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e © ABSTRACT o e

The'Purpose of Hegel's Lectures on the Philosophy -

. of Religion is to demonstrate that the true nature of

" the relatieﬁ°of religion ananphilpéophy_ié @iélecticai;

' that it is the nature of religion to'ugdergé an inner .
t;an;formation, ghe'fesﬁlt of wnich.is philosgbﬁy. No
attémpt is médehthere to éeaﬁce'religion from phiiosophy

»

or to éffect ‘its destructlon at the hands of phllogophy.

L

P

"Racner, 1t is Hegel's express aim to delineate the true -

nature of rellglon and in so doing to preserve its
'1ndependence from assxmllatlon by phllosophy L
IgAls the 1ntentlon Of‘thlS theSLS»;o defend
Hegel's arguments in the Lectures. Toithis'end, in'
‘chapter one, wévéresegé three critical viewé‘which are
‘-representatiGe qf ;he.gpposition réi;éd By.Hegél's
arguménst All fail t6 consider seriously Hegel's'
‘contention tﬁat thé:tfue nature of the relation is _ i
d1a1ect1cal apd all accuse h1m of threatening the very

’ -

. ex1stence of rellglon., To-counter these. cr1t1C1sms we -

“'concentrate on examlnlng and clar1fy1ng the nature of

the rellglous consc1ousness, or, Vorstellung, as Hegel

‘

calls 1t.

To this end, chapter two examines the relation

betweén:Vorstellung and reason, or philosophical thought,

v ~
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on the level of psychology, that .is, as "faculties" of .
C - L - L e o
mind.- This ‘formal  examination enables us to see more .
clearly what Hegel means by_the-dialéctical.relatiqnship.
_between the two - how reason emerges'as.the’résﬁlt of
. - L v o -
the nature'of Vorstellung itself. )
' ST f .o S .
This clarification ?nd defense of Hegel continues
. ] ‘ _ . _ -
in chapter.three with an examination of the concrete

° '

) ey I _
religious conscjousness. There it is revealed that

- ) . ) o ‘ b : " o -
Hegel conceived it to_be“%f the nature of religion to

undergo an inner transfbrma;iohﬁ the result of which is
’ . . T o . T e _ ‘-

0

L3 ———

———— .
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-~ the emergehce,of\philoséphy, and,‘gi tﬁe.same time the-

v

recbgnitioq,hby religion, of the necessity of its own

independent existence.. , C B -
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CCHAPTER I . : .

* OUTLINE OF THE.PROBLEM AND -7
' ~... . REPRESENTATIVE CRITICAL YIEWS. P
N (l) Introdgct-ion. _ i

-Our aim is to'. clarlfy Hegel s concept,lon of the

. < relation.of. rellgmn and ph:.losophy,l through an

b e, ;o - )
examination of the form of the rellglous consc:.ouSn(

Wthh Hegel calls Vorstellung.? LT

'y

-

. In the first chapter we. 1ntend to proV1de a_

context for the . later dlscu551on ' Th].s occurs flrst Wn
l

the ﬂ%rm of a general account’ of Hegel‘s t,reatment of

:rellglon, "and, second* v1a a. brlef summary of three

crltlcal evaluatlons of that treatment, whlch we con51der
r

“, ! "
mdlcatlve of the general approach to the questloh, an

’ ‘approach w1th which we dlsagree .

- religious consciousness in its purely formal existence,

NP
'

- .,'We pro_ce'edn in chapter:two, by fexam‘ining 'the' :

as the psychclogical- "Ffaculty" of Vorstellung, or, mental

ol
4 -

: lAs elaborated in G W.F. Hegel ' Lectures on the &
" Philosophy “of Rellglon trans. E.Bx Speirs and J. ‘Burdon |

- Sanderson (New York: ~ Humanltles Pres% Inc.,, 1968)

Hereafter ~LPR.

2The exact meanlng of thlS term can only, be grasped

~ in,the- centext of the discussion in chapters two.and three.

Briefly it may be deflned as the "1deat10na1 faculty" of
mlnd._ o : : o

s

»



its [r,eligion's] inature."3 It lS the nature of thls

e ]

e '. . A A e

representatlon and’ examlne this "faculty“ in relatlon to

that Bfreason. ThlS phase of our study reveals that.

relation‘ to-be dialectical, such that Vorste(llung is
. i v . -

- ' ~ ' .

reVealed as tﬂle necessary, logical prerequl/s)lte of .

reason, and the latter is s}een as the logical and necessary

‘- “result of the former. ' P . .';!

In.chapter three we move to-an examination of ca
apte] : .

Vorstellung .in_ its concrete existence' as.thé religipus

t

-consciousness. This "latter examination corroborating '

the flndlngs of our second chapter reveals that the c
relatlon of rellg1on and phllosophy is llkew1se a
dlalectlcal one, such that rellglon emerges as the neoessary
prerequlslte of phllosophy and+the latter is seen as the

necessary end or: result of religion itself.

(2) Hegel's discussion of philosophy and religion, in brief. .-
| 2 P y_ g rie

The object of: 'a phllosophy of rellglon, Hegel

states, is "... tO con51der, to examlne and to com rehend :
P
i .

3.

comprehens:.on whlch gives rise to the questlon of the
’

vrelatlon_ of rellglon and phllosophy. The problem ;s by no

S « . . PR . - N
| ' . : ’ . .
. ;
. - : L .~ .. B
, 4. "

>
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'
i

it}

- - v ) o ' ' .
" means unique with Hegel, however, having been a prevalent

point of contention throughout the'whdle history of

o western thought. 'i‘he quest:.on has always been asked in
.the same way: Can phllosophy, the product of a merely

human reason, comprehend the' d].v:l.ne t\ruth of rellglon,

-whlch J.S founded in fa1th° " {“\ e

The period Just prlor to Hegél s ‘had answered 1n

o two dlfferent, and, oppos:.ng ways. ll‘he age of the

4

enl:.ghtenment,' champlonmg asg 't did, the supremacy of
e rellglous attltude 1n

‘reason, denied to faith and,.

»
’

general any place in the search for truth, relegatlng
. ,4 . ' ¢ .
lt 1nstead to. the status of /superstltlon and J.gnorance.

whlch 1s at the centre of romantlclsm. )

7
‘to destroy the" true nature and s:x.gnlflcance of: rellglon.

Approachlng /the questlon from two wholly.—dlfferent 51des
f 3
they, neveftheless had the smgle effect of dr1v1ng a’
/( 1Y -

T wedg\e between rellglon :and phllosophy and obscurlng the

P

et

true nature of thei re_latlon. Hegel clalms that both
movements were antlzhetical to the true rela.ga.ous
attn.tude and 1t Is-one of the. fundamental a1ms of the
‘Lectures to- restore religlon to its’ true sa.gnlf:.cance

and demonstrate .1ts compatlblllty w1th phllosophy, rather _

than to further precrp:x.tate 1ts destruct:.on at the hands

+

. Hegel ccntends that both movements comh:.ned equally '




‘. of the latter.

- We W111 notlce,

5 .

Hegel alms é'f’ estorlng relrglon throug

- phllosophy, as: agamst both ratlonallsm and romaht1c:1sm

in the second half of thls chapter, T
that thJ.s claim o6f Hegel's and the means of its. accompllsh—
ment have been largely 1gnored by hlS crl.trc;.

It -is’ 1n ‘the - context of .an attempted recor;cillatioh
. of rellglon and phJ,losophy, then, Lt\hat Hegel's discussion
in tfe Lectures mgst,be seen. Thls reconciliation takes
botl'l,a nega‘tiire and a'posltive 'form. Negatively it takes
or, the "metaphy51cs ‘of the: understand:.ng",/whlch
ac/cordlng to Hegel, arbltrarlly(judges rellglon and

attempts to reduce rellglous truth to absurdlty by

- w ¢

demonstratlng 1ts 1ncompat1b111ty Wlth the knowledge that '

'the understandlng has accumulated. Agalnst_ this

unphllosoph;cal form.of ‘t,hpught,: and as the posiii_i\-le pole,

Hegél- presents 'speculative philosophy, whieh'see};s to

know the concept or notlon ‘of mllglon, to allow religion

— -

- to develop and emerge ‘as a- result of -its own inner

momentum Speculatlve phllosophy reveals that the

/"métaphysu:s of the understandmg" and the falth of the

5 W

rellglous ‘believer are both neceSSary forms or moments

r.,. x.

of m:l.nd's manlfestatlon anql as such, thelr opp051t1.on

o,

is sublated in th.lS speculatlve comprehensmn.

e , ' Lo K

e

\ . .

the form of a sustalned crlthue of enlaghtenment reason, N

BN



the Idea, and not with the nature of ﬁi’nlte objectsn He

a

ht For this reason, speculative philcy’sbphy ('in ‘the . RN
. K -
gu1se of a phllosophy of rellglon) attempts to expllcate
\ '

‘ the nature of rellg:x.on, to comprehen:d t’he nature of ltS
/

object-, God, and the ,form in wh;ch thJ;s object;ns made

-
~

'rnani'fest i'_n'. reiigion_. . It is ix_t the ptoc;.ss- of unc‘o‘,v‘erﬁing.{
tne 'nature c')f" religion 1n this way .that -th'e ‘tru‘e nature R .
Ly o"f“ the -relat'_ioﬁ of religipn 'an.dh.[philosophy emetges;‘ . :‘e
| | Hegel' begins with' a brief discussion :'of..gle n‘aturei
of the rellglous object. * Rel‘i’gion is '.the'krrowlque‘bf'

God, of His Unlversal and Inflnlte belng, and not of any
[
' flnlte object. In thlS 1t is at one with phllosophy, for
&
the latter, too, is -only concerned w1th truth as” a wnole, .
state%the relatlonshlp thus:, '.':”. .. the content, the need,' Coe b

‘ and the interest of phllosophy represents somethlng wh:Lch o S

it has in common w1th rellglon 4 "TO . elaborate:‘_. "'The

e L A

object of rellglon as well as of phllosophy is eternal

truth in ;Lts object1v1ty, Gad ant{ noth:.ng but God : and ’

the expllcatlon of God "5

-, k]

.relJ.gJ.on are 1dentlc'al a.nd as ‘a- result "'phllosophy only S :

'I'he obJects af phllosophy and

-LPR,"Vcl.{ I, p. '19. . : - .

LPR, Vol.. I, p. 19. - . .



e .

. phllosophy, is essentlal to’ the deVelopment of

unfol'ds it'self whéri it .unfolds rel'igior;n': and in unfolding

.1tse1f it - unfolds rellgion.. . v The xﬁind in so far as it

' thlnks phllosophlcally v.mmerses J.tself w1th 1. living,

_interest in ~thls, object, and renounces ,1ts .parti’cular;’.ty,

in that it ‘permeates$ its objéct,”in the. same wayﬂ as- -

N - v : .o EE S o L

religi’ous E:'onsc’ious'ness does; for .the latter also does not
l - a *

seek to have anythmg of 1ts own//but de31res only to

A

'1mm3rse 1tée1f in thlS content.“6 At the heart of thJ.s

.»statement lles the notJ.on, to be developed in g apter

[

v

own self-consciousness and, :Lndeed, is dependent on it.

