that urique,

core experience is:

There is no other way of gaining participation in the Christian communion
than through faith in Jesus as the Redeemer.”’

Thus, the Christian church is formed on the basis of the personal relations of
conscious subjects who share a common object of faith, Jesus Christ. As we will discuss
in relation to Hegel's 1824 Introduction to the Concept of Religion, Schleiermacher’s

christology will display ‘Jesus Christ’ as the ‘archetype of humanity’. But, let us now

° Ibid., p. 68.
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examine Hage!'s Foreword to Hinrichs’ Religionsphilosophie in which Hegel responds to

those sections of The Christian Faith we have just discussed.




Chapter Three

UNVEILING FAITH AND SPIRIT:
HEGEL’S CRITICISM OF SCHLEIERMACHER IN THE FOREWORD'

1. Introduction

With the publication of the first half of Schleiermacher’s The Christian Faith in <une,

1821, Hegel finds it necessary to address Schleiermacher’s ‘theology of feeling’ directly.
As we noted at the beginning of chapter two Hegel had indirectly addressed
Schleiermacher in his 1821 publication, The Philosophy of Right, when he attacked Fries
over the Koetzebue-Sand affair. Hegel also indirectly responded to Schleiermacher in a
number of comments and criticisms intertwined in his discussion of determinate religion
in the 1821 lectures.? Hegel's first direct response to Schleiermacher comes in his 1822

Foreword to Hinrichs’ Die_Religion im inneren Verhdltnisse zur Wissenschatt.

Unfortunately, this direct response is famous not for its content but for its most cutting

polemic against Schieiermacher’s theology of feeling:

Das nackien Wahrheit Schieier machen,

Ist kiuger Theologen Ami,

Und Schieiermacher sind bei so bewandten Sachen,

Die Meister der Dogmatik insgesamt.
A. W. Schlegel, Sammtliche Werke, ed. E. Bécking (Leipzig, 1846/4), 11, 233. Quoted in Karl Barth, The Theoloay of
Schleiermacher, ad. Dietrich Ritschl and tr. Geoffrey W. Bromily, (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1982) p. 186.
(“To make veils for the naked truth is the office of shrewd theologians, and all the masters of dogmatics, skilled in these things, are
Schlelermachers [veil-makers].”) My translation.

2 Thare are three such references in the 1821 manuscript, Determinate Religion. The first reference is to be found in the ‘Cultus.

a The Religion of Sublimity’ [Judaism]: *God's people is the one that he has accepted that they shall fear him, and have the basic
feeling of their dependence, i.e., of iheir servitude.” LPR11, 1821, p. 158; VPR11, p. 64, my emphasis. The second reference is in

the section, ‘The Religion of Expediency or Understanding [Roman religion]. ¢. The More Specific Nature of These Powers and

Dsities in General’; *Human self-seeking < (o) is inwardly determined, human beings in their particularity being infinite purpose for
themnselves; (R)> has the feeling of its dependence, precisely because it is finite, and this feeling is peculiar to it” Ibid., p. 209;
VPR11, p. 115. The third and last reference comes later in the same section: *. . . in the limitation or shertcoming consisting of the

fact that this mode of being lies within the power of an other, in the negative of this positive being, therein lies dependence-and
therein they feal it Ibid., p. 218; VPR11, p. 123, As well, Hege! alludes to The Christian Faith in the 1821 Consummate Peligion:
First, in relation to the attributes of God, LPR111, 1821, p. 75; VPR111, p. 14; second, in relation to the doctrine of the Trinity, Ibid.,
pp. B0-81; VPR111, p. 18; third, in relation to the feeling of dependence as “dependence on nature," Ibid., pp. 83-94; VPR111, pp.
30-31; and, last, In relation to the feeling of dependence as denying “the genuine objectivity of truth,” tbid,, pp. 166-157; VPR111,
p. 92. All these points will be taken up in the 1824 lectures.
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Unfortunately, this direct response is famous not for its content but for its most cutting
polemic against Schleiermacher’s theology of feeling:
If religion in man is based only on feeling, then such a feeling rightly has no
further determination to be the feeling of his dependence, and the dog
would then be the best Christian, for the dog feels most strongly in himself

and lives mainly within this feeling. The dog also has feelings of
redemption, whenever his hunger is satisfied by a bone.?

This commonly-cited® criticism of Schleiermacher by Hegel is a useful entry into
Hegel's conceptual cognition of theology's reflection. But we must avoid the temptation
to treat Hegel's criticism of Schieiermacher, especially as articulated in the ‘dog-passage’,
as a matter of personal animosity or political ditferences.® To do so would not shed any
light on Hege!’s philosophy as it develops in relation to religion and theology in the interim

between the 1821 and the 1824 lectures on the philosophy of religion.

3 | von der Luft's Heael. Hinrichs and Schielermacher: On_Feeling and Reason in Religion, op. cit., there is a German critical
edition of Hegel's Foreword. Because von der Luft's translation of the Foreword is based on this critical edition, | will simply refer
to the pagination of the German right after the English text. For example, the above quotation is referenced as: Texts, p. 260; p.
509, 1think Hegel is being unfair to Schielermacher in the extremely negative tone of this criticism. If we set aside questions of
method, it is clear that Hegel and Schleiermacher agree on the fundarnent of religious consciousness; that is, that religious
consciousness is marked, from its inception, by an inner splitting of human consciousness and, at the same time, by a sense of unity
{of self with God and of self with self). However, Hegel's disagreement with Schleiermacher on any other fundamental aspects of
the religious relationship (e.g., the place of thinking in this fundamental religious relationship and the significance of this location
far the objectivity of knowledge of God), is well-taken and does have serious implications for the relation of philosophy to religion.

* Gep, for example, Richard E. Brandt's The Philosophy af Schieiermacher, (New York: Greenwood Press, 1968), p. 325; Richard
Crouter's Hegel and Schleiermacher at Berlin, op. ¢it,, p. 36; John E. Toews’ Hegelianism, op. ¢it., p. 63.

b |t is possible to construe Hegel's eriticism of Schleiermacher as due to Hegel's supposed reactionary’, ‘right wing' tendencies.
Among those who portray Hegel in this light, are: Karl Popper, The Open Society and its Enemies, (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 1950), and Rudolph Haym, Hegel und seine Zeit, {Bedlin, 1857; reprinted at Hildesheim, 1962). For those who would defend
Hegel against such charges, see: Hegel's Political Philosophy, ed. Walter Kaufman, (New York: Atherton, 1970); Schlomo Avineri,
Hegel's Theory of the Modern State, {Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1972); and Jacques d'Hondt, Hegel en son temps.
{Berlin, 1818-1831), (Editions Scciafes [Series: Problames]), 1968, recently transiated by John Burbridge as Hegel In His Time (Berlin
1818-1831}, (Peterborough: Broadview Press, 1988). D'Hondt aptly demanstrates that interpreting Hege! as would Pnpper is simply
not in keeping with the facts of Hegel's life.
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The best way o begin to understand Hegel's criticism of Schieiermacher is to recalf
the notion of ‘orai broadening’--which we discussed eariier in terms of the 1824 lecture
series and the dynamics of lecturing--and apply it to the dynamics of writing a Foreword
to a book about ta be published. Indeed, we can say that the notion of ‘oral broadening’,
as already implied in the dynamics of lecturing, when applied to the act of writing a
Foreword, is based on the assumption that the lecturer or writer is one who takes into
thoughtful consideration his/her audience and then adjusts the scope of discourse
accordingly. Thus, we can only assume that Hegel was more than mindful that his
students, Schleiermacher’'s students, (and the students that they had in common),
Schieiermacher’s and his own colleagues in the theology ard philosophy department,
members of the Historical School and Academy of Sciences, as well as the minister of
education, Kar! von Altenstein, and, of course, Schleiermacher himself, would be reading

and interpreting the Foreword as a response to The Christian Faith. Obviously, then,

Hegel’s criticism and, especially, the ‘dog-passage’ can only be construed as Hegel’s
philosophical response to the theology of his time, that is, a response which required
graphic criticism in order to drive home the implications of a theology based on feeling.
indeed, Hegel depicts Schieiermacher’s theology, and any other thinking based solely on

feeling, as the "malady of our time".

This malady, the contingency and arbitrary wili of subjective feeling and its
opining, combined with the culture of reflection which claims that spirit is
incapable of the knowledge of truth, has since ancient times been called
"sophistry.*®

® Texts, p. 262; p. 513.
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Lest his audience remain unaware of who and what mode of thinking exemplifies
this contemporary ‘sophistry’, Hegel adds the following pointed reference to
Schleiermacher, translator of Plato,” in conjunction with a summation of the
contemporary intellectual climate in which Hinrichs” book will be read:

| believed that in this foreword | should remind the author himseif of the sort

of reception and favour he would have to expect from a state-of-affairs

where what calls itself "philosophy,” and indeed is always talking about Plato

himself, no longer has any inkling of the nature of speculative thinking, of

the contemplation of the idea--where in both philosophy and theology there

swagger the beast-like ignorance of God and the sophistry of this ignorance

which put personal feeling and subjective opining in the place of the -

doctrine of religious belief as well as in the place of fundamental principles,
laws, and duties. . . .°

Hegel's audience could not fail to note the severity of these charges against
Schieiermacher. To equate the feeling of absolute dependence with the feelings of a dog
to its master, and then to continue to link this ‘beast-like ignorance’ and ‘sophistry’ with
the thought of a person who translates Plato would be the ulimate opprobrium in the
eyes of Hegel's readers, especially since, as we have seen, both Hegel and
Schleiermacher place animal awareness at a distinctly lower, solely natural, level. 1t
should also be obvious to Hegel's audience that Hegel thinks that Schleiermacher’s
theology of feeling reduces and limits the reality of religion to a single subjective faculty,
feeling, and is thus capable of nothing more than ‘subjective opining’. By itself, this

philosophical charge of subjectivism (and, by extension, relativism), would be a serious

! Platons Werke, tr, F. Schleiermacher, (Berlin, 1817-1828). Introduction translated into English by W. Dobson, (Cambridge,
1836).

¥ Texts, p. 267; pp. 518-519.
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enough censure of Schleiermacher’s claim to be scientifically expounding Christian faith
as it is—-"Dogmatic Theology is the science which systematizes the doctrine prevalent in
a Christian Church at a given time"--but to add that his theclogy amounts to unthinking
(‘beast-like ignorance’) would be sufficient reason for Hegel's audience to sit up and
carefully consider the thinking behind these charges. Thus, as Hegel's audience would
(and we should) conclude, Hegel thinks that Schigiermacher’s theology is at best a
tenuous theoretical relationship to God and, decidedly, does not even resemble what

Hegel considers to be objective knowledge of God.

As we can see, Hegel's central task in the Foreword is to confront
Schleiermacher’s theology in terms of its knowledge of God. Indeed, Schleiermacher’s
account of feeling and its relation to knowledge of God falters on one principal point: it

simply does not distinguish animal (natural) sensibility and human {religious) sensibility

finely enougn. Thus, Hegel finds himself compelled to clarify the ground of human

knowledge of God, which, as we shall presently see, is faith as the concurrence of

P Il A AL LR SR A

subjective feeling and objective content in the life of the individual. In this way, Hegel's

criticism of Schieiermacher is also a sublation of the theology of feeling.

2. The Foreword

As the last section intimated, Hegel's Foreword to Hinrichs’ Religionsphifosophie

continues the discussion of reason and religion that we found at the end of the 1821

® CF, p. B8.
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manuscript on consummate religion,'® with the difference, however, as we have noted,
that Hagel is no longer addressing only an ‘isolated order’ of ‘student-priests’, but, also,
a larger audience, including the ‘theologians of the present day’. With Schleiermacher’s

The Christian Faith in mind a5 chief representative of the theology and malady of the

present day, Hegel addresses the issue of the relationship of subjectivity and objectivity,
religion and reason, in terms of the opposition of faith and reason--that is, in terms of the
classical expression of the opposition which, as we have seen in chapter one,

underscores the relations of philosophy and religion in the Christian worid.

Because of the long discussion of relations between faith and reason in the history
of the philosophy of religion, the term ‘faith’ not only has certain technical and existential
resonances within the language of his general audience--undoubtedly part of what
apparently is a strategy of stylistic and terminological simplicity--but it also directly signifies
to his audience that he, too, as a philosopher of religion, has decided to engage
Schieiermacher in a dialogue about faith’ as the foundation of what is contained within
the horizon of religion. As well, Hegel is reappropriating the term ‘faith’ with a specific
need of the time in mind--to revivify for his audience a term that had become so routine
and decolourated as a signifier of a basic human reality that a theologian like
Schieiermacher could reinterpret it with apparent impunity. Butlest we suspect that Hegel
is teetering too far into the theological side of knowledge of God, it is clear that Hegel has

a definite philosophical purpose in mind as well--that is, to set into motion a crucial

° gge the Introduction of this thasis, pp. 8-10.
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distinction between ‘faith’ as philosophy comprehends it in its lived actuality and
Schlelermacher’s notion of ‘feeling’, a notion which philosophy will also reappropriate as

part of its speculative mirroring of a contemporary expression of theological thought.

Indeed, Hegel sees the problem of reconciling reason to faith and faith to reason
continuing in much the same manner as he described it at the end of the 1821 lectures;
that is, that there is present in the thinking of many of his contemporaries either a notion
of this opposition as irredeemably bifurcated or a notion i the opposition as not really
existing, as if the differences between faith and reason could be and shouid be collapsed
into each other. Either way, for Hegel, is unacceptable. As Richard E. Brandt puts it, in

his short appendix on Hegel and Schieiermacher in The Philosophy of Schieiermacher:

"It is desirable that there should be some reconciliation of this conflict, but it must be a
recongiliation in which the claims of both reason and faith are really satisfied."'" For
Hegel, this satisfactory reconciliation is already implicit in the originary moment of religion,
religious sensibility, as we discussed in chapter one. It is now a matter of re-cognizing
this essential truth and bringing it to the attention of others, especially to an influential
theologian like Schlgiermacher. For Hegel, this was not an unrealistic goal. He himseif
had come to this truth as a theology student in Tibingen: " .. the Ideas of Reason
enliven the whole web of human fesling--their operation penetrates everything, like subtle

matter and gives a peculiar tinge to every inclination and impulse.”’* In 1822, this is still

"' B, Brandt, The Philosophy of Schlelermacher, op. cit.,, p. 323.

2 'Tabingen Fragment {1793)", tr. H. S. Harris in Hegel's Development. Toward the Sunlight, (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1972), pp. 511-612.
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® Feeling and

how Hegel conceives of the essential relation of reason and feeling.’
reason are co-determinants of human being as whole, complete being. Whereas a
thinker like Schieiermacher, while engaging at various times in translation of Plato,
philosaphy of religion, ethics, aesthetics, and a host of other philosophical activities, will
not admit the possibility of reason co-instantaneously informing religious feeling and thus
leaves only "the empty shell of subjective conviction."* Consequently, Schleiermacher’s
theology of feeling is only the flipside of Enfightenment reason which, in its post-Kantian
form, *. . . renounced the cognition of truth, and has left to spirit only an issue, partly of
appearances, partly of feelings.""® For Hegel, in this present state of affairs which
constitutes a paradoxical ‘discord’, a discord which isn't really a discord insofar as what
is essential to disagreement, a common theme or object of disagreement, is missing. He
asks (somewnhat rhetorically): "How then could there be a great discord between faith
[Glaube] and reason, if neither has objective content any longer, so that there is present

no object of dispute."*®

In order to pierce through this illusory veil of discord around knowledge of God
made by thinkers like Schleiermacher, Hegel sets for himself what Merold Westphal

identifies as a "Platonic-Aristotelian task™: to combat the sophistry that, through the

3 Hegel reiterates this point in 1824, but in relation to truth: *, .. only when the thought is true are one’s feelings truthful too."
LPR11, 1824, p. 263; VPR11, p. 168. This phrase captures Hegel's main thesis against Schleiermacher.

" Texts, p. 245; p. 490.
™ Inid.; pp. 490-481.

'8 ibid.; p. 491. Although von der Luft consistently translates Glaube as ‘belief’, we will transcribe it as “faith’ when Hegel is
referring to ‘subjective feeling' and ‘objective content’ together as one ‘unditferentiated unity’”. We will use the word ‘belief’ as the
translation of Glaubs when Hegal is referring to the subjective side only.
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subjectivism of pietistic theology of feeling and the post-Kantian ‘skepticism’ about the
possibility of knowledge of God, has reached an illusory peace in regards to the discord
between faith and reason.’” For Hegel, as for Plato and Aristotle, it is pure intellectual
folly to base any knowledge claim on subjectivism and skepticism. And, iike Plato and
Aristotle, Hegel argues that any attempt to do so knowingly is a sophistry which must be
combatted with thinking anchored in objective and absolute truth. But, rather than aiming
for an objective and absolute knowledge of God conceived as independent transcendent
reality which exists beyond the grasp of our cognitive abilities, as did Socrates, Hegel
centres his discussion upon what is immanent in, and thus is available to, self-
consciousness; that is, that knowledge of God which, as we discussed in chapter one,
exists when human thought thinks itself and which elevates finite human consciousness

into infinite divine self-consciousness.'®

" Merold Westphal, ‘Introduction’ to ‘Reason and Religious Truth: Hegel's Forewerd to H. Fr, W. Hinrichs' Dig Religion im inneran

Verhgltnlsse zur Wissenschaft (1822), tr. A. V. Miller in Beyond Epistemology: New Studies in the Philosophy of Hegel, (The Hague:
Martinus Nijhoff, 1974), p. 223.

18 | this, Hegel is very close to Aristotle's thinking insofar as Avistotle said that Ged is ‘pure form’ and ‘pure form' means that
"thought thinks itself as object in virtue of its participation in what is thought.” Thus, as pure form, God *thinks itself , . . and its
thinking is a thinking of thinking . . . throughout alf eternity.” (Metaphysies, 1072b 19). This similarity has implications for Hegel's
philosophy in general and its claims to absolute knowledge. As ErrolE, Harris observes in his An Interpretation of the Logic of Hegel,
{Boston: University Press of America, 1983): "Nor is Hegel's professed knowledge of the Absolute anything exorbitant or inordinately
presumptuous. So the highest claim that he makes, both here and at the end of the Geistesphilosophia, is no more than that made
by Aristotle in the Metaphysics, whom Hegel explicitly quotes. |t is the assurance that God, the infinite and absolute being, is the
pure form of the world, pure activity, the realization of all that, in the world and in us, is merely potential-He is absolute self-
knowledge.” {p.288). For an Interpretation of Hegel as cantinuing Aristotle's philosaphy, see: W. T. Stace, The Philosophy of Hegel.
A Systernatic Exposition. (Toronto: Dover Publication, 1955), pp. 18-31. For an interpretation of Hegel as continuing Platonic
philosophy, see: John N. Findlay, ‘Hegelianism and Platonism' in Hegel and the History of Philosophy, ed. Joseph O'Malley, K. W.
Algozin, and Frederick G. Weiss, {The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1974): ", .. Sacrates Is seen by Hegelas a world-historical thinker
who first brought conscious subjectivity 10 its own notice. The pre-Sccratics thought deeply, but never thought of their thoughts as
thoughts, the Sophists thought of thoughts as thoughts, but only as belonging to the arbitrary variable subjectivity of the individual--
Hegel again gets his conceptions from Plate.” (p. 63). There are, of course, many ways to approach and interpret Hege!, all of which
shed light on nuances in Hegel's thinking. Aithough we are concerned with the intersection of theology and philosophy in Hegel's
philosophy of religion and have used twentieth century phenomenclogy as our eniry point, we essentially agree with W. T, Stace
when he writes (somewhat melodramatically): "The philosophy of Hegel . . . is not something simply invented out of nothing by
himself and flung at random into an astonished werid. . . . The true author of it is, not so much Hegel, as the toiling and thinking
human spirit, the universal spirit of humanity getting itself uttered through this individual. it has its roots deep In the past. Itisthe

accumulated wisdom of the years, the last phase of the one “universal philosophy. . . ." It recognizes all past truth, absorbs it into
itself, and advances." (p. 31).
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For Hegel, reflection upon and explication of ‘faith’ and its content provides the
most suitable entry peint to that knowledge of God which already exists within human
being. Indeed, ‘faith’ already contains within its horizon of meaning the conditions for a
genuine objective knowledge of God as well as providing the ground for a ‘genuine’
reconciliation of the opposition between faith and reason. Hegel writes:

By faith, of course, | do not understand either the merely subjective state

of being convinced, which is limited to the form of certainty and still leaves

undetermined whether it has content, and if so, what content it has--or, on

the other hand, only the creed, the church’s confession of faith, which is set

down in words and in writing, and can be admitted orally, in mental

imagery, and in memory, without penetrating the inner man, without having

identified with the certainty which a man has of himself, or with human self-
consciousness. | consider faith, according to the genuine sense of the

term, as involving both phases, the one just as much as the other, and |

place them together, bound up in a differentiated unity [in unterschiedener
Einheit].*®

As we can see, Hegel locates faith as "differentiated unity", or unity-in-difference,
that is, at the commencement of religious consciousness. Indeed, in the 1824 Concept
of Religion, he states explicitly that "What has emerged as religion, and is a product of the
divine spirit, shows itself first as faith."*® Following the dialectic of thought and sensibility
set out in his discussion of the religious relationship in the 1821 Concept of Religion, while
changing its terms, Hegel states that there are two elements within this differentiated unity:

the ‘feeling’ side of conviction that something is the case, and the objective ‘content’ side,

¥ Texts, p. 245; p. 491. Translation amended.

 LPR1, 1824, p. 130; VPR1, p. 46.
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that is, the ‘case’ affirmed by feeling. With the two sides of this inner division identified

as the two sides of faith's unity-in-difference, Hegel now proceeds to describe them.

Simply stated, the objective content of faith is the system of belief that has been
articulated and encoded into a set of creeds and doctrines by the religious community.
Furthermore, this objective content exists regardless of whether or not specific individuals

have, as we said in our consideration of the 1821 Concept of Religion, ‘subjectively

appropriated’ this ‘inherited faith’. As we can see, this aspect of faith should not be
construed as purely subjective, regardless of its origin in the thought of members of a
religious community. Rather, faith is to be comprehended as holding within its purview
content which is objective insofar as it manifests itself as the doctrine of truth. And, Hegel
writes, "The doctrine of truth is no more and no less than this: to be a doctrine of God,
and to have revealed His nature and occupation."?' As is now apparent, this objective
content of faith arises through interaction with others, but what is significant for Hegel is
that it presents itself as the divine plan in whose terms the religious community constructs
its world as world. Accordingly, these creeds and doctrines also present themselves to

the individual as the eternal framework in which he/she is to think, feel, and act.

We must, however, emphasize that in depicting the content of faith in this way,
Hege! no longer conceives the doctrines of the church as something simply ‘inherited’.

Rather, here, Hegel is placing more stress on the objective nature of creed and doctrine

1 Texts, p. 249; p. 498.
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than he di¢ in the 1821 manuscript, an accentuation necessary in fight of Pietist and
Schleiermacher's attempts at theologizing: "But regarding the requirement of our time,
it is the case that the common requirement of religion and philosophy is directed toward

a substantial, objective content of truth.”*?

However, this ‘objective faith’ is what is forgotten or ignored by contemporary
theologians like Schleiermacher:

It is the quite symptomatic appearance of our time 10 have reverted, at the
pinnacle of its culture, to that old mental image which holds that God is
uncommunicative and does not reveal His nature to the human spirit. This
assertion of the jealousy of God must be much more conspicuous within the
sphere of the Christian religion, because this religion is said to be nothing
other than the revelation of what God is, and the Christian community is
supposed to be nothing other than the community into which the spirit of
God is sent and in which this spirit--just that spirit which, because it s spirit,
is not sensuous and feeling, not a mental imagining of something sensuous,
but, rather, thinking, knowing, cognizing; and because it is the divine Holy
Spirit, is only the thinking, knowing, and cognizing of God--guides its
members toward the cognition of God. What ever would the Christian
community be without this cognition? What is a theology without a
cognition of God? Precisely what a philosophy is without a cognition of
God: a resounding brass and tinkling cymbal.”

On the other side of faith, in acknowledgement of Schleiermacher’s description of
feeling, Hegel affirms that the certainty and conviction of feeling is of utmost importance
to fulfilment of faith. Indeed, the immediate certainty of feeling is that which allows the

creeds and doctrines to ‘penetrate’, as Hegel explains, to the core of the inner person

? Ibid., p. 264; p. 513.

™ Texts, pp. 266-267; pp. 517-518.
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thereby maintaining faith as a living unity. Of course, as scon as the two sides are
distinguished through reflection, one side can be emphasized over the other. Indeed,
emphasis on the objective, doctrinal side negates the importance of the subjective, feeling
side (Pietism’s and Kierkegaard's complaint), whereas overemphasis on the subjective,
feeling side can negate the importance of the objective, doctrinal side (Hegel's complaint).
Thus, we can see that for Hegel both sides are important: one side of ‘faith’ without the
other does not provide any possibility of the realization of the truth of the God-human
relationship. Thus, ‘true faith’, for Hegel, is the holding together and interpretation of the
‘subjective state of being convinced’ and the objective side, the ‘church’s confession of
faith’, which, as we have seen, is also immangznt insofar as it is produced and shared by

the religious community.

3. The Inner Dynamics_of Faith

In terms of the ‘subjective state of being convinced’, this side of ‘faith’ cari be

called ‘belief’. Indeed, what Hegel finds on the subjective side is the natural belief which

underlies and permits coherent living in the world. For Hegel, belief is that most
fundamental, everyday form of human understanding of the life-world. It can range from
the immediate sense-certainty of what is given to consciousness in the living present of
the ‘here’ and ‘now’--for example, the ‘here’ of standing before a tree and the ‘now’ of
being in the night--to beliefs based on past experience--for example, that the sun will rise
tomorrow--to more sophisticated, theoretical beliefs, such as the law of gravity always

affecting the trajectory of a projectile, and so on. In this sense, natural belief is that which
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underlies all other more sophisticated forms of human knowledge. Although Hegel holds
that there is distinction between (natural) beliefs and the subjective beliefs that are
formulated on the basis of inner conviction, as is meant by Schleiermacher’s notion of
feeling, he maintains that the distinction is inconsequential. In fact, Hegel claims that
natural beliefs and subjective convictions are essentially manifestations of the same
primordial mode of being in the world.

. . . belief is generally a taking-as-true; what is claimed to be true may be
organized according to its inner nature, in any way whatever. It is this same
taking-as-true which is and is valid in its place within the everyday things of
ordinary life, its conditions, relations, events, or other natural existences,
properties, and qualities. If the criteria on the basis of which belief in such
things emerges are sensuous external direct beholding, or internal
immediate feeling, the testimonies of others, and trust in their witness, etc.,
then doubtless hereby a conviction as a taking-as-true mediated through
grounds can be differentiated from belief as such. But this differentiation is
too insignificant to maintain that such a conviction has an advantage over
mere belief; for the so-called grounds are nothing other than the indicated

sources of what is here called belief.?*

Thus, for Hegel, not every belief is determined by sensibility and solely the result
of the apprehension involved in our everyday consciousness and understanding of our
world. There are beliefs that are the result of subjective appropriation of grounds for
believing that such and such is the case and, as such, become a matter of conviction.
Of course, as the above passage makes clear, belief in and of itself is simply inadequate
a mode of human being to be taken alone as the sole signifier of what is involved in faith.
For Hegel, as we have already noted, one side of the two moments of the differentiated

unity of faith without the other does not provide any possibility of the comprehensive

* ibid., p. 248; p. 495.
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realization of what is unique to the human-God relationship that the word, faith, has

traditionally signified.

Hegel's interpretation of faith thus rests on the question of the relation of subjective
conviction (belief) to objective creeds and doctrines. Without the collective religiosity of
creeds to frame belief as religious belief, belief is an accidental momentary state of the
finite human subject. In fact, creeds and doctrines condition what is believed. They
shape sensibility and transmute it into religious sensibility through already-existing
categories of knowledge of God. On the other side, the creeds and doctrines thought
by the finite human subject are only rote, aimless and floating unsubstantiated inklings of
the objective content of human knowledge if they are not brought into concurrence with
the subjective conviction that there is a God. Thus, Hegel agrees with Schleiermacher
to the extent that the manner in which knowledge of God becomes manifest to the finite
human subject is determined by feeling. But, this agreement, as we can see, is only
partial for, as we have shown, Hegel sees that this feeling is also determined by the

socio-historical religious milieu in which the finite human subject finds itself.

Significantly, neither ‘creed’ nor ‘subjective conviction’ have chronological priority
over the other in the differentiated unity of faith. Rather, it is clear that Hegel perceives
faith as that mode of religious consciousness in which religious consciousness appears
to itself as religious precisely because it is framed as such by its own objective religious

content. Thus, faith produces its own inner hermeneutic. And, on the basis of this self-
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hermeneutic, we can see that faith’s actualization of the intermixture of subjective feeling

A M e e S

and objective content depends on the simultaneous self-interpretation of this subjective

feeling as religious. This hermeneutic is itseif only pessible through the religious
community and the institutionalized pedagogy of its church:

The internal activity of the church will consist principally in the education of
the human being, in the business of internalizing the truth which, at first, can
be given only to representation and to memory, SO that the mind may
become captivated and permeated with it, and self-consciousness may find
itself and its essential stability only in that truth. However, as a part of the
appearance of the permanent process of education, there is a separation
of immediate self-certainty from the genuine content, and these two are
united with each other neither immediately nor permanently and firmly in all
of their determinations. Self-certainty is, to begin with, natural feeling and
natural will, as well as the opinions and vain imaginings which correspond
to this feeling and will; but the genuine content comes to spirit externally at
first, in the word and the letter. Religious education brings about a unity of
the two, so that the feelings, which are immediate to man only when they
are nazgural, lose their force, and what was the letter grows into its own living
spirit.

Thus, feeling and faith can be seen as separate if we are discussing the genesis
of faith in terms of the immediate self-consciousness of the individual, Again, to an extent,
Schleiermacher is correct. The individual human subject can be considered as a feeling
subject who has a vast array of dispositions that arise through empirical sensibility. And,
Hegel adds, these feelings are natural and thus prior to religious feeling. Thus, they may
not. link up with the creeds of the church inculcated into the individual. In fact, the
immediate self-consciousness of subject may reach out to a system of belief which exists

as ‘letter’, as something outside of itself and thus may be interpreted willy-nilly. But, for

#* tbid., p. 246; pp. 491-492. Translation amended.
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Hegel, faith itself is a matter of mediated self-consciousness, and its differentiated unity
is only possible if there is representation provided to it and inculcated into its rote memory
by religious education. To understand how the differentiated unity of faith can spiritualize
the letter of the imagery of the church, we must now examine how consciousness

mediates subjective feeling and objective content.

4. The Be'ationship of Feeling and Thinking in Faith

As we have just seen, the differentiated unity of faith is only possible when the
‘letter’ of religious imagery is already present within the pre-reflective ‘world’ in which the
finite human subject finds itself and which is inculcated into the memory of the finite
human subject by religious education. Through religious education, all the experience of
the finite human subject becomes understood in terms of the imagery of religious
language. Hegel's notion of faith, then, presupposes that this letter of the imagery of
religious language is already present in the life of the individual so the spiritualization of
these presuppositions can occur (if and when the finite human subject responds to the
truth inherent in this imagery as its own truth). In this way, through faith, the content of
religious language becomes incarnate, embodied in the conscious life of the subject as
its very fabric and essence. However, on the basis of what amounts to a dichotomy
between the ‘letter’ and ‘spirit’ of ‘the Truth’, the ‘letter’ of the creed and its content is
epistemologically prici to the ‘spirit’ or inwardness of the belief side of the unity of faith.
Ontologically, however, the finite human subject must first be considered in its naturainess

as a feeling subject who has within itself a vast array of dispositions that arise through
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empirical sensibility. These feelings, as we have said, are natural and because of their
ontological priority the "madification and unification of what is at first external material . . .
instantly encounters an adversary with which it must deal: there is an immediate
opponent in the natural spirit, which the modification and unification must presuppose,
precisely because it is free spirit which is to be engendered, not a natural life, because
free spirit exists only as a reborn spirit. Nevertheless, this natural adversary is overcome

in its very origin, and free spirit set free, through the divine idea."?

This struggle is the conflict of opposites which Hegel identifies in the 1821 concept
of religion as implicit in the religious relationship’s unity of absolute singularity and
absolute universality. Now, with the additicnal knowledge of Schleiermacher’s analysis
of immediate self-consciousness, Hegel sees that the problem of the conflict between the
‘natural’, finite self-consciousness and the ‘spiritual’, infinite self-consciousness is precisely
a matter of the ‘absolute singularity’ of the sensibility and the natural beliefs of the finite

individual over and against the absolute universality of the ‘pure thinking’ that comes

through the objective content of faith as ‘the conscicusness of the true in and for itself'.
Indeed, without the original overcoming of the natural side of which Hegel speaks in the
above quotation, the natural side of human feeling may never link up with the spiritual side
of human being as imparted through refigious education. Moreover, the finite individual
subject may maintain an intellectual distance between the belief system in which it was

born, and only reach out to touch it (but not grasp it) through the 'sSupersensuous

™ |bid.; p. 492.
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essence” of human being, thinking.?’ Because of the human capacity for ‘independent
thinking"--thinking not grounded in the recognition of its "divine origin® and which thus
declares its own autonomous ground--the ‘spiritual’ side itself of human being may give
rise to "an even greater and more obstinate struggle."*® In general, Hegel finds that
human being, because of its ability to think itself in isolation, can lean too far intc what he
calls “finite reason’ and concentrate only on human ends, imposing on its world only its
own shape of truth, to the detriment of that ‘divine thinking’ which is contemplation of “the
infinite and the eternal as that which alone has being" and which should be affirmed as
such.?® Such ‘divine thinking’ would entail the embracing of what is already divine in
human thinking, the infinite reason already accessible to the human mind in the form of

the objective doctrines inherited through religious education.

Keeping all of this in mind, Hegel discerns yet another way finite thinking may
approach the religious creeds and doctrines of religious faith. Finite thinking may attempt
to understand the contents of the objective side of faith, not by taking an adversarial and
negative attitude to it, but by illustrating this content through its own imagination:

.. .itwil ... take the trouble within this doctrine, allegedly for the benefit
of religion, to embellish, support, and honour the doctrine with its
discoveries, curiosities, and ingenuities. In such an endeavour it may
happen that the understanding ties a multitude of determinations to the
doctrine of faith, as deductions or presuppositions, foundations and aims--
determinations which, although they are of finite import, are easily attributed
a dignity, significance, and validity equal to that of the eternal truth itself,

? |bid.; p. 493.
 |hid,

2 |bid,, p. 246-247; p. 493.
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because they appear in an immediate association with this truth. At the
same time, since they have only finite import, and hence are susceptible to
counter-arguments and objections, they are likely to require external
authority for their maintenance; thus they become a battlefield for human
passions. Produced in the interest of what is finite, they are not supported
by the testimony of the Holy Spirit, but by finite interests.*

At this point in the Foreword, we can see that Hegel is broadening his description
of the relationship of finite thinking to faith as a concrete human modality to incorporate
allusions to the history of Christian thought and the various orthodoxies and heterodoxies
which have been advocated in the course of this history. But, setting aside this historical
side for present, we can see ihat for Hegel this thinking remains finite and cne-sided if it
remains rooted in natural belief. Indeed, its thinking becomes that of the Understanding
[Verstand], importing into its horizon of meaning all sorts of derivations and supports,
such as the authority of the Church, impassioned logomachies and sophistries and, as
Kierkegaard would say, all sorts of ‘approximation-processes’s‘ which attempt to
challenge, correct, or, at minirum, refine thought about God ever present in human being
as thinking being. Thus, the Understanding sets itself up as arbitrator of what is absolute
truth: furthermore, it replaces faith’s absolute conviction of the truth of its objective

doctrines with provisional truths. In this way, the Understanding can hold sway over

% |bid., p. 247; pp. 493-494,

¥ Kierkegaard provides an excellent description of the ‘pathos of approximation’ that can take place both in the acceptance of

abjective content and in subjective appropriation of this content in ‘Conelusion’, Concluding Unscientific Postscript, (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1941), pp. 537-544.
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human thinking and prevent it from realizing its potential in the two-sided sense of faith.