" Having claimed the two possess an identigal

N om @ - Lo

" cc.mt.ent, Hegei now outlines .the way ifd .whi‘ch- they are [ -

. ¢

to.be di'etinguished.. And it is Hegel's ‘fund’al}’lehtal"

L7

-contention that they are ‘distinct and must.remain s0O;,

LN

"-he is not advancing an argument Q}'l‘iich_ seekd t6 reduce

-

~ phiiosophy to religion, or,.which attempts ‘to, transformy .

relic_{ion into philosophy. ‘Rather, as we.have already
pointed o,u:t:', hs" is se’el&ing to de, justice to re’ligion'and- ) ‘
to maintain-.its indepergdent yalue.' Again,-.this is counter

- i

: LPR' VOl‘. I' .Pc ].9-3

My e Ty



jtofthe criticisms®which. we shail find advanced in’Seption

Lo . A s . n ]

twb;ofqthis‘chapter.“

PhilosopRy and religion are distinguished by the
¢, o ? ¢ a s

- form -in which eééh.presents its object, by the way in

-

“which each permits its object to emepge. Religionu

. ) ‘o

‘4‘,presents 1ts object 1n thd form of a Vorstelgung or,

mental representatxon or,‘ldga, hllosophy presents its object

“3 1n the formqof reason.7 This difference between Vorstellung
- ° I -
T, and reason 15, we contend the crux of the dlfference

:x

between rellglon "and phllosophy, and only through a
- o . .
careful study of thls dlfference (which wé?attempt in . '
A3 c
chapters two: and three) can the exact.relation between,

o rellglon and phllosﬁkhy for Hegel be understood The

e

\dlfferences between“the two foxms must walt unt11 then,

bﬁt can be seen supe f1c1ally, br, abstractly,,through a . ‘
¥ .

~distinction which Hegel makes between two meanlngs of

¢ " ’ : .

the %brd ,51gn1f1cat10n'( ) . o : .
ﬂv‘ HegelAdlstlngulshes‘%wbﬁmeanings'oﬁ.Fignifiqatipn
Which aptlyfexpreés the difference between philosophy ° ' ey

(reason)'and religion (Vorétéllung).ﬁ He eontends that*

» f . “ ,

when we askowhat the significance of somethlng is we are

Na

‘asking two dlfferent and opposed qqestlons. M"In the’ ;
) _JJ‘ . e o
""( ) — g @ ' 'h “
-‘V ‘ ' - ) \x
‘ LPR, Vol. I, p. 2] P g o ’
. it \ -
N : . o - ° '
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L2

knowledge of this to which we desire toiattain."

firstplace we call what we are thinking"of the meaning,
the end or 1ntention, the general thought of tHis or that

expre5510n, work of art, etc, if we ask about its intrinsic

"character, it.is essentially the thought that is in jit

8

‘of which we wish to have an idea". In this 'insStance,

when we ask the meaning or-significance of something we
are asking what end it was intended for, the thought
. : X Ie

‘which has gone into.it and determ§néd'it,: We want to know

. R " ’ ' : : N Toa & .
the concept, or, notion of the thing, - "... and thus it = °

u,9

follows that the notion is the 51gn1f1cance,... If for

exampie, we are asking what the term God 51gn1fies, in
{ W
‘this case, "... it is tHe Absolute, the nature of God as

,grasped by thought [speculative philosoﬁhy], thﬁ logical ‘

10 The

'first meaning of signification requires, then, that we-

e — e gy

state the thought cohtent of ‘the given Vorstellung or idea.

The second meaning which Hegel attributes to
>

Sy

’..

51gn1ficance emerges as. the opposite of the first hlthe:hxstcmse

we were intent on determining'the thought content of our

'object. In this instance we already possess this'thought

L : 1%
. P,
LPRU VO]_ . I ’ p . 24 . . ras
. 9‘ : v, ’
. °LPR, Vol. I, p. 24.

XOLpR, vol. 1, P 24. - .



3y

o know what it signifies.. We now

content and want

want "... an';dé: or a pictorial conception [Vorstellung]
eof the thought-determination, v an example of the h o
contént which has as yet only been given in%thought:Jl' i

Thus we have the reverse of the previous meaning...

Both.meanings of. signification are present :in
. - . < 1]

the philosophy of reliéicﬁ, and, as we stated above, -it
is the purpose of the latter to make them explicif. The

fulfilment of this-purpose is equally the ekplication of

the relation.of religion and philosophy.~ The phifosophy .

~of religion in expllcatlng the nature of the rellglous

v
. 'y - ‘

consciousnpess, or, the 51gn1f1cance of Vorstellung, reveals "

. its, nature as a necessary mode of truth's manlfestatlon,

N

hence the latter 1s essentLal or necessary to its very - -

and, its necessity to the emerence of the philosophical

‘consciousness. The philosophy of’religion reveals that U "

7 . - B
it is 'in and through religion, or, Vorstellung, "that

P} " "

the whole content of nature and finite human spirit

receives the'exElicit form.of spirituality, or uniVersality,

whlch is the meaning of that term. for Hegel It is

through the ten51on whlch arlses w1th1n Vorstellung as

"

it strlves to perfect thlS act1v1ty, and-lts ult1mate~

,self—negatlon in the recognltlon that 1t is unable to

provide thls universality with its final form,.that
philbsophy'emerges. Philosophy;“then; arises-oniy‘as a

result of this inner transformatlon of Vorsteilung and

"

J

[N

©
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¢ -

‘purppse of-Hegel‘e,Lectures and the-direction of their

- arguments, which is ultimately to reveal the nature éf,

emergence.‘ Far from destroyihg“reLiéion, it wild be‘seen

that phllosophy 15 entlrely dependent on the act1v1ty of

the rellglous con301ousness and. therefore has an essentlal
f

interest in preservang 1ts ex1stence. t

It is 'sufficient. here'that we have indi%ated the

o

N

“the relation ‘of re;iéioh and“phiiosophy. We Will'retprn

to'these Lectures‘iﬁ‘EEapter threel In the immediately

f
follow1ng sectlon we present three crltlcal works which,

1llustrate the usual approach to the question and towards

which we have taken an,opposidg_viewﬂ

(3) Representative interpretations of Hegel's objectives

v

The three criticisms which follow are representative
of the usual_approaeh taken to the question of the relation.

of religion and philosophy in Hegel. Their conclusions, 0N

we will argué€, are initiated by the inadequacy of their

approach to what Hegel himself has to say on the subject.

(A) Copleston o _ ’ .

In an,artioie entitled "Hegel and the Rationalizatioh ’

of Mystici'sm"',_12 F.C. COpleSton states as hlS purpose, to

ey [3]

- 3= m— -

i

i

1971) .

2 C o )
In New Studies “in Hegel's. philosophy, ed. Warren E.
Steinkraus (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston Inc.,’ -

o



"

. understand Hegel's ihtentionslinnhis philosophy of

~“religion. After a-eeries‘of general statements regarding

‘ Hegel's.philosophical position.(ﬁe is an absolute idealist,

- accordlng to Copleston) and his religious beliefs

'(Lutheran Chrlstlan) he selects as a problem that ‘of the
.o )
_relation between ‘the world and bod, flnlte existence and

‘;nflnrte being. Whlle he does'not make it clear whether
tthisqis a problem for rellglons in general‘or. ]Ust_for'
'Christiahity,‘Copleston discusses it only within the _‘
cootext of.the‘datter,lsfSPecifically Within_the‘contegt
of the Christian mysticaf tradition'which'has sought to

overcome the relatlonal status of the divine and human_

. worlds ‘and achleve a unlty of the tw} W1thout sacr1f101ng

'the llmltedness of the one or the d1v1n1ty of the other.

It is w1th1n thlS tradltlon that Copleston seeks

" to situate Hegel Accordlngly, he states that the latter

is:":;. trying to glve phllosophlcal expre551on to a

mYstlcal 1h51ght."14 In terms of our ‘own dlscu551om .
(Whlch .does no. 1njust1ce to Cop

‘him as statlng that Hegel is attemp'lng to translate the

.

{
‘content of°rellglous language into' that og philosophy. He

'
o

.
Ly

31pi4., p. 189. o .

14 . . ' _— . S e lef'

Ib,ld-y'p- 192- . ! 'l : . PR .

-

N 4

“x



‘ﬂ.
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is seeking thewtragé;tion'from Vorstellung~to‘th0ught,,-.3

.
s

- ~

.
. -

that for Hegel such a tran51tlon occurs, necessarlly as

- T

a result of thz/tellglous standpolnt 1tself he also "« °

v,
e

\appears to be otally unw1lllng to lend that theory any_

Credence.' R » - g' _ ' ) [} :

. Copleston 1gnores (among other th1ngs) the fact

T ¢

that for Hegel Vorstellung or the rellglous standp01nt,

¢

.

-\negates itself and that phllosophy emerges as a result - -

of thls qualltatlve transformatmon w1th1n rellglon 1tself.

Iy ".. T

Copleston glves the 1mpres51on that Hegel 1s 51mply

o .
-
Ve

' as_ are we. However, whlle Copleston appears to Be aware et

attemptlng to translate one mode of dlscourse into another.

[T

. on to state that Hegel's attempt to translate 'God"into

$
o

the concepts of speculatlve phllosophy, or, "Absoluteﬂ

v

;Ideallsm“ are a fallure.l (He goes so,far as to say,

M 4‘

w1th McTaggart, that Hegel as attemptlng a transformatlon

.. 15

of Chrlstlanlty into Hegellanlsm. ). The nature‘of‘GQQN
' LY

. must, Copleston clalms, remaln hldden-“ "Hegel'attempted,

]

lln my oplnlon, to do-what cannot ,be done, namely td-make'

. plaln to v1ew what can- only be 51nply apprehended through

the use of analogles and symbols."16
AS1big., p.o189. W
16 “

Ibid., p. 200. .. 0 Lo U

\

AThls can be W1tnessed,from hls conc1u§10ns, for he goes ’”



. -

',; Thls 1ast statement 1s/perhaps the most 111um1nat1ng
of, all: for it clearly demonstrates that Copléston has -
no real 1nk11ng of Hegel's conceptlon of the relatlon/
.of,Vorstellung and.thought elther psychologlcally or 3?}

o t
concretely. Copleston ‘here asserts the. suprtmacy of

) Vorstellung over thought, an assertlon whlch the dlscu551on N

!
I

,of our second and th1rd=chapters w1ll refube 'Vorstellung

.lS Eompleted necessarlly,“by v1rtue of its own nature, in ¢

e

,thdught and not: the other way around At no t1me is Hegel- .

K

" rattempting to "eranslate™ Vorstellung into thought. ~Such

A
a, claim’ 1gnores the~d1a1ect1cal nature of the, transxtlon.

. In arr1v1ng at such conclusxons, Copleston has 1gnored SR
Hegel's contentlon that the 1nternal transformatlon, the
b t
dlalectlc of Vorstellung, the rellgLousnstandp01nt, 1tself

° " . -

"+ demands and provides the grounds for 1ts phllOSOpth or A

-

speculative comprehension.’ Thls same attitude 1s,ev1dent

in Lauer s paper, which we Wlll examlne next.
, o ;- LI .
“(B) Lauer ' . ve e e

¢ 1w . v

- xr

h_.._ﬁ\l—\ ’
Quentln Lauer arrlves at. conéluslons\Flmllar to’

Coolestons, in a paper entltled, "Hegel’ dn the Identlty of
l ‘content in Religion'and Philosophy."17
. ) ; M I "

L)
’ B
'

. He bedins with a historical

.D‘E
PP 261-278.

: . l7In Hegel and the Phllosqphy of Rellg;on,_
. Christensen_(The Hague: " Martinus Nijhoff, 1970),

e ~
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v

" of 'that subject. in the Phenomenology of Mind

R}

‘anity Wlth ratlonal thlnklng.l

survey and compares Kant's alleged union of the content’

of morality and.réiigion wi Hegel's'allﬂkd ' attempts

g S

to unlte the content of rellglon ‘and phllosophy From :

thexe henmoves.to a consideration,of Hegel's dlscuss1on o'

He states’ that in- thlS work Hegel, hav1ng

abandoned hlS earlier Kantlan, antl—Chrlstlan, pro-'
7

enllghtenment thlnklng, attempts to syntheSLZe Chrlstl—

However, he states,
Hegel's motlve for 1nclud1ng the subject of rellglon .

(whlch both Fichte and Schelllng had left out of thelr

systems) was not so much to rescue rellglon as. to rescue

-

' phllosophy: "What motlvates Hegel in hls ‘insistence L

that the content of rellglon and SC1ence (phllosophy) :
is 1dent1cal is not his de51re to rescue rellglon.
Rather'lt.ls his de51re to rescue—phllosophy, whlch wquld
be less than universal ‘science if the object of rellglon
were out of 1ts domaan.flg . ; .~*;;;-'

Lauer glves his reader the 1mpressxon (for he

does not state it dlrectly) that Hegel is attempting _some

1854, p. 2640

Prpid., p. 265 - L

»
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A

form of deduction, that he is attemptlng to ‘si t

- . t> 2

rellg ion 1n a pre—concelved plan in an arbltrary and

contlngent mgnner. ThlS is certalnly_not the case, 'as

/

T .' we will demonstrate later.

Howéver, to contlnue with Lauer [ argument he .

'asks what it can mean - to say that rellglon and phllosophy o

L are_two forms of splrlt'posgess1ng an identical content.
i He states: ‘"Philosophy, then, is the trahsformithof other

- forms of consciousness into thought,. while in the case of
the religious consciousness the content,

.- . " . remains the same."?? gut again he does ndt so much engage -

i.e.,

wirklichkeit,

«

in a genuine examination of the subject-as voide,piEJ”
DU puzzlement as - to how it can be‘the-casa-' "It is ﬁnqueﬁtionabiy
- R difficult to ee how the content of phllosophy and religlpn

can be 1dentlcal....Re£;§10n as such has never been able

to see the ldentltyz"ZI Here perhaps s a’ clue to Lauer's. own

p051t10n for he, obviously, does not see'the identity either,

. . lending support to the view that hlS whole examination has

e o,
> (RN

LA f. + been from the religious. p01nt of v1ew rather than that of

phLlOSOth. If so, he could not help belng unablé to. see dt..

hE [
- ) . . ' ,

. i k ’ '
'-] ZOIbld-' p' 2669 ) -
'21151d.,'p. 268. . ..
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.That he is completely out of sympathy Wlth Hegel as

.surely obv1ous from hls statements concernlng Hegel ]

suppOSed aim whlch was to flnd a God compatlble w1th

modern reason and thought. Lauer 1is thereby 1mp1y1ng

that, after all, Hegel 1s Stlll clearly w1th1m the
| { . ‘
enlightenment-tradition in his approach. Hegel Lauer

. claims, believed he had found H1m in the God of Chrlstranlty,
but rathef), had instead effected a transformatlon of -
the Chrlstlan rellglon and a transformed concept of God. 2

[

In this, Lauer voices his agreement with Fackenheim whose
' ) . i .
view we will subsequently examine. Again we, find Hegel

accused of arbitrarily re-working Christianity and the-

Christian God to his own ends; no effort has been made, )

to .comprehend Hegel's claim that Christianity, the

labsoihte religion, is absoluté~precisely because within

it, on the plane of hlstoryw rellglon has transformed

[l
t

1tse1f : - ' B ;.

o

We now come: to Lauer's conclusmons,'which~are

{
‘even more unacceptable than hlS other contentions. w1th1nf
the boedy of his paper. He states with regard to the

' Lecfures, that "the philosophy of rellglon of which Hege1~

| S -

t\\gpeaks is not a phllOSOphlZlng about rellglon, 1t 1s
. \ ° . “

\ ‘
s . . . . . i

y

’

- 2%1pid., p. 270, . - CoT s
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' Q : ‘the thlnklng phllosophlcally what rellglon thinks

-rellglously.... No* longer 1s therequestlon merely of

an 1dent1cal content in both’ rellglon and phllosophy,

»

'rellglon 1tself is perfec%ed in phllOSOth/ln such a

way that the two are no longer distinct; religionfls

riow phildsophical religion, because it is complete-as .
. ' . /
religiqn in the form of philosophy n23 /This leaas him + ..

i

. flnally to clalm that Hegel has achieved.a speculatlve

~transformat10n of revealed rellgloh.24 B . /

'
& L :

-

' In answer to these last contentlons of Lauer's

we might quote James Doull whose‘remarks are addressed,
_ dlrectly to these conclu51ons Doull states: ,"This
\q © . ¢ a : .'.'\‘
conclusion must be altogether reJected Hegel neither-;

4 . a . . LR

redupes rellgion to philosophy nor does he undertake a

274) Rather,

- .+ 'speculative transformatlon of rellglon‘ (p

he distlngulshed rellglon and phllosophy more clearly and

1

maintains their -differénce more flrmly than any other

Phllosophy of rellglon has for its purpose,‘

3 e

-in his v1ew, not to replace religion, but to save it from _
: 25& ;

philosophy.'

cognfusion from other forms of spirit<" Doull further

~ , .. . - . ‘ [

1

y 231pia., p. 273. ¢ - -
- 2%pid., p. 274: B
AL “Zf: T ZSIhidL, p. 279. From the polnt of view of our own day

‘we can clearly

U

and: mythology

A .

" attempts to .reduce rellglon to pSychokogy, anthropology

see how necessary this is W1th the numerous

o



w-g

‘ »states that phllosophy necessarlly requlres the

-

N

\ phllosophy is established neither emplglcallx,nor on

the basif of a particular philosophy - the‘limits it

and spiritlas disclosed in religion itself.
. [ . . £

LA

S A
1ndependence of rellglon, a fact that Lauer hlmself should

have seen, glven his frequent quotatlons regardlng the
hlétgrlcal prlorlty ofcrellglon over phllosophy. -Flnally, LT
q\‘ ‘. '\ - .

Doui&*ﬁtates, “the 1ndependence “of religion from

. 1 .
set to human reason - but from the nature qt reasbén

u26 Qur‘

o N . , ; . -
" second-"and-third’ chapters are only an elaboration of this ..

1.l}ast sta?ement.

Thought.

+
’

R .
¥ . PR "\
. - P .

(C) Fackénheiml S ‘ o

%he guestion of the relatlon of ;ellglon and -
phllOS7phy recelves its most comprehen51Ve tréeatment in Sy

E L. Fackenheim's work, The Rel;glous Dlﬁen51on 1n Hegel s .

27 ‘ Lt e . \
L o \Y .
The theme of“this WOrk, as a whole |is "the relation
-y
between the religlous 11fe which is to be Fomprehended

and the comprehendlng act1v1ty Wthh is He%el s phllosophy,..”.','28

R L

' ) S oo ) o
v . . - .
’ - . :

26

Ibid-‘.’ 'pn 279. a ' . - ' -‘“ . 4 . ‘. \,“
27Bloomingtoh: Nlndiana University-ﬁress,:i967. X
) . . ‘ - ‘ o ! -‘ [ . A L
281bid-‘ ,'fp.‘,o ]9- N 1. ' - ) ) :

A
f‘
-
e



19

However, Fackenheim cIaims}-Hegel is hot»simply concerned

w1th the phllosophlcal comprehenSLOn of relmglon Jbut

rather con31ders hls,system'tO'be entirely gontlngent
. ' C , ' : S . .

on the success of this comprehen51on.2 It is perhaps
‘not too much to say that Fackenheim in making this

larger. claim has before him the attempts of Flchte -

and Schellinb, which we;e much criticized by Hegel, to
: formulate absolute phllosophlcal SYStemS whlle leaV1ng

out’ rellglon. In one sensé,-~then, Fackenhelm 1s only

' o . ’

cla;mlng what must have been obv1ous td Hegel himself.’

N

' As well, however, he will ultlmately cr1t1c1ze Hegel

_ for the same reasons for which the latter crit1c1zed

his #wo contemporaries. This requires him to interpret

- -

e . - T @ -
the Hegelian system as a whole.? \ o S

This he does, beginning with' the,Phenomenology

and proceedlng to the Encyclopaedla. On the basis of

his examlnatlon of these two attempts';to establlsh an -

'absolute system Fackephelm conc udes that on thelr own
N ) r'y

they have not been a success. Hegel can achleve the

.~absolute standp01nt w1th1n the Phenomenology Only by

thav1ng alreaﬁy ad0pted it in some a prlorl fash:t.on.30

¢ . '

i
-

’zgwhlle we are not dinterested: 1n Fackenhelm s work as

a whole we must, for our own purposes, con51der its -+
;Princ1pal themes to some extent. oo

-
4 ‘e 1 ! \ - o

¥packenheim, p. 111. . e L

¢ . v, O

IN
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|” Hegel as wrltlhg "Rellglon can exist wlthout phllosophy

. . R v . >
© . . " a
. v . . .

1

"< The Encyclopaedla, 1n turn, can only be‘a thought whlch

¢

encompasSes the world "... on the assumptlon that 1t haS'

. ) 1 o -
overreaching power",3 and not;oncthe.ha51s of 1ts

demonstration in that work..“Hegel's system, is |
‘fundamentally 1ncomplete, Fackenheim claims, and can
only be completed 1f he is successful in glVlng

. b
Chrlstlaﬁlty 1ts absplutely flnal form .in his Lectures

on  the Philosophy of Rellglon,,to whlch he therefore

AY

turns. ' It is not our ifitention to examine this

.contention, namely, thaﬁ the Lectures
' . . . x
of the entire“Hegelian philoSophy N

3

However, the turn to the Lectures brlngs us

Qmuch closer to our own theme. It was necessary to haVe

B

begun das we dld, for only hav1ng done so,would we be" in,

a p031t10n.to understand the remalnder of Fackenhelm s

' argument partlcularly h;s conclu51ons regardlng the '

- v

relatlon of religion and phllosophy Fackenhelm ‘quotes

But phllosophy cannot ex1st w1thout rellglon; For it .