Such is the veil cast by the ‘theologians of the Understanding’ over knowledge of God.™

Notwithstanding this criticism of the ‘theologians of the Understanding’, Hege! does
not seem to be outright condemning this intrusion of the Understanding into the domain
of infinite reason. In a way, Hegel is saying, this intrusion is inevitable because of the way
absolute truth appears: "Absolute truth itself, however, when it appears, passes over into
temporal configuration, and into its external conditions, associations, and
circumstances."® Indeed, the unfolding of the (divine) Idea--already alluded to in the
rebirthing and overcoming of the natural side of human being "through the divine idea,"
as we saw earlier in this chapter--falls by necessity into the historical experience of human
being. And, although various historical interpretative configurations accrue 10 the divine
Idea, the divine !dea remains the thematic centre for religious consciousness. At the
same time, however, all the vagaries of finite human thinking arising within the course of
human history create a thematic field, "a multiplicity of local, historical, and other positive
material®* around this thematic centre. Subsequently, we find crystallized within the
domain of religion belief-systems that not only contain “absolute Being and eternal

history," but also “finite histories, events, circumstances, mental images, commandments,

%2 By implication, Hegel's criticism is also applicable to Schisiermacher, but only to the extent that Schleiermacher covers over
the centrality of thinking in all the levels of religious consciousness. Other than this-extramely erucial flaw, according to Hegel-
Schleiermacher also sidesteps the ‘pathos of approximation’,

B Texts, p. 247; p. 494.

* bid.
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etc. . . " |t is this field of belief which becomes encrusted through the socialization
of the finite human subject as part of the true religious education which passes on what
is truly transcendent and eternal. Again, Hegel does not reject these external
encrustations--indeed, this "sphere of histories and doctrines which surrounds the eternal
truth . . . deserves, at the very least, the greatest attention and a respsctful treatment."**
They, however, may obstruct the possibility of ascent to absolute truth if the finite human
subject learns to mistake the ‘ancillary’, external encrustations of the Understanding for
the absolute truth. Hegel sees this happening in the dogmatic, closeminded thinking that
attempts to impart its own particular understanding to others:

Now it is one thing if such a sphere is innocently taken by pious sentiment

alone, and utilized for the sake of this sentiment; but it is something else if

it is grasped by one understanding offered to another understanding in the

way in which it is grasped and fixed by the first understanding, so as to be

valid to the second understanding as the standard and as a solid basis for

taking-as-true; in so doing this second understanding is supposed to

subjugate itself only to the first understanding, providing that this
subjugation is demanded in the name of divine truth.®’

By subjugating itself to its own authority, the Understanding confines itself in the
thematic field of the divine Idea without ever knowing the divine ldea itself. This
misunderstanding thus becomes the whole basis of the theclogy of the Understanding
in which, perhaps, some true knowledge of God and of human existence may seep

through--but, which ultimately is engaged in perpetuating epicycies of thought which circle

% |bid.; p. 495.
% |bid., p. 248; p. 496.

* Ibid.
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around the true centre, the divine Idea, and which, like the epicycles necessitated by the
Ptolemaic geocentric view of the universe, obfuscates cognition of the centre. However,
there is one further ingredient necessary for this to happen, and this ingredient is the

‘witness of the Spirit’.

Hegel called this third moment in which faith finds itself in the ‘inner testimony of
the Spirit’, ‘Luther’s faith’ in 1821, as we noted in chapter two, and is what we alluded to
as existential faith. Indeed, since ‘Luther’s faith’ can only take piace in the life of the
individual finite human being, it is existential in orientation. Moreover, the existentiality of
what Hegel will call ‘the principle of subjectivity’--arising with Protestantism--arrives late on
the religious scene. in fact, the exisiential realization of the truth of the whole spiritual
process which is grounded in faith is the ‘last moment’ in the consideration of the cultus.

As Hege! notes in the 1824 Concept of Religion: “The final {moment] of the cultus, then,

is precisely that individuals work through this process on their own and so remain

members of the community in which the spirit is living."®

5. Luther's Faith: Its Source and Ground

Luther's faith is grounded in an ontology of difference between God and human
being which, at the same time, is a difference that has been overcome through the life,
death, and resurrection of Jesus Christ. Nevertheless, it is central to Luther’s faith that

we first clearly understand how Luther views humanity and God as radically distinct from

 LPR1, 1824, p. 363; VPRI, p. 263,
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each other. For Luther, God is the Creator of human beings, and human beings,
precisely because they are created beings, can never gawr=! their Creator. Thus, in this
Creator-creature relationship lies the crucial dissimilarity between God and humankind
about which Luther writes in his Sermons on the Gospel of St. John: "For God is not
created or made as we human beings are; He is from all eternity. No one has given Him
His Speech, His Word, or His conversation. What He is, He is of Himself from eternity.
But whatever we are, we received from Him and not from ourselves. He alone has

everything from Himself.">°

Indeed, Luther believes that before the creation of humanity and its world, God was
a unity unto himself, a unity which at the same time is inwardly differentiated into three
persons: the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit. Because this divine unity also contains
within itself these three distinct persons, Luther suggests that it is proper to think that this
tri-personal God was involved in an inner conversétion with himself before the generation
of the world:

"God . . . in His majesty and nature, is pregnant with a Word or a
conversation in which He engages with Himself in His divine essence and
which reflects the thoughts of His heart. This is as complete and excellent
and perfect as God Himself. No one but God alone sees, hears, or
comprehends this conversation. It is an invisible and incomprehensible
conversation. His Word existed before all angels and all creatures existed,
for subsequently He brought all creatures into being by means of this Word
and conversation. God is so absorbed in this Word, thought, or
conversation that He pays no attention to anything else.*

% Martin Luther, Luther's Works. Vol. 22, {St. Louls: Concordia Publishing House, 1857), p. 9.

“ 1bid., p. 10.
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But, Luther notes, we can also conceive of this inner conversation and its inner
Word as exteriorized through the act of creation: 'The created Word is brought into being
by the uncreated Word. What else is the entire creation than the Word of God uttered
by God, or extended to the outside? But the uncreated Word is a divine thought, an inner
command which abides in God, the same as God and yet a distinct Person. Thus God
reveals Himself to us as the Speaker who has with Him the uncreated Word, through

whom He created the world and all things with the greatest ease, namely, by

speaking,"*’

This ‘created’ and ‘uncreated’ Word is, for Luther, Jesus Christ, the Word made
flesh. In his commentary on John 1:3, Luther makes this connection between the Word

as Christ and creation explicit:

. . this text is a strong and valid attestation of the divinity of Christ. St.
John includes every creature in his expression, for he says: "All things [for
he who uses the word ‘all’ does not exclude anything] were made by the
Word, who was in the beginning.” Now Creator and creature are two
distinct entities. He, the Word, already existed in the beginning when all
things were made. From this fact the evangelist concludes that He not only
antedated all creatures, but also that He was a co-worker and equal Creator
of all things with the Father. . . . All that is made, is made through Him; He
is the Creator of all creatures. Thus, so far as Their divine nature is
concerned, there is no difference between Him and the Father.
According to His divine nature, He is the true God, who was in the
beginning and was with God. This He actively demonstrated in the work of
creation; for all creatures, angels, heaven, and earth were made by Him.*

4 bid., Vel. 1, p. 22.

42 |bid., Vol. 22, pp. 19-20.
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Since God pre-existed before creation in an immanent Trinity so completely self-
enclosed, its inner conversation transcends humanity’s ability to comprehend its essence.
Humankind can come to know of God's pre-existence, but, as we will see, only through
the activity of God as economic Trinity, that is, through the saving work of the Son, Jesus
Christ, and the witness of the Holy Spirit in the heart of the believing individual. But, as
Luther notes, this state of ignorance was not always the case. Rather, it is the result of
human self-exclusion from God's inner dialogue, a self-exclusion caused by sin in the
event of the Fall. Before the Fall, human beings were not outside of God's inner
conversation, but were absorbed in and sustained through God's Word, and thus were
able to attend to God’s Word, precisely because it was and continues to be the source
of their being. Indeed, through the Fall, the difference between Creator and creature
becomes highly pronounced, accentuating the initial ontological difference between God
and humankind. Luther finds that this alienating distance between God and humankind
is evidenced by the truth that "this Word in God is entirely different from my word or
yours."*® What this difference in word indicates, for Luther, is that fallen humanity has
become absorbed in its own conversation, a conversation caught in the vortex of fleshly
existence and hence restricted to a fleshly circuit between the human heart and human

reason.

Indeed, for Luther, reason cannot be located anywhere else than within the flesh,

regardless of what reason may think about itself. As Merold Westphal succinctly puts it:

“ |bid., p. 8.



As the enemy within us, an ally of the law in opposition to the gospel of
grace, reason is often identified by Luther with the flesh in its opposition to
the Spirit. This identification makes it clear that Luther has no Platonic,
gnostic, dualistic view of the flesh, as if it represented the lowest in us
against the highest, the bodily and animal side of our nature against the
mental and divine side. His is instead a Pauline view, according to which
the flesh includes even the highest in us whenever it declares its autonomy
in relation to God's sovereignty. Thus reason as an expression of the flesh
is human thought uninformed by, and independent of, the Word and Spirit
of God. It is by no means unreligious, but its religion is based on the
presumption of ealf-chosen forms of worship, and these deserve to be
called superstition.**

Indeed, Luther asserts that a human being is not to be understood as divided into
a rational, objective, and divine part over and against an irrational, subjective, and human
part, which somehow co-exist. Rather, Luther refers to reason as being embodied as a

"word of the heart":

When, for example, we think about some thing and diligently investigate it,
we have words; we carry on a conversation within ourselves. Its content
is unknown to all but ourselves until such words of the heart are translated
into oral words and speech, which we now utter after we have revolved
them in our heart and have reflected on them for a long time. Not until then
is our word heard and understood by others. ... For a word is not merely
the utterance of the mouth; rather it is the thought of the heart. Without this
thought the external word is not spoken; or if it is spoken, it has substance
only when the word of the mouth is in accord with the word of the heart
Only then is the external word meaningful; otherwise it is worthless.*

Insofar as reason is embodied, Luther is suggesting, all it can know and think is

its life from within, from the subjective realm of its inner conversation. Indeed, since

* Merold Westphal, Kierkegaard's Critique of Reason and Society, (Macon, Georgia: Mercer University Press, 1987), pp. 107-108.

4 Martin Luther, Luther's Works, Vol. 22, p. 9.
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knowing can only take place through the alignment of thought and the heart, this means
that human thinking is incapable of objectivity. Nevertheless, Luther affirms that the
rational aspect of human being, in its reflection on its ‘word of the heart’, can and does
separate its word from its heart. In this way, yet another difference arises: the rational
part of humanity, the mind, flatters itself into thinking itself separate and superior 0 its
own heart and flesh. Such a bifurcation is not only symptomatic of the rupture between
God and humankind engendered in the Fall, but it accentuates the God-human difference

ndg

by assuming what Luther notes becomes a “normal human pattern™” of self-

righteousness and self-centredness. Indeed, by granting itself autonomy and authority,
reason presumes that it is capable of knowing eternal truth. But, Luther proposes, this
presumption is ultimately dangerous:

. nothing is more dangerous than to stray into heaven with our idle
speculations, there to investigate God in His incomprehensible power,
wisdom, and His majesty, to ask how He created the world and how He
governs it. If you attempt to comprehend God this way and want to make
atonement to Him apart from Christ the Mediator, making your works, fasts,
cowl, and tonsure the mediation between Him and yourself, you will
inevitably fall, as Lucifer did, and in horrible despair lose God and
everything. For as in His own nature God is immense, incomprehensible,
and infinite, so as to man's nature He is intolerable.*’

In contrast to reason’s idle and dangerous speculations, Luther believes that true
thoughts about God can issue from human beings if and only if they have entered the

heart from a source other than the heart. iIndeed, nothing of any eternal consequence can

* bid., p. 17.

*7 Ibid., Vol. 26, p. 29.
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come of out humankind’s conversation with itself unless the Holy Spirit breaks into the
human conversation by affecting the heart: "No man can accept it unless his heart has
been touched and opened by the Holy Spirit."*® Once the Holy Spirit opens the human

heart then it can be lifted into the circle of God’s inner ccnversation where the immanent

and economic activity of the Trinity becomes revealed:

Any attempt to fathom and comprehend such statements [about the pre-
existence of the Word of God] with human reason and understanding will
avail nothing, for none of this has its source in the reason: that there was
a Word in God before the world's creation, and that this Word was God;
that, as John says further on, this same Word, the Only-begotten of the
Father, full of grace and truth, rested in the Father’'s bosom or heart and
became flesh; and that no one else had ever seen or known God, because
the Word, who is God's only-begotien Son, rested in the bosom and
revealed Him to us. Nothing but faith can comprehend this. Whoever
refuses to accept it in faith, to believe it before he understands it, but insists
on exploring it with his reason and his five senses, let him persist in this if
he will. But our mind will never master this doctrine; it is far too lofty for our
reason. Holy Writ assures us that faith alone can appropriate it. Let
anyone who refuses to believe it let it alone. In the end only the Holy Spirit
from Heaven above can create listeners and pupils who accept this doctrine
and believe that the Word is God, that God's Son is the Word, and that the
Word became flesh, that He is also the Light who can illumine all men who
come into the world, and that without this Light, all is darkness.*®

Thus, we can see that for Luther to have faith is to hear and participate in God's Words
as witnessed to and verified by the Holy Spirit. Moreover, it is quite clear that this faith
is not a product of human reason. Indeed, Luther concludes, ". . . the knowledge of

Christ and of faith is not a human work but utterly a divine gift; as God creates so He

preserves us in it." *°

2 |bid,, Val. 22, p. 8.
@ |bid,

® Ibid., Vol. 26, p. 64.
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Let us now look at how Luther and Lutherans understand how the Word made

flesh in Jesus Christ affects the human heart.

6. The Subijectification of Objective Doctrine

At the heart of Luther’s theology is the belief that ‘God and man are united in one
person’, that is, in Jesus Christ. Even though Luther did not formuiate this belief into a
precise theological doctrine, it became the foundation of Lutheranism, especially as
enacted in the Lutheran observance of communion. It is with Martin Chemnitz,*’ an

influential sixteenth century Lutheran thinker, in his On the Two Natures of Christ, that the

notion of the conjoining of divine and human natures in the form of a single personality,
Jesus Christ, became encapsulated in the theological phrase, communicatio idiomatum
(iterally, "communion of properties"). This doctrine, communicatio idiomatum, states that
there is an intimate union of the two natures of Jesus Christ but that there is "no
commingling, conversion, abolition, or equating" of the divine and human natures.®?
Chemnitz explains:

The natures are not poured together, but each nature with its properties

remains intact and distinct. For Christ is both God and man, and He is and

remains co-substantial with the Father according to the deity but of the

same substance with Mary and with us according to the humanity [human
nature}.>®

*' Martin Chemnitz (1522-1586); ‘If Martin [Chemnitz] had not come, Martin [Luther] would hardly have stood.'-a 17th century
adage, from 'Translator’s Preface’ to Chemnitz's On The Two Natures of Christ, tr. Jacob O. Preus, (8t. Louis: Concordia Publishing
House, 1971), p. 9.

¥ Chemnitz, Two Natures, pp. 267-285.

% pid,, pp. 135-106.
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As we can see, Lutheran christology retains the basic claim of Christianity,
proclaimed from the council of Chalcedon onwards,* that divine and human natures
are united in the person of Christ. Indeed, the Lutheran doctrine of communicatio
idiomatum articulates in precise terminology the notion of the Church Fathers that there
is an intimate union of the divine and human, infinite and finite, and that they are brought
together in the personality of Christ, fused but not confused, separate and distinct, yet
unified in difference.’® Moreover, Chemnitz's formulation, communicatio idioratum,
provides the theoretical underpinnings for the fundamental thesis of Luther’s theology of
the cross, that God Himself dies on the cross. Luther can assert that God is dead
precisely because the simultaneity of the two natures, the divine and human, in one
person, means that the human side is subsumed under the divine side, and thus, In

effect, God is crucified on Golgotha.

By focusing on the death of God in the person of Christ, Luther is stressing the

importance of these truths for the feeling side of the human subject. Indeed, this notion

 Singe JeSiS ey, "Who do men say that | am?” (St. Matthew 16:13), there has been a variegated series of responses which
make up the hictory of Christian doctrine and heresy. As early as Tertullian, the formula, una substantia, tres perscnae, was used
to explain this synonymity of Christ and God. This formulation was accepted by the chureh fathers in the Council of Nicea (325)
and, at Chalcedon (451}, In a logic peculiar to Christianity, proclaimed that Jesus Christ is not only the secand person of the Trinity,
but, also, the unity of divine and human natures in the form of a single person. The church fathers define the personality of Christ
in this way: “Therefore, following the holy fathers, we all with one accord teach men to acknowledge cne and the same Son, our
Lord Jesus Christ, at once complete in Godhead and complete in manhood, truly God and truly man, consisting atso of areasonable
soul and body; of one substance with the Father as regards his Godhead, and at the same time of one substance with us as regards
his manhood; like us in all respects, apart from sin; as regards his Godhead, begotten, for us men and for our salvation, of Mary
the Virgin, the God-bearer; one and the same Christ, Son, Lord, Only-begotten, recognized in two natures, without confusion, without
change, without division, without separation; the distinction of natures being in no way annulled by the union, but rather the
characteristics of each nature being preserved and coming together to form one person and subsistence, not as parted or separated
in two persons, but one and the same Son and Only-begotien God the Word, Lord Jesus Christ; even as the prophets from earlier
times spoke of him, and our Lord Jesus Christ himself taught us, and the creed of the Fathers has handed down to us,” Cuoted
in Walter Ritter, Class Manual for Early Church Fathers and Councils, Camrose Lutheran College, 1988, p. 5.

5 Chemnitz, Two Natures, p. 107: *... Christ . . . consists of two complete, perfect and intact natures, the divine and the human.
Therefore, because of this difference they speak of the hypnstatic union of Christ. . . .”
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of the death of God is a powerful pathos-ridden notion which fills the heart of the finite
human subject and, as such, becomes the frame of reference for the human subject’s
understanding of the divine activity of the Trinity. Luther writes:

We Christians must know that unless God is in the balance and throws his

weight as a counterbalance we shall sink to the bottom of the scale. . . . If

it is 7ot true that God died for us, but only & man, we are lost. But if God'’s

death and God dead iies in the opposite scale then his side goes down and

we go upward like a light and empty scale. But he could not have sat in

the pan unless he became a man like us, so that it could be said: God

dead, God's passion, God's blood, God's death. According to his nature

God cannot die but since God and man are united in one person, it is

correct to talk about God's death when that man dies who is one thing or
person with God.®

By subjectively appropriating this idea in feeling, the believing subject no longer
sees Christ as standing at an historical distance, a distance mediated by church and
tradition. !n setting aside these external forms of mediation through an act of faith in the
truth of the death of God in the person of Christ, an internal mediation between God and
the finite human subject is effected and the finite human subject appropriates itself as
standing before God in an immediate relationship. Indeed, the death of God on the cross
discloses Christ to the human subject as the “mirror of the Fatherly heart" because this
death is the concrete realization of the reconciliation of humanity with God through the
self-sacrifice of God. Moreover, the resurrection of Christ demonstrates to humankind

how God has overcome the rupture which exists between God and humankind. At the

% Martin Luther, Tt Sondage of the Will, (Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1876}, p. 69. Hegel, however, mentions 'God
himself is dead’ cominy from a Lutheran hymn. LPR111, 1827, p. 326; VPR111, p. 248. Indeed, it is to be found in the passion
hymn, "O Traurigket, O Herzeleid” by Johannes Rist (1607-1667} in Wuarzburger Gesangbuch, 1628, The English translation, 'O
Darkest Woe', can be found in The Lutheran Hymnal, tr, Catharine Winkworth (1863), (St.Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1941},
This dirge-tike hymn is still sung on Good Friday.
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same time, the human subject knows Christ as the means of reconciliation, not because

of its own effort, but because this knowledge is ". . . put into our hearts by the Holy

Spirit."®’

in this way, ‘Jesus Christ’ points to the presence and the activity of the other two
divine persons, God the Father and God the Holy Spirit. Indeed, the feeling of the
believing subject invokes the doctrine of the Trinity as set down by the church fathers at
the Council of Nicea (325) as the eternal superstructure in which it abides. Moreover, this
invocation is also felt and known as objective insofar as the subject comes to know itselt

as absorbed into the intra-activity of the Trinity as a finite human subject, separate and

distinct from the Trinity itself.

Indeed, not only do the objective doctrines of the incarnation, death, and
resurrection of Jesus Christ address the individual in his/her subjectivity for Luther, but,

just as importantly, they are made a problem for the individual subject by the subject's

own understanding; the individual human subject feels estranged from God because of
the rupture between its natural self and God's selfhood. Moreover, the natural human
subject finds the whole notion of the Incarnation an irreconcilable paradox. Thus, for
Luther, its natural mode of objective reasoning (philosophy) falls to the wayside:
Philosophy understands naught of divine matters. | do not say that men

may not teach and learn philosophy; | approve thereof, so that it may be
within reason and moderation. Let philosophy remain within her bounds,

57 Martin Luther, Large Catechism, tr. Robert H, Fischer, (Philadelphia: Muhlenberg Press, 1959}, 2.3.65.
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as God has appointed, and let us make use of her as of a character in a
comedy; but to mix her up with divinity may not be endured.®®

As we can see, for Luther, the resolution of this problem comes not by rational
argumentation and judgment but by the activity of the Holy Spirit in the heart of the
individual which then allows for the individual to subjectify these objective doctrines; that

is, the subject takes objective doctrine into itself. subsuming the objectivity of these

doctrines in the embrace of its subjective conviction. In so doing, its alienation is

A Y e . = —

overcome: it is now in pure relation to God, a relation that is personal. Indeed, the very
act of bringing God into view in this way changes the sense of the infinite from that which
lies outside of finite human experience to that which now resides within the subject in a

subject to subject relationship. Nevertheless, because the subject knows itself as

grounded in the divine nature that it still defines itself in a dualistic fashion, since, as a
created being, it is still in the flesh. Thus, the subject resides in a dialectical tension
between its original condition (sin) and its redeemed state (sainthood). In this way, the
simultaneity of two natures, in this case redeemed and fallen, permeates the living of the
finite human subject. For Luther, this dialectical tension is the state in which the subject
continually realizes itself; it perpetually finds itself acting within a set of oppositions as it
applies itself to the finite world: law and gospel, Church and State, faith and reason. In

this last set, faith is again to be understood as the only mode througn which we can

“ Hugh T. Kerr, ed., A Sompendiurn of Luther’s Theology, (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1956}, p. 4.
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come to know God and His grace; for Luther, reason is a ‘whore’, a ‘source of mischief’,

and an ‘enemy of God’, aithough he does admit of the possibility of its reclamation.®

From the above, we can see that Luther has, in effect, ‘existentialized’ the notion
of personality. For Luther, the individual finite subject knows itself as a particular finite
being whose being is ultimately grounded in God thus gaining substance for its own self.
Indeed, the human subject isolates and individuates itseif as a natural self over and
against God thereby knowing itself as this singular self. However, because of the natural
rupture between the two sides of the religious relationship, the natural self feels itself as
insignificant. But, simultaneously, the human subject hypostaticizes this self-knowing into
a new sense of self as spiritual self. Thus, the individual subject finds itself split into two
selves, a natural self set off as an entity which stands in relation to a spiritual self. With
this internal split, the individual finds itself as spiritual self ‘moving away from’ and ‘above’
the natural self into deeper, more substantial ground of knowledge of God. Thus, an
inner sanctum is formed within human subjectivity in which the ‘higher’, spiritual self
watches over and tries to direct its ‘lower’, natural self by subsuming this lower self as a

moment in its own substantial existence. In other words, the subject now knows itself as

two-sided: it distinguishes itself from itself but yet remains identical with itself; that is, it

has become self-conscious.

® Luther speaks of three forms of reason: "natural reasen, ruling within its own domain (the Earthly Kingdom); presumptuous
reason, encroaching on the domain of faith; and regenerate reason, serving faith in subjection to the Word of God." The
Encyclopedia of Philosophy. Volumes Five and Six, (New York: MacMillan Publishing Co., Inc., 1972}, p. 111,
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Moreover, this two-sided subject confronts in Christ a mirror of the paradoxical
nature of its own existential situation—of being ‘deep in the flesh’ like Christ in his
humanity yet transcending this embodiment in its spiritual side. For Luther, this means
that in our naturalness we are incapable of comprehending this truth:

The minds of men arrive at these foolish conclusions when they are

determined to do their thinking about such lofty matters without the Word.

Yet indeed we lack knowledge about our very selves, as Lucretius says: "It

is so far unknown what the nature is." We feel capable of forming

judgments, of assigning numbers, of distinguishing quantities and spiritual

creatures (if | may call them so), what is true and what is false; but we are

still incapable of giving a definition of the soul. How much less knowledge

are we going to have of the nature of God? We do not know how our will

is aroused; for it is not aroused qualitatively or quantitatively, and yet it is

aroused in some way. Much less, then, could we know anything of divine
matters.*

Where the natural self can ‘form judgments’, ‘assign numbers’, use the categories
of objective reasoning and so on, they are to no avail in overcoming this paradox. But
inasmuch as the human subject sees Christ as mirror of its own existential situation, it
surrenders its sense of individuation and isolation and becomes transparent to the Word
thereby negating its naturalness. Indeed, the death and resurrection of Jesus Christ not
only mirrors the negation of the natural self by the spiritual self, but also the affirmation
of the spiritual self as true self, as a ‘new work of creation’ situated in, with, and under
(God:

For a Christian should be a new creature or a newly created work of God,
who in all things speaks and thinks and judges differently from the way the

8 Martin Luther, Luther's Works. Vol. 1, p. 13.
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world speaks or judges. And because he is a new man, everything here in
this life should and must become new through faith. . . .*'

7. Hegel's Philosophical Confirmation of Luther’s Faith
Hegel identifies himself as a Lutheran a number of times at the University of Berlin.

In the Introduction to the Lectures on the History of Philosophy (1823, 1825, and 1827)
he states: "We Lutherans (i am and will remain one) have a better faith. . . "> Ina
letter to Karl von Altenstein, Minister of Religious and Educational Affairs, April 3, 1826,
Hegel writes: "I have tiere explained and expressed Luther’s teachings as true, and as
recognized by philosophy as true."®® Later, in the same letter, Hegel notes that he is
a professor “. . . who prides himself on having been baptized and raised a Lutheran,
which he still is and shall remain."®* As well, in a letter to the Pietistic theologian,
Friedrich Tholuck, Hegel identifies Lutheranism as the theological underpinning for his
speculative rendition of the doctrine of the Trinity: "In your entire publication | have not
been able to feel or find any trace of a native understanding of this doctrine. | am a
Lutheran, and through philosophy have been at once completely confirmed in
Lutheranism."®® Obviously, whether or not Hegel attended church, prayed, tithed, etc.,

is of no concern for our consideration of Hegel's philosophy unless we foliow Lou

81 Martin Luther, Luther's Works. Vol 51, pp. 243-244.

52 G, W. F. Hegel. Mtroduction fo the Lectures an the History of Philosophy, tr. T. M. Knox and A, V. Miller. {Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1985), p. 133.

® Letters, op. cit., p. 531; Briefe, Letter 572-74.

* Ibid., p. 532.

% |bid., p. 520; Briefe, Letter 514a. We will have reason to return to this ietter in chapter five.
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Andreas-Salomé into the realm of the ad hominem when she proposes 10 Nietzsche "the
reduction of philosophical systems to personal dossiers on their authors."®® Rather,
what is important to our consideration is that Hegel emphasizes that it is philosophy that
confirms Lutheranism and not his Lutheranism which confirms his philosophy. Indeed,
for Hegel, even though the theological thinking of the Christian religion, especially as it
is found in Luther's notion of faith and the witness of the Spirit, allows for the
conceptualization of religion by philoscphy, philosophy is not subservient to any particular
religion or theology. Indeed, once it has attained its position of scientific cognition,
“Thinking is the absolute judge, before which the content [of faith] must verify and attest
its claims."®” At the same time, philosophy does confirm that:
in faith the true content is certainly already found, but it stilt lacks the form
of thinking. All the forms that we have considered earlier--feeling,
representation, etc., are indeed capable of having the content of truth, but

they themselves are not the true form, which makes the true conient
necessary.®®

As we will now see, what Luther has brought into fruition for Christianity and
ultimately for philosophy, is that recognition that: *Faith itself is the divine Spirit that works
in the subject."®® For Hegel, this is exactly what Luther realized in his notion of faith:

Faith [for Luther] is by no means a bare assurance respecting mere finite
things. . . . In fact it is not a belief in something that is absent, past and

# | ou-Andreas Salomé, Nietzsche, (Hedding Ridge, CT: Black Swans Books, 1988}, p. 3 (in Chapter 3, The Principle of
Subjectivity and the Witness of the Spirit.}.

9 | PR111, 'W(1831)', p. 346; VPR111, p. 268.
W |bid,

% | PR111, 'W(1831)", p. 337; VPR111, 'W(1831}', p. 260.



gone, but the subjective assurance of the Eternal, of Absolute Truth, the
Truth of God. Concerning this assurance, the Lutheran Church affirms that
the Holy Spirit alone produces it--i.e., that it is an assurance which the

individual attains, not in virtue of his particular idiosyncrasy, but of his
essential being.”

As we can see, for Hegel, Luther’s faith signifies the movement of finite subjectivity
away from externality. Indeed, as we saw, for Luther, faith can only be a spiritual gift,
manifested in the inner life--the ‘heart’'--of humankind by the Holy Spirit. Thus, the
external orientation of Catholicism, and the obstruction it places for enactment of the
‘subjective assurance of the Eternal’ is, for Hegel, "overcome" by Luther's view of faith.
In this way, the spiritual relationship between infinite subjectivity (Christ) and finite
subjectivity (the believing subject), can be properly realized:

Luther's simple doctrine is that the specific embodiment of Deity--infinite

subjectivity, that is true spirituality, Christ--is in no way present and actual

in an outward form, but as essentially spiritual is obtained only in being

reconciled to God--in faith and spiritual enjoyment [Glaube und Genuss].

These two words express everything. That which this doctrine desiderates,

is not the recognition of a sensuous object as God, nor of something

merely conceived, and which is not actual and present, but of a Reality that
is not sensuous.”

Moreover, the inner, spiritual relationship of the finite subject with infinite subjectivity
achieved through Luther's doctrine of faith also brings forth, according to Hegel, the

‘principle of subjectivity”:

™ G. W. F. Hegel. Philosophy of History, tr. J. Sibree. {New York: Dover Publications, 1966), p. 415; G. W. F. Hegel Yoresungen
gber die Philosophie der Weltsgeschichte, Band V: Die Germanisghe Welt, ed, Georg Lasson. (Leipzig: Felix Meiner, 1944}, p 880.
Hereafter, the English transiation will be cited as 'PH' and the German edition as 'VPW'.

' ihid., p. 415; VPW, p. 878.
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This, then, is the Lutheran faith, in accordance with which man stands in a
relation to God which involves his personal existence: that is, his piety and
the hope of his salvation and the like all demand that his heart, his
subjectivity, should be present in them. His feelings, his faith, the inmost
certainty of himself, in short, all that belongs to him is laid claim to, and this
alone can truly come under consideration: man must himseif repent from
his heart and experience contrition; his own must be filled with the Holy
Ghost. Thus here the principle of subjectivity, of pure relation to me
personally. . . .2

Indeed, we can surmise that, on the basis of our account of Luther’s theology the
‘principle of subjectivity’ enters religious consciousness through the Lutheran faith
because not only does Luther recognize that the objective doctrines of the incarnation,
death, and resurrection of Jesus Christ address the individual in his/her subjectivity, but,
as Hegel notes, the individual human subject becomes the arbitrator of truth insofar as
he/she is empowered by the Holy Spirit to examine it for him/herself.

Each [individual human subject] has to accomplish the work of

reconciliation in his own soul--Subjective Spirit has to receive the Spirit of

Truth into itself, and give it a dwelling place there. . . . Subjectivity therefore

makes the objective purport of Christianity, i.e., the doctrine of the Church,

its own. In the Lutheran Church the subjective feeling and the conviction

of the individual is regarded as equally necessary with the objective side of
Truth.”

But, as we can see, this last part of the quotation indicates that Hegel is not merely
applauding Luther's emphasis on subjectivity, but, as well, is confirming Luther’s

contention that the central doctrines of Christianity, as found in Cathclicism, have to be

2 (3. W. F. Hegel, Lectures on the Histary of Philasaphy, Volume Ill, tr. E, S. Haldane and F. H. Simpson, (New York: Humanities
Press, 1963), p. 149. Hereafter cited as LHP111. Except for Einleitung In die Geschichts der Philosophie, ed. J. Hotfmeister,
(Hamburg: Felix Meiner, 1959), there is not a critical edition of thess lectures.

" PH, p. 416; VPW, p. 880.
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upheld as objectively frue. Hence, Hegel observes that “The Lutheran doctrine therefore
involves the entire substance of Catholicism, with the exception of ali that results from the
element of externality. . . .*”* In other words, Hegel affirms that in the Lutheran version
of Christianity *. . . all externality disappears in the point of absolute relation to God; along
with this externality, this estrangement of self, all servitude has also disappeared."”®
Consequently, what we called, in chapter one, the ‘interstice’ between the human and the
divine in which the divided self dwells, opens up to embrace itself as also containing the
paradoxical reconciliation of these two conflicting sides. This is, then, the realm of the
spiritual, the place where God is co-present with the human subject and the human
subject co-present with God. Hegel describes it in this way:

Thereby a place has been set apart in the depths of man’s inmost nature,

in which alone he is at home with himself and at home with God; and with

God alone is he really himself, in the conscience he can be said to be at

home with himself. This sense of being at home should not be capable of

being destroyed through others; no one should presume to have a place

therein. All externality in relation to me is thereby banished, just as is the

externality of the Host; it is only in communion and faith that | stand in
~alation to God.”®

™ |bid., p. 415; VPW, p. 880.

7 | HP111, p. 150.

™ |bid., p. 149. For Hegel, the Lutheran practice of communion in terms of consubstantiation displays the reconciliation of

human being and God more effectively than other denominational renditions. Indeed, the doctrine of communicatio idicmatum was
" devised in order to ground consubstantiation. In compariean to the one-sided Catholic emphasis on the veneration of the axternal
featuras of communion (i.e., transubstantiation) and the Paformed emphasis on the psychological side of communion, Lutheranism
" .. regards the host Jas actual] only in faith and the partaking. This [is] its consecration in the faith and the spirit of each
individual.* LPR111, 1821, p. 155; VPR111, p. 91. (See also: LPR111, 1824, p. 236; VPR111, p. 166; LPR111, 1827, p. 338; VPR111,
pp. 260-261.) Over and against the Catholic and Reformed, Hegel depicts the Lutheran form of communion as putting into practice
the sublation of external substance into internal, spiritual substance, an important point for Hegel's own realization that ‘subject is
substance’ In the Phenomenology. Basically, in Lutheranism, this transfiguration can only take place in faith in what Hegel
designates as the 'mystical element’ of Lutheranism, the individual perceives the wine and wafer as both the blood and body of
Christ and as empirical objacts, We will discuss Hegel's relation to the ‘mystical’ in chapter four. But, what Is Important for our
presant concerns, we can see how the whole contents of the entirs world sre subjectified by the subject in faith.
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With the creation of this spiritual home, the core religious refationship of absolute
universality and absolute singularity has now been filled out with the objective content
inculcated into the human subject through religious education. Moreover, the subject, by
subjectifying the contents of inherited faith reconstructs this content in conformity with the
two sides of the religious relationship. Thus, the notion of the simultaneity of the two
natures of Christ pervades the world-view of the individual subject and, consequently,
undergirds the Lutheran world-view. It is the new centre, that is, the relation of God and
human being viewed christocentrically, of religious consciousness in which the individual
subject and, as we will see presently, its community, derives everything particular from
God. Hence, when the individual human subject grasps itself as subject in relation to
God, it grasps its self in a manner paraliel to the doctrine of communicatio idiomatum:
it perceives itself as containing both human and divine nature conjoined in an intimate
union, yet not commingling these two natures. The:s is, however, one more element
needed to complete our account of the importance of Luther’s faith for Hegel, that is, the

witness of the Holy Spirit.