.encompasses religion. "32 jThe rest of his work is;concerned .
\ L . ) . <, J . S . .
'.\\ \ T
1 ° ’ {
- , '; . ! ° .o e[;_ S :B'
'311b1d., P. 112 A L A
’ 3ZIb1d. , p’_. ,1_16. T

& the cornerstone-

20
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solely with examining these statemehts.
; ; Ciaiﬁing that the Chrigtian;relfgidn is presubposed
by,Hegel S phllosophy, Fackenhelm proceeds to “descr1be"33. ‘

¢

Chrlstranlty from an umphllosophically comp;ehended p01nt o o
of view, which he claims Hegel never-attempted. But in
doing 'so, Fackenhtim seems to ignore Hegel's cléim,that, ) '

the transTormation’éf Christianitx}does not occur within
o .
“his phllosophy 'so much as w1th1n Chrlstlanlty 1tself It

1s the nature of Chrlstlanlty,\as the absolute rellglon,

theirelmglon within which God has revealed hlmself to

[
(.

man in Christ and Ehereby overcome the divine—human‘
s ’ ‘ »
separatlon, to achleve the llberatlon of rellglon from '

u.ltself Whlch it has been the aim of the whole hlstory L .

© o

of religion’ to achleve; 0"

°
v

~Unfqrtunéte1y this Iei;s-us to say of Fackenheim,.

.
#

as we, have already said of Co leston and Lauer,"f. , -,'

v

that he approaches the questlon, not phllosophlcally,

s but from the p01nt of view of.rellglon, and hence ‘the

Lt

true nature of the relatlon eludes hlm. Facienheim accuses

%

Chrlftlan theologlans of never hav1ng taken the. Lectures.u

° -

serlously.?4 Unfortunately we must conclude the same of him.

. . - - .
o . .
s . v, . °. . s

833 1pig., p. 116 , g .
°3 . i ‘ Q' 3 i e
41pid., p. 119 . .
t'l‘ ) 2 : - . 1 ! . S



v v, . , L . - . .
elaborating the 'same question over and over again.  His

for us:

’

Fackenheim's procedure isaone|of,éqnsta tly

: 7
4 4 '

.refonmﬂatiqn-follohiné his’ examination of "unphilo-

sophically comprehended religion" is the most slgnificant r'

Elther the representatlonal form of religion is-
f essential to its content, and this is why philosophy
. requires religion (and the absolute phllosopﬁy the
Christidn rellglon) as, necessary presupp051t10n.
But then how can ph1losophy transcend or “transfigyre |
the representational form without loss of the | ’
.religious content? Dr else phllosophy does indeed
achieve its unprecedented feat: but then was not
.the ;representational form all along unessential to
the religious ntent? . And does it not then 5
presuppose religion, if at all only per acc1dens’

7

One must hes1tate before accus1ng a scholar of

Fackenhelm [ reputatlon of 1gnor1ng the d1alect1c of o
9

the rellglous standpoint,-but one cannot help but conclude
that on examining the.Lectures,.he has done just”that "

How, else could he speak of phllosophy transcendlng or'
y !

‘transflgurlng religion? It is the very task "of the .

)

Lectures to demonstrate that 1t is rellglon 1tself, and

not ph;losophy whlch preC1p1tates ‘the transformatlon or

transflguratlon. The relatlon is not external or

i contiﬁgent‘on any partlcular'philosophy whlch-seeks‘to',

' ' " R , M 1 ' to ’ i ) . . R
331bid., p- 162.
. Lt »

%

‘“h

FA( .



comprehend it, but rather emerges of necessity out- of

the nature of religion itself. Rellglon and phllosophy

are related by an internal dlalectlc Wthh 1t is the task

o

of the Lectures to reveal. -The fact that Fackenhelm

" seems to be unaWAre of this sindularly important point

'demonstrates that his examination of that relation has

I}
been carrled out entirely. from the standp01nt of rellglon

rather than of "philosophy.

" . ,,. ‘

| Feckenheim is led, finally, to set down, ,as the . »

absolute‘recuirement for the success of philosophy, that

.- [

1t be based on "... an actual, and, in principle, final -
"36

secular -protestant synthe51s in modern llfe....

-

then "can Hegel both venture that flnal synthes1s whlch

only

is his phllosophlc thought and, yet malntaln that it will .

not end the’ llfe wh1ch has made it p9551b1e~"37,

Nothlng cduld be more contrary to Hegel s 1ntentlons.

“Fackenhelm attributes thls bourge01s~protestant synthesis

f

to Hegel s nineteenth century world and clalms that such
a synthesis has long since broken down - as w1tnessed by

the.barbarlsms of Nazi Germanyjln partlcular: Rather it

. is the case that Hegel is directly oppoSed to just such i

>

<
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i ‘ /_ |

a sﬂrnthesis, whlch he attrlbutes, not to hlS century,

but to the secularlzmg ratlonallsm of the enlighténment

H . - o

and towards which he is in complete opposition, as even

-

a cursory examination of the Lectures will demonstrate.
*t .

»
B

We must concllude.that Fackenheim, too, has missed

the p01nt He has failed to, realize that, for lj{egel}

]

rellglon and philosophy are J.nternally linked such

.that‘ philosc:phy emerE_;es. not as triumphant over religion

but as the triumph of the‘.inner transformati'on of religion
. itself. Rellglon s transition to phllosophy is due to-

the fulfillment of 1ts own essentlal nature and not ‘the

result of an arbitrary. attempt on the part of philosophy

‘to J.rqpose a system upon it. ~ |

L]

Whlle these three reprqsentatlve approaches are

' by no means. exhaustive they are typlcal and have in
common the failure' to take serlously the dlalectlcal
interrelation Hegel ascrlb/es to religion and phllo,sophy.

It is the nature of this dialectical relation which we

must now. turn to consider.
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* CHAPTER II

VORSTELLUNG AS A PSYCHOLOGICAL 'FACULTY'°

(1) Introduction

[

In this chapter we shall examine the nature of

. e ,} : - .
'Vorétellung', or, nental representation as a 'faculty'

of mihd and the role played by it in the. overall

'development of mind.. We hope. by this examlnatlon to

clarlfy the relation between 'Vorstellung and thlnklng,

as an aid ultlmately towards the clarlflcatlon of the

‘

.relatlon of religion and phllosophy for Hegel. To

o

comprehend the nature ofIVorstellung properly it is

flrst necessary to know. what mlnd is for Hegel.

Accordlng to Hegel the need to achieve true

knowledge of mind is the meaning of the Delphlc oracle:,'

“know thyself “l

He states that thlS is not an externally

imposed command; nor doesllt advocate a purely subjectlve

kind of knowledge,'

Instead, the command to "know thyself"

is -a- command of mind to itself: that it come to a

knowledge of itself and thereby realize itsfnature. Such

oy

l,. . '~ N ‘A
. 4 . -

lHegel's Philosophy of mind, translated by William '/

- Wallace and A.V, Miller (Oxford: The Clarendon Press,

1971),.ss. 377. Hereafter PM. . : SR




a command does not mean “that’ we examine our. own mxnd or

that of other 1nd1v1duals. This type of examlnatlon

could. only yleld a contlngent and purely subjectlve klnd
'.of knowledge. Instead we must attaln knowledge of the

o -

concept or Notion (Begrlff) of mind. B o

gonsciousness. "For Hegel, reality is the Idea and mind

is the "... most devefoped form 'achieved by the Idea in

‘a . , . )

1ts self-actuallzation. 4 However mind does"not’emerge'u'

“or ex1st full-blown, 1mmed1ately,vrather 1t arlses “in a

Qs

process-of development, which,- Hegel clalms, occurs

dlalectlcally. He' compares it to the growth of the.

blologlcal organlsm. "Just as 1n the living organlsme

generally, everythlng is already contalned, in an 1deal

Aanner, 1n the germ and is brought forth by the germ

itself, not by an allen power, so too must all the forme
. of 11v1ng mind grow out of its Notlon as from thelr

germ. 3 .Mind, then, undergoes a process of growth and

maturation analogous to that of the natﬁral'organism.

And just as theforéanism grows ‘until it'reaches'maturity,:

1
~ Or realizes ltS potentlal for development, so are the

llmltS of ming’ s devﬂlopment set by 1tself.- Mind. only

. . . ‘-

22&,'55'37?.
3
-"PM, ss 379.

L.

' Mlnd is the process or act1v1ty of apprehendlngf’

| -
reality, or, the process whereby reality achleves self-

26
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deveiops to the limit‘set by its owh'essence; to the point

,at Whl;h rt is completely consc1ous of 1ts own true self,
' However, there is nothlng natural about mlnd'

existence. On the contrary mlnd develops-by-reduc1ng

<the natural to an ideal or iuward'state or by trans- .

‘forming it into the mental or spiritual.4 Hegel claims .

that "every act1v1ty of mlnd Ls nothlng but a dlstlnCt~.

H
t

‘mode (or form) of reduc1ng what is ékternal to the |

.1nwardness-wh1ch m1nd itself lS, and 1t 1s ‘only by

L]

27

thls reduction!, by: this 1dea11zatlon, o%\what is external:

. that. it beoomes and is mind."> Mind deve ops at the

’

~expense of.the non-mentalysand this realization constitutes

its triumph over it: “.ﬂ, it is through the' other - and

by the triumph ouer lt, thdt mind comes to authenticate‘\€~/

1tself and to be 1n fact what 1t ought to be accordlng
!

to its Notlon, namely the 1dea11ty of the external the
Idea whlch returns to itself out ofylts otherness, op
expressed morejabsFractly, the se}f—differentlatlng
universal which in its difference®is at home'with&itselﬁ
and for 1tse1f w6 -

The act1v1ty of ldeallzatlon and that of manifes-

tation are one and the same.. -"According to- Hegel, "the

4The German ‘word Gelst carries the meaning of both
Engllsh terms.

SEE, ss 380 !

52&, ss 382.



of reality but that it 1tself is that true nature.’

I . 28

R

spec1al mode of mental belng is manlfestatlon. The Splrlt

-

(or mlnd) is not some one mode or . meanlng whlch flnds \

-

utterance and externallty only ln,ﬁ form distinct from

o 4
f - . )

'itself:_ it does not manifest or reveal something but ': L

its very mode and meaning is this réﬁelation.“7"Mind

does not reveal that gsome other 'thing' is the nature

.Mlnd reveals that it ls the Idea and 1t is the whole

goal of the natural and splrltual worlds to make thlS

‘truth explicit or actual. Put anpther way the form which

mind gdvee its content cannot be’éeparatEd'from the "

‘s

"content. .The.content and the varlous modes - of its

H e .o °
manifestation are one and the'same. for thlS reason.

mind is the unity of form and eontent; subject and object.
t . " . - . t

' Hegel‘states:' "The manifestatiop of?itself to-itself is

. therefore ltself the- content of mlnd and not as it were,

a form externally added to the content: consequently .

. mind, by its manifestation, does not manifest a‘content

different fron its form, bﬁtimanifeéts'ité'forﬁ”which‘

.expresses the entlre content of: mlnd, namely lts self— '

. R
manlfestatlon. .In mlnd therefore, form aDdJCOntent are":ﬂz..e
identical with each.other-.“8 ' . -

We ha?e stated "in dutline tHe essential nature -of

A 3 e Ay - :
mind: . The concrete realization of this essential nature,.

i )
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. forms and manifestations have been a1ds 1n reachlng

or as Hegel refers to it, the forms of absolute mlnd - ..
are art, rellglon and phllosophy, espec:Lally phllosophy

He claims. that the -_aot‘::v1ty of phllosophl_zmg ) (1._e.
"rea'séning)' is that in which mind is fully: self~conscious,

- / —_—
“and- self-constltutlve,’ fully at ‘Hhome w1th itself,

7

Philosophy, 1n hlS terms, is the actual’lZed notlon.
Accordlngly, Hegel states, ."Absolute mind - knows that it

p051ts 1tse1f, that it .1s 1tse1f the creator of its Othér,

“of- Nature and finite mind, so that thlS Other loses all

- .-
! t

L semblance of 1ndependence in face of mlnd and appears N

only as 'a means- whereby mind attains to absolute be:tng-._ '
for-self, to the absolu‘te unity of what :i.t' is in itself'

e

¥ To be absolute is thus the goal of mlnd, a goal hlch when

attalned constltutes the unlty of mlnd s potentlal and :

) actual ex1stences, a goal 1n Wthh all 1ts varJ.ous other

i
4

. \
~and which’»are subsumed as moments or elements B Eth,l's’

new totality. :
Absolute mind, as we stated earlier., is th'e end -
\ s

'

or result of a process of development Wthh occurs 0

dlalectlcally, or stated d1fferently which J.s gulded by

- \ M -
! ~ B . ‘ -

. - - . M ‘ . ° * PR

and what lt 1s for 1tself, of its Notlon and 1ts actuality. 9

—J"PM, s8: 384\ Zusatz..
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‘the end to*be achieved.. Hegel distingdishes two main o
forms which are dialectically prior to Absolute mind:

subjective mind and objeotite mind. Mure statef the o “' :
nature of this interrelation very ldcidly: According
to him; mind is a‘“singie se}f—reoonstitutive activity;

\-; In.every phase of its whole dialectic - in its eﬁergence.

-

;j . from nature as Subjegtlve Splrlt, in’ 1ts transrtlon to .
and manlfestatlon*as Objectlve Splrlt, and in ltS self—“
completlon through the stages of Absolute Spirit - it is

.o a concrete attitude of subject to object. In any one: :
' H < [ !
’ glven phase of it the. prox1mate lower phase as a totallty

.has been subrated (aufgehoben) to become the object or L e

" content of.the subject, -which has- thereby come to exhlbit
a fresh attitude to an object which is also fresh, but

fresh only in. the'sense’that it is the subject's whole
! . ,
self of the' prev10us phase developed by becomlng object ‘
" or content."10 The dlalectlc of mind or sp1r1t moves AR

—

. ffom‘lesser to greater mentallty or splrltuallty as a

result of a series of internal developments within each

phase whlch undermlne it and ultlmately cause. 1t to

Irevolt agalnst itself thereby produc1ng a new status .quo.

oL . N . ] ! ., N
/- . ' : A o
. | . » -4
e \ o .
i: . — '

t,

lOG R. M Mure, A Study of Hegel's Loglc (Oxford The
Clarendon Press, 1950), pp._l 2. O
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i

i thelr 51mp1y formal character and begin to -function

. of the form of mlnd s ied by psychology. ‘ . '

" of the ‘(logically) prio';: form of subjective mind: -

;N
According to Mure spirit or mind "is in each,successive -

phase more real, more truly possessed of the nature whlch

1t claims for itself or, in phases Wthh are not expllcltly
self—conscious, ,for‘ its object."” ll We are interested. in’
only one aspect of, tnis d_ial'ectical: movement: the-ultimate
form a'c‘h.iev.e‘d b;/ subjective mind - the _development of the
"mental faculties," tne subject-matter of psychology.

, (2) The Nature of P'sycholo‘gy in general’

Psychology conceives of mind ‘only. formally, as
power. It disti'n'guishe‘s two't'ypes of power: that of °.
‘cognizing, the power. of lntelllgence, and_ that of w1lllng. v
Taken as a functlonlng whé\le they become what Hegel calls

" free mlnd," As free mind they constltute a fully .

developed SubjeCthlty or mentallty and as such throw off

Y
l

¢

concretely as 1aw—g1vers and creators of systems or codes

of morality. Free mind constltutes the limit or. the end

i
‘

The constitution of free mind - the powers of

cognizing and willing - lies in the dialectical negation
) !

consciousness. The goal of subjective mind as a whole, Y

11, . : :
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. still does not exist: it is still an abstraction.

Wl B . 1 7

32

-

as its name implies, 1,5 to manlfest J.tself as a true

sub3ect1v1ty, to become a fully. constltutea and act1Ve

.1nwardnéss,, or, to beqome mind.

t

The‘é‘elf—negation of the form -of consciousness

'occurs as a result of its recognition of its inability

to achleve thls end. Conscxousnesws is neces_sar:l.ly a

relation of”subject and 'ohject, 'or, of the ege to a

non ego. However, in consciousness real subjectivity -~

[ * .

éonsciéusness fails to recognize that its object, which

s '

'(J.n conformlty with the dlalecta.c, outllned above) had

‘ prev1ously constltuted the splgltual form of soul actually

v

is spiritual and treats it instead as an external obJect

' _ex1st.1ng mdependently-of 1t.l2_ 4 Conscmusness fa:.ls to

. recognize that it is the power over its object and this: .

latter featureq,' Hegel -states, con'stitthss' the majbr

'-dis'tinétion between it and the form of "free mind".

Accoi‘giing to I-fegel, whereas for consoiousness "the

o

pr‘égressive de'termination of the 'I' assumes the appearance

of an al‘teratlon of the object( 1ndependently of the

act1V1ty ‘6f the 'I' so that at the level of.consca.ousnéss

o

the loglcal- cons:.deratmn of the alteratlon fell only

in us: for: ,free mlnd, the self-developlng and altering

- L] . e, . . . R
R . e - e - ., .
1 Wy . k - .. . o
- ' . . . ) E R
‘ : F M - ‘ -~ +
!
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. particular the development of the faculty of Vorstellung -

.'to'" prov1de it w;th an actgal. ex1stence. At flrst mind

- . ’ ’ Y . '
To attain knowledge’of this ', .. mind must sliberat-e the

,o.f‘ the detérminations of\t-he“ of)j ect ar’e.';‘expl_,a'._citiy the.

is unaware of the inherent rationality of its object.

&

. | e . \ | |
product of free mind itself,. the si:bjecti,fying of .

- -

object1v1ty and the objectlfy}.ng of, subject:LV:Lty are

1ts own wor'k."l?_'-' The deve10pment ‘and sophlsthatlon of'

this s,ukgjectivi'ty, of the m_ental facul_tles - in h ' N

14

will occupy our attenti_on fé'r_‘the, rest of the chdpter.’

hd o U S . o -,

We have already partly chardcterized -the ‘general:

nature of our subject the manlfestatlon of ther 1ntellect.
/ I

The goal of thJ.s manlfestatlon 1s to transform the 'given'

of conscxousness 1nto, the 1ntelllglble and, consequent

on thlS act1v1ty, to make .the 1ntellect objectlve, dr,

‘;ntr1n31cally ratlonal object from the form of contlngerrcy,

{ / ."(

) As:x_ngleness and externallty whlch at first cllngs to it,

. 'elnd thereby free 1tself from the connectlon wh1ch ‘is for

‘ 1t an Other." ‘ The development of lntelllgence; or, s o ,'.:'-_’.

'proceés.} It is a developmenl: from pa851v1ty to actJ.VJ.ty- .- SR
D— N N EECR Y

15

’ ! ’ c

theoretlcal mind, through 1ts manifestations ds the :

facultles of -intuition, Vors;tellung and reason is this e

-, 0 .. et
« L M . ‘ o fl. -
- - Ve - .7

- . e . . . S el

: : I / . lgx: ) . . By \ B ..I -‘.l '.." 1.
13 SPPUEI cu T
"PM, ss 441, Zusatz.. ] ) :
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4

We are only 1»nterested ‘in the J.ntellectual 51de

' 0f free mind and will dlsregard the development of w111." : T

];'5_13._@1 ss 441 Zusatz. ° . & o .Y .
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- _ from simply "finding"‘its object in intuitiop to the 77,
orderlng and comprehensron of it-in reason. Acoorging

to Hegel "... theoretlcal“mlnd-1s_hot'a mereiy passive

@ 4

“acceptance of an Other, of e'given‘object but'reveals
+ itself as active by raising the 1nherently ratlonal

content of the object out of the form of externallty and

singleness into the form of Reason.?lq Intuition,

y

Vorstellung and reason are unlted-and 1nter-dependent

! efforts toward a mqre complete cognltlon or - knowledge

of an object. They are. not lndependent faculties but

t

e,
i

”

' rather' cee exlst only as moments in the totallty of

i7" THe flrst (1n the sense of

_f . K -
dlalectlcally flrst).or most prlmltlve of these facultles

'cognition'itselﬁ.

re

1s lntultlon. . Y
. I} . . - \

3 . . )
° \ Like consc;ousness 1ntu1tlon 'flnds' 1tself

confronted by an object. Howevery it marks an’ advance;‘

o A

jl_.l, on the former 1n that 1t galns an 1nt1matlon, a bare'

f ot -
v

! feellng, that its object 1s 1nherent1y ratlonal, or, not

'S » \—-—f*b -
;truly an Other. . Mure xefers to.thls-lntlmatlon as the -
y ' A . e e e ~l , . . g . )
"primitive unlversal."18 This intimation or manifestation:

- - o s v

. . ) . . . ‘ \ K . . ‘ ) ; ‘. a ' - ,: [ “- Lt R
' 16 : . . . . ‘."- R ‘n . B -
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" of the primitive ﬁniVersal‘propels intuition'onwArd from

its’ existence ‘as simply feeling to further £fix or attend

o -
AN . .

. " to. its object. . e l‘.'7 S . .
, . ' Attention is the activity of . fixing the 'given' .
AT N . B .
o of feeling aﬁq of further recognizing is as inteiligible

K] L3 .

while maintaining it as_an Other. Attention, then, is a

a
o

n

.éga‘ 'prQCess of ordering andqfixing the object as existing
; 1. . '

@@ ) 'independently of us; "....the activityfbf intuition

;produces to begin with Simply a shifting of sensation

“‘ ‘away from us, a transformation of what is sensed into an

.19 )

' -objectoeXiszang outSide of us." ' Sensations are made

o

spatial and temporal by the actiVityoof intuition and

PO thiS‘constitutes the first form ‘of universality-achieyed
by intelligence. The ordering of its object is .essential
N h o ) , . . . R " . .
to mind for ‘unless it is capable of distinguishing one
'1 '

* 1

S from another it is unable to‘ﬁomprehend it This overall

n; ' actiVity of distinguishing and ordering gonstitutes the

4] . -

pOSlthe achievement of intelligence in: its manifestation

l.

i as intu1tion«_ _Its dialectical self—negation occurs A

as follows, giving rise to6 the 'faculty' of Vorstellung

Intuition and Vorstellung are alike in that in

w

&

R both forms of mind the opject lS separate from me: and at
the sameﬂtime also my own.