8. The Principle of Subjectivity and the Witness of the Spirit

Perhaps the clearest window of the suitability of the application of the term
personality to the finite human subject as well as to Jesus Christ, comes through the
significance Hegel attaches to Luther's translation of the Bible for the development of the
‘principle of subjectivity’. Hege! hails Luther’s translation of the Bible into German as the

socio-historical and theological moment in which the ‘principle of subjectivity’ finds its
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deepest expression.”” For Hegel, this translation establishes the conditions in which the
‘principle of subjectivity’ can be fully realized by opening up the possibility of the individual
subject confronting and appropriating the words of the Bible for itself. Prior to this
translation, according to Hegel, the discordant ‘principle of disharmony’ marked the
Christian world insofar as the Bible was controlled and read only by a select few. The
Latin Bible of the Catholic church, Hegel notes, ensured blind obedience to the authority
of the church, which reserved for itself the right to interpret this text to its constituents.
Thus, for Hegel, Christianity itself engendered the very alienation and estrangement that
the Christian message of reconciliation was to overcome. Because of this institutionalized
discord, all aspects of life, including philosophy and theology, were enslaved to the will
of the ecclesiastical elite. However, Luther's translation allows for a renewal of religiosity
within the ‘heart’ of the indivigual by allowing the individual subject to encounter this text
and internalize its truth. In this way, the Christian religion becomes a matter of the
individual subject entering into an immediate, personal relationship with God by centering

upon the Bible as the only legitimate "external" source of knowledge of God.

As a result of Luther’s innovative approach to the Holy Scripture of Christianity,
authority is granted to the subject’s reading of this text. However, Luther also recognized
that assigning complete authority to the individual subject could result as well in the
sacrifice of the central doctrines of Christ and Trinity. Of course, it is just this

capriciousness of subjectivity that Hegel finds troublesome in the writings of the

7 For this and what follows, see: HP, p. 412-418; VPW, pp. 877-884.
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theologians contemporary to his own philosophy of religion. Thus, for Hegel, the
‘principle of subjectivity’ must be understood as always standing in relation to objective
content, and, in Luther, this problem is adequately met. For Luther, and subsequently,
Lutheranism, the structural features of personal study and interpretation of the Bible
demand an hermeneutic which will provide for conformable continuation of those truths
already articulated in orthodox Christianity. At the same time, Luther appreciates that the
relationship which ensues between reader and text has to be defined in such a way as
to underscore the relationship of God and the finite human subject that is found in the
christocentsic faith which, as we will see, actually arises concurrent to the reading of the
text. And, as we have indicated earlier, this christocentric faith is itself first and foremost
a gift of Sod activated within the finite human subject through the witness of the Spirit.
Thus, it is this witness of the Spirit which furnishes the hermeneuticai framework in which

the reader-text relationship can be explicated.

Not surprisingly, for Luther, the witness of the Spirit involves an hermeneutic in
which the reading of the Bible is the horizon through which the Spirit witnesses to the
truth of Christ and the activity of the Trinity. In so doing, the possibiiity of looking outside
of the Bible for verification of these truths is excluded.” For Luther, Scripture interprets
itself (sola scriptura) and, hence, the text authenticates itself. That it can do ihis is due

to the hermeneutical assumption that "the Spirit . . . does not operate apart from scriptural

"™ But, Hegel definitely does not agree with Luther on this point. For Hegel, ™. .. philosophy goes out not from the Bisle; so 100
faith, it also dzes not go out from the Bible but goes to the Bible in which it grasps its truth.” G. W. F. Hegel. ‘Uber: "Aphorismen
gber Nichtwissen und Absolutes Wissen im Verhéhtnisse zur christlichen Glaubsnserkenntnis.™ In Sémtliche Werke. Band 20. ed
Herman Glockner. (Stuttgart: Fromman, 1968), p. 310. My translation. Thus, as we will detail in chapter four, this means that Hegel
finds no need to limit his use of the witness of Spirit to the hermeneutics of reading a text like the Bible.
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word, but is mediated through it";’® indeed, through the subject’s reading of scripture,
Spirit witnesses to itself (testimonium Spiritus Sancti internum).®® This means that since
the subject can only receive and orientate itself to this truth through faith (sola fide)
bestowed upon it by the grace of God (sofa gratia) this hermeneutic entails that for th

subject the truth of Christ and the Trinity is simultaneously required and given by the

Holy Spirit. Therefore, the finite human subject, by undertaking a reading of the Biblical

text, is enclosed within the circle of Spirit's seif-enclosure, or inner testimony.

The totality of this reader-text relationship disclosed to the subject through faith--in
such a way that faith itself belongs to the context of Spirit's self-disclosure--takes place
and is enacted within human subjectivity. For Luther, and subsequently, Lutheranism, the
witness of the Spirit endows human subjectivity with the spiritual insight that not only does
the infinite contain the finite, but also that the finite must be capable of the infinite (finitum
capax infiniti). n this way, for Luther, human subjectivity must always realize its true self
in and through an other, an other whom, as we have seen, as Christ is the concrete
personification of the relation of the infinite and finite. Thus, through continual
appropriation of the Bible the finite human subject does not remain isolated and exclusive
in its subjectivity, but becomes inclusive in the Lutheran sense of finitum capax infiniti,

and, therefore, like Christ and worthy of the signification, personality.

" Carl E. Braaten, Principies of Lutheran Thealoay, p. 10.

® Carl £ Braaten, Principles of Lutheran Theology, (Philadelphia; Fortress Press, 1983), p. 93. See also: Werner Elert, The
Structures of Lutheranism, tr. Walter A. Hansen, (St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1962), pp. 441-447.
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But, we must note that without the hermeneutic of the witness of the Spirit, it is still
possible for the finite human subject to interpret the Biblical text as it would any other text
and still, in some sense, explicate Christ. Spinoza, for example, uses an hermeneutical

principle--Scripture should be judged by Scripture--that is remarkably close to the

Lutheran notion of sola scriptura but which, at the same time, neglects the notion of

subjectivity and the tri-personality of God.®’

Thus, there is one further aspect of the inclusivity that arises through the witness
of the Spirit. This aspect is pointed to by Edward Schillebeeckx in his discussion of
personality, found in his major work, Jesus:

He [Hegel] concedes [to Fichte] that ‘person’ implies an ‘opposite’, but not
per se ‘outside itself’, as a delimiting of one’s own ‘I'. On the contrary, it
belongs to the essential being of the person so to be involved with an
opposite that this ‘I’ ‘exteriorizes’ itself in an opposite, in order thus to
recover itself in the other thing (other being), either in the thing which the
‘I" composes or recognizes or in the ‘Thou’ with whom the ‘I' is conjoined
in love and friendship. A person discovers himself in the other to the
degree that he has surrendered and yielded himself to the other. So it is
in personal living that the opposition or contrast to other--finitude itself,
therefore--is cancelled out and overcome. Person qua person, that is, the
very nature of being-a-person, entails infinity.®?

If we accept Schillebeeckx’s description, personality should not remain exclusive

vis-g-vis other finite human subjects precisely because they are ‘other’. Indeed, for Hegel,

""In the Theologico-Political Treatise, Spinoza formulates a method of interpreting the Bible on the basis of “reason only.* (p.
98). Simply stated, he says that Scripture should be interpreted by Scripture thus necessitating comparison of passages which
further necessitates inquiry into their history, their authors, the language, background of the author, and so on. See Chapter VIl Of
the Interpretation o Scripture.

2 Edward Schillebesckx, Jesus. An Experiment in Christology, (New York: The Seabury Press, 1979), p. 665.
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the human subject as personality does not subsist as an attenuated and alienated
subject. In the 1827 Consummate Religion he comments:

But as far as personality is concerned, it is the character of the perscn, the
subject, to surrender its isolation and separateness. Ethical life, love,
means precisely the giving up of particular personality, and its extension to
universality--so, too, with friendship. In friendship and love | give up my
abstract personality and thereby win it back as concrete. The truth of
personality is found precisely in winning it back through this immersion, this
being immersed in the other.®*

For Hegel, this immersion in the other is most fully manifest and expressed in the

Christian notion of love. Hegel writes in 1821:

It [love] becomes objective in Christ as the focal point of faith at an infinite
distance and sublimity, but [at the same time] in an infinite nearness, and
with a relevance that peculiarly belongs to the individual subject.
<Humanity, death, infinite limitation [are] taken up into the divine idea.>
But it is not for the [individual] (the latter is nothing particular but, in regard
to the idea, is itself universal), but rather for [all] individuals, and as thus
actual in their subjectivity, that the divine idea is spirit--the Holy Spirit. The
Holy Spirit is in them; they constitute the universal Christian church, the
communion of sainis.®

Therefore, the dialectical opposition implicit in what Schillebeeckx calls the ‘contrast’
between self and other, like that between the infinite and finite, divine and human, is
overcome through the witness of the community of human subjects to each other of their

reiationship with God as objectified in Christ. Indeed, Luther contends that if the finite

% |LPR111, 1827, pp. 285-286; VPR111, p. 211. Dale M. Schlitt, in his splendid Hegel's Trinitarian Claim. A Critical Reflection,
{Leiden: E. J. Byill, 1984), notes: "His [Hegel's] understanding of personhoed and its concretization in Person could, where used
in Hegel's recanstructed sense of self-donation or becoming, further gather together in ane the various affirmations concerning
totality, triadicity, method, and identity of form and content. . .. Though Persan in its later actualization beyond logic for Hegel tends
10 be a richer notion than Subject, what is of concern hede is the underlying structure cammon 1o subjectivity and to personhoad,
that of inclusive subjectivity. Both personhood and subjectivity are structurally a movement of “going over into® (Ubergehen) or
"giving to* (Hingabs)}, a realizing of the Self in the other.” (p. 43} . Schliit's main thesis is that, for Hegel, inclusive subjectivity is
Spirit, that is, it is “riadically structured inclusive context" (p. 275). Our use of the term ‘inclusive subjectivity” derives from Schlitt's
discussion,

8 LPR111, 1821, p. 140; VPR111, pp. 75-76.
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human subject enters into dialogue with other human subjects about the truth witnessed
to it by the Spirit, then full knowledge of the truth personified in Christ will be incarnate in
humankind as well. He claims:

We are all one body of Christ the Head, and all members one of another.

Christ does rot have two bodies, one temporal, the other spiritual. There

is but one Head and one body.®®
Consequently, with Christ as communal centre all distinctions between human subjects
fall away. As Hegel confirms, "Before God all human beings are equal.'®® Al
distinctions, of gender, class, race, politics, and the like, which separate human beings
from each other are mediated through

. . . the life, suffering, death, and exaltation of Christ. This subjectivity is

implicitly universal, not exclusive, and the relation of the many, to each

other, is the unity of faith in the representation of faith in this third [the
community of Christ].?’

We can see that for both Hegel and Luther human subjectivity as a whole
‘universal’ communal subjectivity is itself exalted to what both call the ‘Kingdom of God’
or ‘community’ of Christ. Consequently, the finite human subject, to be lifted out of itself
into a relation fully inclusive of the other--in both senses of God as absolute other and
other finite human subjects--that is, to be a personality, must be an intersubjectivity. For
Hegel, this intersubjectivity is what he calls the cultus in 1821:

But since God is the absolute essence for the subject--the substance or the
absolute subject--the singular being knows itself to be only an accident or

® Martin Luther, Selected Political Writings, ed. J. M. Porter, {(Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1974}, p. 41.

W PR111, 1821, p. 138; VPR111, p. 74.

" bid., p. 139; VPR111, p. 74.
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a predicate, something vanishing and trarisient over against it--a relationship
of might, the sensation of fear, etc. But equally the relationship is not a
negative one but also a positive one: <love>. The subject [is] <implicitly >
identical [with the absolute essence), which is its substance, its subject and
[this essence] is in the subject, is its essence, not the essence of another.
This unity, this recongiliation, this restoration of oneself, giving oneself, from
out of the previous cleavage, the positive feeling of sharing, of participating
in this oneness, partaking of one’s positive character, <fuffilling oneself,
[achieving] divine knowledge > —this is a form of doing or acting that can at
once be more external or internal in character; in general it is the cuftus.®®

As an intersubjective constellation of thinking and witnessing about God, the cultus
itself becomes the dwelling place of God; that is, through the mutual witness of the
community to its belief in a God who reveals Himself as Trinity through Jesus Christ, the

cultus actualizes the presence of Spirit in its communal life:

Spirit is the infinite return into itself, infinite subjectivity, not represented
[subjectivity] but as actual divinity, as divinity that is present, not the
substantial in-itself of the Father or of the Son and of Christ, who is the truth
in the shape of abjectivity. The Spirit is rather what is subjectively present
and actual; and it is only through this mediation [in the community] that it
itself is subjectively present as the divestment into the objective intuition of
love and its infinite anguish. This [is] the Spirit of God, or God as the
present, actual Spirit, God dwelling in his community.®®

subjectivity’ insofar as the intersubjectivity of the cultus is a self-enclosed totality,
witnessing to its own truth. In this sense of self-enclosed self-actualization, inclusive
subjectivity is a context or totality within which the finite subject receives its full sense of

‘going over’ to and ‘giving to’ other human subjects in intersubjectivity.

8 ) pR1, 1821, p. 189; VPR1, p. 98. Translation amended. Note the similarity between this description and Hegel's discussion
of ‘subject as substance’ in the Preface to the Phenomenology.

® | PR111, 1821, p. 140; VPR111, p. 76. Translation amended.
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9. The Birth of the Science of Spirit out of the Science of Faith

As we have seen, Luther rejuvenates the orthodox notion of Jesus Christ as the
‘God-man’ as the ground of his hermeneutic of the inner witness of the Holy Spirit to itseif.
At the same time, we can see that it is this inner witness which in turn grounds Jesus
Christ as the truth of the infinite-finite relationship. Because this mode of reasoning is
circular, we can say that through the witness of the Holy Spirit, faith in Jesus Christ
creates its own self-enclosed knowledge of God. Moreover, this hermeneutic means that
faith’s knowledge of God is also a sui generis knowledge of God insofar as God is
producing this knowledge of himself. in this sense, we can see that faith creates its own
science, a science which authenticates itse!f within its own horizon of meaning. As such,
this science uf faith doesn't have to admit any other mode of discourse or reasoning into
its thinking. Indeed, in its self-enclosed self-actualization, human intersubjectivity as
inclusive subjectivity keeps its inner authority restricted.®® But for Hegel, Luther’s use
of the principle of subjectivity in a science of faith needs to be expanded beyond just
religious objects: "Now this principle [of subjectivity] was first grasped in relation to

religious objects only, and thereby it has received its absolute justification, but it has not

% \We borrow the term 'science of faith’ from Martin Heidegger's 'Phenomenology and Theology' in The Piety of Thinking,
{Blaomington: Indiana University Press, 1976), pp. 5-21. Of course, theology’, in terms of its etymology, means the knowledge or
science of God. But, with the insight gained from Hegel's discussion of faith, faith, as the unity ot cubjective feeling and objective
doctrine, is the essential constitutive efement of what it means to be a Christian. Thus, "that which is primarily revealed to faith and
only to it, and which, as revelation, first gives rise to faith, is Christ, the crucified God. . .. One "knows" about this fact only by
believing.” (Heidegger, Piety, p. 9.) Since this understanding arises out of faith for faith, then the faithfilled subject can thematize
into & body of knowledge what is already within faith as revealed to faith. In this sense, theology is the objectification, and hence,
science or knowledge of faith insofar as it also is an ingredient of faith. As such, this salf-enclosed body of knowledge does not
require any input from thinking not grounded in faith. This is also Stephen N. Dunning's argument in The Tongues of Men. Hegel!
and Hamman On Religious Language and History, {Missoula: Scholars Press, 1979): "My argument .. . is that biblical language
cannot be successfully secularized if it is to retain its religious value and meaning for Christian faith.” (p. 29). Although Dunning
would disagree, this is Hegel's point inasmuch as his 'science of Spirit' is the consummation of the science of faith.
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been extended to the further development of the subjective principle itself.”®' By not
extending the subjective principle beyond religious objects, Hegel finds that “into this
spiritual freedom, the beginning and the possibility of the unspiritual mode of regarding
things has thus entered. The content of the Credo, speculative as it is in itself, has, that
is to say, an historical side. Within this barren form the old faith of the church has been
admitted and allowed to exist, so that in this form it has to be regarded by the subject as
the highest truth. The result then follows that all development of the dogmatic content in
a speculative manner has been set aside.”®? Consequently, Hegel here prefers Catholic
theology: "The connection of Philosophy with the theology of the Middle Ages has thus
in the Catholic Church been retained in its essentials; in Protestantism, on the contrary,
the subjective religious principle has been separated from Philosophy, and it is only in
Philosophy that it has arisen in its true form again."®® Thus, the Protestant theology
which arises as the science of faith only subjectifies the objective relation of God and
human articulated in doctrine. it does not realize that there is one further step to take in
the knowledge of God: to cognize conceptually the relation of subject and object in
theological reflection itself. Hence, although Hegel, in the 1821 manuscript, confirms the
significance of Luther’s contribution, he also criticizes its onesidedness:
Certainly, it is infinitely important to have emphasized this subjective side so

much, the side which Luther called faith, but it is not the only aspect. Itis
vain and in itself empty and incomplete; and the truth is that it should

AT AT A SR AT A R e

1 LHP111, pp. 150-151.
®2 |bid., p. 151.

% |hid., p. 152.
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equally contain the objective content—-<as the object [is], so [is] the
subject, and vice versa>.**

According to Hegel, this vain one-sidedness does not permit human being to see
that it is "essentially thinking spirit."*® Instead of unspiritual truncating thinking, “Thought
as such must also develop itself therein, and that essentially as this form of inmost unity
of spirit with itself, thought must come to the distinction and contemplation of this content,

and pass over into this form of the purest unity of spirit with itself."*°

Nevertheless, Lutheranism, as the ‘mystical’ and ‘churchly’ mode of religious
consciousness “. . . defines this connection between God and subjective volition and
being more precisely, and brings it to consciousness in the specific form that we [have]
seen--i.e., the speculative [form] of the nature of the idea."®” Now, it is a matter of
making this inner relaticn an explicit object for thought thus relieving it of Luther’s one-
sided stress on the subject side. And, Hegel does precisely this in the philosophy of
religion: he makes the theological content of Christian religious consciousness an object
for philosophy’s thinking thereby making this content philosophy’s own content. In this

way, the structures of selfhood established in theology now become the structures of

“ | PRi, 1821, pp. 192-193; VPR, p. 101. For other discussions of Hegel and Luther, see: Merold Westphal's ‘Hege! and the
Reformation’ in History and System: Hegel's Philosophy of History, ed. Robert L. Perkins, (Albany: State University of New York
Press, 1984); Robert Pattman's ‘Commitments to Time in Reformation Protestant Theology, Hegelian Idealism, and Marxism'in Hegel
Today, ed. Bernard Cullen, (Brookfield: Gower Publishing Company, 1958).

"L HP111, p. 153.
™ 1bid.

" LPR111, 1821, p. 157; VFR111, p. 92.
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Spirit's own selfhood as articulated in philosophy. Indeed, by embracing theology in
philosophy’s thought as an object for philosophical thinking, philosophy thinks the
reconciliation of opposites producad by faith in its witness of the Spirit. Indeed, it is
through thinking that the self-enclosure of the self within itself, implicit in the science of
faith and the witness of the Holy Spirit, now becomes the explicit self-enclosure of Spirit
which is systematically explicated by philosophy as its own spiritual self-relating. Thus,
philosophy finds itself as totally self-conscious subject, as Spirit, in which relations
between self and God, self and self, self and other selves, are inner relations, moments
of its own knowledge of itself. And, for philosophy, this is an absolute relationship.
Hence, faith has become the witness of the Spirit to itself as absolute spirit:

the truth of the divine intrinsic connectedness of spirit within itself and in its

community; it is the community’s knowledge that this is its essence. This

is the substantial unity of spirit with itself. 1t is not the abstract unity, but
the unity that is essentially, infinite form, knowledge self-contained.®®

Thus, philosophy does nat treat contents of theology as ‘other’; indeed, the
‘otherness’ of theology is itself overcome in this absolute self-relating thereby creating a
subject-subject relation between the two, a relationship which we already noted is implied
in the speculative statement, ‘philosophy is theology’. Thus, for Hegel, the reconciliation
of philosophy and theology, and the transformation of theological content into the
speculative knowledge of God of the philosophy of religion, is made possible by

conceptually cognizing the Christian community’s christological self-understanding

® | PR1, 1824, pp. 341-342; VPR, pp. 241-242.
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articulated in its science of faith through the witness of the Spirit and elevating it to the
level of the "speculative midpoint'®® of the Incarnation. Hence, not only are the feeling
and doctrine sides of faith mediated through the knowiedge of God as personified in
Christ, but the theological and philosophical sides of thinking are mediated through this
knowledge as well. As James Yerkes observes:

Hegel's philosophy of religion is clearly intended to be a philosophy of
religion based on, i.e.. epistemologically and methodologically normed by,
Christian fact. And by the "Christian fact" | understand Hegel to mean the

historic revelational incarnation of God in the event of Jesus as the Christ

and the church’s subsequent witness of faith about revelational events in

Scripture, creed, and cuit.’

Thus we can see that for Hegel Christianity finds its final consummation in this
philosophical thinking about religious consciousness which, although it may not admit it,
Christianity itself has produced.’®' Furthermore, we can see that for Hegel, theology
and philosophy reveal to each other, Spirit. This is precisely what Schleiermacher’s The
Christian Faith has done for Hegel. !t spurred him to solidify in his philosophy of religion

the role feeling plays in faith in a manner unarticulated before The Christian Faith came

™ | PR1, 1821, p. 245; VPRI, p. 154,

% James Yerkes, The Christology of Hegel, (Albany: State University of New York Press, 1983), p. 207. Yerkes does an
admirable job of showing how this christological understanding runs through Hegel's philosophy. Howaver, we must note that in
the above passage, Yerkes' use of the term ‘normed' should be unaerstood only in an historical sense, that is, inasmuch as Luther's
theology and Christianity in general precsded Hegel's philosophy of religion by a number of centuries, we can say that the 'Christian
fact’ 'normed' Hegel's philosophy of religion. But, we also must remember that in our discussion of Hegel's philosophical
confirmation of Luther's thealogy we saw that philosophy is not beholden to any other way of thinking in its determination of truth
and, technically then, is 'normed' only by itself. However, as we also observed, philosophy, in its autonemy, does confirm the truth
of the Incarnation as the revelation of the overcoming of the opposition between God and humankind. Thus, Hegel has no problem
with employing the Christian confession of the event of Jesus as the Christ ag a way of conveying {in representational language)
what is known conceptually by philosophy.

1 |ndeed, Karl Barth wonders in his Protestant Theology in the 19th Century. its Background and History, (London: SCM Press,
1972): "Why did Hegel not become for the Protestant world something similar to what Thomas Aquinas was for Roman
Catholicism?*
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on the scene. And, in the same way, this is what Hegel's Foreword does and what the
1824 lectures will do for consciousness: they point out that two sides are involved in faith
and that these two sides are reconciled in faith's witness of the Spirit. Now we are ready
to see how this philosophical recognition leads to the further accommodation,
modification, and enhancement of the relations between philosophy and theology in both

Hegel's Concept of Religion and the concept of the consummate religion.



Chapter Four

PHILOSOPHY, THEOLOGY, AND THE INTRODUCTION
TO THE 1824 PHILOSOPHY CF RELIGION

1. Introduction

The 1824 concept of religion does not achieve the full subject-subject relationship
that should ensue between philosophy and theology when the science of spirit arises out
of the science of faith. In fact, this subject-subject relationship is attained only in 1827
where philosophy has interiorized the trinitarian structure of orthodox theology’s inclusive
subjectivity (or personality) as the structure of its own inclusive subjectivity. Of course,
the uppermost matter on Hegel’s mind in constructing the 1824 Concept of Refigion is to
internalize and disclose all the contents of religious consciousness as interrelating

determinations within the "self-consciousriess of absolute spirit".! But, as we will see, in

the 1824 Concept of Religion, Hegel concentrates on solidifying the role of faith in
religious consciousness as disclosed in the Foreword by continuing his criticism of
Schleiermacher and all theological cognition that utilizes the Understanding; that is,
Schieiermacher’s theology of feeling, natural and rational thes!ogy, and, as well, orthodox
theology when it ignores its own science of faith and its hermeneutic of the witness of the
Spirit. In so doing, Hegel does display these theologies as moments within the self-
consciousness of absolute spirit, but only as objects for philosophical reflection. As we
will see, this objectifying of the theologies of the Understanding in the Introduction to the
1824 Concept of Religion clears the way for the full subjectifying of the content of

theological reflection in Consummate Religion.

' LPR1, 1824, p. 318; VPRI, p. 222. As we noted in chapter two, this is the definition of the concept of religion in 1824.
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in light of philosophy’s need to interiorize and criticize theological reflection, Hegel

commences his unfolding of the Introduction to the Concept of Religion by directing his
audience’s attention to the relations between philosophy and religion as a present issue
within philosophy:

| have deemed it necessary to devote a separate section of philosophy to
the consideration of religion. Let us first consider how philosophy of religion
is connected with philosophy in general; this is tied up with the question of
our present-day interest in rel gion and philosophy; and this in turn is linked
to the relationship of the philosophy of religion, and of philosophy, to
positive religion.?

With this issue established as thematic for conceptual cognition, Hegel continues
by describing what is intended by the word ‘religion’ in an almost identical fashion to the
1821 manuscript: ‘the region in which all riddles of the world, etc.’. But unlike the 1821
manuscript, Hegel does not follow up his description of religion by depicting how
philosophy and religion intersect in a common object, God. Rather, he inserts an

observation on the role of faith in knowledge of God gained from his 1822 criticism of

Schleiermacher:

This image of the absolute that religious devotion has before it can have a
greater or lesser degree of present liveliness, certainty, and enjoyment, or
can be presented as something longed or hoped for, something far off,
otherworldly. But it is never izolated, for it radiates into the temporal
present. Faith is cognizant of it as the truth, as the substance of present
existences; and this content of devotion is what animates the present world,
what operates effectively in the life of the individual, ruling over one's
commissions and omissions, over one's volition and action. This is the

2 |hid., p. 113; VPRI, p. 31,
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representation that religion has of God in general, and the philosophy of
religion makes this conterit the content of a particular treatment.®

With the Foreword’s cognition of the significance of the two sides of faith for
religious consciousness reaffirmed, the 1824 Introduction to the Concept of Religion takes
a new path and undertakes the explication of thinking itself. Thought is not only co-
present with subjective feeling in faith, but, as we outlined last chapter, it also thinks about
the relations between thought and feeling. But, this is precisely the area where thinking
may stumble, misconstruing the refations of thought and feeling already present in faith.
Thus, Hegel finds it of the utmost importance to distinguish his mode of philosophical
thinking about religion embodied in his lectures from other modes of thinking (philo-

sophical and theological) about religion.

2. Natural Theoloay

The first instance of thinking about religion that Hegel considers is natural theology.
As in the 1821 manuscript, Hegel finds that there exists both a similarity and a difference
between his philosophy of religion and natural theciogy. However, unlike the 1821
manuscript which included this discussion of the similarity betwean the two as part of the
description of the philosophy of religion, this section’s treatment focuses on the main
difference. Indeed, in 1821 he was concerned to introduce the philosophy of religion to
his students by noting the similarity of his philosophy of religion to a rmode of endeavour

with which they were already familiar. But, Hegel now sees a discussion of the

3 |bid., pp. 114-115; VPR1, pp. 32-33,



172

differences between modes of knowledge of God as the best way to enter the mode of
thinking articulated in the philosophy of religion. For Hegel, natural theology and the
philosophy of religion differ on how thinking finds content. Indeed, Hegel proposes that
natural theology does not understand the significance of the intersubjective aspect of
knowledge of God manifest in the doctrines of the religious community for the initiation
of thinking about God. Indeed, where natural theology completely ignores this aspect of
the knowledge of God, the 1824 philosophy of religion finds itself to be a concrete realiza-
tion of the intersubjective ground of religion as found in the religious community, a
realization which, as we have seen, is made possible by faith as having an objective side

which was described in the Foreword:

Our concern here is therefore not with God as such or as object, but at the
same time with God as he is [present] in his community. 1t will be evident
that God can only be genuinely understood in the mode of his being as
spirit, by means of which he makes himself into the counterpart of a
community and brings about the activity of a community in relation to him;
thus it will be evident that the doctrine of God is to be grasped and taught
only as the doctrine of religion.*

Thus, the doctrines of the religious community must be the place in which thinking
about God orientates itself. But, for Hegel, natural theology’s "content and object was
God as such.”® indeed, by ignoring the intersubjective, objective doctrines of faith, the
thinking found in natural theology amounts to a ‘science of the Understanding’ in which

God is thought in (logical} abstraction from the thinking about God already existing in the

* lbid., p. 116; VPR1, p. 33. Translation amended.

® Ibid.
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community and thus is not "grasped as spirit."® In this way, natural theology is the apex
of rational detachment from, and setting aside of, the contents of religion that so mars the

thinking about religion in the theologies of the Understanding.

Because the mode of thinking expressed in natural theology is so one-sided in its
thinking, it is to be set aside in favour of bzlance between contemplation of God as he
is in himself ("the essence grasped in the concept; and this meaning is in common with
the logical idea") and how God is “for himself," as absolute spirit, "as what appears, what
endows itself with revelation and objectivity."’ In 1827, Hegel will achieve this balance,
viewing the logical idea as one side of the knowledge of God as manifested in Christianity

and revealed doctrines as the other side.

3. Rational Theology

Continuing his concern about the relation of his philosophy of religion to other
modes of thinking about God, Hegel points out that the philosophy of religion must be
compared with another mode of thinking which it closely resembles, rational theology:

If we call the cognition or knowledge of God "theclogy"” generally, wheti er
we approach it from the standpoint of philosophy or from that of theology
in the narrower sense, we appear for the present to be treading the same
path as the theology that used to be called rational theology. it is the
universal highroad or the universal mode in which what is knowr of God is
said of God.®

* Ibid.
? Ibid., p. 118; VPR1, p. 35. Translation amended.

® |bid., p. 121; VPR1, p. 38. Translation amended.
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As we can observe from this passage, Hegel is stressing that reconciliation is already
implicit in the relations between philosophy and theology insofar as they both cognize and
express knowledge of God and thus share the same thematic centre. In this sense,
philosophy ‘treads’ the ‘same path’ as rational theology. But, in noting this similarity,
Hegel underscores the key problem philosophy has with contemporary theology; that is,
unlike post-Kantian theology in general, his philosophy of religion (like rational theology),
is willing to claim that it actually possesses rational knowledge of God. This ‘highroad’,
Hegel goes on to note, is also characteristic of mainstream orthodox theology:

We know namely that in the Christian church and chiefly in our Protestant

church there was set down a doctrinal system [Lehrbegriff], a content that

was universally valid and universally accepted as the truth, as [stating] what

God's nature is. This content has generally been called the creed: in the

subjective sense, what is believed, and objectively, what is to be known as
content in the Christian religion, what God himself has revealed that he is.®

Having aligned himself with this mode of thinking (confirmed by the Foreword's
account of the inner relation of creed and content), Hegel proceeds to criticize the
theologies of the Understanding, ‘including rational theology and Schleiermacher’s
theology of feeling in the same manner as we saw in the Foreword--by concentrating his
analysis on the relations between creeds and subjective conviction, and then by noting,

in an apparent reference to Schieiermacher’s The Christian Faith, how the content of

‘faith’ is called ". .. dogmatics: the doctrinal system of the church, the content [of its

? Ibid., pp. 121-122; VPR1, p. 38. Translation amended.
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teaching] concerning what God’s nature [is] in relation to humanity and in the iatter's

relationship to God.""®

Thus, Hegel accentuates (contra Schleiermacher) that dogmatics is the doctrinal
system of the church as worked out by the Christian community and not by an individual
like Schieiermacher. Moreover, this doctrinal system is to be considered as objective
insofar as it reflects what is believed in terms of the God-human relationship by the
community in a systematically organized fashion which, in turn, becomes the standard by
which ‘what is believed’ itself is guided. As such, dogmatics is theological reflecticn
fundamentally rooted in the subjective side of faith, but articulated intersubjectively. This

dialectical interaction is what is forgotten by aii theologies of the Understanding.

It is worth our while to note that in the Foreword Hegel observes that it is the
presence of thought in subjective conviction that even allows for the construction of
theology: “If, however, the element of universal principles [Grundsétze] has infiltrated the
religious requirement [that is, subjective conviction], then that requirement is no longer
separate from the requirement and the activity of thought, and religion demands,

according to this aspect, a science of religion—-a theology.”"' Unlike Schieiermacher,

Hegel recognizes that theology, by virtue of its reflective activity, already involves thought

about God, and as thought, has contained within it ‘universal principles’. Thus, for Hegel,

" lbid., p. 122; VPRI, p. 38.

" Taxis, p. 265, p. 515. Translation amended.
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doctrinal systems and dogmatics are formed on the basis of ‘universal principles’ already
embedded in human being. Consequently, for Hegel, even Sciileiermacher’s ‘theology
of feeling’ which rejects the value of any ‘outside’ rational way of thinking in working
through the content of Christianity still has to make use of certain ‘universal principles’

imported into its conception of feeling. In the Foreword, Hegel claims that it is this

double-standard which underlies "the prejudice against which philosophising on the
subject of religion in our time has to fight, namely the prejudice that the divine cannot be
conceived. . . ."'? Not only does contemporary theology's skepticism (especially,
Schleiermacher’s) about the possibility of knowing and cognizing God outside of feeling
dissociate itself from any true sense of abjectivity, but it is also incoherent: why would
Schleiermacher undertake a dogmatic theology when its main subject matter, God, cannot
be found in thought? Indeed, a dogmatic theology based on such a prejudice must
flounder on its own impossibility. Moreover, it is self-contradictory--a sure sign that in this
instance the Understanding is struggling to maintain itself in the absence of the true
understanding of the self and self-consciousness as it has arisen and manifested itself

through the Christian religion.

Because of the confusion about the role of thinking in the Understanding’s
knowledge of God, Hegel realizes that the ‘universal principles’ which the thinking subject
brings to its theologizing must be identified and explicitly cognized in thinking. Thus,

Hegel’s philosophy carries out what amounts to a philosophy of theology. As a second-

2 |hid., p. 266, p. 516.
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order activity, this refiection upon theological thinking and reflection permits the
philosophy of religion to differentiate its mode of thinking from that of theology while, at

the same time, thinking the same content. For Hegel, this identity-in-difference of

philosophy and theoloay enacted by conceptually cognizing is the methodological position
his philosophy of religion must take in relation to the theology of his time. Indeed, the
‘universal principles’ thought in the doctrines of the Trinity and of Christ of orthodox
theology are the standard against which even the thinking of orthodox theology can be

measured.

Importantly, Hegel asserts that there is supposition (not a ‘universal principle’)
arising with Protestantism which creates the possibility of the cleavage between theology’s
thinking and its awareness of the ground of thinking. This supposition is the authority
invested in the Bible: "In the Protestant church the doctrinal system is at the same time
supposed to be based essentially upon the Bible; it does not exist merely in the spirit of
the church but also has an external footing in the Bible."’* Hegel will now use this
supposition to centre his discussion of the identity-in-difference of philosophy and

theology.

4. The Letter and the Spirit
In our discussion of Hegel's conception of faith in chapter three, we found that

faith's ‘epistemologically’ and ‘ontologically’ ‘prior’ conditions for the witness of Spirit can

I LPR1, 1824, p. 122; VPR1, p. 38. My emphasis.
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be equated with the ‘letter’ of religious imagery inculcated by socialization into the finite
human being, and the ‘naturainess’ of the range of dispositions experienced by the finite
human subject (respectively). Furthermore, we described how Hegel thought Luther's
emphasis on faith created the possibility of the Spirit witnessing to itself in the self-
enclosed hermeneutic of reading the Bible. But, as we'll see presently, Hegel expands

the notion of the witness of the Spirit from an hermeneutic expounding Scripture into a

wider ‘enlivening’ process.