. ". a

But (and this is‘the essentialg

[-28

e 5

v
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dlfference) the object's character of being mine is only

1mp11c1tly present in intuition and. flrst becomes exp11c1t

in representation (Vorstellung). In ifituition the. N

,(Vorstellung)

" objectivity of the content predomlnates. Not untll 1t

is 1* who reflect that it 1s' who have the 1ntu1t10n,

-not untll then dcaI occu?y the standpolnt of representatlén

7

"20 Intultlon, therefore, must necessarlly'

negate Ltself: ";.._the‘necessity'forﬁgoing beyond mere

llntultlon, lies ‘in’ the fact that intelligence, according

‘

to its Notlon (i.e. its true nature), is cognitionr(the

activity of knowing), whereas intuition is not as yet
w - - ’7

,'cogpitive‘aWareness of the subject-matter since as such~*

i

A

_Intuition is therefore only the beglnnlng of cognltlon."‘

it does not attain to the immanent. development of the.

T . ! . 7
substance of the subject—matter but confines itself

.rather to seizing ‘the unexpllcated substance Stlll wrapped

up in the 1nessent1als of the external and contlngent.
21

For this reason is 1ntelllgence deflned as the "self- ex1stent
dlalectlc" which actively "pos1ts 1ntu1t10n as its own,

pervades 1t,makes 1t into somethlng 1nward, recollects

(1nward1zes) 1tself in .it, becomes present to 1tself in- 1t,

“ .
o 22 N ¢ . . l +
1 ¢ v L

14 . v
- B .
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.. apg herice free. : By this withdrawal into itself

. - <
" : . [N

‘intelligence raises itself to the stage of mental

w22

.representation (Vorstellung)."*! o «

¥ W

"t

(3) The 'faculty' of Vorstellﬁnﬁ'

. 23

a content which,; in Vorstellung it proceeds. t¢ inwardizét

The Vorstellung or idea is an inwardized intuition.

Vorstellung can be sub—divided'into_threé phases of

(Die Errinerung). The recollected image is fugther i

liberated from its external features and‘freLprésehted'

by a’symbbl or sign. This is imagination_4Die

-Elnblldungscraft) hemory, in turn, is the activity'

24
in whlch 51gns as words are once more recollected

The dlaléctlcally succegdlng phases of Vorstellung’

22pM, ss 450 Zpsati{k
,Z;Thié is -a difficult word to translate: Findlay
calls it picture-thought"- Mure, "presentatlon"- and
Miller translates it as "representation”. 'The German

.. meaning is that of the mind re;gresentlng its object out

of itself and hence Miller's is perhaps 'the closest. '

It is alsqg important-to note that Vorstellung refers to :
-a mental "faculty". If we wish to express the active

nature of this faculty we use Vorstellen = the-activity
of- re—presentlng Vorstellung also has the connotatlop

- of a product - what is produced by the activity of
. Vorstellen, or by.the faculty of Vorstellung its
-"8bject", as it were. - - K -

24,

PM, ss 4ST“Zﬁsatzr;————f+——7—-__;‘;;\.

In ihtuition mind simply finds itself possessing

37

activity.. The first is that .of inwardizing or.recolledting
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‘ systematicélly rid the content of intuition of all its

" external and sensib%e features, beginning with the

.

aétivity of ;nwardizing.

Since the dialectic of Vorstellung is the
process which cd%ditions the emexgence of thought and
since it is the precise nature of .the relation of

\
Vorstellung to thought which is at issue here we must

proceed to'exémine the matter at greater,lenéth. We .

‘'will therefore follow the dialectic with great care,

‘beginning with the form Qf recollection.

(a) Recollection

As recollection mind actively bresents itself

with a content. This is the image and the process of-

its creation Unfoldsﬁin three phases.” The first is its
r N Co ,
actual formation, its:liberétioq from a particular

sPatio-temperal existence. As & result of this liberation
the image also becomes more general and ceases to exist

in a one to one correspondence. . with its mother object:

"Whereas the  immediate presence of the thing is necessary.

for feeling and intuition, I can form a mental image.

.of something wherever. I am, even of what is remotest -

from me in external space and time.“25 It is- this

e,

fe

l} ’ . N : | ‘ | - R ?
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-freedom’wﬁich éives fhe_image iee Sﬁaeus as éyunive;eel;
the same freedom'orﬂunivereality whieh theugh gqite"
";undeveloped'at this point constitutes thé actualTnatufe’
of mindh_ The image is more‘unive;sal t?en the intuition
because it is more 'menEhl', more'in conformity with~'
the nature of mlnd. . o ' A
Havinguformed its imeée in this WaQ{ reCQIIection'
proceede in its eecoed bhese to forget it.
Our mind doeé not keep the'ihfinite number ofl
images it possesses forevex before it. Most ef éhem
»ndnd-euépfesses or forgets, e;lgwiné'theﬁ to drift'qff'
into the unconscious or- "night-like mine of the inﬁellect.ﬂ
.ﬁowever, eﬁey,ére'still theiproperty of tﬁe.intellect ‘
and cah be recalled by it at any time. _ hlS fa01lity,
| as lt .were, is mlnd 1tself present as, this unlversal
power over ltS images. . -
But as-recollectiop, it»is-beyond‘the inteilect'e
~pcepacity'to recali an image -at will. Rather, an image
.requires‘a ne& ineuition to-briﬁghit baek'into e#ietencek
"... 'what is strlctiy called recognltlon is the reference'
- 0of the 1mage to an 1ntuitlon - and that as a subsumptlon "

of the immediate SLngle Lntultlon (1mpre551on)'under what:

LI

26 .



is,in point of form universal, uAder the representation. .

(idea)‘with'the same content w2l 3Ih this aétivity hiﬁd

authentlcates its 1mage, transforms it from a property

. to’a possession (1 e. has it actlvely present before 1t),
and at’ the same tlme dlstlngulshes it from the 1ntu1t10n
~under ‘which 1mpetus 1t had been recalied. "Intelllgence.is

thus the force whlch can give forth 1ts property, and

IT l
dispense with external 1ntu1t10n_for its existence in

it n%8

[ » . .ot

Further; “"this 'synthesis' of the internal image

i

vith the recollected existence is representEtion propet :
Eg.this.synthesis’the internaf{now~ﬁes the qualification
of being able to be oreEent before intelligence and to
haQe.its e#istence in‘it."z'9 But ‘as such intelligence

has ceased to be recollection and has become imagination,

the second form of Vorstellung.

¢ ' v
[ ' '

(b} Imagination'- ‘ B - _-:;: S

It is its dependence ugon‘exterﬁéi.stimulationh
or;~its"inability to recall an ‘image at will which -
constitutes the negative element in recollection. The

“nature of mind is freedom, the freedom to exercise its




¢

~

",’~ . N f
. P

capacities independently of'énything but its own will,“
and in recollection this is still unreéliied. Recollection
does not conform to the notion of nind. its inner

1mpetus to freedom, 1n conformity with 1ts 1mp11c1t

nature as mind prec1p1tates the transformatlon from

recollectlon to i aglnatlon. Again, the 1mportance of -

thls transforma ;on shou;d-be,seen in the continuing

11berat10n‘of ind from its determination by an external

o e - ‘

content’, or, in the further deveiopment;of its

”'1dea1121ng power.

.form from reqollectlon.' It 1s glso indicative of mlnd 8 .

. N o
N " . ’

‘Repeated recalllng of an image makes: a new
ihtuitlon unnecessary. Thls unalded act1v1ty of recalling:
1mages 1§ the reproductlve 1mag1nat10n. The element of“

\

spontanelty is the main feature dlstlngulshlng thls new

) )

wlncrea31ng power. Thls'new pbwer 15 further developed

‘in the phases of assoc1at1ve and creative 1mag1natlon.

- . The connectlon of 1mages w1th one another is .
an act1v1ty of a higher order than thelr 51mple
reproductlon., The performing of thlS hlgher orddr r
actlvity is the assoc1at1ve 1mag1nat10n.~ |

’ - [}

Slnce ‘images possess a content that is basmcally

.sen51ble in 1ts orlgln they may pe gdmpared and llnked b

with one another.]»Thls 11nk1ng is performed by my m1nd
- fo—

and thus "1ntelllgence glves the 1mages a subjectlve bond

- r
'

[N
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in place. of thelr object1Ve one.' 39 Howevexr, a divergence.
’Stlll exlsts between the connectlng 1ntelllgence and ]
the connected<1mages, the latter_have not been integrated
into a ful;y active subjectivity: This is the work: of

the creative imagination to which the associative gives

‘rise. The negative element is again, theh, thié lack

- of . conformity with the notion, the fact® that mind is

. -

stiil not a fully constituted subjectivity, and it is

this negativity which forces the associative imagination . -

. _ ' 31 P ) E ) ‘ .
to become creative. : e ey C
- - i , ‘ ’ ' )
As associative 1maglnat10n, 1nte111gence 1s

' s1mp1y the power of connectlng or assoc1at1ng 1mages.'

As th1s 51mple power 1t fails to produce the 1dea or

Vorstellung. - ThlS is'its limit and the cause of 1ts;
own'negation.' In creatlve 1mag;nat10n»1ntel11gence
possesses the added dlmen51on that" 1t is~ gwgtg‘ that it ..
“15 the connectlng power, and, “... it 15‘1n turnlng my ‘

‘attentlon to thlS connectlon that I arrlve at general

1deas (Vo:stellungen), or to 1deas in the strlct'sense
32

‘Further, _im providing 1ts ideas

'oﬁ this word."

PM, ss 455, Zusatz.
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(Vorstellungen) with an objective:exietence in language

C o

T

creat{ve impgination coﬁpletes the procegeiof producihg

the Vorstellung. . - N

- K As creatlve 1mag;nat10n 1nte111gence_";;, deaxes

~

,. .

“to be the vague mine and the - unlversal, and beoomes an_

1nd1v1duality, a concrete subject1v1ty.;..“33 1t prov1dee

thlS new. concrete sub3ect1v1ty with. an’ objectlve exlstence

ih language, at first symbollcally and then via the

sign: “... now iks actlon as- reason (lntelllgence) lS B

from the present p01nt dlrected towards g1v1ng the o
. /
character of an ex1stent to what in it has beéeen- perfected

to concrete auto—lntultlon In other words, 1t alms at

- .9 . i
maklng itself be and be.a fact. Acting on ‘this "view, it

“is self—utterlng, 1ntuitlon-produc1ng, the 1mag1nat10n

which, creates 31gns‘“34- L s

In its, manlfestation as creative imagination

lntelllgence first (in the sense of dlalectlcally flrst)j

- . N

prov1des itself with an authentlc ex1stence symbollcally

"his authentlcat;on'ls, however, 1tself 1mmed;ately Stlll

H

a subjective one, since 1ntelllgence in therflrst instance

,'still'has regard for the giyen’cgntent oﬁ—the'imagea, i's

\‘guidﬁd;by it in_symbq;{zinQ‘its'geheral‘idean

1135 . In

433PM, ss 457. ' . -
34PM ss 457.

35PM, ss 457 Zusatz. - - S w,?.
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expressing itself symbolically intelligence has achieved
only a conditional freedom. ’The symbol is e‘i;mitedT

form of expression in that possessing an indepenaent

content .of its own, it only accidentally provides
_intelligence with the:/means of expressing"its‘own nature. .

For this reason, the tranéition ﬁrom a symbolic mode of

3

expression to a s:.gnlflcatlve one in the s.l.gn marks a great
radvance 1n the 11beratlon of 1ntelilgence and ltS capac1ty
’for self*expreeslon.