As we discussed above and in chapter three'®, Luther elevated the Bible to the
centre of theological reflection as the sole vehicle through which God could be known.
With this new thematic centre, philosophical and theological reflection both tapers and
narrows the contours of its knowledge of God according to how it believes the Bible
should be interpreted. Thus, Hegel says, Enlightenment thinking, under the "guise of
exegesis,” "sought to interpret the word of God in a different way.""®* Thus Hegel
identifies this mode of theological thinking as essentially an interpretive endeavour, a
rational theology, which “draws upon reason for counsel" but which, in fact, is "opposed
to the doctrinal system in the form established by the church."’® Hegel goes on to

confirm that some of the responsibility for this state of affairs lies with the Protestant

church itself:

** See pp. 158-160.
15 |bied,

"% ibid.
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In part, this was the church’s own doing, in part it was the doing of [the

thinking] to which the church is opposed. In this rational theology it is

exegesis that plays the primary role. Here exegesis takes over the written

word, interprets it, and professes only to make the understanding of the

word effective and to remain faithfui to it."”’
But, this claim of rational theology betrays the problem that is present if anybody
undertakes the exegesis beyond the rather limited approach of replacing the words of a
text with their synonyms; that is, that exegesis is always interpretation and as
interpretation it is always laden with presuppositions.  Indeed, regardless of how
presuppositionless one strives to be, one is siil faced with the presupposition of
presuppositioniessness:

But where interpretation is not mere explanation of the words but discussion

of the content and elucidation of the sense, it must introduce its own

thoughts into the words that form the basis [of the faith]. There can only

be mere interpretation of words when all that happens is that one word is

replaced by another with the same scope. If interpretation is elucidation,

then other categories of thought are bound up with it. A development of

the word is a progression to further thoughts. One seemingly abides by the
sense, but in fact, new thoughts are developed.®

By elucidating the ‘words that form the basis of faith’, other presuppositions filter
in, transforming exegesis into interpretation. These other presuppositions may come from
a genuine concern with knowledge of God, but there always remains the likelihood of
hypostaticizing some subsidiary or tangential concern over and against the true central
concern, God. Indeed, the problem exegesis presents for knowledge of God originates

with the Protestant church’s core presupposition of the inerrancy of the words contained

Y bid., p. 122-123; VPR1, p. 39

" Ibid.
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in the Bible. Not surprisingly, this presuppaosition presupposes yet another presup-
position: diving inspiration. Divine inspiration itself allows for the presupposition that the
text is literally true and that, consequently, the text can be read like an objective, infallible,
and omniscient history of both God and human being. In this view, every word,
punctuation mark, grammatical mistake (contra Wolff), are as they are supposed to be,
inscribed by God in His eternal wisdom through a number of human ‘recording
machines’. Moreover, this presupposition assumes that internal inconsistency in the text
isn't an inconsistency, every internal contradiction isn’t a contradiction. Instead, they are
to point even more forcibly to the inscrutability of the ways of God and the fallibility of
human reason. Thus, looking back at the history of the development of Protestant
theolugy, Hegel sees that schisms broke out and positions became entrenched over what
constituted the proper interpretation of the text, each group asserting that they alone
rendered the most accurate, literal reading of the Bible: "The most sharply opposed
views are exegetically demonstrated by theologians on the basis of scripture, and in this
way so-called holy scripture has been made into a wax nose."*® Indeed, concern over
the “letter’ of the word of God rapidly turns theological reflection away from God to their
‘wax noses’ such that the objective truth of the Christian doctrines are obfuscated in
favour of subjective, factional concerns. Consequently, other presuppositions of the time

surface, a tendency which Hegel indicates is already built into the process of exegesis.

' 1bid., p. 123; VPRI, p. 40.
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"Bible commentaries do not so miuch acquaint us with the content of scripture as with the

mode of thought of their age."’

This also indicates that for Hegel this type of theological reflection is limited in its
knowledge of God insofar as it is not conscious of the relation of its thought to thinking.
It demarcates its own knowledge of God through its one-sided understanding of the
power and range of reason and, moreover, is satisfied by this one-sidedness. It is not
surprising then that the Enlightenment philosophers and theologians generally adopt the
main presupposition of Protestant exegesis, the Bible as centre of knowledge of God, and
use it without the orthodox doctrines of the Christian faith:?’

Since a so-called theology of reason arose and was produced in this

manner we can on the one hand say that we find ocurselves on common

ground [with it], that reascn has to be a factor; and if the interpretation that
emerges is supposed to be in accordance with reason, then we can here

claim the right to develop religion freely and openly out of reason, without

taking as our starting point the specific word {of scripture]. It is therefore

at this point that we consider the nature of God and of religion in

general,??

In this way, Enlightenment thinking paved the way for the conceptualization of religion as
finally articulated in the philosophy of refigion. However, although the use of reason is

the common ground between the philosophy of religion and rational theology, as we

noted earlier, Hegel goes on to state thiat the types of theological reflection found in both

* bid.; VPR1, p. 39.

' an excellent example of the new hermeneutics is Spinoza's Theologico-Political Treatise. Like Luther, Spinoza used "Scripture
to interpret Scripture’, but contradiction between passages in the Bible requires inquiry into the seams of the text: the author, his
histary, language, education, etc., the history of the book itself, who has owned it, tampered with it, authorized it, etc. (See chapter
seven: ‘Of the Interpretation of Scripture".)

" |bid.; p. 124, VPR1, pp. 40-41.
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Enlightenment thinking about God and its counterpart, Pietism and Schleiermacher’s
theology of feeling are limited in their knowledge of God. Indeed, both modes of
theological reflection unite in their lack of consciousness of the relation of the subjective
to the objective. Thus, on the one side, rational theology shuns the subjective in favour
of an unbalanced objectivity. On the other side, a theology like Schleiermacher’s is easily

satisfied by immersion in the subjective. Hence, Hegel states:

This rational theology has on thie whole been called the theology of the
Enlightenment. Pertinent here, however, is not merely this kind of theology
but also the kind that leaves reason aside and expressly rejects philosophy,
and then erects a religious doctrine from the plenitude of its own
argumentative power. Though biblical words lie at its basis, to be sure,
private opinion and feeling still remain the controlling factor. It very often
happens that philosophy is set aside in the process, that philosophy is
represented as something ghostlike that must be ignored because it is
unsafe [nicht geheuer]. Philosophy, however, is nothing other than
cognition through reason, the common feature in the cognition of all hurnan
beings; and to the extent that one rejects philosophy, one rejects with it the
very principle of the common rationality of spirit, in order to leave the door
open to private reason.”

As we can see, Hegel asserts Schleiermacher’s theology of feeling as theological
reflection which dces not sufficiently pull away from its own opinion and feeling in order
to achieve a true reflective distance upon itself. Consequently, its exegesis of the Bible
must remain isogesis, an elaboration of its subjective thinking only. On the other hand,
the theology of reason’s exegesis is an isogesis of what it, in its own one-sidedness,
thinks is objectivity. In both cases, the spirit of the word of God is forgotten; the letter of

the word is emphasized in such a way as to cause thinking to wander from the true

2 |bid., pp. 125-126; VPR1, p. 42. Translation amended.
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theological centre, God. Indeed, such meandering results in God being nothing more
than a "vacuum of abstraction” for the theology of reason and, by implication, for the
theology of feeling.?* Hence, we can see that not only does Schleiermacher eviscerate
his own thinking about the objective content of religious consciousness, but he does so
in the same manner of the "rational theology of more recent times," that is, by "bringing
reason into the lists against itself and combating philosophy on the grounds that reason

can have no cognition of God."?®

The greatest evidence of the impact of Protestant theological reflection’s
overemphasis on the Bible and its ‘letter’ is to be found in the modern concern over the
historicity of the letter of the Bible. However, for Hegel, such zealous concern and
scrutiny of the letter of the Bible, in terms of its author, its authors, its languages, etc.,
further deflects modern theological reflection into digressions which ultimately are
untheological.?® Indeed, Hegel contends that the type of theological reflection that
"wants to adopt only a historical attitude towards religion” evaporates the spiritual content
of religion leaving oniy ‘historical cognition’.?’  Theologians who embrace this aftitude

are, 1o use Hegel's somewhat scathing metaphors, “counting house clerks" who at best

* bid., p. 126; VPR1, p. 42.
* lbid.

 jahn N. Findlay suggests that Hegel thought that such study of a text is also unphilosophical: “Hegel, however, thinks it better
that we should be fargely dissatisfied with Plata's writings, than that we should read inte them too close an approximation to
contemporary truth, and he also deprecates the text of the Dialogues, to the exclusion of any atternpt to fathom their deeper drift,
which was at the time starting its sinister career in the researches of Hegei's Berlin colleague, Schigiermacher,” J. N, Findlay,
'Hegelianism and Platonism' in Hegel and the Histary of Philesophy, op. cit., pp. 64-65.

7 LPR1, p. 128; VPRI, p. 44.
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experience vicariously the religious experiences of other people, whereas, for Hegel: "in
philosophy and religion . . . the essential thing is that one’s own sp'it itself should

recognize a possession and content, deem itself worthy of cognition, and not keep itself

028

humbly outside. Indeed, those who keep themselves in an external relation by

ruminating over the letter of the Biblical t=xt formulate works which are, as Hegel says in
the Foreword: "Produced in the interest of what is finite, they are not supported by the
testimony of the Holy Spirit, but by finite interests."”® Thus, to pierce through this
‘plague’ propagated by the ‘theology of our time’ and ‘regain’ a ‘fullness, a content, and
an import’ which is spiritually alive, thinking must recentre itself in thinking about God as

pictured in the objective doctrines of God as Trinity, as Spirit:

If "spirit” is not an empty word, then God must [be grasped] under this
characteristic [Spirit], just as in the church theology of former times God
was called "triune." This is the key by which the nature of spirit is
explicated. God is thus grasped as what he is for himself within himself;
God [the Father] makes himself an cbject for himself (the Son); then, in this
object, God remains the undivided essence within this differentiation of
himself within himself, and in this differentiation of himself loves himself, i.e.,
remains identical with himself--this is God as Spirit. Hence if we are to
speak of God as spirit, we must grasp God with this very definition which
exists in the church in this childlike mode of represertation as the
relationship between father and son--a representation that is not yet a
matter of the concept. Thus it is just this definition of God by the church as
a Trinity that is the concrete determination and nature of God as spmt and
spirit is an empty word if it is not grasped in this determination.*

2 Ibid.
# Texts, p. 247; p. 494.

% | PR1, 1824, pp. 126-127; VPR1, p. 43.
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Thus, we can see that over and against the way of the theology of his time,
Hegel's path to the enlivening process of the ‘witness of spirit’ revolves around
comprehension of the eternal truth of the doctrine of the Trinity. In this way, human
reason will raise itself out of the finite morass of the Understanding (where it squanders
itself), to the level of infinite thought and Spirit. Let us now turn our attention to the
question of how Hegel's philosophy of theology will construe the relationship of the

philosophy of religion to positive religion and its doctrines such that Spirit can come to

know itself as Spirit.

5. The Relationship of the Philosophy of Religion
to the Doctrines of Positive Religion

Amidst the various theologies of the Understanding with their tendency to stray
from the centre of theological reflection, God, and oppilate true knowledge of this centre,
Hegel confirms that "There is still a theology that has a content--a content consisting of
the church’s doctrines--which we call the content of a positive religion," that is, the
theology of the historically mediated and revealed religion, Christianity.®’ With more
than a touch of irony, Hege! muses that his philosophy of religion is “infinitely closer to
positive doctrine” than it is to rational theclogy, which, on the surface, would seem more
likely to be Hegel's ally.*? Indeed, when we move beyond the superficial similarity of
rational theology and philosophy of religion, the use of reason by rational theology seems

barren. By contrast, the doctrines of the church have "solid content’ and, in reality, are

 |bid., p. 128; VPR1, p. 45.

# Ibid,
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the embodiment of reason: “"Human reason, human spiritual consciousness, or
consciousness of its own essence, is reason generally, is the divine within humanity.*>*
For Hegel, there is a "divine productive process* which places the divine, that is "a living
God who is effective, active . . ." not in a transcendent realm, “beyond the stars or beyond
the world," as it were, but fully within the most rational depths of human
consciousness.®* But the immanent presence of God as consciousness is not to be
thought of as an anthropomorphic projection, "an invention of human beings," but as that
which "has emerged as religion, and is a product of the divine spirit itseli* and which,
indeed, "shows itself first as faith."** Alluding back to the Foreword's discussion of faith,
Hegel says: "So we must have faith that what has emerged in the world is precisely

reason, and that the generation of reason is a begetiing of the spirit and a product of the

divine spirit itself."*

It is evident that for Hege! the chief verification of God cannot be accomplished by
a reason that is not grounded in the subjective conviction that what is presented to us in
the doctrines of the church as spiritual is spiritual. Doctrines, like the Trinity, may be
perceived as merely contingent and historical human constructions, but this view indicates
a lack of due consideration of human religious faith as something which can and does

shape reality, a shaping which affects the very fabric of how human beings reason about

= |bid., p. 130; VPRI, p. 46.
 |bid,
% bid.

* Ibid.
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reality in the present time’. This means that instead of limiting the notion of reason to
something that lies outside of the sphere of religious consciousness, Hegel recognizes
the full impact faith has on reason. On the other hand, the philosophy of religion fully

appreciates that its activity is not one of faith, but one of reason, of thinking about

thinking:

When we philosophize about religion, we are in fact investigating reasen,
intelligence, and cognition; only we do so without the supposition that we
will get over this first, apart from our [real] object; instead the cognition of
reason is exactly the object, is what it is all about. Spirit is just this: to be
for itself, to be for spirit. This is what finite spirit is; and the relationship of
finite spirit or of finite reason [to infinite reason] is engendered within religion
itself and must be dealt with there.*

Thus, the philosophy of religion reaches out to embrace within its thinking activity
all rational activity that takes place within religious consciousness, even though the
theologies of the Understanding are not part of this science of Spirit proper:

Also pertinent here is the distinction between a science and conjectures

concerning a science. These conjectures are contingent; but insofar as

they are thoughts containing viewpoints relating to the matter, they must fall

within the treatment itself, though in their proper order and where they are

necessary; then they are not [just] contingent bubbles of thought that arise
within us.®

Thus, for Hegel, undertaking the philosophy of theology is necessary; indeed, the

conjectures and opining of the theologies of the Understanding are not to be cast aside

¥ bid., p. 138; VPR1, p. 53.

* Ibid.
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but to be grasped as "brought up with the content itself," as "viewpoints® which "occur

within religion itself."*®

Thus, we can see that by carrying out this philosophy of theology, the Introduction
to the 1824 Concept of Religion is conducting itself ‘in an internal, thinking fashion’, which,
as we suggested at the beginning of this chapter, is Hegel's concern in constructing the
1824 Concept of Religion. Thus, it is a thinking about thinking which knows all the
relations between the determinations of thought in religious consciousness as inner
relations of the ‘self-consciousness of absolute spirit’. Indeed, it is through this thinking

about theological thinking that Spirit witnesses to its own truth.

6. Feeling and Thinking

As a result of our reflections on Hegel’s philosophy of theology, we are led to
conclude that the witness of Spirit in the science of Spirit does not stay within the
contours of the witness of the Spirit as an hermeneutic for reading a text. Rather, it has
taken the thinking of the community of the theologians of the Understanding as its pre-
text. Now, with these theologies located and clarified, Hegel will unfold the 1824 Concept
of Religion in the manner of the 1821 manuscript, that is, in the triadic sequence of
feeling, representation, and thought, but with a notable modification in the description of

the beginnings of religious consciousness in feeling.*° In light of the similarities between

® |bid.; VPR1, p. 54.

4 Heqgel also adds a long section on faith and its relation to the cuftus that makes the same points as the Foreword's discussion
of faith.
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Hegel's discussion of religious sensibility in the 1821 Concept of Religion and

Schleiermacher’s claim that igligion is the immediate self-consciousness of the absciute
other, and in light of the differences outlined in the 1824 Introduction’s philosophy of
theology, Hegel confirms that feeling is also an important ingredient in religion:

Feeling, too, must show itself in religion. Feeling is the subjective aspect,

what pertains to me as this single individual. When | feel | thereby appeal

to myself, and thus relate myself back to my singular subjectivity; others can
have other feelings and thereby appeal to themselves, too.*'

Many commentators have suggested that Hegel isn’t fair in his appraisal of
Schleiermacher’s theology of "feeling.**> However, as we have argued throughout
chapter three and this chapter, the crucial difference for Hegel between his philosophy
of religion and the theology of feeling, lies in the role of thinking in relation to feeling and
not whether feeling has a grounding role in religious consciousness. Indeed, Hegel
acknowledges that "feeling achieves the status of a ground, and God's being is given o
us in feeling."*® But, following the Foreword’s insight into faith, the 1824 Concept of
Religion confirms that we are ensconced in thinking rigint at the beginning of religious
consciousness. It is immediate knowledge of God’ which "is immediate knowledge of an
object that is supposed to have strictly the character of the universal, so that only the

product is immediate; this [process] is thinking,"** Indeed, God is not “a bodily object”

“ Ibid., p. 140; VPR1, p. 54.

*2 For sxample, Peter Hodgson, main editor of the English eritical edition of LPR, suggests that Hegel *never properly understeod
what Schleiermacher meant by the feeling of absolute dependence.” (LPR1, 1824, p. 444). See my comments on the ‘fairness' of
Hegel's criticism of Schleiermacher, chapter three, n. 3.

“3 LPR1, 1821, p. 260; VPRI, p. 167.

“ |bid., p. 263; VPR1, p. 170,
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but is "the highest personality, the most universal personality itself, singularity in its
absolute universaiity."*® Thus, Hegel concludes that feeling and thought have to be
thought as interacting co-determinations of immediate knowledge:

We have immediate knowledge of God, and God is in feeling. The third

characteristic is that these two [moments] are mutually determined: God

is not |, but the other of the I; and the knowing subject is in itself the

negative, i.e., it is the finite, while God is the nonnegative, what is higher,
the infinite in every respect.*®

As we can see, Hegel still holds that there is no true priority of feeiing over thinking
or of thinking over feeling. Indeed, immediate knowledge is to be conceived as a unity
which incorporates the moment of difference within itself. This is to say, although thought
and feeling are thought as differcntiated, they are also to be thought as enunciations of
the qualities of immediate knowiedge. Thus, Hegel does not change what he has already
determined in the 1821 Concept of Religion as the primogenial religious relationship
between ‘abstract universality’ and ‘absolute singularity’.*” Rather, thinking through
Schleiermacher’s theology of feeling as an inner determination of the 1824 Concept of
Religion, Hegel's conceptualization of religious consciousness is forced to allow
Schleiermacher’s thinking about feeling to reinforce and enhance the way it understands
the process of mutual determination between God and the self. Thus, it is apparent that
the theology of feeling has effected a determination of the Concept of Religion. Now, the

last task before us is to envisage how this enhancement and modification are in fact the

** Jbid.
** Ibid., p. 260; VPR1, p. 167,

7 Spe pp. 38-44 for our discussion of the primordial religious relationship.
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result of the mutual determination of thought and feeling on the leve! of philosophical and

theological thinking.

7. The Mutual Determination of Philosophy and Theglogy

We have spoken of Schileiermiacher’s rejection of the possibility of objective and
rational knowledge of God. In this belief, Schleiermacher falis in with the long tradition
of Christian theology which asserts that because God is the creator and human being,
the created, there must be an essential ontological difference between God and human
being which does not allow for true rational and objective knowledge of God. As creator,
God transcends both our world and our reason; his reality cannot be grasped by the
human intellect. The being of God, therefore, is ineffable and his ways are inscrutable.
In the face of reason’s humbled silence before God, this tradition chooses to shun ‘head
knowledge’ in favour of the ‘knowledge’ of the heart. Tertullian, for one, believed
‘because it is absurd’. For many, the conversion experience came to personify the
essence of ‘heart knowledge'.*®* Common to this way of thinking is that the human
religious experience of God is both personal and inward in character, a theme brought
to fruition for pust-Kantian religious thinking by Schleiermacher’s notion of awareness of

God as grounded in the nonrational core of human being, feeling, and its correlatg, feeling

of absolute dependence.

*2 For example, the centrality of the conversion experience is already in St. Paul's ‘Road fo Damascus' experience (Acts 9:1-20).
See also: Saint Augustine, Confessions, tr. R. $. Pine-Coffin, {New York: Penguin Classics, 1961), pp. 177-178. And, as we detailed
in chapter three, ‘heart knowledge' undergirds much of Luther's theology.
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This tradition’s way of thinking entails, of course, a type of mutual determination
between God and human being. Paradoxically, it thinks that the determination of self i
relation to God takes place only in the ‘heart’ and not in thinking. Schleiermacher takes
this sense of mutual determination beyond what this tradition has intended by leaving out
the immediate knowledge of God as ‘completely universal object’. This means that
Schleiermacher reconstructs the Christian doctrine of God only in terms of human
subjectivity. Thus, the positive doctrines are reappraised accordingly, with the central
doctrine of the Trinity as largely the result of “unconscious echoes of what is pagan."““’
Moreover, Schleiermacher suggests, it is unessential to the particular form of piety which
manifests itself in the Christian refigion: “Similarly, it is natural that people who cannot
reconcile themselves to the difficulties and imperfections that cling to the formulae current
in Trinitarian doctrine should say that they repudiate everything connected with it, whereas

1)

in point of fact their piety is by no means lacking in the specifically Christian stamp.

Without the Trinity as superstructure in which all other doctrines find their meaning,
the other main orthodox doctrine, the orthodox doctrine of the simultaneity of divine and
human natures in the person of Christ, falls away. Instead, Schleiermacher proceeds to
describe Christ on the basis of what he calls "the living influence of Christ," that is,

thrcugh what the contemporary Christian individual feels about Christ.®' In this way,

‘" CF, p. 747.

% 1hid., p. 749. My emphasis. An expositor of Schlelermacher, Robert Williams, tries to show that the Trinity is still ‘of central
importance' for Schleiermacher. But Williams heavily qualifies this claim in terms of Schieiermacher’s treatment of the Trinity in The
Christian Faith. Williams admits that this account of the Trinity is ‘problematic’, ‘incomplete’, and fragmentary’. See, Rabert
Williams, Schleiermacher. The Theologian, chapter six, .

*' CF, p. 476.
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Schleiermacher’'s main position, the primacy of feeling over thinking, conditions his
christology. For Schleiermacher, Jesus Christ was a person who had a unique

awareness of God in his God-consciousness:

. .. if it is only through Him that the human God-consciousness becomes
an existence of God in human nature, and only through the rational nature
that the totality of finite powers can become an existence of God in the
world, that in truth He alone mediates all existence of God in the world and
all revelation of God through the world, insofar as he bears within Himself
the whole new creation which contains and develops the potency «f the
God-consciousness.*?

Christ thus appears to self-consciousness to be the pinnacle of God-
consciousness, insofar as "to ascribe to Christ an absolutely powerful God-
consciousness, and to attribute to Him an existence of God in Him, are exactly the same
thing."** In this way, Christ is the combination of two natures in one person but not as
one person within the doctrine of the Trinity in the way described by orthodox theology
and, by extension, the Lutheran notion of the communicatio idiomatum:

If now we carry over into the doctrine of the Trinity the explanations usually
given of the word ‘Person’ in the doctrine of Christ--and there is sufficient
reason for this, since it is asserted that Christ did not become a Person only
through the union of the two natures, but the Son of God only took up
human nature into His Person--then the three Persons must have an
independent anterior existence in themselves; and if each Person is also a
nature, we come aimost inevitably to three divine natures for the three divine
Persons in the one Divine Essence.®

2 |bid., p. 388.
% ibid., p. 387.

® Ibid., p. 395. Schleiermacher treats the communicatio idiomatum directly on pp. 411-412,
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Rather than acceding to this apparent confusion, Schleiermacher finds that "We
must conclude, then, that ideality is the only appropriate expression for the exclusive
personal dignity of Christ."®® Thus, Christ is both ‘ideality’, an archetype, and human,
and because of the impact of this archetype on human conscicusness in general, an

individual other than Christ "attains a religious personality not his before."*®

Nothing seems further from Hegel's appropriation of the objective doctrines of the
Christian faith than this treatment. Indeed, Hegel aligns his thinking with the tradition of
Western theological thought which finds the apex of its thinking in the Trinity. For Hegel,
there is a common mode of thinking identifiable in the history of thought which
comprehends its own thinking as part of the thinking of God. Hegel perceives that there

is a community of speculative thinkers who have conceived of their thinking as the inner

thinking of God's triadic self-manifestation. For these thinkers, God, as the differentiated

unity of the One, has othered himself in and through the logos, the word, which
enunciates itself in the living dynamic of human thinking. According to this view, human

thinking then becomes the vehicle of God's self-objectification and, indeed, returns God’s

** Ibid., p. 379.

* Ibid., p. 476. Schleiermacher uses the word 'Urbild” when referring to Christ. This could be translated as ‘prototype’ as well
as 'archetype’. In this conception, Schieiermacher follows Spinoza who locates as engaging in an ideal ‘mind-to-mind’ relation with
God [Theclogico-Political Treatise, pp. 18-19], and Kant, who directly calls Christ an ‘archetype’ [Urbild] [Religion within the Limits
of Aeason Alone, tr. T. M. Greene and H. Hudson, (New York: Harper, 1960), pp. 54-55]. But, Schielermacher’s christology
improves’ upon Spinoza's and Kant's by treating this archetype ontologically-that Is, for Schleiermacher, the ‘archetype of humanity'
becomes conctetized in the living human being, Jesus Christ. Moreover, Schlelarmacher proceeds to discuss this concrete archetype
in terms of self-conscicusness and the facticity of lived-experience. [See his The Life of Jesus, tr, S. Maclean Gilmour, (Philadelphia:
Fortress Press, 1975), which describes its explication of Jesus in these aforementioned terms: "The task js 10 grasp what is inward

T E——— e ST —— S P — et

man would have besn jf what affected him and also what he affected had been ditferent than was actually the case, for only then
do | have an actual knowledge of what is Inward in him , , .* (p. 8}.] Thus, the inward (self-conscicusness) and the outward {the
faclicity of his life) are the two sides to grasping his ontological nature. In other words, Jesus, as human archetype, must be
understood as an existing, historical individual whose own fesling of dependency was so constituted 30 as to permit us to see his

religious salf-consciousness as a model for our own,
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thoughts to him. In essence, they conclude, human thinking is God's thinking of himself.
Thus, these two modes of thought mutually determine each other. At the same time,

human beings only participate in God’'s knowledge of himself.

Hegel finds this inner dynamic of trinitarian thinking as evolving through a
community of thinkers over history. For Hegel, trinitarian thinking is not static thinking,
but part and parcel of the ongoing revelation of God to himself, first discernible in the pre-
Christian trinities of the Hindu Trimurti, Plato and Aristotle, and then further developed and
unfolded in the Neo-Platonic trinitarianism of Proclus, the Gnostics, the orthodox
conception of the Trinity as Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, Meister Eckhardt, and Jacob
Boehme.®’ It is absolutely central for Hegel that this trinitarian thinking has taken place
in history and that it is an object for human thinking. But, it is also central to Hegel's
thinking that the Trinity, with its inner relation of mutual determination of God and human
being, has to be articulated in and for the living individual subject as that form of thinking
which sublates human being in itself. Thus, Hegel takes pains to depict the relation that
the individual ‘I’ takes tc its divine object in this way:

... the individual is affirmative only as pure knowledge, knowledge that has

consumed its object, has submerged its own particular thisness in it, its

natural state. The teachers of the Christian church declare that by giving

up this natural state—-if this surrender is grasped in a natural manner in the

form of natural death--human beings can be united with God. Related to

this view, moreover, are the church doctrines about the grace of God and

how it operates in the human heart, about how a Holy Spirit is active in the

community, leading the community into truth about its justification of
humanity, and so on. if we comprehend all this in the concept, in thought,

57 For Hegel's discussion of the history of the development of the doctrine of Trinity, see: LPR111, 1821, pp. 79-81; VPR111,
p. 18-15; Ibid., pp. 133-194; VPR111, pp. 126-128; Ibid., pp. 286-288; VPR111, pp. 211-214.



196

without changing the content, then the characteristics that we have just
adduced in abstract fashion are involved in it. Such doctrines are just
speculative throughout, and any theologians incapable of acceding to their
concept should leave them alone. Theology is no* just religious piety as
such in the form of religion, but rather the comprehension of religious
content. . . .%®8

Looking back on the history of trinitarian thinking, Hegel quotes favourably Meister
Eckhardt's comprehension of this essential relationship between God and human:®

The eye with which God sees me is the eye with which | see him; my eye

and his eye are one and the same. In rightecusness | am weighed in God

ﬁgd hesigl me. If God did not exist nor would I; if 1 did not exist nor would
This description of the relationship between God and human is exemplary of what Hegel
has in mind in the quotation prior to this. In Eckhardt’s thinking, the finite human subject
and the infinite trinitarian God stand not only in a state of mutual dependence as two
complementary poles, but they stand also in a state of mutual dependence as two distinct
poles. Each side of this dialectical relationship would be empty, or non-existent, without
the other; the finite human subject finds itself and knows itself as concrete existence
through its knowledge of God and God knows himself through the existence of the finite
subject. But at the same time this mutual determination takes place, Eckhardt recognizes
that as a finite human subject he surrenders all concern with his own ‘thisness’ and deals

with God as thought, as an intellect. Thus, with Eckhardt seeing his own ‘thisness’

subsumed into the existence of the divine intellect he then discovers the divine intellect

* LPR1, 1824, pp. 346-347; VPRI, p. 247,
0 Meister Eckhardt {1260-1327), German mystic.

% |bid., pp. 347-348; VPRI, p. 248.
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as the ground of his own existence. Thus, this divine intellect, whose cperations give
forth all existence as individual things in themselves, is not ontologically different from the
human inteliect inscofar that in its natural state it is nothing and only exists because God
thinks it. Hence, the individual human subject can participate and know unity with God

through the ‘death’ of its understanding of its self as the naturai self.®’

We can see why Hegel cites Eckhardt in respect to the relation of human being
and God in trinitarian thinking: not only do God and the self mutually determine each
other in a dialectical interaction, but the self is absorbed into a third moment. And, in this
third moment, the relations of the finite and the infinite, the divine and the human, are
encapsulated and reconciled. And thus this moment is, as we have outlined in chapter

four, that of Spirit in its thinking of itself.

But Hegel recognizes that this way of thinking has been and is dizzying as it
supersedes the normal boundaries of logical thinking. It is not surprising, then, Hegel
sees that human thinking has to struggle both to maintain God’s thinking as the centre
of all knowledge of human existence and to find appropriate ways of expressing how this
contradiction is overcome in the third moment of the Trinity. If we look at Hegel's

treatment of a speculative thinker like Jacob Boehme in the Lectures on the History of

& Meister Eckhardt. Mystic and Philogsopher, tr. Reiner Schirman. (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1978): "God makes
us know himself, and he makes us know himsalf by his act of knowing, and his being Is his knowledge. For him 1o make me know
and for me to know are one and the same thing. Hence his knowledge is mine, quits as it is one and the same In the master who
teaches and in the disciple who is taught. Since his knowizdge is mine, &nd since his substance Is his knowledge, his nature, and
his being, it follows that his being, his substance, and his nature ere mine. ... Since, then, it is of the nature of God not to be like
anyone, we are compelled to conclude that we are nothing so that we may be transported into the identical being of himself,” (pp.
133-134). For a thorough description of Eckhardt's thinking, see: Rudolph Otfto, Mysticisr East and West, {London, 1932).
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Philosophy we can see that Boehme stands as an excellent example of this problem.®?
indeed, Hege! observes that for all this talk of and insight into the Trinity, Boehme’s
formations are ‘rude and barbarous,” and difficult to read.®® Nevertheless, Hegel
commends Boehme for "his arduous struggle both to bring the deep speculative
[content], which he holds in his intuition, into [the form of] representation and to so
master the element of representational [thinking] that the speculative content might be

expressed in it."**

If the ‘times’ weren’t right for Boehme’s thinking as the last great attempt to
articulate this speculative or mystical comprehension of the contents of religion, then,
retroactively, the times weren't right for all those who came before Boehme. This means
that for Hegel the conditions of the possibility for attaining a fuli speculative grasp are
slowly realized over a long period of development, a development in which an adequate
speculative form of cognition can arise out of revelatory discourse and adequately master
representational thinking. 1n a January 19, 1824 letter to von Baader, Hege!-describes
this form of cognition as a matter of reason being “at home with itself or free" and that

"thinking reason is not at home with itself in such content [of religion] insofar as the

2 Jacob Boshme {1575-1624), German mystic. For Hegel's full treatment of Boehme's thought, see Lectures on the History of
Philosophy, pp. 188-216. For an account of the influence of German mysticai thinking on Hegel, Schelling, Fichte, and von Baader,
seg: Ernst Benz, The Mystical Sources of German Romantic Philosophy, tr. Blair R. Reynolds and Eunice M. Paul, {Allison Park:
Pickwick Publications, 1983).

% | HP111, p. 193,

8 G, W, F. Hegel, Heqel: The Letters, tr. Clark Butler and Christiane Seiler, (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1984}, pp.
573-574; G. W. F. Hegsl, Brisfe von und an Hegel, ed. J. Hoffmeister, (Hamburg: Felix Meiner, 1952-81), 4 vols. Vilume 4 in two
parts [1977, 1981] edited by Friedhelm Nicolin, letter 192. Navertheless, Boehme's thinking is tharoughly speculative inasmuch as
“his only thought . . . is that of perceiving the holy Trinity in everything. . . {LHP111, p. 18§).
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content is merely represented."®® In this same letter, Hegel equates this ‘being-at-
home’ of Reason [Vernunft]) with itself with the witness of the Spirit to itself.
Consequently, for Hegel, it is a matter of Spirit overcoming limitations imposed on it as
it develops (unfolds itself) through history so that it can become for itself what it is in itseif,
Absolute Spirit, and thus truly ‘be at home’ in form and content. Thus, it is apparent that
Boehme and Eckhardt had the content which was nurtured in the Christian community
by the Scholastics and the neo-Platonists, but not the developed form of cognition. And,
to some extent, Plato and Aristotle also had the content, but in pristine form due to the
absence of the revelation of God through Jesus Christ.?® We can conclude that for
Hegel something more had to occur between Boehme’s time and his own time such that
the self-consciousness of God takes on the speculative form of self-consciousness of

Absolute Spirit.

The clue to the identity of this last historical occurrence is to be found in chapter

three's description of Hegel's comprehension of Luther's introduction of the principle of

® Hegel, Letters, p. 572; Briefe, lstter 466a.

® Texts, p. 266; p. §17. “. .. Platc and Asistotle teach that God is not jealous, and that He does not withhold the cognition of
Himself and of truth from human beings. It would be nothing other than jealousy if God denied the knowledge of God to
consciousness; by so doing God would have denied all truth to consciousness, for God alone is what Is true; whatever else is true
and appears to be something without divine content is true only insofar as it is grounded in God and is cognized through God; all
the rest is temporal appearance. The cognition of God and of truth is the only thing that raises man up above the beasts, sets man
apart, makes man happy, or rather, according to Plato and Asistotle, as well as Christian doctrine—makes man blessed.” Also, LPR1,
1827, pp. 382-383; VPRI, p. 279: "When the name of God s taken seriously, it is already the case for Plato and Aristotle that God
is not jealous to the point of not communicating himself. Among the Athenians the death penalty was exacted if one did not allow
another persen {o light his lamp from one'’s own, for one lost nothing by doing so. In the same way God loses nothing when he
communicates himself." indeed, both Plato and Aristotle had “traces of the Trinity" (LPR111, 1824, p. 193; VPR, 1824, p. 127.) in
their thinking.
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subjectivity.?” As we saw, Hegel's speculative comprehension of the fruth of the Trinity
and Christ is realized in the heart of the individual subject, who subjectifies the objectivity
of the church’s doctrines thereby creating a place ‘in which he is at home with himself
and at home with God'. Thus, it is of paramount importance to Hegel that the knowledge

of God as Trinity is grounded in the human subject as subject.

We have already worked through the importance of the principle of subjectivity in
Luther's science of faith for Hegel's science of spirit. What is critical for our present
considerations is that although a sui generis science of faith arises through Luther's
hermeneutic of the witness of the Spirit, he did not explicitly identify human subjectivity
as an "object" for formal, methodological study.®® But, as we also have seen, Luther did
draw attention to the importance of the ‘heart’ for knowing, and relating to, God. Indeed,
most of Luther's references to the ‘heart’ are from ‘within’, that is, from inside his own
experience of being in relation to God. (For example, "I am not speaking empty words,
| have often experienced, and still do every day, how difficult it is to believe, especially
amidst struggles of conscience, that Christ was given, not for the holy, righteous, and
deserving, or for those who were his friends. . . ."®®) What is important here is that even

though Luther puts emphasis on God as infinite and objectively existing entity that stands

¥ Hegel aiso credits Boehme with realizing the ‘Protestant principle’ of subjectivity: "The matier of Jacob Boehme's philosophy
is genuinely German; for what marks him out and makes him noteworthy is the Protestant principle already mentioned of placing
the intellectual workd within one's own mind and heart, and of experiencing and knowing ar.d feeling in one's own self-consciousness
all that formerly was conceived as a Beyond,” (LHP111, p, 191).

% Boehme also didn't formally objectify subjectivity. Rather, for Hegel, the first inkling of this mode of thinking arises with
Descartes, see: LHP111, pp. 220-252.

% Martin Luther, Luther's Works. Vol. 26, p. 36.
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above us, Luther also stresses that this God directly relates to human being, manifesting
awareness of his truth in the ‘heart’ of the individual subject. In other words, what
becomes important in Luther is the relationship between God and human being in which
God manifests himself as the content for the human subject’s cognition. For Hegel, this
is also what is significant about the consummate religion, that human subjective

consciousness and its object, God, have become unified:

In this religion, religion has become objective to itself; the object [Objekt] or
content by means of which religion is fulfilled, what is objective for it, is now
its own definition, namely that spirit is [present] only for spirit. Universal
and singular spirit, infinite and finite spirit, are here inseparable; their
absolute identity is religion, and absolute religion is the awareness of just
this content.”®

As well, for Hegel, this interrelationship between God and human being signifies an

important change in the focus of theology:

At first sight, what theology is about is the cognition of God as what is
solely objective and absolute, what remains purely and simply separate from
subjective consciousness.  Therefore God is an external object
[Gegenstand]--like the sun or the sky--but still a thought-object
[Gegenstand]. An external object [Gegenstand] of consciousness exists
where the object [Gegenstand] permanently retains the character of
something other and external. In contrast with this, we can designate the
concept of absolute religion as follows: what is involved here, the essence
of what is involved, is not this external object {Gegenstand] but religion
itself, i.e., the unity of this object [Gegenstand] with the subject, the way in
which it is in the subject.”

™ PR111, 1824, p. 165; VPR111, p. 100. ltisimportant for us to note that Hegel is employing two terms, Objekt and Gegenstand
in this section, {ibid., pp. 165-170; VPR111, pp. 101-105), which are both translated as ‘object’ in the English critical edition. Objekt,
as this passage suggests, is the end or goal in which religion attains (fulfilis’) its purpose which, as we know, is the totality of the
self-consciousness of absolute spirit. Gegenstand literally means *stands-against” and, as we will ses in the next quotation, refers
to any thing that is understood as external 1o the subject, although the subject’s aftention is directed 1o it.

™ |bid., pp. 165-166; VPR111, p. 101.
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Thus we can see that, for Hegel, theology can take one of two standpoints: it can
approach God either as "something other and external,' as an “external object"
[Gegenstand] which stands over and against human consciousness and which therefore
is basically noncognizable by the human subject; or it knows the human subject as in an

essential relationship with an objective God whose otherness has been overcome.

As we have seen in chapter two, Schleiermacher also takes human subjectivity as
an object for theological study precisely because he treats God as an entity, to use again
Hegel's words from the above quotation, with “the character of something other and
external."’? Thus, in the 1824 lectures on consummate religion, Hegel notes that the
‘present age’, as exemplified by the Schieiermacherian point of view, knows that God
exists as external object but does not know what God, in his determinations or content,
is:

We can regard the present age as concerned with religion, with religiosity,

or with piety, in which no regard is had for what is objective. People have

had various religions; but--[according to] the present dogmatics, at least--

that does not matter, as long as they are pious. We cannot know God as

an object, we cannot cognize him, and it is the subjective attitude that is

important. This standpoint has been recognized in our earlier discussion,
and we have already spoken of its one-sidedness.”

™ bid., p. 166; VPR111, p. 102. F. Schleisrmacher, CF, p. 194; Al attributes which we ascribe to God are to be taken as
denoting not something in God, but only something special in the manner in which the fesling of absolute dependence is to be
related to Him."

P \bid., p. 166; VPR111, p. 101.
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But, in the 1824 lectures on consummate religion, Hegel also critically confirms
Schleiermacher’s innovative marking off of the subject as object for the subject’'s study
and comprehends its depth and significance for his own philoscphy. He says:
It {Schleiermacher's dogmatics and its assertion that we cannot know God]
is the standpoint of the age, and at the same time it is a very important
advance, which has validated an infinite moment; for it invoives the
recognition of the consciousness of subjectivity as the absolute moment.
There is the same content on both sides, and this being-in-itself of both

sides is religion. The great advance of our time is that subjectivity has been

recognized as the absolute moment; thus subjectivity is the essential
determination.’™

But he adds a note of caution: "But everything depends on how we define this
subjectivity."’® Indeed, for Hegel, Schleiermacher’s emphasis on subjectivity can be a
source of alienation from God if subjectivity sees its self, its ‘I, as living inside of and
experiencing only itself. This exclusive sense of subjectivity does not provide any impetus
for the subject to move through its subjectivity to the fundamental reorientation of its
thematic centre from itself to God as already given to the subject in the primogenial
religious relationship and enunciated in the objective doctrines of faith. But on the other
hand, Hegel claims that Schleiermacher's furthering of the principle of subjectivity
constitutes a great advance for it brings into view the centrality of subjectivity for the

religious relationship.

The validating of this subjectivity is the important thing, or [the recognition]
that this subjectivity is absolutely essential for the whole sphere of the
religious relationship. Thus this standpoint elevates subjectivity into the
essential determination of the whole range of the religious relationship.
There is a rather close bond between it and the freedom of spirit, in that

™ |bid., p. 166; VPR111, p. 101. Translation amended.

” Ibid.
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spirit has reestablished its freedom, and there is no standpoint within which
it is not at home. . . .”®

Thus, subjectivity is an infinite moment, it does embrace in itself the divine and
human sides of the religious relationship. However, for Hegel, it is not a question of my

subjectivity as over and against God's objectivity, but rather, it is the case that

... what God reveals is this infinite form that we have called subjectivity; i.e.,
it is the act of determining or positing distinctions, of positing content. What
God reveals in this way is that he is manifestation, i.e., the process of
constituting these distinctions within himself. Itis his nature and his concept
eternally to make these distinctions and at the same time to take them back
into himself, and thereby to be present to himself. The content that
becomes manifest [offenbar] is what is revealed [geoffenbart], namely, that
God is for an other but [also] eternally for himself.”

Therefore, we can see that Hegel is confirming that God is infinite subjectivity.
Indeed, God discloses himself in a continuous process of self-determination that
embraces within itself finite human subjectivity as the locus of God's self-revelation. This
realization will eventually lead Hegel to say in the 1831 lectures: *Finite consciousness
knows God only to the extent that God knows Himself in it; thus God is spirit, indeed the

Spirit of His community, i.e., of those who worship."”8

As we saw at the end of chapter three, Schleiermacher's emphasis on the

significance of feeling assisted Hege! in solidifying in his philosophy of religion the role

™ Ibid., p. 167; VPR111, p, 103. Translation amended.
7 Ibid., pp. 170-171; VPR111, p. 106.

™ Ivid., 'W(1831)", p. 250; VPR111, ‘W(1831)" p. 178.
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feeling plays in faith. But now we can also see that the significance Hegel attaches to the
inclusivity and two-sided nature of infinite subjectivity would not have happened in the way
it did without Schleiermacher’s particular stress on the finite individuality of subjectivity.
Indeed, at the same time that Hegel criticizes Schigiermacher’s theology--"which has
withdrawn in its empty inwardness after the loss of absolute content'’®--he also realizes
that this type of theologizing has cleared the way for philosophy to take up the content
of religious consciousness "in a manner that is unconstrained as well as auspicious and
beneficial."®® Hegel's point is clear: if the theology of the day will not admit that God
has attained self-consciousness through finite human consciousness (e.g., in the
Incarnation), then philosophy will. Consequently, philosophy sees that “. . . it is a need
of the present day to be cognizant of God through thinking reason, and thereby to obtain

a concrete, living representation of the nature of truth. . . . Truth is no empty shell [but]

something concrete, a fullness of content."®’

There can be no doubt that Hegel's recognition of the need ‘to be cognizant of
God through thinking reason’ is the result of the Protestant Reformation and the
"cleavage™®? between philosophy and theology initiated by the principle of subjectivity
implicit in Luther’'s emphasis on the heart. But, it is only Hegel's philosophy of religion

which attempts to heal this fissure by confirming that the Incarnation is the revelation of

™ LPR1, 1824, p. 131, 'W,"; VPR1, 'W,", p. 47.
% |bid,
® |bid, p. 128; VPR1, p. 44-45.

52 |bid., p. 132; VPRI, p. 48
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the reconciliation of the infinite and finite and that reconciliation thus means that the infinite
sublates the finite within itself:
Reconciliation begins with differentiated [entities] standing opposed to each
other--God, who confronts a world that is estranged from him, and a world
that is estranged from its essence. [They are] in conflict with one another,
and [they are] external to one another. Reconciliation is the negation of this
separation, this division, and means that each cognizes itself in the other,
finds itself in its essence. Reconciliation, consequently, is freedom and is
not something quiescent; rather it is activity, the movement that makes the
estrangement disappear.®®
So we can see that it is Hegel's philosophy of religion, and not Schigiermacher’s theology,
which takes seriously the notion cf reconciliation implicit 'in a religion that a representation
of the unity of divine and human nature occur.”®* Thus, it is only philosophy which has

as its explicit "goal" the reconciliation of philosophy and theology.®®

Now we can further conclude that Hegel can and does effect the healing
reconciliation between philosophy and theology by including Schleiermacher’s theology
of feeling as a moment in the inner determination of the Concept of Religion through,
what we called earlier in this chapter, the philosophy of theology. As an inner
determination of the philosophy of religion, Schleiermacher’s theology of feeling cannot
be dismissed out of hand as having no relevance to the philosophy's conceptualization
of religion; on the contrary, the theology of feeling must be seen as finite moment within

the self-consciousness of Absolute Spirit. Indeed, we can surmise that the self-

¥ | PRi11, 1824, pp. 171-172; VPR111, p. 107.
™ bid,, p. 172; VPR111, p. 107.

" PRI, 1824, p. 132, 'G,Ho"; VPRI, 'G,Ho’, p. 48.
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consciousness of Absolute Spirit requires the internal splitting of inclusive subjectivity into
finite and infinite sides so that Spirit can come to know itself through finite human
consciousness and so that finite human consciousness can come to know itself as a
moment in the self-consciousness of absolute Spirit. Indeed, in chapter one we saw this
internal splitting already in the conflict between the thinking subject and the immediate
subject, the infinite consciousness and finite consciousness, which occurs in the

primordial religious relationship, as described by Hegel in the 1821 Concept of Religion.

Since this internal conflict is found as the ground of the religious relationship it shouid not
be surprising to find it re-enacted in the conflict between the theology--which advocates
the primacy of the immediate, finite self-consciousness as the source of religious
consciousness--and Hegel's philosophy ofreligion, which advocates the unity-in-difference
of infinite and finite subjectivity. Moreover, this further suggests that the reconciliation of
the finite and the infinite achieved in the Incarnation must be constantly re-enacted in the
life and thought of the community, not only because of the originary confiict within
religious consciousness, but also because of the continual possibility of conflict due to
human subjects ignoring, forgetting, or simply choosing not to actualize the reconciliation
attained for the community through Christ. Indeed, because of this constant falling; away
from the truth of reconciliation, we can see that finite subjectivity is continuously in the
process of coming to know itself as the self-consciousness of absolute Spirit:

.ne subsistence of the community is its continuous, eternal becoming, which is

grounded in the fact that spirit is an eternal process of self-cognition, dividing itself

into the finite flashes of light of individual consciousness, and then re-collecting and

gathering itself up out of this finitude--inasmuch as it is in the finite consciousness
that the process of knowing spirit's essence takes place and that the divine self-
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consciousness thus arises. Out of the foaming ferment of finitude, spirit rises up
fragrantly.®®

Although reconciliation has been accomplished for all time through the Incarnation
and recogrized in principle in Hege!'s lectures, it has not been recognized by all members
of the community. Thus, the speculative reconciliation of philosophy and theclogy will
have to be undertaken once again. Indeed, as we will see in the next chapter, the truth
of the reconciliation of God and humankind in Hegel's philosophical conceptualization of
religion will be subject to a new disruption from within the religious consciousness of the
present day. As we will see, this disruption will be provided by the Pietists. Thus, in
1827, Hege! will modify philosophy’s conceptualization of religious cognition once again,
re-cognizing its thinking in relation to Pietist thinking, thereby realizing its own inner

content as part of the eternal activity of the self-development of God in infinite subjectivity.

% {PR111, 1824, p. 233, ‘G with D; W, VPR111, p. 163,



Chapter Five

1827 - THE CONFLICT WITH PIETISM AND
HEGEL’'S SUBJECTIFICATION OF THEOLOGICAL REFLECTION

1. Introduction

At the end of chapter four, we concluded that Spirit's own inner activity
necessitates self-differentiation. Indeed, we said the self-consciousness of absolute Spirit
can only arise out of the opposition of philosophy and theology, a splitting apart of Spirit
so that reconciliation can take place. Hence, a new theological presence has to make
itself known within the horizon of the self-conscicusness of absolute Spirit, a presence
which will provide Hegel with the theological pre-text to fully integrate philosophy and

theology into an intimate union of identity-in-difference.

In the period between the 1824 and the 1827 lectures, the theological
consciousness that presents itself as decidedly against philosophy is Pietism.
Significantly, Pietism furthers the principle of subjectivity, but not in the sense of
deepening it, as we said was the case with Schleiermacher’'s dogmatics; rather, Pietism
turns subjectivity back into itself as self-centred subjectivity, by centering on what it
believes to be the exclusively inward emotional domain of devotion to God. However, it
has become clear to us that in order for subjectivity to turn back in on itself in this way,
it needs an ‘other’ from which it can distinguish itself, something seemingly external to its
own self-certainty of the immediacy of devotion of God. In the case of the Pietism

contemporary to Hegel, we can say that it needs something to which it can object. And,
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the object to which Pietism objects is Hegel's philcsophy and the doctrines of Christianity
as both generated within and by the Christian community and reflected upon by Hegel
in the philosophy of religion. But, unlike Schieiermacher' in The Christian Faith, Pietism
takes Hegel's philosophy as its specific object, by name, something not permitted by the
inner parameters established by the theology of feeling for itself which, as we noted in
chapter two, only ‘borrows’ concepts from philosophy. On the other hand, Pietism feels
quite free to criticize openly thinking in and about religion as it sets no methodological
restrictions on its own thinking. Indeed, Pietism sees its own thinking as the fruition of

its passionate inwardness.

As Pietism pulls itself away from thinking in any formal sense, it expresses an anti-
doctrinal stance that extends back to the beginnings of Pietism with Philipp Jakob
Spener’s Pia Desideria, as we noted in our Introduction. The Pia Desideria called for the
setting aside of the authority of dogma and church in favour of a devotional life centred
in the truths of the Bible thus, in effect, calling for a renewed reformation. Following
Spener's example, the Pietist movement emphasized only piety as the devotion to God
found in the individual who subjects his/her self to the will of God. Because of the inward
nature of this subjugation, piety itself is interpreted by the Pietists as an entirely personal

and private phenomenon. According to Pietism, the personal nature of piety is "centred

' Schleiermacher was brought up in the Fietist environment of Herrrhutism. Herrnhutism “was based on the Augsburg
Confession” and stressed “the emotional experience of Christ’s suffering.” (Bengt Hagglund, History of Theology, tr. Gene J. Lund,

{St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1968), pp. 332-333) Schisiermacher broke with Hermhutism at the age of 19. Hagglund
also remarks: "The difierence between him [Hegel} and Schleiermacher can be accounted for In part on the basis of their diverse

religious backgrounds: for whereas the latter came out of the Herrnhut milleu, Hegel was brought up in an “old Protestant®
environment in Swabla.” (p. 360). For an exhaustive study of Hegel's 'old Protestant’ environment, ses: Lawrence Dickey, Hegel.
Religion, Economics, and the Politics of Spirit, 1770-1807, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1987).



211

on the ever-repeated experience of guilt and forgiveness."? Indeed, the dialectic of guilt
and forgiveness eternally recurs in the heart of the individual thereby necessitating an
‘eternal recurrence’ of conversion in which the individual finds his/ier consolation in.God.
Conversion is the pivot arcund which the life of the individual revolves. For the Pietist to
consider him/herself a true Christian, conversion is so essential that the Pietist should be
able to pinpoint exactly when he/she first had "a certain violent and mystical kind of

conversion," "accompanied in all cases by agonies of repentance."®

However, entering into the ongoing renewal of this private and personal
conversion-experience is not enough for the Pietist. Devotion to God must not be just a
bringing of self over to God in submission, but it must also be an "active faith," a faith put
into practice in the concrete material world. Thus, for the Pietist, devotion to God should
also be manifest in good works as "the test of justification."® By attempting to embody
or incarnate what is felt to be true in good works, the individual confirms the authenticity
of his salvation before God here and now in the living present of everyday life. Indeed,
concrete action in the world is to be an outer expression of what is inwardly feit. Action

should flow out of devotion to God. But, no matter how much the individual lives a life

2 B. A. Gerrish, ‘The Secret Religion of Germany: Christian Piety and the Pantheism Controversy', in Journal of Religion, Vol
67, Number 4, October, 1987, p. 454,

? Thormas M. Greene and Joh 2. Silber, ‘introduction’ to Immanuel Kant's Religion Within the Limits of Reason Alone, {New York:
Harper Torchbooks, 1960), p. xiil.

* Albrecht Ritschl, ‘Prolegomena To The History of Pietism', in Three Egsays, tr. Philip Hefner, (Phiiadelphia: Fortress Press,
1972), p. 55. This essay Is perhaps the best introduction to Pietiam. Ritschl's Gaschichte des Pletismus, 3 vols., (Bonn, 1880-1886)
is the first extensive study of Pietism in both the Lutheran and Reformed churches.
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of holiness, he/she will always fall--into sin and short of finding rebirth in God.® Because
of the omnipresence of sin, the Pietist feels that he/she may slip through the blanket of
God’s grace which covers the hearts of all pious individuals back into the evil perils of the
flesh. Thus, the initial conversion-experience has to be re-enacted in passionate
inwardness which continuously appropriates the truth of God as found in Jesus Christ and

the original Christian community, re-establishing this truth as its one foundation.

importantly, for our considerations, Pietist thinking finds that its heartfelt emphasis
on piety means that dogma no longer fetters the heait in its outward expression of its

reverence for God,® a position similar to Schleiermacher’s The Christian Faith. But,

unlike Schleiermacher, who moves beyond the authority of the Bible into what he
perceives to be the authority of the community, Pietism perceives its authority as arising
from the Bible only, an authority not guided by dogma but by the individual's reverence
for God. This hermeneutic is aptly demonstrated in the Pietist attack on Hegel and his

phiiosophy of religion.

Appropriately, the Pietist attack came from one individual, Friedrich August Gottreu
Tholuck, who confronts Hegel on the nature and content of scientific knowledge of God.
In fact, Tholuck, a young Pietist theology professor recently moved from the University

of Berlin to the University of Halle, charged Hegel with ‘pantheism’ and criticized

® Otto W. Heick, A History of Christian Thought, pp. 23-24.

® Bengt Hagglund, History of Theology, pp. 329-331.
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pantheism’s inability “to differentiate good and evil."” As well, Tholuck criticizes the
doctrine of the Trinity in his book, Die speculative Trinititlehre des spéateren Orients: Eine
religionsphilosophische Monographie aus handschriftlichen Quellen der Leydener.
Oxforder und Berliner Bibliothek, (Berlin, 1826), by arguing that “the dogma of the Trinity
. . . had been falsely read into practically motivated biblical texts by later theologians
influenced by Aristotelianism and Neoplatonism.” Indeed, according to Hegel, for
Tholuck, the doctrine of the Trinity is "decorative timbering" [Fachwerk], it can never be
the foundation of the house of faith*® since it can be historically determined as originating

prior to Christianity.

By appealing to historical evidence in his dismissal of the Trinity, Tholuck’s
theologizing has a common ground with the theologizing of rational theology, especially
as found in the thinking of a rational theologian like Johann Salomo Semier, the “father

n10

of popular rationalism"'® and “father of the historical-critical method.' It is in fact in

the use (and, for Hegel, the abuse) of history where rational and Pietist theology intersect.
Indeed, Tholuck enters onto the path of historical inquiry into originary sources usually

charted by rational theologians whereas Pietism usually satisfies itself with producing

7 G. W. F. Hegel, Letters, pp. 517-518. These charges were made in Tholuck's Dis Letire von der Sdnde und vom Versdhner; odear,
Die wahre Weihe des Zweiflers., 2nd edition, (Harnburg, 1825),

® Ibid., p. 518.
® LPR1, 1827, p. 157, n. 17.

% Otto W. Heick, A History of Christian Thought, p. 128.

' G, Maier, The End of the Historico-Critical Method, {St. Louis: Concordia Publishing Co., 1974), p. B.
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"ascetical books and hymns."'? For example, Semler, following Spinoza, is concerned
with the sources and construction of the Bible. Similarly, Tholuck, in the case of his Die
speculative Trinitdtlehre des spéteren Orients, is concerned with the sources and
construction of the doctrine of the Trinity. Both favour the authority of the individual's
piety over ecclesiastical and theological authority. Karl Barth provides us with a sense
of the tone and thrust of Tholuck’s theologizing, "With Tholuck . . . theological concern
is in the most marked way concern with oneself, and theological presentation is self-

presentation.""®

Tholuck’s direct challenge to Hegel is obviously one he cannot ignore. As we'll
see, Hegel will not only disagree with Tholuck’s analysis but, in fact, will instill his own
thinking about the Trinity with new life by taking up the Trinity as both the superstructure
and infrastructure of the 1827 philosophy of religion. But Hegel's first response is to
communicate directly with Tholuck. In July, 1826, Hegel writes a personal letter to
Tholuck, the content of which is, not surprisingly for Hegel, directed right at Tholuck’s
personal grasp of the truth of the Trinity:

Does not the sublime Christian knowledge of God as Triune merit respect

of a wholly different order than comes from ascribing it merely to such an

externally historical course? In your entire publication | have not been able

to feel or find any traces of a native understanding of this doctrine. | am a

Lutheran, and through philosophy have been at once confirmed in

Lutheranism. | do not allow myself to be put off such a basic doctrine by

externally historical modes of explanation. There is a higher spirit than
merely that of such human tradition. | detest seeing such things explained

'? Albrecht Ritschl, Three Essays, p. 54.

" Karl Barth, Protestant Theology in the Nineteenth Century, p. 510.
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i the same manner as perhaps the descent and dissemination of silk
culture, cherries, smallpox, and the like.'

As will become apparent in our discussion of the 1827 Consummate Religion this
reproach also foreshadows the approach that Hegel will take towards both Pietism and
the Trinity in the 1827 lectures on the philosophy of religion. But, as we can alsc surmise,
Tholuck is repulsed by the interpretation of the Trinity already present in Hegel's
philosophy, an interpretation which, for Hegel, is grounded in the ‘Christian fact’ and
attested to by the witness of the Spirit in the life of the community. In expressing this
‘repulsion’ in his 1826 work, Tholuck presents himself as drawn into impassionate
inwardness, into subjective self-certainty, believing that what he feels as true is true.'”
But because Tholuck requires pious feeling as both the base and consummation of his
‘self-presentation’, this means that his thinking actually burrows itself into, and gains its
spiritual nutrition from, nothing more and nothing less than continual devotion to God as
lived event. Thus, for Tholuck, speculation is not something which is to be forgiven for
suffering the absence of the ‘one truth’ and pious talk; rather, it is to be both pitied and
challenged for infringing upon, and distracting and detracting from, the realization of one’s
heartfelt attachment to God. In other words, Hegel must be shown the error of his ways.
Indeed, the bottom line for Tholuck is that the immediacy of devotion to God is to be

nurtured in its immediacy and not ‘intellectualized’ even in the internal methodological

" G. W. F. Hegel, Letters, pp. 520-521; Briefe, letter 514a,

' Colin Brown, in his Jesus in European Protestant Thought, 1778-1860, (Durham, North Carolina: The Labyrinth Press, 1985),
observes that Tholuck's "chief theological significance lay in his influence as a check to rationalism and his summons to persanal
commitment and holiness.” (p. 241).
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manner of Schieiermacher. Karl Barth makes this point well when he compares Tholuck
with Schleiermacher:
It is not meant to be a value judgment if we say that in respect of the central
concept of his theology, the much-cited “feeling’, Schleiermacher is related
to Tholuck as a painted flower to a real one or a game with matche : to a
conflagration. In the one place there is careful, perceptive teaching about
feeling; in the other the reckless, stormy, one-sided language of feeling
itself. in the one place there is the theoretical academic and historical
understanding of religious experience, in the other religious experience as
event and as circumstance. ‘Guido!’, calls the one letter-writer in Tholuck:

‘Guido, there is one truth, which is not there for speculation but for
enjoyment. This you are told by someone who has enjoyed it’."®

But, as we can surmise from Hegel's criticism of Schieiermacher, such one-
sidedness draws itself into an apparent paradox (but not into the absolute Paradox as
does Kierkegaard) by arguing for the importance of the immediacy of feeling in an erudite,
intellectual way. But, as we can also deduce, Tholuck’s attack on Hegel and the Trinity
must be perceived by Tholuck as flowing out of piety as an outward expression of what
is inwardly felt as true. Hence, we can assume that in writing about the Trinity in this
manner, Tholuck is essentially confronting Hegel with the question of the proselytizing
Christian: "Do you, Hegel, know God in your heart (as | do)?" And, as a philosopher
should, Hegel responds not by displaying his knowledge of God as Trinity in the manner
of ‘silk culture, cherries, etc.’, but rather by showing that God as Trinity is known by Hegel

as the heart of both his philosophy and the Christian religion.

' Karl Barth, Protestant Theology in the Nineteenth Century, p. 511. Indeed, Barth further notes that Tholuck's writing's are not
*about religion but . . . from religion.” (Ibid.)
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2. Hegel’s Trinitarian Response to Tholuck in
the 1827 Concept of Religion

For Hegel, Tholuck's charge of pantheism and his anti-trinitarianism is patently
absurd. In Hegel's view, pantheism means "that everything, the whole, the universe, this
complex of everything existing, these infinitely many individual things--that all this is
God.""’ However, Hegel detects the presence of pantheism first in Oriental religion,
specifically Hinduism, which, according to Hegel, blurs the difference between finite
subjectivity and God."® Pantheism is manifest secondly in Parmenides’ Eleatism, Hege!
notes, because it asserts "“There is only the One."'® Most recently, Hegel says,
pantheism makes its appearance in Spinozism which holds that God is One and that
omnis determinatio est negatio, that is, that all determination is negation, which Hegel
points out means that "no actuality is ascribed to individual things," including human
beings.?® Interestingly, Hegel also notes that Spinozism has also been equated with
atheism suggesting that Hegel is recalling the pantheism controversy [Pantheismusstreit]
of only forty-two years earlier.?’ Of those who made the charges, Hegel remarks:

But the accusers of Spinozism are unable to liberate themselves from the
finite; hence they declare that for Spinozism everything is God, because it

Y LPR1, 1827, p. 375; VPRI, p. 273.

® LPR111, 1827, p. 315, "W,"; VPR111, p. 237, ‘W, “In Hindu pantheism a countless number of incarnations oceur; it is only
a mask that substance adopts and exchanges in contingent fashion,” For similar remarks, see also: LPR1, 1827, pp. 375-376; VFR1,
pp. 273-274; LPR11, 1831, pp. 727-729; VPR11, pp. 617-618.

' LPR1, 1827, p. 376; VPRI, p. 274,

% tbid., pp. 376-377; VPR1, p. 274.

' In Friedrich Jacobi's Ugber dig Lehre des Spincza (1785}, Jacobi relates a conversation that he had with Lessing in 1780 about
Goethe's poem, “Prometheus.” Lessing shocked Jacobi by approving of its somewhat pantheistic therme, thus leading Jacobl to
think that Lessing was a 'Spinozist', and, therefore, a pantheist. For accounts of this controversy, see: The Encyclopadia of
Philosophy, Vol. 5 and &, (New York: Macmillan Publishing Ca., Inc., 1967); and L. W. Back, Early German Philosoghy. For Hegel's
own account of this controversy, LHP111, pp. 411-413,
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is precisely the aggregate of finitudes (the world) that has there
disappeared. If one employs the expression “all is one" and [claims]
therefore the unity is the truth of multiplicity, then the "all" simply is no
longer. The multiplicity vanishes, for it has its truth in the unity. But those
critics cannot master the "being-vanished" of the many, or the negativity of
the finite that is implied.?

It is apparent that the standpoint of those who--unable to liberate themselves from
the finite--rendered this criticism has a certain resonance in Hegel's ears for his own
‘pantheism controversy’. Indeed, a striking parallel is to be found between Tholuck and
the ‘accusers of Spinoza’, over the question of the supposed collapse of the distinction
between good and evil in Spinoza’s and Hegel's ‘pantheism’. But, for Hegel, they simply
do not recognize the role that the negativity of the finite in relation to the infinite plays in
religious consciousness. Spinoza did and this is what makes him worthy of great respect
and admiration as a philosopher. But, for Hegel, Spinoza’s stance is only a beginning of
philosophizing.? Indeed, Hegel finds that Spinoza’s assertion about God as the One,
absolute substance is correct in terms of beginning to think about God, but then we must
go further than this standpoint and see "how this [One] substance is related to

subjectivity."2* Without an account of the relation of subjectivity to the One substance

# LPR1, 1827, pp. 377-378; VPRI, pp. 274-275.

# Hegel interprets Spinoza as an *acosmist,” (bbid., p. 377; VPR1, p. 274), as Hodgson notes: "because he does not deny the
existence of God but of the werld.” (LPR11, p. 574, n. 172). Acosmism Is the "denial of the existence of the universe or a universe
distinct from God." (OED). Hegel says of Spinoza's 'acosmism®: “This idea of Spinoza’s we must allow to be in the main true and
well-grounded; absclute substance is the truth, but it is not the whole truth; in order to be this it must also ba thought of as in itself
active and living, and by that very means it must determine itself as mind. But substance with Spinoza is only the universal and
consequently the abstract determination of mind; it may undoubtedly ha sald that this thought s the foundation of all true views-not,
however, as their absolutely fixed and permanent basis, but as the abstract unity which mind is in itself. It is therefore worthy of
note that thought must begin by placing itself at the standpoint of Spinozism; to be & follower of Spincza is the essential
commencement of all philesophy.” (LHP111, p, 257). For an illuminating discussion of Hegel as ‘acosmist’, see: Raymond Keith
Williamson, Introduction to Hagel's Philosophy of Religion, {Albany: State University of New York Press, 1984). Williamson concludes
that Hegel is not an acosmist pantheist, but a panentheist, a position we will also defend.

 LPR1, 1827, p. 369; VPR1, p. 269.



219

then, indeed, everything finite is absorbed into a pantheistic, abstract One, in which the

significance of the world is negated in its determinateness:
God is the absolute substance. If we cling to this declaratior: in its abstract
form, then it is certainly Spinozism or pantheism. But the fact that God is
substance does not exclude subjectivity, for substance as such is not yet
at all distinguished from subjectivity. That God is substance is part of the
presupposition we have made that God is gpirit, absolute spirit, eternally
simple spirit, being essentially present to itself. Then this ideality or
subjectivity of spirit, which is the perspicuity or ideality of every particular,
is like this very universality, this pure relation to itself, the absolute being-
with-self and abiding-with-self; it is absolute substance. At the same time,

when we say "substance" there is then the distinction that that universal is

not yet grasped as internally concrete. Only when grasped as concrete is
it spirit. . . .%°

Thus, ". . . we do not stop at that point [of thinking about God as One substance]”,;
rather, we have to go on thinking and realize that: "A further determination is that the
substantiality or unity of absolute actuality with itself is only the foundation, only one
moment in the definition of God as spirit.'*® In fact, what is missing in Spinoza's
thoughts about God is any sense of God as spirit, as an inclusive subjectivity, whose
trinitarian infrastructure only starts with the Oneness of God and then proceeds to other
itself into a world which, in its determinations, is a negation of the ‘abstract’, ‘initial
simplicity’ of God as substance. Without the notion of a tri-personal God, Hegel is
observing, we would have to stay with Spinoza and reason along with him that God is not
truly difierentiated within Himself because all determinations are ultimately absorbed in

God's Oneness. However, Hegel notes: "That he is the absolute Person however is a

* |bid., p. 370; VPR1, p. 269.

% Ibid., p. 371; VPRI, p. 268.
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point which the philosophy of Spinoza never reached: and en that side it falls short of
the true notion of God which forms the content of religious consciousness in
Christianity."?’ Indeed, Christian religious consciousness shows that God has not only
created the world, but also entered human form, underwent death, and was resurrected.
For philosophy, this theological truth portrays, in representational terms, the divine
process through which the finitude of the world is first posited as the negation of the initial
unity of God which is then, in turn, negated, lifted up and preserved, or sublated
[aufgehoben] into the infinity of Absolute Spirit. Indeed, according to Hegel, the
incarnation, death, and resurrection of the divine human, Jesus Christ, is the central
determination upon which the doctrines of the consummate religion have been based,
and thus has to be affirmed by philosophy as both the positive moment when eternal truth
was revealed and as the basis of the ongoing revelation of Absolute Spirit. In this way,
Tholuck and others of similar conviction will be shown what is the true significance of the

negativity of the finite.

3. The Introduction to the 1827 Consummate Religion

Hegel commences his consideration of the consummate religion by stating what
is for him the most important attribute of it, revelation.

This absolute religion is the revelatory [offenbar] relfigion, the religion that
has itself as its content and fulfilment. But it is also called the revealed
[geoffenbart] religion--by which is understood, on the one hand, that it is
revealed by God, that God has given himself for human beings to know
what he is; and on the other hand, that it is a revealed, positive religion in

77 E saction 1512, G. W. F. Hege!, Hegel's Logic, tr. William Wallace (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1971}, p. 214. {Enzyklopsdie
der philosophischen Wissenschaften (1830), ed. F. Nicolin and O. Paggeler, (Hamburg: Felix Meiner, 1958}, section 151Z
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the sense that it has come to humanity from without, has been given to
it.2®

But, that Christianity is both a revealed and revelatory religion is the greatest
stumbling block to the theologians like Tholuck. By revealed religion, Hegel means that:

. . . the absolute religion is, of course, a positive religion in the sense that
everything that is for consciousness is gbjective to consciousness.
Everything must come to us from outside. The sensible is thus something
positive. Initially there is nothing positive other than what we have before
us in immediate intuition. Everything spiritual also comes to us in this

fashion, whether it be the spiritual in general or the spiritual in finite or
historical form.?

In other words, it is the case that God revealed His presence to humankind in an
immediate, sensible, and historical fashion, that is, as a human being who walked and
talked and lived a human life. Moreover, the development of the thinking of the Christian
community into the doctrines of the church is also positive insofar as these doctrines were
developed by human beings at certain times and in certain places.’® Thus, positivity
always presents a troublesome aspect: "Since historical, externally appearing elements
are found in it, there is also present a positive and contingent [feature], which can just as
well take one form as another."*' Therefore, it also follows that these positive truths of

Christianity require further verification for those who live centuries after these events.