'l / ' The, dlalectlcal emergence of the 51gn1f1cat1ve

form of expression from the¢symbollc occurs 1n the

ﬁollowing wey. In.uniting'itS‘inner self (the idea)

'w1th the content of the symbol and thereby achleVLng a

mediated form of authentication or existence; lntelllgence

as universal]}s, in essence, only uniting with 1tse1f, -

‘and,_in recogniziné this turnslthe mediated'fotm-around

to become imﬁediate.. "B& this-dialectical movement, the '

general idea (Vorstellung) reaches the point where 1t

4

no longer needs the ‘image's content for its authentlcatlo

but, 1s authentlcated 1n and for itself alone, is therefore,

1mmed1ately valld. 36 Further: "... the general idea

+ ' t
'

b [ a . '
(Vorstellung), liberated from tﬁe image's content, in )

making its freely selected external material. into sométhinb '

1

352&; ss 457}-Zusetz,‘ - ) ‘ . f.,; "

Lt



symbol .

f . o .o N o

that can behiﬁthitively perceived, produces what has.

/ : e
: N , . _— .
to be called, a sign, in specific.distinction from
. > .

"37‘ The sign,.therefore, is a significant

advance over thé‘symﬁbl Intelllgence no longer réqu1res

"‘the content of sensatlon or 1ntu1tlon to prov1de itself

-a totally dlfferent 1mport from what naturally belongs ) o

to 1t...

~with a objectiye:existence. =Rathe:; it has succeeded

e . N \ . .
in 'liberating itself from such’a requirement and

prov1ded itself with an objectlve ex;stence on the f:iV

strength of its own self. ) ER ’

The objectlfylng of subject1v1ty whlch creatlve

imagination effects'ln the sign ls“bqth.;ts moment,oﬁ

) ' . ) ’ . T V-

triumph and the beginning of its dissblution. For the

-

nature of the sign as an ...1mmedlate 1ntu1t10n, representlng

n38 creates a gulf-between_the‘objectlve and

B the subjective which intelligence, infité capacity as

(o]

créative imagination, is'unable to bridge, but,  which,

‘1n conformlty w1th its- notlon,'lt must. ‘Intelligence

'as Vorstellung therefore qeases to be an "imaging"

act1v1ty and becomes one of "memorlzlng.”

ot v

' 372&, ss 457, Zusatz.. .
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-and its meaning. . Memory‘is therefore ‘the culminating

'commonly understand lt to malt is, the act1v1ty of -

- : L ’.: ' .. : "““'— / ]
(c) Mefmory ' . A

As creatlve Lmaglnatlon 1ntelllgence glves 1tse1f
an objective ex1stence in the word;' However, as a result
it finds itself in‘a state of:edﬁf—aliehation; a gulf
appears betﬁeen the exterﬁal'add the interﬁal which, as

creative imaglnatlon rt is- unable to overcome. In order

"'to re-lnwardlze the new - lntultlon - whlch the’ word 1s -

. it must cease ‘to be an 1maglng act1v1ty aﬁd become one

of memorizing. In its new guise intelligence is the

- activity of. overcoming the distinction between the word'

i
a
i

. . A .
or cognition - the actualized notion of intelligence.

In it&firSt'two ohaées memory~acts as '‘we

)

-the word and its meanlng. Thls results in the achgqvemen

of an ablllty to 11nk a word with its. meanlng at wi

i The actlvity is 31gn1f1can€'for two reasons- flrst

-

because mlnd is here deallng only with ltS own creatlons

Meos memory has ceased to,deal w1th an 1mage derlved

Y

.from lntultlon - the 1mmed1ate .and incaomplete moda/of

: 1ntelllgence, it has rather to do with an object whlch is

the product of lntelllgence 1tse1f.,.."39 It.is this.
o . o T : S

'39PM)'ss 462. ) oL N
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" form of Vorstellung and forms the transition to thinking .

nking -
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abseﬂce of’sensible“coh%ent Qﬁich:aécoﬁpts for our'neéd .
.’to[ﬁémorize the meaning of words. . And_éecon&ly, we :
ﬁﬁink in néﬁes: | |

. Our' thoughts only become known to'pé when

expressed, when but'into words. The achievement of a

.

fully.manifest.subjEétivity is conéequeﬁt‘on its
_gxtgrﬁqlizatiﬁn in 1angu§ge. Accgfding té‘qegel, fwe
only know our'fhgﬁghts,'only,haje dgfiﬁité, abtﬁal"
.thoughﬁg,'wﬁen;ﬁe give them the fbrﬁ bf pbjeqtiVity; ‘ ’f“
of a,béiné disginétifrom ouf inwardness; and‘theréforg
fthe‘shapé ofﬁégterhality, and of'anAéxternality, tqo;ff.
.that at the same time‘bears'the stamp o?-théﬁﬁighesﬁ,

i i
] M =

-+ inwardness. The‘articﬁlatedfsound;‘the word, is .alone -

, -such an inward extérnglity."ﬂq As'thé inward éxtérnélity

it is the actudlized vorstellung. SE\\;\; o o e

~ The paradoxical fact that our ﬁhoughfs achieVe‘

‘their highest existence in being cast out into the world

«

1

is in keeping with'our earlier definition of mind as

' 0y ! . . . A . ) N
'manifestation'. However;, the nature of this manifestation

is not one‘éf'dirgmptibn or sepération,-buthrathér
‘demands the unity of subjecf;énd object. 1It-is the- . -

:fuhctién of mgéﬁani¢al'memory to fulfil this demand.-”

<t S 4 - 1

éogg;‘ss‘462, susatz. = A



T, IR Mechan1cal memory contlnues the process of -
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1nwardiz1ng or ellmlnatlng the word—meanlng dLStlncthh.

‘:4 )

'_Thls occurs in the follow1ng way . In 11nk1ng the thought .

with the word lntelllgence ﬁ...~rece1ves into itself

the_nature of the thing“4l (i.e. an external object,

\

which the word is). Accordlngly, Hegel claims, 1ntelllgence

~takes on the meanlng of the thlng, 1t ceases to dlstrngulsh-

——

,between its subject1v1ty and the thlng, or between the

. subject and obJect,,and thereby assumes the nature of a

!

:mechanlcal ex1stence. It becomes "... a mrndless container

of words, that is, a mechanical memory "42f As such,

/Atelllgence succeeds 1n’r§;integrat1ng the word and 1ts"

. .meafiing or in- re~1nward1z1ng the new 1ntu1t10n.

Having eliminated any impeijent'to its freedom
of expre551on 1nte111gence becomes ‘empty', a pure

potentlallty in whlch the mastered word can be used at

_w111, no longer as a, vehlcle for 1ntelilgence but, 11terally,f

'as 1nte111gence 1tself Thus it 1s the functlon of memory,

~accordlng to Hegel, "to leVel ‘the ground of the inner llfe

to pure belng, or to pure space 1n whlch the fact the o

°

—1mp11c1t content, may reign and. unfold 1tse1f with no

QIPM, ss 462, jusatz. - . . -+

42PM, ss'452,'zusatz.n
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“\Qntitheeis to a subjective inwardness."

43. As a. result'

1 =

: of its memorlzlng act1v1ty lntelllgencerms actuallzed

e , - o \ v S
,hature all along. It is now manifest as cognitign or

YU :
thinking... L _ ST

>

o

5 - o °

-in’ essence and actuallty 4ﬂ~

hd [

.thq.freedom or, unlversallty which was 1ts 1mp11c1t

[ ’ . ., 8
. . 4 .

o 9 3 SR

- (4) Reason and Cpnclusion'of‘cﬁaptet

‘e
(-4
a

Weqhave been trac1ng the psychologlcal develop-

AR

v ment of mind, of 1ts 1ntellect or’ faculty of cognltlon.

ThlS procéss 1s completed w1th mlnd s manlfestatlon as

‘e

thlnklng or cognltlon,-w1th the faculty of reason.

v L9y

.ot Accordlng to Hegel, “thlnking is the third and

D
o

49-

‘last maln stage in the development of 1nte111gence, for ‘

"in 1tcthe,¢mmed1ate, implicit unlty of subjectlvity and

.

ObjeCthlty present,ln intuition is. restored odt of the

P
o

oppos1t10n of these two 31des 1n representatlon as a'

> .
o &

As 1ntu1tlon and Vorstellung

unlty enrached by this, @pp051tlon, hence 2s akunlty both /,j(i

°

intelligence was only cognltlon 1mpllc1tly, in conformlty

o < 4 3

with its notlon. It is now such exp11c1tly or actuallyq
"The end is accord;hgly bent back into tpe beginnming." 45
: ¢ . . 0 . .
<. .' B
Lats ’ ‘o ) R ‘0 . . o - ' “ . .’:’. . .. ' a
. 43g§, ss 464. - ' C ‘ .
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This new unity -is achieved by virtue of thought's.

o recognltlon of itself as "the nature of the thlng w46

. Thought recognlzes that the essent1a1 nabnm of 1ts object

v

is that 1t be comprehensible; that 1t be thought. The -

recognlt on that the truth of mind 1s thought is the end
> } N . . |
result of our psychologlcal study. According to Hegel

"pure thlnklng knows that it alone, and not feellng oxr

Y

mepresentatlon, is capable of grasping the truth of*
w47 |

thlngs. ¢

\ .
K PR

The most 51gnlf1cant p01nt of our dlscu351on

has been the demonstratlon that formally, Vorstellung

and thinking are related dlalectlcally, the latter emerges
/

out of the former as the truth of its nature, as that

towards-whlch it strove‘and‘to which it gave birth through

its own self:negation. The link between Vorstellung and -

"reason, as facultles of mlnd, is an inner one, existing

a

necessarily, by v1rtue of the nature of mlnd itself. It

~ .

“is a relation that.as revealed in its true form only

through a dlalectlcal examlnatlon 'such as we have under-

.
'’ DR . te

taken. o

Thought and Vorstellung, thlnklng and 'imaging"

I
]
A )

are not Smely reduc1ble one to another,‘nor are they

f.' ;i oo '} . _-

© 50
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_51mply opposed as dlstlnct modes of mlnd's cognltlon.

- thought depends on‘already established linguistic

. ' ° '.!’ ' . .
' structures to give it an existence. This is Hegel's

- maintains its autonomy as an explicit form contained within -

51

f

Rather, as the follow1ng thrdugh of the dlalectic of.

Vorstellung has demonstrated a ‘fully developed 'faculty'

of 1maglng is an,absolute.prerequi51te ‘to thinking;

o ¢ :

,meaning when he states that "we think in names", and

-

p01nts to the famous attempts by Mesmer to thlnk 1nstead

.dlrectly in .images, "a procedure whlch, as Mesmer admltted,

- . .48
almost drove him insane.' Mesmer,S/experlment both
demonstrates that thinking cannot be reduced "to the
activity of "imaging" ‘and that we cannot,think without

images metamorphized. into words. Vorstellung, then,

-y

) ! i
thought, not as one which the latter has _rendered obsolete’ o

‘but, as the condition of thought's possibility.