® | PR111, 1827, p. 252; VPR111, p. 179.
# Ibid; VPR111, pp. 179-180.
 1hid., p. 254; VPR111, p. 181.

3 Ibid., p. 253; VPR111, p. 181.
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Indeed, the truth of Jezus Christ as the God-man was hard for human beings to grasp,
even for those to whom Christ was present. Consequently, those who come after Christ
(and after the formation of the doctrines of the church) think their positivity "should bear
witness 1o the truth of a religion, and should be regarded as the ground of its truth."**
Thus, “Verification may take the form of the positive as such-namely, miracles and
testimonies, which are supposed to verify the fact that this individual has done this or that,

has given this or that doctrine."*?

As we can see, Hegel admits that the problem of interpretation for the theologian
comes from this positive, external, and historical characteristic of Christianity’s mode of
revelation. Theologians try to substantiate the facticity of Jesus’s birth, death, and
resurrection in order to cut through the veil of historical distance between themselves and
the God-man. Indeed, they try to determine the historical facticity of the claims of the
Christian community about Christ and establish to what degree the historical reports (in
the Bible) are true. As Hegel notes, they then focus on Christ’'s miracles as evidence to
prove that he was God. Or, they may then see him only as a thaumaturge. And, if they
can't find historical support for his miracles, they may reinterpret him as a moral teacher,

political revolutionary, and not as God. Although there is this positive, historical

" |bid., p. 254; VPR111, p. 181.

® |hid,, p. 254; VPR111, p. 182. Tholuck, for one, puts great stock in miracles. Albert Schweitzer, in his The Quest of the
Historical ,jesus. {London: Adam & Charles Black, 1948), quotes Tholuck's Die Glaubwiirdigkeit der evangelischen Geschrchfe,
zugleich ains Kritik des Lebens Jesu vop Strauss, (Hamburg, 1637) as 'presenting’ an “historical argument for the credibility of the
miracle staries of the Gospels. Even if we admit the sclentific position that no act can have proceeded from Chrlst which transcends
the laws of nature, there Is still room for the mediating view of Christ's miracle-working activity. This leads us to think of mysterious
powers of nature as operating in the history of Christ. . .* (p. 101). Hegel, however, argues against the value of miracles for
verification by using Christ's words: “"After my death many wili come who perform miracles in my name, but | have not recognized
them.™ Here Christ himself rejects miracles, and we must hold fast to it. Verification by miracles, as well as the attack upon
miracles, belong to a lower sphere that concerns us not at all.” (lbid.. p. 255; VPR111, p. 182)
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dimension to the Christian religion and its doctrines and history, which one may
investigate, the verification of the truth of the consummate religion must come, Hege!

asserts, from the revelatory nature of Christianity itself. Thus, Hegel states that “the

witness of the Spirit is the authentic witness."** As we will see presently, Spirit's
verification of God's revelation starts with the ‘death of God’ to which the community
witnesses. Indeed, as we will see, Hegel holds that the faith of the cultus holds within
itself its own verification of the life, death, and resurrection of Christ. Faith interprets these
events as revelation of divine history and not as external history per se. Through faith,
the external characteristics of God’s revelation resonate in the heart of human being and
thus fall away as external: *In history, all that is noble, lofty, and clivine speaks to us
internally; to it our spirit bears witness. This witness may remain nothing more than this
general resonance, this inner agreement, this empathy and sympathy."*®* But the
witness of the Spirit does not stay at this level: "But beyond this, the witness of spirit may
also be connected with insight and thought. Insofar as this insight is not sensible in

character, it belongs directly to thought; it appears in the form of reasons, distinctions,

n38

etc But it is not yet the last form: *The witness of spirit in its highest [third] form

is that of philosophy, according to which the concept develops the truth purely from itself
without presuppositions.”’ This last, highest, and third form of the witness of the Spirit

then is the standpoint of the philosophy of religion: “In our present consideration of this

* |bid.
3 |bid.; VPR111, pp. 182-183.
¥ |bid., pp. 255-256; VPR111, p. 183,

%7 Ibid., p. 256; VPR111, p. 183,
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[the Christian] religion, we are not going to work historically after the fashion of that
mindset which starts from what is external, but rather we will proceed from the
concept."*® And, as we have already established, this is the case in the philosophy of

religion.

But as we have seen, this is not the case with the theologians (like Tholuck) who
Hegel now likens to "the Englishman who didn't know that he was speaking
prose. . . ."* To use another analogy to reinforce Hegel's point, theologians simply have
not crossed Socrates’ divided line by recognizing that they are thinking and hence are
already across the divided line. In other words, thinking should recognize when it is
thinking. But, a theology like Tholuck’s represses its own spiritual, thinking character
when it denies the witness of the Spirit the chance to witness to its own truth on all levels,
including the level of reason. Indeed, when it tries to live by the positive letter of the
Bible, it succeeds in only Kiling the spirit of the truth that is waiting to reveal itself to
thought. For Hegel, the lesson that theology, especially Pietism and Schieiermacher, has
to learn is that, "In regard to positivity, the main point is that spirit conducts itself in a
thinking fashion and its activity occurs within the categories or determinations of thought;
here spirit is purely active, sentient, or reasoning. But most people are not conscious of
the fact that they are active in this reception."*® Indeed, Hegel finds that they cloak

God's revelation in mystery, making the process of revelation itself mysterious and, in the

* Ibid., p. 262; VPR111, p. 188. Translation amended.
* Ivid., p. 261; VPRI11, p. 188

* Ibid.
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last analysis, ineffable on the rational level. But, as we can see, Hegel is confirming that
he thinks that the witness of the Spirit requires the thinking of finite spirits to disclose the
truth of God to itself, aind, as such, there is no mystery:

The nature of God is not a secret in the ordinary sense, least of all in the
Christian religion. In it God has made know what he is; there he is
manifest. But he is a secret or mystery for external sense perception and

representation, for the sensible mode of consideration and likewise for the
understanding.*’

4. The First Element: The Idea of God In and For liself

What we have just seen in the aforegoing is Hegel once again employing the
second-order criticism of the philosophy of theology in order to discern what is both
accurate and inaccurate in the theological reflection of a theologian contemporary to
himself. Indeed, Hegel is very critical of those, like Tholuck, who remain fixated on the
positive, historical side of the Christian religion, and thus, seek only historical verification
of its truths. Of course, for Tholuck, the discovery of the existence of the notion of the
Trinity in pre-Christian religions constitutes sufficient reason to dismiss it as the central
truth of Christianity. But Hegel, recognizing the limitations of historical inquiry, proclaims
the speculative truth of the trinitarian God as witnessed to by Spirit as its own truth; a
truth which sublates the historical within its eternal embrace:

Specifically, the eternal idea is expressed in terms of the holy Trinity; it is
God himself, eternally triune. Spirit is this process, movement, life. This life
is self-differentiation, self-determination and the first differentiation is that
Spirit is as this universal idea itself.*?

“ Ibid., p. 280; VPR111, p. 205.

* Ibid., pp. 275-276; VPR111, p. 201.
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Thus, we can see that, for Hegel, philosophy already knows the Trinity as the
universal, eternal Idea before it unfolds the determinations of the consummate religion.
In fact, Hegel has already examined God as he is in and for himself as eternal, abstract
idea prior to the 1821 lectures on the philosophy of religion in the Wissenschaft der Logik
and the ‘Lesser Logic' of the Encyclopaedia.*® With this ‘pre-knowledge’, he
commences his discussion of consummate religion with a recital of the logical
determinations of the Logic:

This is always the pattern in scientific knowledge: first the concept; then the

particularity of the concept--reality, objectivity; and finally the stage in which

the original concept is an object to itself, is for itself, becomes objective to

itself, is related to itself. So this is the pattern of philosophy; first the

concept of the conceptualizing science--the concept that we have. But at
the end science itself grasps its concept, so that this concept is for itself.**

But this pure thinking about thinking, when the concept is ‘for itself’, is the result
of the phenomenological journey of consciousness through its penultimate form,
consummiate religion. Thus, the Logic is both beginning of speculative thinking and end
of phenomenological thinking. As speculative thinking, the Logic mirrors what
consummate religion thinks is triune God but in purified form, hence, the scientific pattern
of the logic of the concept: concept (or universality), objectivity (or particularity), and the

Idea (individuality). Thus, the Logic views itself as "the presentation of God...asheis

 For the sake of convenience, we will use the term Logic to signify both the Science of Logic and the ‘Lesser Logic’.

*1bid., p. 245; VPR111, p. 177.



227

in his eternal essence before the creation of finite nature and spirit."*® As prior to
consummate religion {and, indeed, all religion) God is the Idea which pre-exists as "the
subject-object, the unity of the ideal and the real, of the finite and the infinite, of soul and
body, as the possibility which has its actuality in its own self; that of which the nature can
be thought only as existent, etc."*®* Moreover, as the unity-in-difference of these
oppositions, the Idea is absolute Idea, which is, as one commentator succinctly states,
" .. the conbept or category of self-consciousness, personality, self-thinking Thought
which knows itself in its object and its object as itself. !t is thus the category of Spirit. In
religious language, it is the concept of God in and for himself, knowing himself as the
totality."*” But, what Hegel has to disclose to a theologian skeptic like Tholuck is that
the consummate religion not only should, but does, manifest this idea of God as its own

truth and thus as intrinsic to its own spiritual consciousness.

As we can see, Hegel has set for himself the task of demonstrating to both the
philosophers and the theologians of his time that the Idea is ‘at home’ in the consummate
refigion, and thus is not some heresy or pagan religious philosophical Idea. Thus, his
thinking has a double thrust: to allow the truth of the Idea to shine through the
datarminations of consummate religion--as both Idea and in representation as holy Trinity.

Corresponding to this double thrust, and in order to add support to it apodictically, Hegel

% 3. W. F. Hegel, Science of Logic, tr. A V. Miller, (New York: Humanities Press, 1069), p. 50; Wissenschaft der Lagic,
Introduction (Frankfurt-am-Main, Suhrkamp Verlag, 1969), p. 44; Encyclopsdie Der Philosophischen Wissenschaften im Grundnisse,
ed. Johannes Hoffmeister, {Leipzig: Felix Meiner, 1948}, section 214, {pp. 187-188).

48 G. W, F. Hegsl, Hegel's Logic, tr. William Wallace, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1971), p. 44.

** Frederick Copleston, A History of Philosophy Vol. Vil. Fichte to Nietzsche, (Westminster; The Newman Press, 1963), p. 164,
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also has to demonstrate that philosophy is at home in religion, that they do indeed share
the same object. Thus, he claims from the outset of the lectures: "Philosophy is only
explicating itself when it explicates religion, and when it explicates itself it is explicating
religion. For the thinking spirit is what penetrates this object, the truth; it is thinking that
enjoys the truth and purifies the subjective consciousness. Thus religion and philosophy
coincide in one. In fact, philosophy itself is the service of God, as is religion. But each
of them, religion as well as philosophy, is the service of God in a way peculiar to it. . . .

They differ in the peculiar character of their concern with God."*?

As we learned in chapter one, philosophy and theology are indeed identical in their
‘shared object’ and the difference between theology and philosophy lies in their mode of
cognition. Indeed, philosophy maintains an impartial stance in its conceptual cognition,
whereas theology is quite partial in its representational cognition. However, in 1827,
Hegel adds support to his claim of mutuality of philosophy and theology by observing that
philosophy aided theology in its formulation of doctrine: "The church owes to their philo-
sophical instruction the first beginnings of Christian doctrine, the development of a
dogmatics."*® In fact, "Even in the Christian religion the Holy Trinity does not appear
in the immediate appearance [itself]; rather the idea is first completed only when the Spirit
has entered in the community and when the immediate, believing has raised itself to the

level of thinking."®® Indeed, we have noted that the church fathers adopted and adapted

‘4 LPR1, 1827, pp. 152-153; VPR1, pp. 63-64.
“ |bid., p. 153; VPR1, p. 65.

L PR111, 1827, p. 287; VPR1i11, p. 212,
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the philosophical notion of the triune God of Christianity with the church councils of the

fourth and fifth centuries. However, as we also discussed, the idea of a triune deity ‘pre-
existed’ in the philosophical thinking of the Pythagoreans, Plato, the Gnostics, etc. (There
is no need for Tholuck to point this out to Hegel.) But, of course, the church located its
doctrine of the triune being of God as already formulated in and through the historical
revelation provided by the events recorded in the Bible. At the same time, as Hegel
accurately observes, the first formulators of this doctrine, Tertullian and Origen, for
example, "had steeped themselves particularly in Neopythagorean, Neoplatonic, and Neo-
aristotelian philosophy" and had "passed over to Christianity from philosophy" bringing

"that philosophical profundity of spirit to the teachings of Christianity."®’

The idea of a triune deity enunciated in the Christian doctrine is that of an
economic Trinity, who is active in the world through the inner trinitarian activity of Father,
Son, and Holy Spirit. Indeed, the operations of the Trinity are first revealed through the
concrete event of the life, death, and resurrection of the Son of God, Jesus Christ. But,
it would not make sense that God is only Trinity with the coming into being of the
Christian community. Thus, as early as Tertullian, this Trinity was thought to pre-exist as
a logically necessary prior Trinity, an immanent Trinity, who others Himself in the form of
the economic Trinity. Consequently, we find belief in this idea formally expressed, as
Hegel noted in his presentation of faith in the Foreword, in creeds: "we worship one God

in Trinity, and Trinity in Unity," "uncreated," “incomprehensible," and "eternal’ (the

1 LPR1, 1827, p. 153; VPRI, p. €5.
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Athanasian Creed), and this immanent Trinity is located as the ‘Father’, "by whom all
things were made” (the Nicene Creed).*? In other words, God is the utterly transcendent
absolute, which exists prior to space and time in its own inner self-differentiation as
immanent Trinity, and which, through the act of Creation, is the ultimate source of all that
exists and, consequently, is that upon which all existing things depend for their existence.
Thus, we can see that the church fathers were moved to speak of the immanent Trinity,
of God in Himself, prior to existence of creation as the ground of all that is created, on
the basis of the historical occurrence of the revelation of the economic Trinity in Jesus

Christ.

For Hegel, the Christian notion of the immanent Trinity must be the starting point
of philosophy’s conceptualization of the consummate religion because: *. . . what is
universal or abstract must precede everything else in scientific knowiedge; scientifically,
one must start with it. But in existence it is in fact what comes later."®® In other words,
we must not allow ourselves, like Tholuck, to be overwhelmed by the historicity of such
a doctrine. On the contrary, the ‘idea of God in and for itself’ is the ‘first element’ to
examine in the consideration of the essence of Christianity. Thus, if we proceed
scientifically (and not historically), we find:

In accord with the first element, then, we consider God in his eternal idea,

as he is in and for himself, prior to or apart from the creation of the world,

S0 to speak. Irisofar as he is thus within himself, it is a matter of the eternal
idea, which is not yet posited in its reality but is itself still only the abstract

2 Philip Schaff, The Creeds of Christendom, Vol. Il, {New York: Harper & Brothers, 1877), pp. 52-71.

¥ LPR111, 1827, p. 290; VPR111, p, 215.
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idea. But God is the creator of the world; it belongs to his being, his
essence, to be the creator; insofar as he is not the creator, he is grasped
inadequately. His creative role is not an actus that happened once;

[rather,] what takes place in the idea is an eternal moment, an eternal
determination of the idea.®

As we can see, Hegel confirms and expresses in conceptual language what the
creeds taught about the immanent Trinity. But Hegel's concern is not to spend time
meditating on this idea of God in and for itself as, he notes: "We already know this pure
idea, and there we need only dwell on it briefly."® (As we have discussed earlier in this
section, the Logic has this eternal Idea as its subject matter.) Rather, what is significant
for Hegel's present consideration is that this eternal Idea has found its complete
expression in the Christian religion. Indeed, that this ‘abstract’ Idea of God comes fully
into its own in Christianity is what marks the Christian religion off from all other world-
religions, contrary to what Tholuck may think. Indeed, Hegel asserts (contra Tholuck):
". . . although it must be conceded that the church fathers studied Greek philosophy, it
is still primarily immaterial where that doctrine came from. The question is solely whether
it is true in and for itself."*® Of course then, for Hegel, answering this question entails
dealing with the idea of God as an idea, that is from the level of thinking and not from the
basis of immediate, sensible experience because, as we noted earlier in this section,

“. . . the idea is first completed only when the Spirit has entered into the community and

& tbid, p. 275; VPR111, pp. 199-200,
% |bid.; VPR111, p. 201.

¥ LPR1, 1827, p. 157, 'W,"; VPR1, p. 67, 'W,".
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when the immediate, believing spirit has raised itself to the level of thinking."*” Thus, the
linkage of philosophy and theology in the determination of the doctrine of the Trinity (both
immanent and economic) by the church fathers is nothing to be condemned; rather,
Tholuck should take note. Indeed, "We can see the same linkage between theclogy and
philosophy in the Middle Ages, too. Scholastic philosophy is identical with theology;
theology is philosophy and philosophy is theology. So far were they from believing that
thinking, conceptual knowing, might be injurious to theology that it was regarded as
necessary, as essential to theology itself. These great men--Anselm, Abelard, etc.--built

58

up theology out of philosophy.

5 | PR111, 1827, p. 287, VPR111, p. 213.

% | PR1, 1827, p. 154; VPR1, p. 65. At times, it seems as if Hegel is deliberately echoing the thinking of early Christian thinkers.
For example, in continuing his discussion of the idea of God in and for itself, Hegel notes: “That this is 20 Is the Holy Spirit itself,
or, expressed In the mode of sensibility, it is eternal love: the Holy Spirit is eternal jove.” (LPR111, 1827, p. 276; VPR111, p. 201.)
This is quite reminiscent of St. Augustine’s statement: "We presuppose, however, that the truth itself has persuaded us that, as no
Christian doubts, the Son is the Word of God, so the Holy Spirit is love." (St. Augustine. On the Trinity, IX, 12, no. 17.) We will have
occasion 10 discuss this notion of love later in this chapter; however, we must note that it Is odd that Hegel does not refer to St.
Augustine in any Jetail in any of his writings on Christianity, thus we cannot ascertain if it is, indesd, St. Augustine Hegel is echoing.

Hegel, however, does directly allude to St. Anselm when he cites the ontological proof, in summary form, as containing
“the same content” as what he has found "within the idea®: that is, the “transition from concept to reality.” (LPR111, 1827, p. 279;
VPR111, p. 204.) Indeed, St. Anselm's ontological argument argues for God's existence solely on the basis of a reasonad analysis
of the implications of the idea of God. As an a priorl argument, the ontological argument has no need for sense experience in its
demonstration of God's existence; rather, its movement of thought starts with the idea of God as “that than which nothing greater
can be conceived” 1o His necessary existence as contained within the idea. A generic version of Anselm’s argument can be
expressed in a simple syllogism:

God is the greatest (or most perfect) being.
A being which exists is greater {or more perfect) than a baing which does not exist.
Therefore, God exists.

What is significant for Hegel is not that Anselm actually demonstrates God's existence, but that thinking is now locking
at the inner determinations of the kiea of God. In this, thinking does not keep itself bound to the sensible but now conceives within
itself a horizon In which the Idea itsslf determines what is true and real: "We observed the logical aspect of this transition [from
concept 1o being) eatlier. {See: LPR1, 1827, pp.: 432-441; VPR, pp. 323-330.] It is contalned in those so-called proofs by means
of which the transition ought to be made, in, from, and through the concept, into objectivity and being (all within the element of
thought). What appears as a subjective need and demand is the content, is one moment of the divine idea itse!f,” [LPR111, 1827,
pp. 278-279; VPR111, p. 204.] Thus, what a proof like that of St. Anselm demonstrates is not that God exists, but that existence has
to be thought as a moment within the divine Idea itself and that, by thinking in this manner, the finite subject elevates itself to the
infinits as part of the self-developmant of the concept. William Wallace sums this up quite nicety in his Foreword to Hegel's Logic,
op. cit.: "Hegel turther points out, very interestingly, that the so-called proofs of the Divine Existence are not what they are ordinarily
thought 1o be: purely affirmative reasonings in which what we start from furnishes a fixed, solid basis from: which we pass on to
something which has the same solidity as its premises. The action of thought is to negate the basis from which it stanis, to show
it up as not being self-subsistent, and so to have in it a springboard from which it can ascend to what is truly self-subsistent and
self-explanatory.” {p. xii.)
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Thus, we can see that for Hegel the Idea is ‘at home’ in the doctrines and the
thinking of the consummate religion. Of course, Tholuck, who wants to get back to the
immediacy and feeling-tone of the first Christian community, would find all this talk about
doctrinal and logical thinking reprehensible. But, as Hegel outlined in the Foreword, the
actuality of faith is its dialectic interaction between subjective conviction and objective
doctrine. Feeling therefore is only one aspect. Moreover, as the history of Christian
thought demonstrates, the actuality of doctrine is the dialectic interaction between
theology and philosophy: philosophy is at home in the Christian religion. Indeed,

‘philosophy is theology’ and ‘theology is philosophy’ when believing has raised itself to

construction of the horizon of meaning for both theology and philosophy has not

occurred in isolation, but rather in direct interaction with each other when they think about

God as Trinity.

But this relationship has not remained static. Most Protestant theologians
contemporary to Hegel neglect or dismiss the doctrine of the Trinity; rather, it is
philosophy which maintains interest in and builds up theological doctrines such as the
Trinity. Indeed, the path to realizing everything ". . . according to the [logical]
determinations of the Trinity" comes next from the speculative mysticism of Jacab

Boehme and (somewhat obliquely) from the critical philosophy of Kant.*

1 PR111, 1827, p. 289; VPR111, p. 214. In the Critique of Pure Reason, op. cit, Kant says: ... In viaw of the fact that all 2
priort division of concepts must be by dichotomy, it is significant that in each class the number of categories is always the same,

namely, three. Further, it may be observed that the third category in each class always arises fram the combination of the second
category with the first." (B110).
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"Although it follows upon a period when the antipathy became once more a
presupposition,” Hegel remarks, "the present day seems again to be more propitious for
the linkage of philosophy and theology."® It is Hegel himself who sees his way to
display "that this idea is what is true as such, and that all categories of thought are this
movement of determining is the [task of] logical exposition.”’ In this, "it [philosophy]
suffers the reproach of containing within itself too much of the teachings of the church,
more than the generally prevailing theology of the time."®? In spite of this criticism of the
theologians, speculative philosophy will resurrect the unity of theology and philosophy of
the Middle Ages and will allow the revelatory and scientific modes of thinking to mirror,

once again, their identity and their difference.

5. The Second Element: Representation, Appearance

As we have seen, Hegel's philosophy suffers the reproach (from Tholuck and the
Pietists) of ‘containing within itself too much of the teaching of the church’ when it grasps
the immanent Trinity, or, in the language of speculative philosophy, the eternal Idea as
the object of its cognition. We also saw that Hegel disagrees with the negative tone of
this reproach, although he would agree that its observation is essentially correct:
philosophy does contain within itself the teachings of the church. Indeed, the eternal Idea
is at home in the conceptual cognition of philosophy as well as in the doctrinal thinking

of the consummate religion. Moreover, as we have seen, Hegel confirms that this divine

* LPR1, 1827, pp. 154-155; VPRI, p. 66.
* LPR111, 1827, p. 250; VPR111, p. 215.

® { PR1, 1827, p. 158; VPR1, p. 69.
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Idea is the point of intersection in the thinking of speculative philosophy and orthodox
theology. Indeed, their common cognition of the truth of the ‘idea of God' means that,
for Hagel, philosophy can and will reflect in conceptual form the content of the theological
thinking of the consummate religion. And, Tholuck should note, the truth of this common
content of speculative philosophy and orthodox theology will be displayed by philosophy
in the form of the dynamic unfolding of the Idea through the three moments or ‘elements’
of philosophy’s conceptual treatment of the consummate religion. Therefore, the
trinitarian structure of the ldea becomes the form and structure of the 1827 The
Consummate Religion. Hence, its first element, as we detailed in the previous section,
was that of the immanent Trinity, that is, the Idea of God in and for itself. The second
‘element’ of the consummate religion, as we will now detail, is "the eternal idea"

comprehended "in the form of consciousness or of representation in general" where

philcsophy will now "consider this idea insofar as it emerges out of universality and
infinitude into the determinacy of finitude."®® And, as we will see in the last section of
this chapter, the third ‘element’ will follow, consisting of the "element of the community*

as the concretization of Spirit.

On the basis of the foregoing, we can see that the Idea indeed inhabits philosophy

and theology as their content, and thus is not mere ‘decorative timbering’, as we saw

Tholuck claim earlier in this chapter; rather, it is very much the foundation of both the

orthodox Christian faith and the science of Spirit. Indeed, since the formal trinitarian

9 Ibid., p. 280; VPR111, p. 216.
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structure of the 1827 conceptual cognition of the consummate religion is also thought by
philosophy as the consequence of the self-development of the Idea into the self-
consciousness of absolute Spirit, we can see that, for Hegel, it has become tie function

of philosophy to witness to this eternal truth.

Accordingly, Hegel continues the unfolding of the self-development of the Idea of
God with the contemplation of, as he describes it in 1824, "the process of self-
differentiation, of diremption*®* manifest in the creation of the world and the activity of
the Trinity in the operations of the world, that is, as economic Trinity. From the point of
view of philosophy, the second element--the progression of the Idea into the element of
appearance--can be considered from either of the two distinct sides found in the
dialectical unity of the self-consciousness of absolute Spirit; that is, from the side of the
human subject or from the side of the Idea. Hegel, of course, will discuss both sides.
We, however, will start from the side of the Idea so as to clarify what exactly is

appropriated by the human subject in the second element.

Starting from the Idea, Hegel finds that externalization of the first moment, the
immanent Trinity, into the economic Trinity cannot take place without the immanent
interaction of the Idea:

Eternal being-in-and-for-itself is what discloses itself, determines itself,

divides itself, posits itself as what is differentiated from itself, but the

difference is at the same time constantly sublated. Thereby actual being in
and for itself constantly returns into itself--only in this way is it spirit. What

* Ibid., 1824, pp. 186-187; VPR111, p. 120.
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is distinguished is defined in such a way that the distinction immediately
disappears, and we have a relationship of God, of the idea, merely to
Himself. The act of differentiation is only a movement, a play of love with

itself, which does not arrive at the seriousness of other-being, of separation
and rupture.®

This immanent interaction of diremption and return constitutes the relational ground
of ali reality. It does so by establishing the Father as the founding person, without origin,
who has derived within himself a second moment, which Hegel now calls the (eternal)
Son. This derivation of the Son is a necessary "primal division of the idea."®® Indeed,

this primal division sets the relational ground of reality precisely because its internal self-

differentiating renders possible the external self-differentiation of creation:

. . . the primal division of the idea is to be conceived in such a way that the
other, which we have also called "Son," obtains the determination of the
other as such--that this other exists as a free being for itself, and that it
appears as something actual, as something that exists outside of and apart
from God. Its ideality, its eternal return into actual being in and for itself, is
posited in the first form of identity, the idea, in an immediate and identical
way. Otherness is requisite in order that there may be difference; it is
necese??ary that what is distinguished should be the othermess as an
entity.

Thus, in this first step in comprehending the movement of the immanent Trinity into
the economic Trinity, we can discern that for Hegel the establishment of otherness, in the
sense of a creation of an ontological reality that exists outside of God, requires as its

precondition the establishment of a formal other within the immanent interaction of the

* Ibid., 1827, pp. 291-282; VPR111, p. 216.
% Ibid., p. 292; VPR111, p. 217,

¥ |bid.
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Idea. Moreover, as Hegel has already noted above, this internal grounding interaction is
a ‘play of love'. Hence, the eternal Idea already establishes its inner nature as love.
Without this inner dialectic of love between the Father and Son, the movement out of the
pure inner dynamism of the Idea into an independent other, that is, into the world,
wouldn’t be possible. Thus, the second step in this process is the movement of the
Idea’s self-othering into an external other. That the Idea takes this second step also
signifies for Hegel the Idea’s absolute, unlimited freedom in determining itself:

Only the absolute idea determines itself and is certain of itself as absolutely
free within itself because of this self-determination. For this reason its self-
determination involves letting this determinate [entity] exist as something
free, something independent, or as an independent object. It is only for the
being that is free that freedom is; it is only for the free human being that an
other has freedom too. it belongs to the absolute freedom of the idea that,
in its act of determining and dividing, it releases the other to exist as a free
and independent being. This other, released as something free and
independent, is the world as such.®®

Since the creation of the world is a free act on the part of God the Father, this also
means that the world is not its own true reality, subsisting by itself; rather, its true reality
is found in the ideality of the free creative act of the Father, who maintains the world as
a moment in his inner totality:

The truth of the world is only its ideality--for it is not true that it possesses
genuine actuality. Its nature is to be, but only in an ideal sense; it is not
something eternal in itself but rather something created, whose being is only
posited. For the world, to be means to have being only for an instant, so
to speak, but also to sublate this its separation or estrangement from God.
it means to return to its origin, to enter into the relationship of spirit, of
love--to be this relationship of spirit, of love, which is the third element. The

“ Ibid.
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second element is, therefore, the process of the world in love which it
passes over from fall and separation into reconciliation.®

Thus, the world in its ideality as part of the totality of God will return to its source

in the third element.

Although the preceding notion of differentiation within God may be difficult to grasp,
there is no possible way for Tholuck to confuse Hegel's account of the relation of God
and world with pantheism. Hegel clearly does not identify God with all things in nature
nor with the world in general as would a pantheist. On the contrary, Hegel identifies the
world as entity separate from, yet involved in, with, and under the action of the divine.
Indeed, a pantheist would never suggest, as both orthodox Christianity and Hege! do, that
God creates an object that is both independent of and dependent upon its creator. In
other words, contra Tholuck’s charges of pantheism, Hegel is being panentheistic, in the
full meaning of the term.” This is exactly what Hegel is indicating when he renders his

speculative account of the orthodox Christian doctrine of creation. Thus, we can also

 Ibid.. p. 263; VPR111, p. 217,

7 Bagically, ‘panentheism’ entails that "God has all of finite being as part of his being and experience but transcends it." Van
A. Harvey, A Handbook of Theological Terms, {New York: The MagMillan Company, 1964), p. 172. This seems to be identical o
the views of many Classical philosophers of religion, As Hodgson notes: *Hegel's position can best be understood if it is recognized
that he shares with Augusting, Aquinas, and the rmedieval and German mystics the great Neo-Platonic schema of exitus et reditus,
emanation and return. In such & schema, nature and the created order may be understood as genuinely different from the creative
around of being but not radically or wholly different. For Hegel the difference is to be understood dialectically, bacause the truth
and the telos of the world remains the divine idea.” (Pster C. Hodgsan, ‘Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel” in Nineteenth Cantury
Religious Thought in the West, ed Ninian Smart, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1985), p. 102} Raymond K. Williamson,
in his Introduction 1o Hegel's Philosophy of Religion, argues this as well, see chapter twelve: 'A Medial View: Hegel as a
Panentheist, pp. 251-284. This position was first espoused by Robert C. Whittemore in his article, 'Hegel as Panentheist’ in Tulane
Studies in_Philosgphy, 8, (1960), pp. 134-64. This interpretation has become what H. S. Harris calls the "new orthodoxy” in

Hegelianism, see: H. S. Harris, *The Hegel Renaissance in the Anglo-Saxon World Since 1945', Owl of Minetva, Vol, 15, No. 1, Fall,
1983, p. 86,
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conclude that this section of the Consummate Religion stands as an effective rebuttal of

Tholuck’s charge of pantheism.

But we can surmise that for a theologian like Tholuck, no amount of clever
argumentation about the world as a moment of the eternal Idea will suffice; on the
contrary, we can assume that Tholuck's view would still revolve around what can be

discerned through the immediacy of feeling alone.

As we noted near the beginning of this section, Hegel proposes that there is
another side or path to the comprehension of this truth of the Idea. This opening is by
necessity from the human side, from the side of finite human subject who will think the
Idea and thus will become sublated within, but who, first, has to be inwardly certain of its
truth through immediate knowledge:

Absolute truth is for thinking. But the idea must not only be the truth for the
subject; the subject must also have the [sort of] certainty about the idea
that belongs to the subject as such, as a finite, empirically concrete, sentient
subject. The idea possesses certainty for the subject only insofar as it is a
perceptible idea, insofar as it exists for the subject. If | can say of anything,
"it is s0" [das ist], then it possesses certainty for me; this immediate
knowledge, this certainty. To prove "what is so" is also necessary, that it
is what is true that is certain for me--that is the further process cf mediation
and is no longer sometning immediately apprehended; so this mediation is
the transition into the universal,”

Thus, the absolute truth of the Idea must appear to the finite subject within the

parameters of the natural conditions in which it lives. This would mean that the Idea

" Ipid., p. 291; VPR111, p. 216.
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would have to present itself to humanity in time and in a particular place “as concrete self-
consciousness, as an actual subject'’? so that its truth can be appichended in
immediacy. Then, once the Idea is made perceptible for the finite subject in this way, the
finite subject, as it raises itself from sensibility into thinking, will also come to comprehend
the truth of the Idea in thinking. As we will see, the Idea will make its appearance in the
person of Jesus Christ, but, first, we have to discern how the inner logic of the divine

process we have just described in this section produces “the need for truth."”

6. Natural Humanity

Since God enters into an eternal self-differentiation by begetting the eternal Son this
distinct moment, the Son, remains identical with the Father and, indeed, remains in the
original identity of the Father. Moreover, as we have also seen, this self-differentiation is
the precondition for the othering of the Ildea into the world. Indeed, once this
precondition is set then the natural world ushers forth as part of God's self-determination,
but as the other, external side of this determination. As independent object (although it
is stilt vitally interconnected with the Father) it is in the furtherest extreme of being other
aind, as we will now see, this means the world is in opposition to "the side [the eternal
Son] that remains in unity. . . ."’* Thus, for Hegel, this positing of the natural world is
then that through which the 1dea’s self-diremption appears as real separation of unity into

the oppositions of the ideal and the real, the infinite and the finite, the spiritual and the

72 |bid,
™ Ibid., p. 295; VPR111, p. 220

™ Ibid., p. 203; VPR111, p. 218.
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natural: "The finite world is the side of distinction as opposed to the side that remains in

unity; hence it divides into the natural world and the world of finite spirit.”” But, this
division also engenders a set of relationships between God, humanity, and nature in
which human beings are in between God and nature, relating to both nature and to God
as a spirit, that is, as an entity that is able to think about its situation:

On its own account, nature enters into relationship only with humanity, not

with God, for nature is not knowledge. God is spirit; nature knows nothing

of spirit. It is created by God, but of itself it does not enter into relationship

with him--in a sense that it is not possessed of knowledge. It stands in

relation only to humanity, and in this relationship it provides what is called

the dependent side of humanity. But to the extent that thinking recognizes

that nature is created by God, that understanding and reason are within it,

nature is known by thinking human beings. To that extent it is posited in
relation to the divine, because its truth is recognized.”

Thus, for Hegel, nature and spirit simply fall apart from each other. But, this failing
apart is not yet at its furtherest extreme; finite spirit is not yet estranged from the Idea.
(In fact, it always subsists in God whether it knows it or not.) As we will see presently,
it is the individual finite subject which withdraws itself from God through isolating itself in
its particularity, not God who withdraws from the finite subject. Indeed, Hegel seems to
be suggesting a view of human being that is not based on a dualism which insists on the
existence of two basic and irreducible * rinciples. Instead, Hegel’s view is monistic: finite
spirit is a concrete entity, invested with a natural body as are all other entities in the

natral world, which continues to exist as part of the one divine process. But, the finite

™ Ibid., pp. 203-254; VPR111, p. 218.

™ |bid., p. 294; VPR111, pp. 218-218.
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spirit, as enclosed within this dynamic unity, is an entity which is already "passing beyond"
immersion in the immediacy of the natural world: *. . . because the implicit [natural] being
of human being is spirit, humanity in its immediacy is already involved in stepping forth
from immediacy, in faling away from it, from its being."”’ Indeed, Hegel proposes, in
finite spirit, “there is present . . . the demand to know the absolute truth.*’® Thus, this
innate demand of finite spirit to know the absolute truth is what pulls the humarni being out
of its immersion in immediacy and places it into something other than immediacy, into the
realm of reflection and thought. Consequently, this inner movement produces within finite
spirit, a "separation," a "cleavage."” Furthermore, Hegel notes, human being also has
a need for overcoming this bifurcation and "its attendant cleavage from the truth" such
that both cleavages are annulled" and "the subject should be reconciled . . . with the
truth."® However, as we will see in the next section, this inner rupture within the human
subject will be objectified by human being into expressions about the natural state of
being human, even though it is not inherently good or evil. Thus, as we will see, for

Hegel, ‘natural humanity’ has within it the condition for the possibility of knowledge of

good and evil.

Since Hegel's account of ‘natural humanity’ displays humanity as only possessing

the potential for the knowledge of good and evil, this also means that the world in its
P Knowiedge or g

7 ibid., p. 298; VPR111, p. 222.
™ lbid., p. 295; VPR111, p. 220. My emphasis.
¥ Ibid., p. 287; VPR111, p. 222,

® |bid., p. 205; VPR111, p. 220.
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unthinking naturalness is also not evil nor good in itself. Hence, he dismisses the whole
inquiry into whether humanity is by nature good or humanity is by nature evil as
"false."®'  According to Hegel, the first proposition--that humanity is naturally good--is
“The more or less predominant notion of our time."®? indeed, the Enlightenment period
can be seen as a period of Pelagianism inasmuch as Enlightenment thinkers rejected the
doctrine of original sin.®® However, Hegel judges this view to be "one-sided"®* as is
its opposite. Indeed, both these assertions about the natural state of humanity must be
construed as one-sided by Hegel because, as we have just detailed, natural humanity is
an internally split human being; thus, it must see itself as having two sides to its nature.
Indeed, for Hegel, human beings will see themselves as having a ‘good’ side in relation
to its opposite, the ‘evil’ side: ". . . both of them, both good and evil, are pcsited, but
essentially in contradiction, in such a way that each of them presupposes the other. It
is not that only one of them is [there], but instead we have both of them in this relation

of being opposed to each other."®

® Ibid., p. 299; VPR111, p. 224.
7 1hid., p. 286; VPA111, p. 221,

* Pelugianism ig i-ie denial of the doctrine of original sin and the assertion that human beings can do good, first propagated
by Pelagius, a contemporary of St. Augustine. For concise descriptions of Pelagius’ teachings, see: Paul Tillich, A History of
Christian Thought, 5, 106-108, and Bengt Hagglund, History of Theology. Lawrence Dickey applies the term to the Enlightenment
inhis Hegel, Religion, Economics, and the Politics of Spirit, 1770-1807, pp. 25-32. For an infiuential eighteenth century thinker like
G. E. Lessing, this goodness is implicit in hurnankind; it needs only to be brought forth explicitly through a process of education,

See: G. E. Lessing, “The Education of the Human Race” in Harvard Classics, vol. 32, (New York: Collier, 1910).
54 'bid.. p. 296; VPR111, p. 221,

* Ibid., p. 300; VPR111, p. 224,
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Importantly, because this knowledge of good and evil is not embedded in
immediacy of naturalness per se, but arises through reflection in finite spirit, it will be
‘regarded as something that happened."®® This past event is what Christian theology
has described in the doctrine of the fall. And this representation, as we will now see, is
how good and evil will appear to consciousness before conscicusness recognizes the
movement of the Idea in its own consciousness as the eternal activity of the self-

development of God in infinite subjectivity.

7. The Story of the Fall

Because human being finds itself afready in the intersubjective sphere of the cultus,
representation is a shared, communal way of articulating and actualizing the implicit
presence of the Idea. indeed, a representation like the story of the fall arises as a story
of the origin of not only the religious community but as a story of the first, decisive
moment in the past of all humanity (at least according to the religious community). Thus,
for the community of believers, this ‘fall’ is the prehistorical point from which all humanity
fell into history and into sin. From this event, the cuftus then traces its own evolution as
a necessary return from sin into the eternal, sublating all vestiges of temporality in the
process. Hence, the story of the fall, as representation, presents itself as the opening act

of the eternal drama of the cultus on the stage of history.

® Ibid.
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In the communal religious consciousness of consummate religion, this story is first
given and taken up as the literal truth of human being. Indeed, in what we have

described as the literalist view of scriptural revelation, all the events described in the Bible,

from its beginning in Genesis to its anticipation of last things in Revelation, are unfolded
in time under the divine auspices of God. But, as we have noted, this literalism is not an
invention of the ‘present day’ of Hegel's time; however, we can now say that it is a
necessary first confirmation by the community of its own inner truth as it represents this
truth to itself. In fact, this literalism extends back to the New Testament writers who not
only treated the Old Testament as literally true but also wrote their accounts and letters
as a witness to events they experienced; in other words, the Bible was, for the most part,
an articulation of what was believed to be literal truth, This means that the philosophy of
religion should also retain the content of these representations as the content of its
witness to the Spirit.®” But, philosophy also knows that the religious community
discerns its own spirituality in these texts, and witnesses to this spirituality by communally
extrapolating doctrines from these texts as formal statements about its spiritual fife. In this
way, the literainess of the biblical events are annulled, preserved, and transcended by the
cultus in its collective thinking. Doctrines, therefore, are the medium through which the
cultus lifts up itself into spiritual truth and witnesses to itself as the concretization of Spirit.

Moreover, as Hegel points out, "The words of the Bible constitute an unsystematic

®7 | PR1, 1824, p. 333; VPRY, p. 235: "It is the distinctive task of philosophy 10 transmute the content that is in the representation
of religion into the form of thought; the content [itself] cannot be distinguished. Religion is the self-consciousness of absolute spirit:
there are not two kinds of seli-consciousness—nat both a conceptualizing seif-consciousness and a representing salf-consciousness,
which could be distinguished according to their content. There can only be a diversity in form, or a distinction between

representation and thought. . . ."
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account. . . ."® But, since human thinking does draw a narrative coherence out of

these disparate texts, then, in Hegel's view, what should be understood by the biblical

"word" is determined by the way “spirit is disposed."®®

At this point, we must make a distinction between the derivation of doctrine from
these texts and the continuing interpretation of these stories as literally true in and of
themselves. For literalist theologians of Hegel's day, such as Tholuck, the direct
experiences recorded in the Bible speak for themselves. They are illuminating and
authoritative as they stand, requiring no doctrinal interpretation whatsoever. Indeed, the
literalists of Hegel’s time construe the actual wording of the Bible as divinely dictated and
all the texts, although varied in content and style, as together constituting a story of
stories. But, for Hegel, this literalism already constitutes an ermeneutic: "Whether the
Bible has been made the foundation more for honour's sake alone or in fact with utter
seriousness, still the nature of the interpretative explanation involves the fact that thought
plays a part in it. Thought explicitly contains definitions, principles, and assumptions,
which then make their own claims felt in the activity of interpreting."®® For Hegel, this
means that not only does interpretation of the Bible take place at the most basic
exegetical level, but this should be recognized by those who do the interpretation. For
Hegel, such interpretation is not only a matter of thinking but what produces faith, in the

two-sided sense of the Foreword. As such, communally articulated doctrines are the

= | PRI, 1827, p. 168; VPRI, p. 77.
® ibid.; VPR1, p. 78.

 hid., 'W(1831); VPR1, pp. 77-78, 'W{1831)".
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manifestation of the spirit of the cultus and are the vehicle through which the witness of
the community to itself as infinite subjectivity takes place. In this sense, the witness of the

Spirit is self-revelation, the revelation of the community to its own truth.

By not formally recognizing the creation of doctrine out of the stories of the
religious community, a theologian like Tholuck short-circuits the possibility of realizing the
intersubjective witness of the Spirit out of the intertwining correspondence of subjective
feeling and objective thinking as found in faith. Hence, true interaction with other

believers is not possible, and belief remains not only subjective, but also singular.

On the other hand, the spiritual community’s thinking about God is central to
Hegel's own thinking. Indeed, in Hegel's view, for Spirit to comprehend its own
development into infinite subjectivity it must appreciate the validity of both the pictorial
forms of its stories about itself and the doctrinal representation of these forms. In
essence, then, what we called the philosophy of theology now becomes a third-order
activity: it clarifies, sorts out, and criticizes the main ‘definitions, principles, and
assumptions’ that theclogians bring to their enterprise (second-order theology) and it
does the same work as theological reflection; that is, it reflects the faith of the community
as it arises from its eternal ground, and finds its eternal completion, in the Idea but from
the point of view of the Idea. Indeed, the philosophy of theology recognizes that the

cultus’ inner movement from individual immediacy of religious consciousness into
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representation and positive doctrine is a process of thinking founded in and propelled by

the Idea ‘incarnating’ itself in human being.

Since the inner difference implicit in immediate knowledge is carried over into the
religious community’s self-representation, the religious community views itself originally
as inner difference within the divine interaction of the Trinity, which then suffers an explicit
estrangement from God. This means that the story of the fall when written and taken as
literally true is "the mode and manner of the shape in which this conceptual determination
[of natural humanity] appears representationally as a story and is represented for
consciousness in an intuitable or sensible mode, so that it is regarded as something that

happened.""

The beginning of this narrative concerns itself with both the creation of the world
(in six days) and the creation of the first human being, Adam, (on the sixth day). God
called forth the things of creation; but he created Adam in his image which Hegel takes
as signifying "the concept of human being."? In this way, Adam represents "humanity
in itself" or "humanity as such"--not some single, contingent individual, but the absolute
first one, "humanity according to its concept."®® Moreover, humanity, represented by

Adam, lived in a "state of innocence" until "human beings disobeyed God’s command by

® LPR111, 1827, p. 300; VPR111, p. 224,
 |bid.

* Ibid., p. 301; VPR111, p. 225,
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eating" of the tree of knowledge of good and evil.** For the literalist, this origin of sin
is an historical fact based on the assumption that the possibility of sin lies in human
being's free will granted to human being by God. Of course, this means that God was
not the author of sin, but rather sin was a possibility actualized by human being in its
failure to exercise its free will according to God’s will. Thus, the immediate result of this
first, original sin is that human being’s ‘eyes were opened’, God evicted Adam and Eve
from the garden, nature itself became hostile, and human nature became tainted, corrupt,

and unbalanced.

For Hegel, however, "What it really means is that humanity has elevated itself o
the knowledge of good and evil. . . ."*®* Indeed, the world in itself, as other of God, is
not evil in itself; rather, it is as we said, nothing in its ideality. People, however, have and
do speak of ‘natural evil' as the type of evil which springs from nature. Earthquakes,
tornadoes, and other occurrences within nature are all manifestations of this natural evil.
Nevertheless, for Hegel, it is human consciousness and cognition which is the real source
of evil, "For cognition or consciousness means in general a judging or dividing, a self-
distinguishing within oneself."® Thus, consciousness, because of its own bifurcation, is

able to distinguish between good and evil, and evil, therefore, arises out of

™ \bid., pp. 300-301; VPR111, p. 224.
% Ibid., p. 301; VPR111, p. 225

* Ibid.
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consciousness’s knowledge of this distinction: “. . . and this cognition, this distinction,

is the source of evil, is evil itself."®’

Thus, evil is not the result of a malignant force which is engaged in an eternal fight
with God for the possession of the soul of human beings, as many quasi-Manichaean
Christians assume. Rather, the story of the fall confirms that evil is within the thinking of
human being as the result of the ability to both make and be aware of distinction, as we
discussed in the previous section. Thus, to be conscious of evil means that evil is to be

considered as solely interior to consciousness as a determination of consciousness. And

this awareness itself creates anguish®® in human being, anguish over the contradiction

which it posits and pictures in terms of good and evil as residing in the very heart of

human being.

Hence, through consciousness’s awareness of the distinction between good and
evil, the inner conflict of the religious relationship as we described in chapter one is now
provided a direct representational content. Indeed, anguish over this inner antithesis
arises over the ascription of good and evil in relation to either the otherness of God or the
otherness of the world both present to the subject in the subject’s consciousness. The
first ascription which arises is "the antithesis vis-a-vis God."*® Where there is belief in

one God as absolute other, this God becomes the absolutely other personification of the

% bid,
® Ihid., p. 304; VPR111, p. 228.

% bid., p. 305; VPR111, p. 229.
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notion of goodness. But, since this absolute goodness is unattainable, human being
knows itself as the opposite of this goodness; as that which fails to reach goodness,
which must fall short in its efforts to satisfy the good in and for itself. Hence, "The task
and demand is infinite.”'® Thus, human being places itself on the opposite side of the
negative of this perfectly good God, as estranged from, and incapable of ‘corresponding’
to, the pure goodness of God. Thus, human being both feels and knows itself as
degraded, ‘humiliated’ being. In this regard, Hegel says, "l experience anguish because

| as a natural being do not correspond to what at the same time | know to be my own

essence, to what | should be in my own knowing and willing."™®’

Human being then feels and knov. £ itself as unachieved potential goodness, which
has to admit that it is never good, and, in a further self-denigration, as also never
innocent, but somehow always involved in evil through existing as natural human being.

Its sin thus is original sin, sin which permeates its very fibre as conscious being.

The second form of the antithesis is "the antithesis vis-a-vis the world."*? In this

form, human being affirms the positive side of the distinction it makes between good and
evil as its own nature. But, the desire to be good, to live a moral life--"for human beings

know what is good, and the good is in them*--is hindered and cut off by the facticity of

% Ibid., p. 306; VPR111, p. 230.
' 1bid., p. 307; VPR111, pp. 230-231.

' 1bid., p. 305; VPR111, p. 229,
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its surroundings, its being in “the external world," with which it clashes.'®® This sense
of estrangernent from the natural environment causes human being to sever its natural
bond with the world as sensible being and creates "unhappiness,” which further "drives
and presses human beings back into themselves,” into a renouncement of the world, in
order to find "inner harmony" of "self with itself."'** Indeed, human being, as unhappy

consciousness, may, in fact, become totally self-centred, divorcing itself from what it is.

In both cases, what is important for Hegel is that these are relations to good and
evil conjured up and cognized by human being. Human being, by creating the distinction
through its consciousness or knowledge of good or evil, finds itself longing for some sort
of resolution of this conflict, especially when it measures its present state against the
originary state of innocence that it itself posits. Indeed, for Hegel, this is only proper
inasmuch as the story of the fall is the outward expression of the Idea embedded in
human being. However, the inner differentiation of the idea is now human being's
cognition of itself as alienated from God and from the world. But, even more importantly,
this alienation is self-alienation: in relation to the absolute goodness of God, human being
estranges itself from God by separating itself off from its own goodness; and, in relation
to the world, human being separates itself from the world by accentuating its own
goodness in direct juxtaposition to the world. Moreover, the second mode of self-

alienation, in which human being accentuates its own goodness is one-sided self-

' |bid; VPR111, p. 231,

"% |bid,, pp. 307-308; VPR111, p. 231.
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affirmation, a seli-satisfaction, which arises as a compensation for its self-alienation from
God:

The first contains that anguish and abstract humiliation, the crowning feature

of which is the utter lack of correspondence between the subject and the

universal, the cleavage or rupture that is not bridged, is not healed. This is

the standpoint of the most abstract antithesis between the infinite on the

one side and a fixed finitude on the other--and this finitude is abstract

finitude. Here everything that is reckoned as belonging to me is simply evil.

This abstraction finds its complement on the other side, namely in the

process of internal thought; here we have the correspondence of self with

self, [the claim] that | am satisfied, and can be satisfied within myself,'*°
Thus, humanity has a fundamental need to overcome its own inner disjunction and
recognize that it itself resides in the reconciling synthesis of all oppositions. Thus, it
needs to cognize its own inner differences as reconciled in a unity-in-difference. However,
this reconciliation does not occur first internally, but externally, in the formi of o single

human being, Jesus Christ.

8. The Life, Death and Resurrection of Christ

The central problem of christology for Christian theology can be expressed in one
simple question: "How is the divinity of Christ related to the humanity of Christ?"'%
For Hegel, this christological question becomes the central concern of the philosophy of

religion as it thinks through the content of the consummate religion.

Hegel reformulates the christological question into two intersecting questions:

'™ |bid., p. 309; VPR111, p. 233.

"™ Bengt Hagglund, History of Theology, p. 89.
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The question immediately divides itself into two questions: (a) Is it true in
general that God has a Son, that he sends him into the world? (b) Was

this Jesus of Nazareth in Galilee, a carpenter’s <son,> the Christ [der
Christ]?'%’

As we can see, Hegel's division of this question takes up both sides of the
christological problem: the divine side (from the point of view of the self-diremption of the
Trinity}, and the human side (from the point of the concrete, historical individual). But
since Hegel assumes these questions are "so interwoven," everything rests upon affirming
or denying that this single individual is the incarnation of God.'®® There are no other
viabie alternatives available to Spirit; docetism (the view that the humanity of Christ was
only apparent) or ebionism (the view that Christ was only human) and other such
christologies are to be rejected out of hand. Rather, for Hegel, the answer is already
provided in the doctrinal formulation of the simultaneity of the Son and the carpenter’s
son as ‘Jesus Christ’, an objective doctring which has to be subjectively confirmed within
the context of the doctrine of the immanent Trinity:

The reconciliation in Christ, in which one believes, makes no sense if God

is not known as the triune God, [if it is not recognized] that God is, but also

is as the other, as self-distinguishing, so that this other is God himself,

having implicitly the divine nature in it, and that the subiation of this
difference, this otherness, and the return of love, are the Spirit.'*°

7 | PR111, 1821, p. 143; VPR111, pp. 78-79.
@ Jnid.; VPR111, p. 79.

' |bid., p. 327; VPR111, p. 251,
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As we commented earlier, the appearance of the Idea in a "single individual fwho
is there] as the soii of certainty,"''® should convince Tholuck that Christianity and Hegel
are panentheistic insofar as this Son, Jesus Christ, is real, concrete, separate, and
independerit from God, and not to be confused with the ideal Son of the immanent Trinity.
Of course, this point would not persuade Tholuck to give up his atomistic piety for either
orthodox doctrines or Hegel's philosophy or both. In fact, Tholuck balks at such
presumption of the church and Hegel to claim to know the nature of the divine.
Nevertheless, Hegel confirms that Jesus Christ represents the reconciliation of the divine
with the human, a reconciliation which is already implicit in humankind as the ‘divine idea’.
Indeed, Hegel stresses that the human subject must know itself as dwelling within an
infinite cleavage and feel, as a consequence, anguish as pre-condition for the
reconciliation available through the ‘God-man’. But, with the inner rift thematized in terms
of good and evil, all aspects of this infinite cleavage are ready to be revealed to religious
consciousness as conjoined: first of all in the human subject who implicitly "is the infinite
power of unity® which "can bear this contradiction® as ‘implicitly and truthfully

sublated”;"*' and, secondly, in the subject who knows explicitly that "the antithesis

arises eternally and just as eternally sublates itself' in "eternal reconciliation."''?
Moreover, this ‘Idea’ has to become explicit not only to but in humankind through intuitive
certainty of the divine Idea as dwelling in and as a particular human being, that is, “in the

form of certainty," "before us" and "before me,” that "God had to appear in the world |

Y19 bid., p. 324; VPR111, p. 238.
""" ibid., p. 310; VPR111, p. 233

" toid., p. 311; VPR111, p. 234,
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the flesh" as "just one human being."'*® Thus, Hegel stresses that this is the second

moment of the economic Trinity:
This is the presentation of the second [element of the] idea, the idea in
appearance, the eternal idea as it has become [present] for the immediate

certainty of humanity, i.e., as it has appeared. In order that it should
beccme a certainty for humanity, it has to be a sensible certainty. . . .'"*

Indeed, with the Incarnation as the second moment of the economic Trinity, the
abstract pre-condition of reconciliation now turns over into the actual condition for an
existential relationship with God, as we discussed in relation to Luther’s faith in chapter
three. One could have walked and talked with this God-man. Thus, for Hegel, this
person, Jesus Christ, brings the idea of the unity of the divine and the human to the
forefront of consciousness of the human subject. Since the divine and the human appear
consubstantiated in one subject, this Jesus Christ now represents the synthesis, the being
together of the divine and human in human subjectivity. Like Luther, Hegel sees that this
conjoining also means that God is not an object like any other, but a subject who
interacts with another subject. On the speculative level, as we have seen, this means that
the subject-subject relationship presents the prototype for philosophy overcoming the
epistemnological rupture between philosophy and theology by opening up the possibility

of true communication between the two modes of knowledge of God.

"3 1hid., pp. 312-313; VPR111, pp. 237-238.

" hid., p. 328; VPR111, p. 251,
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For the sake of adequately covering both sides of the appearance of the unity of
divine and human natures in Jesus Christ, Hegel notes:
This appearance of the God-man has to be viewed irom two different
perspectives at once. First, he is a human being according to his external
circumstances. This is the nonreligious perspective [dies irreligidse
Betrachtung] in which he appears as an ordinary human being. Second,
there is the perspective that occurs in the Spirit or with the Spirit. Spirit
presses toward its truth because it has an infinite cleavage and anguish with
itself. It wills the truth; the need of the truth and the certainty thereof it will

have, and must have. Here for the first time we have the religious view [das
Religigse].'"®

In terms of the nonreligious perspective, Jesus appears "in the same light as
Socrates" or "a messenger of God,” that is, "as an ordinary human being," subject to "all
the temporal exigencies" of being human.''® Thus, Jesus Christ is an individual whose
activity we can both apperceive and empathize as analogous to our own, but with the
additional (and, we can assume, disquieting) perception that "ne does not share the
corruption, the passions, and the evil inclinations" that human being has come to see in
itself before God.'"” Moreover, his teachings are revolutionary--"The most outstanding
and at the same time comprehensive teaching of Christis . . . love . . ." and "breaking

away" from all finite attachments’'®--but in order not to miss the true import of Christ,

" |bid., p. 316; VPR111, p. 239.
" |bid.; VPR111, p. 240.

"7 |bid., p. 317; VPR111, p. 240. Hegel's referance to Jesus as comparable to Socrates can be read as a thinly veiled allusion
to those eighteenth century thinkers who analyzed the lite of Christ only in terms of his ethical teachings, e.g., Jean-Jacques
Rousseau (Emile ou De leducation), Joseph Priestly (Socrates and Jesus Compared), and others. Johann Georg Hamann's satitic
Sokratische_Denkwirdigkeiten is an example of an eighteenth century thinker who, like Hegel, sees such a comparison as
inappropriate,

V| PR111, 1821, p. 118-118; VPR111, p. 53-54.
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his humanness and teachings must also be viewed through the religious perspective:
"What is involved here is this intuitive certainty, not a divine teacher--not to mention a
mere moral instructor, or even a teacher of the [philosophical] idea; and it is not a matter

of representation or persuasion, but rather the immediate certainty and presence of

divinity.""?

As we can see, all the perspectives of Enlightenment philosophy of religion and
rational theology are to be set aside. Unlike either Spinoza or Kant and their rational
christological constructions--Christ as ‘frame of mind’ (Spinoza) or Christ as ‘moral
archetype’ (Kant)--Hegel asserts that the appearance of the divine Idea in Christ is verified
by the witness of the Spirit, by the religious community which concerns itself with the
central truth of the death and resurrection of Christ. This ‘religious view’ therefore, “leads
us for the first time into the religious sphere as such, where the divine itself is an essential
moment."'?® Indeed, ". . . it is precisely in his [Christ's] death that the transition into
the religious sphere occurs," an element not found in either Spinoza or Kant.'?' Thus,
Christ's death sublates the merely human relationship of the nonreligious perspective.
In this way, Hegel’s treatment of the death and resurrection of Christ comes right out of
the theological reflection of the Christian community as undergirded by the principle of
subjectivity. Hegel, in fact, echioes Luther’s christology in which the atoning death of God

in the death of this person, Christ, is the most important element for the human subject:

¥ |bid., p. 110; VPR111, p. 47.
12 |bid,, p. 322; VPR111, p. 245.

7 |bid.
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"God himself is dead," it says in a Lutheran hymn, expressing an awareness
that the human, the finite, the fragile, the weak, the negative are themselves
a moment of the divine, that they are within God himself, that finitude,
negativity, otherness are not outside of God and do not, as otherness,
hinder unity with God. Otherness, the negative, is known to be 2 moment
of the divine nature itself. This involves the highest idea of spirit. In this
way what is external and negative is converted into the internal. On the one
hand, the meaning attached to death is that through death the human
element is stripped away and the divine glory comes into view once more—
death is a stripping of the human, the negative. But at the same time death
itself is this negative, the furthest extreme to which humanity as natural
existence [Dasein] is exposed; this existence [Dasein] is therefore God
himself,?2?

Thus Hegel's thinking starts out affirming Spinoza’s position on the negativity of the
finite (omnis determinatio est negatio) in which all things, in their various modifications and
relations are ultimately absorbed into an abstract identity, God, the one substance. But,
then, contra Spinoza, the negativity of the finite is real difference, concretized by
appearance of God in the human world through Christ, the reality of which is maximized
by death. Thus, for Hegel, this negativity cannot simply be asserted as resolved in a
Spinoza-like abstract identity but, rather, it has to be attended to through the negation of
negation, the death of death found in the resurrection. Indeed, the death and resurrection
of Christ signifies for those who believe the overcoming of human alienation from God
(and from the world) in "an infinite relationship to God."'** Moreover, empathetic
appropriation of this death of death opens the way for ihe "outpouring of the Holy Spirit:

it is the Spirit that has revealed this.”’** In a strong sense, the death of God is a

'*? |bid., p. 326; VPR111, pp. 249-250, Translation amended.
7 Ibid., p. 322; VPRI11, p. 245.

2 |bid., pp. 324-325; VPR111, op. 247-248.
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moment of atheism on the representatipnal level.'”® Indeed, as James Collins

suggests, this "representation of death” also entails the "death of representation."'?®

This means that the death of Christ is the death of the representation of God held by
humankind in its state of alienation. But, this death of God as ‘absolutely other’ would

also suggest a death of the representation, ‘man’, as well.'?’ in fact, both God and

human being become spiritualized, reconciled together in the living process of Spirit:
“Thus the community itself is the existing Spirit, the Spirit in its existence [Existenz], God

existing in his community."'*®

As we will detail in the next section, the community itself is essential to the life of
Spirit. Without the community attending to and participating in the witness of Spirit, then
this spiritualization of human being would not take place. God would still be perceived

as beyond humanity’s grasp, and Spirit would not realize itself as Spirit.

'% Hans Kiing in his Does God Exist? An Answer for Today, tr. Edward Quinn, (New York: Doubleday & Company, 1980}, brings
out this point quite nicely but in relation to the atheism found in both Hegel's and our time (pp. 138-139). We, however, want to
keep our discussion centred on Hegel’s description of the appropriation of the death of God as a moment of atheism within Christian
religious consciousness in general. As a moment within religious consciousness, as we wili ses, atheism then can not be read into
Hegel's philosophy of religion as its overall orientation or 'secret’ as dees Robert C. Solomon in From Hegel to Existentialism,
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1987), pp. 56-71.

"2 James Collins, The Emergence of the Philosophy of Religion, (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1367}, p. 341.

'?7 This point is brought out most dramatically in Max Stimer’s Der Einzige und sein Eigentum, ur. Steven Byington as The Eqo
and Its Own, (London: Rebel Press, 1982): "At the entrance of the modem time stands the "God-man.” At its exit will only the God
in the God-man evaporate? And can the God-man really die if only the God in him dieg? ... How can you believe that the God-man
is dead before the man in him, besides the God, is dead?" (p. 154.) Stirmner, a young Hagelian, is saying this in relation to the *killing-
off' of God undertak.yn in the religious criticism of his contemporaries, e.g., David Friedrich Strauss, Bruno Bauer, Ludwig Feuerbach,
but the point applies to the death of God in Christian religious consciousness as well, Stirner's bock stands as an intriguing
description of what subjectivity as all-embracing totality would ook like without a centre, intersubjectivity or trinitarian infra- or
superstructure, l.e., without a metaphysic. An interesting project would be to compare Stirner's description of subjectivity with
Kierkegaard's insofar as Kierkegaard retaing a centre, the God-man, in the form of the Absolute Paradox.

% | PR111, 1827, p. 331; VPR111, p. 254,
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Indeed, the witness of the Spirit, as we detailed in chapter three, is an hermeneutic
of self-verification, self-enclosed and self-generating. Thus, if Tholuck, Schieiermacher,
and, indeed, ail the rationalist theologians and Enlightenment philosophers of religion want
verification of these claims they have to enter into and subjectively appropriate this
spiritual interpretation already existing in the faith of the community:

The community begins with the fact that the truth is at hand; it is known,

extant truth. And this truth is what God is: he is the triune God; he is life,

this process of himself within himself, the determining of himself with

himself. The second aspect of this truth, then, is that it has also appeared,

it has a relation to the subject, and is [present] for the subject; moreover,

the subject is essentially related to it, and is meant to be a citizen of the

kingdom of God. . . . The third aspect is the relationship of the subject to

this truth, the fact that the subject, to the extent that it is related to this truth,

arrives precisely at this conscious unity, deems itself worthy of this known

unity, brings this unity forth within itself, and is fulfilled by the divine
Spirit.'#*

As we outlined in chapter three, this means that faith, as Christian faith itself, has
to be appreciated from the inside of the infinite subjectivity of the cultus as that modality

of being human in which reconciliation is both felt and objectified as the truth for me and

for us. If Tholuck and the others enter into this faith they too will find the truth of the
triune God and Christ witnessed to in the objective doctrines of the community as it
develops itself into a church. In this way, they will grasp what is: that we participate in

the eternal interaction of the Trinity.

' |bid., pp. 331-332; VPR111, p. 254,
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Assuming that Hegel’s critics submit themselves to such a method of verification,
there is still one more step for them to take before they will grasp conceptually what is
in the fashion of Hegel’s philosophy of religion. As we will now see, this last step involves

realizing what is involved in the third element, “the element of community."'*°

9. The Third Element: The Realization of the Spirituality
of the Religious Community

We can see from the aforegoing that instead of treating philosophy and theology
ac disparate, mutually exclusive forms of knowledge of God as did the Enlightenment
philosophers, Schleiermacher, and the Pietists, Hegel confirms Christ as the centre--the
‘speculative mid-point’--of his thinking which also serves to unite philosophy and theology.
Indeed, philosophy and theology come together in agreement over the unity and
reconciliation of God and humankind as displayed in the person of Jesus Christ.
However, we should not mistake this agreement as an uncritical acceptance of Christian
theological reflection. As we will see, for Hagel, the speculative comprehension of the
consummate religion does not stop with the doctrine of Christ, but proceeds on to
develop the doctrine of Spirit as the actual presence of the divine in human experience.
Thus, it is in this section of The Consummate Religion, the ‘Third Element: Community,
Spirit’, that Hegel focuses his attention on how Spirit makes possible belief in Jesus Christ
for the members of the community. But, as we will see, this work of the Spirit in the

community is also the self-manifestation of Spirit wherein faith, theological reflection, and

30 |bid., p. 328; VPR111, p. 251,
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the philosophical conceptualization of religion are Spirit’s disclosure of its reality to and

for itself.

Hegel commences his discussion of the third element by locating the first coming
of the witness of Spirit, "the outpouring of the Holy Spirit,"'3! (presumably at Pentecost).
This outpouring is then the origin of the community. But immediately after using the
representation, the Holy Spirit, he adds this speculative insight: "[It is] spirit that
comprehends this history spiritually as it is enacted in [the sphere of] appearance, and
recognizes the idea of God in it, his life, his movement. The community is made up of
those single, empirical subjects who are in the Spirit of God."'*? That this spiritualizing
of the individual human subjects--who then coordinate together into community--is carried
out by the Spirit further means, Hegel says: “Thus the community itself is the existing

Spirit, the Spirit in its existence [Existenz], God existing as community."*32

As we can see, Hegel is saying that the community is the medium through which
Spirit witnesses to itself about the reconciliation of God and humankind found in the
person of Jesus Christ. Thus, the community is the concretization of Spirit--a realization
which extends the notion of the witness of the Spirit beyond the domain of textual
hermeneutics as established by Luther, as we noted in chapter three. But, as well, as the

last passage in the preceding paragraph tells us, God cannot be considered apart from

" ibid.; VPR111, p. 252.
7 Ibid., pp. 328-329; VPRT11, p. 252,

* Ibid., p. 331; VPR111, p. 254,
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either the Spirit or the community. It is crucial for us to understand from the outset of our
discussion of ‘The Origin of the Community’ that the community as the existing Spirit
cannot be construed to mean that God is merely a projection of human consciousness
(as in Feuerbach or Freud, for example); on the contrary, it means that human thinking
about God, as it arises in and through religion, is also God's thinking of himself. This
interdependency of God and humankind then is the ground through which Hegel
justifiably says that within the consummate religion, "Finite consciousness knows God only
to the extent that God knows himself in it; thus God is spirit, indeed the Spirit of his
community, i.e., of those who worship him."'** That God is Spirit in the community
thus means that the triadic structure contained in the Christian doctrine of God as Trinity
also is the structure of the unfolding of Spirit's consciousness of itself in the life of the
community. Hence, we find three moments constituting the third element. These are:
‘The Origin of the Community’, “The Subsistence of the Community’, and ‘The Realizaiion

of the Spirituality of the Community’. We now turn to the first moment, the origin of the

community.

The first moment, the origin of the community, is consequently a result of Spirit
generating the faith upon which the community will be built. For this reason, Hegel sees
the origin of the community as not resting solely on the basis of the sensible, historical

appearance of Jesus. As we have already recounted in our discussion of the second

4 Ibid., "W{1831)", p. 250; VPR111, "W"531)', p. 178. See also: Enc 564Z “God is God only so far as he knows himsslf: his
self-knowledge is further a self-consciousness in man and man's knowledge of God, which proceeds to man's self-knowledge in
God." This fusther means, as Theodore Geraets observes: "There are not two kinds of reason andg two kinds of spirit, one divine

and the other human. . .." Theodore Geraets, The End of the History of Religion “Grasped in Thought®, (Hegeistudien, 1989, p. 64).
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element, Hegel holds that such a sensible presence is not sufficient in itself to ascertain
the truth of the reconciliation of the divine and human that becomes evident in the person
of Jesus Christ. Hegel reiterates: "Verification is spiritual, it does not lie in the sensible,
and cannot be accomplished in an immediate, sensible fashion."'*® Since the elevation
of humankind into the realm of the divine should not be understood as effulging solely
from the immediate certainty of the sensible appearance cf the person, Jesus, the belief
that God has become a sensible human being in the form of Jesus Christ has to come
from another source which, as we already know, is Spirit. Indeed, Spirit transmutes the
naturainess of the appearance of Jesus Christ into a spiritual content for the
comprehension of the individual subject: “For the origin of faith there is necessary first
a human being, a sensible human appearance, and second, spiritual comprehension,
consciousness of the spiritual. The content is spiritual, involving the transformation of

immediacy into what has spiritual character."’*®

Moreover, for Hegel, it is also
absolutely pivotal to the formation of the community that Spirit sets an overall spiritual
context in which appropriation of the meaning of this appearance can take place.
Consequently, faith grasps not just the sensible, historical appearance of Jesus but also
the sensible world as transposed into a spiritual reality: . . . there is also a sensible

world, although the truth is not the sensible, not the immediate world of finitude, but is

rather the infinite.*'>’

' Ibid., p. 330; VPR111, n. 253.
4 Iid,

Y7 1bid.
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We can see that, for Hegel, faith arises out of the witness of the Spirit as the

mediated immediacy of immediate knowledge:

The fact that the single subject is now filled by the divine Spirit is brought
about by mediation in the subject itself, and the mediating factor is that the
subject has this faith. For faith is the truth, the presupposition, that
reconciliation is € scomplished with certainty in and for itself. Only by means
of this faith that reconciliation is accomplished with certainty and in and for
itself is the subject able and indeed in a position to posit itself in this unity.
This mediation is absolutely necessary.'®

Hence it is through this initial mediated unity of faith that human being also comes to

know itself as lifted up and united in, with, and under God.

Faith, however, serves only as the inception of the process of the self-
manifestation of Spirit. Further development must take place and thus, we find in the
second moment of the third element, ‘The Subsistence of the Community’, Spirit realizes

itself in the positive institution of the Church.

In the subsisting [bestehende] community the church is, by &: .d large, the
institution whereby [its] subjects come to the truth, appropriate the truth tc
themselves, so that the Holy Spirit becomes real, actual, and present within
them and has its abode in thsm, whereby the truth can be within them and
they can enjoy and ¢ive active expression to the truth of the Spirit; it is the
means whereby they as subjects are the active expression of the Spirit."®

As the active expression of Spirit, the Church serves to develop, refine, and

consolidate this truth for its members and, hence, for Spirit. In the doctrine elaborated

.,

'* |bid., p. 332; LPR111, pp. 254-255,

'* |bid., p. 333; VPR111, p. 256.
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by the Church, "The truth is here presupposed, that it exists as truth already present.

.. Y% Thus, it has ‘universality’. In other words, the Church is the truth which it
knows and bears in its doctrines, which, as universal, presupposed truth, is not only
accessible for all human beings but applicable to all human beings and in all possible
aspects of human affairs, both spiritual and temporal. Thus, the truth to which the Spirit
witnesses in the Church’s doctrines is presented to the members of the community as
accomplished fact. In this way, the reconciliation manifest in the death and resurrection
of Jesus Christ is taught to the individual as not only objectively true but as something
external to the individual subject.’’ Accordingly, this truth is seen to extend not only
to those who have subjectively appropriated this truth but also to the individual subject
who, by virtue of his/her baptism ax an "unconscious” child, has been granted entry into
the "fellowship of the church, where evil has been overcome, implicitly and explicitly, and
God is reconciled, implicitly and explicitly."*? In other words, the individual becomes
socialized into the Christian faith whose truths are sedimented into the very language and
customs of his/her socio-cultural environment through the religious education provided

3

by the Church, a process we described in chapter three.'*® In imparting doctrine

through teaching, Hegel says: "This means that truth necessarily comes 0 humanity at

first as authority."'**

"9 ibid,

! Ibid,, p. 335; VPR111, p. 258.

"2 Ibid,

'“" See our discussion of this in chapter three, section 3;: The Inner Dynamics of Faith’.

"4 Ibid.
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The Church must also ensure that its members have become conscious of the
estrangement and evil of being human--which, as we have seen earlier in this chapter, is
represented by the Biblical story of the fall--but, as overcome through the truth of
reconciliation which has been effected through Christ:
The child, inasmuci as it is born into the church, has been born in freedom
and to freedom. For one who has been so born, there is no longer an
absolute otherness; this otherness is posited as something overcome, as
already conquered. The sole concern of such cultivation is to prevent evil
from emerging, and the possibility of this does in general reside in
humanity. Butinsofar as evil does emerge among human beings when they

do evil, at the same time it is present as something implicitly null, over which
spirit has power: spirit has the power to undo evil.'*®

Consequently, it is the "concern of the church" that this truth is taken up by the
individual as his/her own truth."*® Thus, the anguish of the utter scission and
separation manifest in the death of Jesus Christ also has to be identified by the individual
subject as its own initial state. Indeed, when the individual subject encounters Christ
through the received doctrines of the Church, it also encounters itself as a sinner. But
the individual can realize the sublation of this evil attested to in the doctrine of the

redemption available through Christ through repentance: "Repentance or penitence

signifies that, through the elevation of human beings to the truth, which they now will, their
transgression is wiped out. Because they acknowledge the truth over against their evil

and will the good--through repentance, that is to say--their evil comes to naught."'*’

5 |hid., p. 336; VPR111, p. 250.
8 |hid., p. 337; VPR111, p. 260.

" |bid., pp. 336-337; VPR111, p. 259,
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Penitence allows the truth of the resurrection to become the subject’s own truth. Thus,
the subject becomes like Christ through faith in Christ:
It [evil] is a question only of contingent cubjectivity. Linked with that
element of faith consisting in the determination that the subject is not as it
ought to be, there is simultaneously the absolute possibility that the subject
can fulfill its destiny, can be received into the grace of God. This is the
concern of faith. The individual must lay hold of the implicitly subsisting
unity of divine and human nature; this truth is laid hold of through faith in
Christ. Thus God is no longer a beyond for the individual, and the laying

hold of this truth is opposed to the basic determlnatlon referred to above,
namely, that the subject is not as it cught to be.'4®

Importantly, the subject's unity with God is not completed until the fullness of the
community is accomplished "by sharing the appropriation of God’s presence [i.e., the
communion].""*® For Hegel, "This unity begins with the host."™ it is the central
sacramental means through which God becomes present to human beings within the life
of the Church. Indeed, the spiritual union manifest in the faithful partaking of the host
maintains, in the present life of the community, continuity with the unity of God and
humankind accomplished in faith. Thus, for Hegel, the host should not be understood
in terms of Catholicism’s transubstantiation nor in terms of a psychological reminder as
in the Reformed Church, a point we discussed in chapter three.”®" Rather, it is the
Lutheran conception of communion as consubstantiation, grounded in the doctiine of

communicatio idiomatum, which displays this unity as a gpiritual union

" Ibid., ‘W({1831)’, p. 336; VPR111, 'W(1831)', p. 259.
" |bid., p. 337; VPR111, p. 260.
"™ Ibid., p. 338; VPR111, 1827; p. 261.

'*' Ses chapter three, p.156, n. 76.
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The second view is the Lutheran one, according to which the movement does
indeed begin with something external, which is an ordinary, common thing, but the
communion, the self-feeling of the presence of God, comes about only insofar as

the external thing is consumed--not merely physically but in spirit and faith. God
is present only in Spirit and faith.'%2

For Hegel, the union of God and humankind is the true partaking of the one Jesus Christ,
that is, "not merely physically but in spirit and in faith."'®®* Thus, we can also see that

this spiritual union with God, as found in its Lutheran form, constitutes the completion of

the second moment of the third element.

We can further see that Hegel's account of the unfolding of Spirit's self-
development through the first moment of faith of the individual into the supraindividual
entity of the Church and its doctrines and rituals stands in marked contrast to the
individualism of Tholuck’s Pietism. Indeed, Hegel's view of the formation and explication
of doctrines by the Church means that once again, for Hegel, doctrines cannot be easily
written off as institutional aberrations artificially imposed on the religious feeling, as

Tholuck did in relation to the doctrine of the Trinity.

On the other hand, in the third moment of the third element, “The Realization of the
Spirituality of the Community’, Hegel further grasps that reconciliation of the divine and

human side in the communal partaking of the presence of God with a "pure heart" should

"2 |bid., p. 338; LPR111, p. 261. As Walter Jaeschke succinctly points out, “The communicatio idiomatum is nowhere as real as
in Spirit" and, therefare, must be thought as “foremaost” in the “formation of the community.” Indeed, as Jaeschke further points out,
“Hegel binds the cognition of the God-man unity to the sublation of the sensible Individual and to the actuality of Spirit In the

community,” Walter Jaeschke, Die Vemunit in der Religion: Studien zur Grundiequng der Religionsphiliophie Hegels, (Stuttgart:
Frommann-Holzboog, 1986}, p. 346.

' 1hid., p. 338; VPR111, 1827, p. 261.
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not be seen as extinguishing, but as preserving, the actual existence of the human world
and its historicity in a ‘transformed’ state.’® Thus, in this section, Hegel portrays the
spirituality of the community as reaching its consummation by having "a developed

"5 In fact, this spiritual-worldly relationship must be

worldliness present in it.
comprehended: “In order that reconciliation may be real it is required that it should be
known in this development, in this totality; it should be present and brought forth [into
actuality]. The principles for this worldly realm are ready to hand in the spirituality of the
community; the principle, the truth, of the world is the spiritual."’®® Consequently, we
can see that the spiritual and the woridly must be ‘realized’ as conjoined and reconciled
in Spirit in the same way that the divine and human are in the communicatio idiomatum,
as that is, sublated into a higher synthetic unity. In this way, the spiritual can be
discerned in the worldly and vice versa. Thus, the central task of this third element is to

show how the world of human activity is to be affirmed and reclaimed as reconciled as

a moment of the one Spirit by Spirit.

Not surprisingly, Hegel grasps the realization of the spirituality of the community
as consisting in a three-fold irner structure: the real, the ideal, and speculative
philosophy, which grasps the unity of the two prior moments as reconciled in Spirit's all-

encompassing infinite subjectivity. As weil, each of these three inner moments has within

™ Ibid,, p. 339; VPR111, p, 262.
b |hid.; VPR111, p. 262.

™ Ibid,
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it three points or stages that are an integral patt of the process of Spirit's self-

actualization. Each must be considered in some detail.'s’

In the first inner moment or ‘stage’, the true spirituality of the worldly realm is
initially to be found in an immediate, undeveloped form. This stage of immediacy displays
itself in a nay-saying to the world in favour of another, more real, spirituai world, or
heaven, in which the subject supposedly dwells.’®® As a result, the worldly is perceived
as nothing more than an aspect "in the subject."’® Thus, this stage is "mcie an

abstraction than it is reconciliation."'%°

In the second stage, the reality of reconciliation takes on a concrete, actual
existence in the institution of the Church. Here, ". . . worldliness and religiosity do indeed
remain external to each other, but they have to enter into relation all the same.”™®’
Indeed, there arises within human history a relation between the spiritual and secutar in
which the Church believes that the spiritual has to rule over and subjugate the secular.
(There is little doubt that Hegel, in this stage, is referring to Medieval Christendom,
whereas the first stage corresponds to the pre-institutionalized Christian community.)

"Accordingly," Hegel says of the relation effected by the Medieval Church, "this is an

'*7 1t should be noted that Hegel's treatment of the entire third slement is remarkably succinct and “relatively brief* because he
was running out of the time usually allotted for lectures. See the editor's remarks, LPR111, 1827, p. 328, n. 212,

'S Ihid., p. 340; VPR111, p, 263.
% |bid.
0 |bid., p. 342; VPR111, p. 265.

"' Ibid., p. 340; VPR111, p. 263.
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uniting with a worldly reaim that remairs unreconciled."'®? The outcome of this
unreconciled union of the spiritual and the worldly in this stage is an outward orientation
in which the inwardness and abstractness of the first stage are inverted into a *worldliness
devoid of spirit."'® This outward orientation produces “unfreedom” and a "cleavage”
in the life of the community, both of which signify that what appears as “the corruption of
the church” is, in actuality, "the absolute contradiction of the spiritual within itself."'**
Howaever, the rupture and contradiction of the second stage is not a static state of affairs.
The domination of the Church over worldly affairs comes to an end when its external
authority is surmounted and resolved in the internal authority of the ethicai realm which
follows the Protestant Reformation. After the collapse of the hegemony of the Medieval
Church, "The institutions of ethical life [Sittlichkeit]" become realized as “divine institutions"
insofar as the individual members of the community willingly subject themselves to the
dictates of the institutions of ethical life.'®® In other words, the ethical is no longer
perceived as being imposed from outside the human world through the agency of the
Church but is appreciated as arising from the free and rational choice of the members of
the community. Consequently, this inward realization of ethical in and through the life of

community also produces the community’s recognition of civil organizations like the state

as the outward expression of its reconciliation of the divine and human:

®2 |hid., p. 341; VPR111, p. 263.
" |hid.: VPR111, p. 264.
184 Ihid,

'% |hid,, p. 342; VPR111, p. 265.
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It is in the organization of the state that the divine has broken through into
the sphere of actuality; the latter is permeated by the former, and the
worldly realm is now justified in and for itself, for its foundation is the divine
will, the law of right and freedom. The true reconciliation, whereby the
divine realizes itself in the domain of actuality, consists in the ethical and
juridical life of the state: this is the authentic discipline of worldliness.®®

The second inner moment of “The Realization of the Spirituality of the Community’
occurs in the ideal side, that is, in the element of thinking which "emerges explicitly in

religious consciousness."'®’

In this stage, "inwardness knows itself as subsisting with
itself precisely in this reconciliation of spirit with itself; and this knowledge of being at
home within itself is precisely thinking."'®® In short, reconciliation has to be cognized
and appreciated in thought. But the cognition of inwardness has also to be developed
through three stages, as we mentioned earlier. Accordingly, the first stage in the inner
development of thinking is "abstract universality"'®® which places itself in a negative
relation to "the concrete in general."'’”® Historically, this way of thinking is the
Enlightenment which treats the finite as illusory or, at best, as a manifestation of its own
version of reason. For Hegel, Enlightenment thinking exemplifies *. . . the freedom of

reason that has been acquired in religion and now knows itself to be for itself in

spirit';'”" but, even more importantly for our present concern, Hegel finds that

"5 lbid., 'W(1831)', p. 342; VPR111, 'W(1831)", p. 254.
7 |bid., p. 342; VPR111, p. 265,

' |bid,

% bid., p. 343; VPR111, p. 265.

V9 1bid,

" Ibid.
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Enlightenment exercises this freedom gained from religion in order to turn around and
deny the rational, objective content of religion. It follows then that the knowledge of
reconciliation of the Enlightenment stays at the level of “abstraction.”’’> Thus, it stil
exists, as Hegel concludes, in "unfreedom and servitude of spirit in the absolute region

of freedom."'"?

The second stage in the development of the ideal side is when thinking lowers itself
to envisage itself as only one aspect of its own religious consciousness, feeling. This
mode of thinking is Pietism which, as we have seen in our discussion of Tholuck at the
beginning of this chapter, also denies the objective and rational truth of religion. For
Hegel, Pietism’s flight from reason into the isolation of abstract subjectivity is also a
general tendency of the theology of the time, as we have seen in our discussion of
Schleiermacher and Tholuck. Thus, Hegel appraises Pietism in this way: "Pietism
acknowledges no objective truth and opposes itself to dogmas and the content of religion,
while still preserving an element of mediation, a connection with Christ, but this is a
w174

connection that is supposed to remain one of mere feeling and inner sensikility.

As such, Hegel holds, it is still "devoid of content."'’®

"7 |bid.; VPR111, p. 266.
'™ Ibid,, p. 344; VPR111, p. 267.
" |bid,

" bid,
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Unlike Enlightenment and Pietistic modes of abstract subjectivity, the third stage
of the ideal is where thinking explicitly comprehends all the content of religion as the inner
content of itself as true subjectivity, that is, as Spirit. "The third [moment], then, consists
in the fact that subjectivity develops the content from itself, to be sure, but in accord with
necessity. It knows and acknowledges that a content is necessary, and that this
necessary content is objective, having being in and for itself. This is the standpoint of

philosophy, according to which the content takes refuge in the concept and obtains its

justification by thinking."'’®

As Hegel indicates in this passage, when this third moment is reached thinking
ceases to regard the objective content of the consummate religion as something foreign
to it and thus in need of being ‘volatized’, as did Enlightenment and Pietism.'”” Indeed,
religion is now comprehended as having transformed itself into philosophy which then
turns around and conceptualizes the consummate religion as its own content. Philosophy
sees its conceptualization of religion as "the justification of religion, especially of the
Christian religion, the true religion. . . .""® This means that religion is “sustained by
philosophy*'”® and that the task of uphoiding the truth of God has now passed from
religion to speculative philosophy, although the assumption of this task in no way negates

religion and its inherent right to articulate the truth of God.

78 hid., p. 345; VPR111, p. 258.
77 Ihid.
78 |hid,

7 |bid., p. 346; VFR111, p. 268,
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We should further note that at the same time that philosophy reaches this
standpoint it also extends its grasp back to include everything that had preceded it within
the horizon of religion. Thus, the prior two moments of the Idea, Enlightenment and
Pietism, are also to be comprehended zs part of the development of consummate
religion. As moments of the thinking found within consummate religion, they can also be
understood as modes of theological thinking, albeit as “two extremes opposing each
other,"'® and, of course, as two modes wiiich also oppose the content of religion, as
we have already observed. In this respect, we can assume that Hegel is reminding us
that while these modes of thinking have ceased to serve religion and its doctrine, they
have not ceased to think about religion. Hence, even the community’s disagreement over
hcw to understand religion is part of what present philosophy has to cognize in its

conceptualization of religion.

Importantly, this is the first time in the Berlin lectures on consummate religion that
Hegel has included Pietisrn at this point in the development of consummate religion.

Previously, in the 182%4 Consummate Religion, Hegel had only explicitly located

Enlightenment as the prior moment to the realization of the truth of religion in
philosophy.’®  And, in 1821, Hegel only implies that Enlightenment should be situated
in this manner.'® In granting Pietism this formal recognition in 1827, we can see that

Hegel is confirming that Pietism has become a formidable force within the religious life of

"0 ibid., p. 344; VPR111, p. 267.
' | PR111, p. 243-247; VPR111, p. 173-176.

9? Ses: Ibid., pp. 158-162; VPR111, pp. 94-97.
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consummate religion. This deliberate inclusion also means that, for Hege!, the thinking
of the post-Reformation stage of consummate religion has developed further than he had
earlier appreciated. Of course, Pietism had been considered in other locales in both the
1821 and the 1824 lectures on the philosophy of religion; indeed, all we have to do is
recall Hegel's debate with Schleiermacher to confirm that this is the case. As we detailed
in chapter four, Hegel had seen fit to criticize Schleiermacher in the 1824 lectures through
what we called the philosophy of theology. We should further note that Schieiermachei’s
theology of feeling was indirectly addressed at the end of the 1824 lectures on
consummate religion in a manner not unlike the way Hegel conceives of Pietism at the
end of the 1827 lectures.’®® But, for all of Hegel's pre-1827 concern with the Pietistic
orientation, we do not find Pietism elevated to the status equal to that of the
Enlightenment, that is, as part of the penultimate moment of the process of the
development of philosephical thinking out of the consummate religion. Now, in 1827,
philosophy knows that it has to resolve what was inaugurated by both Enlightenment and
Pietism: "But insofar as thinking begins to posit an antithesis to the concrete and places
itself in opposition to the concrete, the process of thinking consists in carrying through
this opposition until it arrives at reconciliation.”'®* In this way, the inner fissure between
Enlightenment and Pietism and, in turn, their mutual opposition to the content of religion,
has allowed philosophy to see all the ways thinking can relate to religion. For philosophy,

Pietism has taken the form of individual, finite subjectivity to its limit as self-centred

%2 |id,, p. 246; VPR111, pp. 174-175,

% ibid., pp. 346-347; VPR111, p. 268.
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subjectivity. Although this atomistic form of subjectivity maintains a link with the objective
content of the consummate religion through its inchoate allegiance to Christ, as Hegel
mentioned earlier, it shows the extent to which subjectivity can be drawn in the direction
of feeling before it becomes vacuous and incoherent. Now, philosophy knows that: “The
form of the subject as one who feels, etc., concerns the subject as a single individual; but

feeling as such is not eliminated by philosophy. The question is only whether the content

of feeling is the truth and can prove itself in thought. Philosophy thinks what the subject
as such feels, and leaves it to the iatter o come to terms with its feeling."'®® As well,
we can see that, in fact, this form of subjectivity also constitutes a type of limitation within
thinking itself; once philosophy has appreciated the Pietistic form of subjectivity it
comprehends that there are only three possible ways thought can form itself in relation
to the true content of religion and only one is capable of "bearing witness to, and
expressing the witness of, spirit in a developed thoughtful fashion."'®

This thinking is not merely the process of abstraction and definition
according to the law of identity; it does not have the concrete "over there,"
but is itself essentially concrete, and thus it is comprehension, meaning that
the concept determines itself in its totality and as idea. [t is free reason,

which has being on its own account, that develops the content in accord
with its necessity, and justifies the content of its truth.®’

Philosophy, thus, displays to Pietism how they too fit into the rational development of the

content of religion. Indeed, as a third-order philosophy of theology, philosophy now views

5 1hid., 'LW(1831), p. 345; VPR111, 'LW(1831)", p. 269.
' bid., p. 345; VPR111, p. 268.

7 hid.; VPR111, p. 267.
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all relations within religion pneumatologically, that is, as oppositions reconciled in, with,
and through Spirit. Spirit is the unity of the divine and human. Thus, it is clear that God
(as Trinity) has achieved full s3if-consciousness in the self-consciousness of humanity
‘which now is realized as the self-consciousness of absolute Spirit. Moreover, we can see
the truth of this self-consciousness displayed in the very form and content of the 1827
philosophy of religion. First, the philosophy of religion is triadically divided into: Concept
of Religion, Determinate Religion, and The Consummate Religion; then, the Concept of
Religion is triadically divided into: ‘The Concept of God’, ‘The Knowledge of God’, and
‘The Cultus’; next, Determinate Religion is sectioned into three parts: ‘Immediate Religion
or Natural Religion’, “The Elevation of the Spiritual above the Natural: The Religion of the
Greeks and the Jews’, and ‘The Religion of Expediency: Roman Religion’; and, lastly,

The Consummate Religion has been divided in the three-fold manner which we have

explicated in this chapter. As well, the omnipresence of trinitarian structure in the 1827
lectures means that, for Hegel, philosophical form and theological content have been
reconciled, a reconciliation which required the consummate religion for its realization in
and for the present life of the community. Hegel concludes, *This reconciliation is
philosophy. Philosophy is 1o this extent theology. !t presents the reconciliation of God
with himself and with nature, showing that nature, otherness, is implicitly divine, and that
the raising of itself to reconciliation is on the cne hand what finite spirit implicitly is, while

on the other hand it arrives at this reconciliatior:, or brings it forth, in world history. This
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reconciliation is the peace of God, which does not "surpass all reason,” but is rather the

peace that through reason is first known and thought and is recognizec as truth."'®

In conclusion, this explicit recognition of the reconciliation of philosophy and
theology should lead our own thought to circle back tc the Preface of the 1821 Concept
of Religion to see that what had been presupposed there--". . . philosophy is theology,
and [one’s] occupation with philosophy--or rather in philosophy--is of itself the service of

God . . .""®--has now been brought to its fruition.

%8 Ibid., p. 347; VPR111, p. 269,

'® |bid., p. 84; VPR111, p. 4.



Conclusion
THE RECONCILIATION OF PHILOSOPHY AND THEOLOGY

In the 1827 Consummate Religion, we saw philosophy totally at home with the
content of religicn. Moreover, we noted that this being-at-home of philosophy and religion
is a matter of philosophy and theology reflecting each other in the form and content of
the entire philosophy of religion. This mutual mirroring of philosophy and theology shows
that no longer is the God-human relationship a question of finite subjectivity standing over
and against the objective, infinite subjectivity. Rather, the consciousness of God and
human consciousness are blended together in the self-consciousness of absolute Spirit.
Hegel gives us a glimpse of how this plays out in an individual human life in his review of

Géschel's Aphorismen diber Nichtwissen und absolutes Wissen im Verhéltnisse zur

christlichen Glaubenserkenntnis, written two years after the 1827 lectures on the

philosophy of religion:

The rare excellence of this work--which (if one wants to put it so) makes it
into a so-called significant sign of the times--consists in the fact that the
author’s pious mind proves itself to be thoroughly imbued both with the
truth of the old, i.e., of the authentic doctrines of the Christian faith and with
the need for the thinking reason and (what is more) in its diligently practised
formation. The concern here finds itself therefore immediately in the very
centre of the speculative philosophy, with regard to the content as well as
with regard to the form. The distinction between Christianity and
philosophical thinking which is wont to be falsely presented as an infinite
existence and a gap that cannct be filled, is at once put aside; at this depth
this pretended distance is not present at ail.’

' G. W. F. Hegel,'Ubar ‘Apharismen gher Nichtwissen und absolutes Wissen im Verhgitnisse zur christlichen Glaubenserkenntnis’
in, Samtliche Werke, 20, {Stuttgart: Friedrich Fromman, 1968), pp. 276-277. Quoted in T. Geraets, ‘The End of the History of
Religions "Grasped in Thought", Hegelstudien, 1983, p. 74, tr. T. Geraets.
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As we can see, Hegel thinks that the author to whom he is referring--Karl Friedrich

Goschel--has found himself at home in and thoroughly ‘imbued’ with both speculative

philosophy and the doctrines of Christianity. There is no ‘gap’ between philosophical

form and theological content in Géschel’s thinking. Indeed, we can surmise that for an
individual like Géschel the interstice in which the divided self is situated by the religious
relationship (as we saw in chapter one) is now filled in and hegled insofar as Goschal

knows himself as lifted up into the eternal embrace of God and as existing in the present

life of the community. Moreover, Géschel's ‘pious mind’ does not go against the inter-

subjective level of religious consciousness implicit in the objective doctrines; instead, they
fill his heart with the objective knowledge that he dwells in the community which is the

concretization of Spirit.

However much Géschel may be «xemplary of the reconciliation of philosophy and

theology, we cannot overlook that for Hegel the activity of the philosophy of religion must
continuously aim at comprehending the whole of the relationship between God and
human beings as it develops through the religious consciousness of all the members of
the community. Thus, no matter how much Hegel recognizes Tholuck’s spiritual depth
(and vice versa) the philosophy of religion has to reformulate itself in response to the
appearance of new modes of thinking within the theological sphere which may appear to
be opposed to philosophy. Indeed, because the community is the concretization of Spirit,
the self-revelation of Spirit does not disappear once reconciliation has been achieved. As
an eternal process of reconciliation, Spirit’s self-manifestation is always taking place in the

community. In other words, and in terms of the philosophy of religion, it is the role of
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philosophy to mirror in its thinking all the elements that make up the relfigion of its time.
Thus, speculative philosophy reflects in thought not only what has taken place in the
development of religion in the past but also what is taking place in the present situation

as a continuation of the process of Spirit's self-compretiansion.

As we have seen, this view of Spirit is itself a result of Luther's science of faith
transforming itself into the scierice of Spirit which unfolds itself through Hegel’s Berlin
lectures on the philosophy of religion. Where the ‘old’ science of faith and the ‘new’
science of Spirit differ is over what it ultimately means for finite consciousness t0 be part
of the witness of Spirit. For Luther, as we have seen, God still remains hidden although
he has revealed himself in Christ and the Word. Thus, Luther's theology remains
christocentric: through the Word we discover God himself becoming human in the
person of Jesus Christ in conjunction with the action of the economic Trinity and, by

implication, the inner divine life of the immanent Trinity.

On the other hand, Hegel finds that the implications of Luther’s notion of the
witness of the Spirit is that we now are to think of God totally in terms of Spirit. In other
words, Luther has not seen that all the relations of God and humankind must be seen
‘pneumatologically’, that is, as engaged in Spirit's eternal process of self-differentiation.
Although Luther's (and Christianity’s) emphasis on christology has lead into thought about

God as Trinity, theological thinking has stayed too firmly attached to the sensible
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appearance of God in Christ, thus not fully appreciating that the opposition betwesn the

divine and human, the infinite and finite, has become overcome and reconciled in Spirit.

Hegel's philosophy of religion reccgnizes that the revelation of reconciliation in
Christ is the inspiration for his own accent on Spirit. But, rather than keeping the notions
of ‘faith’ and the ‘witness of the Spirit’ revolving solely around Christ and the Bible, Hege!
reverses Luther’s understanding of the relation of philosophy and the Bible, and of faith
and the Bible: ". .. philosophy arises not from the Bible; so too faith, it also does not
arise from the Bible, but goes to the Bible in which it grasps its truth."? Indeed, as we
detailed in chapter four, for Hegel, faith is the witness of Spirit concerning absolute Spirit.
As well, philosophy overcomes Luther’s separation of faith and reason by showing that
the thinking through of consummate religion allows for the conceptualization of religion
and the realization of the Idea. Following this realization, philosophy then views the idea
of God (the immanent Trinity) as the precondition for faith and theological reflection and

their conceptualization in philosophy.

Thus, we can see that for Hegel the mediation of philosophy and theclogy in the
phitosophy of religion also entails the mediation of philosophy and faith in the science of

Snirit. Louis Dupré notes: "The development of the mind never leads beyond Christian

faith: that faith continues to provide the content of philosophical thought. That

philosophy presents a very different position does not mean that it replaces religion or

2 G, W, F. Hegel, ‘Uber Aphorismen dber Nichtwissen und absofutes Wissen im Verhsftnis zur christlichen Glaubenserkenntnis’,
op. cit,, p. 310. My translation.
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that its own concerns are non-religious. In a well-known passage Hegel credits the very
noticn of Spirit to Christian faith as interpreted by the theology of Reformation: "The idea
which represents the Absolute as Spirit--the grandest conception of all, and one which is

due to modern times and its religion. . . ."®

But, as well, this mediation requires the
thinking of their unity in Spirit in @ manner hitherto not found in theology, Lutheran or
otherwise. What we have called the second-order philosophy of theology in chapter four
does accomplish this for the science of Spirit; it analyses and criticizes theology in order
to see if it displays any real spiritual substance, cutting away those forms which conceal
the truth of faith. In this way, philosophy clears the way for its development of the
science of faith into the science of Spirit.* In so doing, the second-order philosophy of
theology reveals that the very existence of Pietism and its counterpoint, Enlightenment,
is the result of an inevitable tension within religious consciousness which philosophy
cannot overlook or reject. Indeed, it is the task of Spirit to overcome all tensions and
comprehend them as reconciled through its witness to itself. Thus, as we have seen in
chapter four, the resolution of the tension between philosophy and Schileiermacher’s
‘theclogy of feeling’, and, in chapter five, between philosophy and the Pietistic thinking of

Theluck, requires philosophy coming to grips with what constitutes the proper relationship

between philosophy and theology.

3 Phén., p. 24; Baillie, pp. 85-86. Louis Dupré, ‘Hegel’'s Absolute Spirit: A Religious Justification of Secutar Culture' in Hegel.
The Absolute Spirit, (Ottawa: University of Ottawa, 1984), p. 128.

* As we have seen in chapter three, philosophy passed judgement upon Schieiermacher’s ‘theclogy of feeling'. In chapter five,
we saw that philosophy criticized Enlightenment and Pietism for ‘volatizing' the objective content found in the doctrines of
consummats religion. In fact, we can also see that Pietism has performad a service for philosophy; It has brought to the forefront
of philosophy's contemplation of religion how thinking can misunderstand subjectivity and consequently misapprehend the essential
unity of oppositions that arise initially in religious conscicusness. Indeed, Pietism enacts, for Hegel, how the unity of oppositions
implicit in Christ and attested to by the witness of the Spirit are separated by thinking when it attempts o articulate its knowledge
of God totally from the side of finite subjectivity. As we have sesn, when theology keeps to finite subjectivity as the measure of all
things, it falls away from the objective doctrines of orthodox theology, especially the doctrine of the Trinity.
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This task is even more difficult because the philosophy of theology--as a second-
order activity--necessitates philosophy of religion to differentiate itself from all forms of
theolugy and at the same time, think the same content as does orthodox theology.
However, the problem in establishing philosophy’s identity with the content of orthodox
theology lies not in theology’s misappropriation of doctrine, but in the difference beiween
representational and conceptual thinking:
The language of representation differs from the langauge of the concept.
Further, man not only to begin with knows Truth by the name of
representation. He is also, as a living man, at home with it alone. The task
of philosophical science, however, is not to write its figurations into . . .

abstract realms only. 1t is also to show . . . their existence in actual Spirit.
But that existence is representation.®

As this passage confirms, Hegel finds that religion knows truth but only in the
mode of ‘representations’, which, as we have seen in chapter one, are elevated into
objective doctrines of the cultus. Of course, what philosophy has to do is extract the truth
in philosophical form from the representations in doctrine, all the while preserving these
representations. In fact, the relationship of philosophy and religious representation is one
of a dynamic fluctuation of thinking between representation and concept and behveen
concept and representation,’ much as we found in the mirroring of theological content

in the philosophical form in 1827,

5 G, W. F. Hegel, ‘Uber Aphorismen dGber Nichtwissen und absolutes Wissen im Verhsltnis zur christfichen Glaubenserkenntnis',

p. 302. Quoted in Emil L. Fackenheim, The Religious Dimension in Hegel's Thought, {Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1367),
p. 193. His translation.

8 G. W. F. Hegel, ‘Uber Aphorismen dber Nichtwissen und absolutes Wissen im Varhéltnis zur christlichen Glaubensarkenntnis’,
op. cit., p. 302.
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This intermovement of representation and philosophical thinking poses a significant
challenge to philosophy, as Hegel acknowledges: "When philosophy transposes what is
in the form of representation into the form of the concept, there does certainly emerge
the difficulty of separating, in a content, what is content as such or thought from what

belongs to reprasentation as such."’

As we proposed in chapter five, the way in which Hegel surmounts this difficulty
is through a third-order philosophy of theology which clarifies, sorts out, and criticizes the
work of theologians and then accomplishes what the orthodox theclogians accomplish,
that is, reflect the content of faith of the community in thought, but in the form of
philosophy.® Through its activity of separating and unifying, the third-order philosophy
of theciogy turns the science of faith over into the science of Spirit in a manner similar to
the “flipping over’ of the phenomenclogy of Spirit into speculative philosophy as we noted
in the Introduction. Indeed, through this philosophy of theology’s thinking through of the
truth of reconciliation found in the doctrines of consummate religion, philosophy knows
that the finite subject has been lifted up into the inclusive subjectivity of Spirit. As a result
of this knowledge gained through the philosophy of theology, philosophy also knows that
this elevation of the finite subject to infinite subjectivity is also the return of Spirit’s witness
to itself in the self-consciousness of absolute Spirit. Indeed, all the forms of theologizing

as now seen by philosophy as integral to the mediation of the finite subject and infinite

T LPR1, 1827, 'L', p. 404; VPR1, ‘L', p. 209.

* See chapter five, section 7.
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supjectivity in the process of reconciliation undertaken by Spirit. Consequently, the
development of Hegel's philcsophy of religion from 1821 to 1827 is to be understood as
an inner development which paralleis Spirit's trinitarian self-development from initial identity
to difference and identity-in-difference. This corresponderce between the inner self-
development of Spirit and the development of the Berlin lectures on the philosophy of

religion is significant insofar as the philosophy of religion was the last aspect of Hegel's

philosophy of Spirit to be worked out in detail.

As we have seen at the end of chapter five, the healing reconciliation in Spirit
means that philosophical form and theological content should mirror each other
throughout the philosophy of religion as the self-consciousness of absolute Spirit. Thus,
we can conclude that the difference of form between philosophy and theology is itself a
self-differentiation necessitated by Spirit’'s own inner activity. indeed, we simpiy have to
remember that in the early life of the consummate religion philosophy and theology were
together in the differentiated unity initially implied in the speculative statement, ‘philosophy
is theology’. (However, the predicate was recognized as the superior term, with the
subject, philosophy, subordinated to theology as its ‘handmaiden’.) With the post-
Reformation Enlightenment philosophy of religion, human thinking shifted to emphasize
philosophy over theology, which caused theclogy either to submit to the dictates of the
Understanding or to recoil into a private journey into the inner vacuum of finite subjectivity.
Thus, the unity implied in the statement, ‘philosophy is theology’, broke into what seemed

to be irreconcilable extremes: Enlightenment and Pietism.
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with Hegel's opening lecture on the philosophy of religion. philosophy and
theclogy were brought together once again but in a way that does not destroy their
difference but brings them into a new identity. Indeed, under the rubric of the philosophy
of religion, philosophy attempts to cognize conceptually the reconciliation of all
oppositions, not just that of philosophy and theoiogy. However, as we have seen, this
reconciliation is never static; on the contrary, it has to be continuously realized. Thus,
when the theology of feeling and Pietistic theology arose to oppose philosophy, the
reconciliation of philosophy and theology achieved in principle ii: the 1821 and 1824
lectures was torn asunder. Nevertheless, the pulling apart and gathering in of philosophy
and theology implied in the speculative statement, ‘philcsophy is theology’, was realized
in its fullest reciprocity in the 1827 lectures when the form of philosophy and the content
of theology were conjoined in the self-consciousness of absolute Spirit. But, that this
reconciliation took place after a seemingly irretrievable fissure between philosophy and
Pietism initiated by Pietism should make us realize that reconciliation requires opposition.
And, as we observed in chapter one, the greater the oppaosition, the greater the need for
recongiliation. Therefore, Hegel’s proclamation of reconciliation--'Philosophy is to this
extent theology’--at the end of the 1827 Consummate Religion shows us that philosophy
and theology will always inform and conflict with each other. But, this relation will always
be sublated in philosophy if and only if philosophy, as the self-consciousness of absolute
Spirit, appreciates that:

It wins its truth only when, in utter dismemberment, it finds itself.”

" PS, p. 19; PG, p. 30.
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