;
~ Having revealed this intef-relation on the

Y .

formal or psychologlcal level we intend now, in our next

‘1

chapter, via the same dialectical method,_to_demonstrate

"I

that such is also the case in the concrete sphere of

o

mlhd's manifestation, as’'religion and as philosophy. !

i .. N ' . . :l
482&, ss 462, Zusatz.' -
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... % .. | .CHAPTER IIT . o . - . A
.' ;' N - ' o
'PHE DIALECTIC OF THE~RELIGIOUS CONSCIOUSNESS

"

A C o (1), Intrqduction . o : -

)

In this third chapter we continue -our examination
) Al

”‘of the relatlon of Vorstellung and thought begun. 1n

‘chapter two. Here we will eXamine it in its concrete

~'fprm:_ the relation- of rellglon and phllosophy.

_’Oun goal~is to clarify the relation of religion

S and philosephy in Hegel's system:" We claim that relatien . [

| y-ls dlalectlcal in its nature and Can only be comprehended |

\“;as such.= In llght of th;s, we further claim that the
hature‘of that relation can be explicated through an

- examination of ‘the religious consciousness. Such an
examihation,'we think,'will reveal the dialectical

_
structure which is the true naggrg_gj_therp—re&atrd’ E

)
o e

s

;w__,,,”»-“*—‘““”’”~TH’the follow1ng pages, then, we hope to defend-

Hegel 8 the51s that religion and phllosophy while dlstlnct,

are not antlthetlcal modes of consc1ousness. Further; we
hope ‘to .show how rellglon and phllosophy are for Hegel

S e} related in any emp1r1cal ‘or contlngent way, but”
. .
' dlalectlcally, such that phllosophy emerges as a result

'of . the inner transformation of the rellglous consciousness

itself. And finally, we hope to show that the: true ' ‘

"

1



o~ . . . . . o4
* ’

nature of their relatlon is" not only evident from an *
e#amlnatlon of the rellglous consc1ousness, but, can be
seen as yell from an examination of the history of Fellgion.
Otr defense_of the preceding requires that we
fitst clarify the essential features of thelreligious
etti;ude as a whole, as a unityhoﬁjform and centent. 'We
shall then‘examine tﬁe‘dialect;eal interact?on o 'ﬁorm
and -content, followiné through the former's ateempfs
to ‘give adequate expression,to the lattef. We hope this
N Will demonstrate the true means of comprehending the
reletioﬁ of religion and philosophy to be the study oflthe
-dialectical transformation of the former, and, consequently,
not in any attempt to deduce tﬁe.one from £he other, or to ,.
compare them es disparate étandpoints, as we havelfound
?‘Hegel's'critics to have done. ' ‘ -
Howevef, if our dlSCUSSlon were to end here it

' /
would be incomplete._ For 1t is not enough to show that

conceptually religion and phi lnsophy;are—re%ated~rn—th1s

g

et Y

way; we must also show thaEydhe same conclu51ons can be
drawn from an examlnatlon Qg7the history of rellglon as
well. Thus,‘subsequent to our study of the dialectic of

. N . . Y > Y R & . . . .‘
the religious consciousness we will briefly examire its

concrete historical manifestationl



i
«

(2) The religious standpoint in general

’ e
'The essence of the religious attitude lies in
its claim that."God-is the absolute truth, the truth of
everything, andxthat religion alone is absolutely true

!

kpowledge."l Phrlosophy in turn seeks to comprehend

'the meaning of this statement. The phllosophy of religion

is the ‘process of thls comprehension; a process in which

philosophy seeks to mediate the religious attitude and to

e11c1t &@s&essentlal features

', Rellglon, then, has to do w1th the nature or,
notloh of God, and any attempt by phllosophy to grasp-the
nature of rellglon must begin by comprehendlng the nature

of this rellglous object. The basic definition given

Him by religion-is that He is a Universal, a One or all

Encompassing, "the only true reality."2 As it stands the

definition allows of no lfofm of differentiation or

v

distinctiony allTis God and all contained:in Him. As

o

such, admlttlng of no distinction, the definition is’

.1nherent1y one—51ded. Iteﬂlots no. place to the believer,

to man's consciousness of God. The recognition that the
I ’ Y b,
notion.of God must, of necessity, involve an element of

R ¢

lﬁectures on tﬁe‘Philosdphy of Religion, Vol. I; p.- 90. ’
I ’ -

. 21pid., p. 93. .
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relation, or that religion is essentially a relation of

man to God, only arises as a result of a ehift«in emphasie

away from the objectivity of God's existence to the

ot

A - . .
subjective side, to His existence in our consciousness.

- The recognition that religion is essentially a
. i . : . N
relation is both the great.insight of the modérn age and. «

e

its great prejudlce.‘ Its value lies 1h its recognltlon

!
that "God is not to be con31dered apart from the subjectlve
spirit," 3 or, 1n_thevrecognit10n'that man s relatlon to

God is ab inner relation of epirit. Its great prejudice

is that it tteats "more of religion than of.God/.,"4 The
ﬁbﬁern age, having shifted ité emphasis from the objectivityv
of God's existence to the exéefience-of_God on the part ,

of the believer has created an lmbalance in the truth
- of the matter as great as that found 'in the deflnltlon'
‘of God ai:a pure substance. By emphasizing the dialectical
. £ : C .

‘interpenetration of the subjective and objective sides

Hegel claims to achieve the balance.wﬁiqh'is'the truth '
' of'the_relation.'

What,.for Hegel, the réligious attitude does is
situate the immediate or finite world in terms of its f

\

31bid., p. 101, | o o -
4., . -\ . , ' Coees
Ibldo' pt 101- ' - . . . ' ,



3

- .
, . B - .-

‘"absolute"ub_stantial.essence,“5 i.e. in terms'of'its

.end or goal. "Religion," he states, ™ is the-cqnséious—

1

‘ness of whit is in and for- itself true, in contrast to
) . . 1 R ' N .
sensuous, finite truth and to sense perception."6 It

'.is a transition from the ‘finite world and a recognition

of it in terms( of an Other,.  i.e: in terms of that’ which

is not sensible and finite but rather, .infinite. Howéver,

it is a turn to an Other which is-related to the finite

. world.noi pnly'as its-end, but as_itS‘gouréé as well. The -
'Other_isvrgcognized as the power over the finite ;brld. ‘
'Ip pQSsessing this poipt of‘view, g¢cq;§iggJ£6 Hegel,

"the standpoin; of religion.shows.itself in‘this;tfaﬁsition

as the-standpdinﬁ of truth, in whilch the whole wealth of
. . . (% 7 -

the natural ‘and spiritual world is'contained."’ As such/
religion is the first, true absolutg‘point of view.

(3) 'The necessity of the religious standpoint

-

e

Ha#inguoutlingd&themgenéral nature Sf-the
reiig;pus sfandpoint,'Hegelysets about to proye:its
necessity as-a‘modé éf spirit.‘.Sudh.é proof must not,J:_
he hbldé, regard the truth of religion as a truth simply

o

Ibid., p. 105.

®ibid., p. 106. -

71bid., p. 106.



opposed to the standpoint of the finite world and finite

spifitual life. Rather, the demonstratlon rests on a
conception of nature and f1n1te con501ousness accordlng

to which they ... in accordance with their notion

i
'

Jo— o
> abrogate or annul themselves, and\thelr flnlteness must _

not be taken from them merely by a subjectlve removal

of Ithelr lJ.mJ.ts."8 R - '
I‘ Possess‘in'g'l no substantial or'_independent existence’
.the finite world is the scene oOf ccnstant turmoil and
. unrest; it is continually, engaged in a_ process 'c_af self-
A'annulment, the truth of which is not present in it

dlrectly, but, rather, in terms ©of the Idea, wh:.ch both

- -

transcends thlS finite ex1stence and is ite underlylng
. pr1nc1ple or absolute prlus. - The rellglous standpoint

~is- prec1sely that in which this truth becomes ev:Ldent . .'

and is conscwusly apprehended by the rellglous 1nd1v1dual.

f- .
For the rellglous ‘individual, then, Nature is the Lo

>

M -process of Wthh the tran51tlon to Spirit is the :‘

ultlmate truth,. so that Splrlt (Idea) proves 1tself to ’ {\,

- be the truth of t‘;lature."9 ‘And just as this act1v1ty of

t

self—annulment and transformatlon is the truth of .Nature

so. it is also with Splrlt.

81bid., p. 109. ~. ¢ -

J1bia., p. 109. . - T
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Spirit, Hegel claims, appears in two essential
forms: (1) as what it is in and for 'itself, its notion, .
10 ’ ’ * \

or, fully developed state, "enclosed in the Idea;"

1

and (2) as subjective, particular consciousness; a

°

@

condition in which it is finite, being related to an

object other than itself. The process of Spiritfs T f
development is that Ff reconc1llng (1) and (2) such ' - . |
that "absolute" Spirit is the perfection of consciousness

in so far a? tt is consciouenese of the true object and'
_the true object attains to its-ahpropriate form of °

i .« .

self-consciousness. Thus in its ultimate form spirit is

the merging of an- 1pf1n1te form and an infinite content.

This achlevement is the rellglous standp01nt.
Splrlt, as particular consciousness, ‘is finiée

: prialsely because it exlsts in a c0nd1t10n of relation

to what appears to be a11en to it, with an existence which
:appea}s to be non—spiritua{.' The recognition of an'
'inherently rational dimensicn to this ‘other', .and the /
~“acttv1ty—oéumanlfesting—;t _ls.ldentlcal w1th SPlrlE:a_helm;_;;W!
‘emergence to a concrete, absolute exlstence as the self—

consciouanesé\qﬁ'the idea. Splrlt, then, achieves the

status of~'ab§clute' conscionsness when "rationality exists

\, N .
{ . \ e . N R . . o
for it as a world,"ll i.e. when it has its own nature,'

, 101pid., p. 111.
1l1pial, p. 112. b

PR . ¢ ’ . ) ' . )



or, ‘fat'iox‘l"ality"as suéh, as its object. .

It is thus Ifhle implicit overcoming of the alien.
dlmens:Lon of fJ.nlte ex1stence which’ constltutes the
rellglous standpomnt, in which "God is Object of o
‘consciousness as abso}lute Power and Substance into which

the whlole‘ wealth of the nat/ural as of the splrltual
world hl;‘:ls returned."l:2 In its characterlzatlon of nature:
aAn"d finite spirit.in- this manner, the religic;us stand~-
point demonst);atesfthat.it ‘is_th;a‘, éirst (diélecti‘éally o ' -

speaklng) to ex1st in and for :Ltself &t is the first

Q

lS not based on some presupp051t10n but, rather,

zes itself as the absolute basis and goal of all U
that has gc:;ne ‘before. ' ';‘imes_e‘ -_gxfe the neces&ary_ features
of the religious standpoint as & form k_)f ‘s'pirit. ‘.
" There -is, as v‘vell\. an internal necessity to the | , v
rellglous attitude.. the dlalecth of the rellglous
conscmusness in its own 1nternal form and development
Having sketched the nature of the rellglous consciousness
with - regards its external necess:.ty we turn now .to' an

\ o

examlnat}on of_ﬂlts 1nterna1 necess ty_and 1ts 1nternal

S

T e e
T

. . { N \ . . ~—.\

transformations. :

1 o

-

121pia. ;7 p. 113.
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"(4) The internal dialectic of this standpoint..

1

We must examinesthe religious clonsciousness "as’

it ... appears in a condition of relation, and fashions]

and- develops the forms of this relation

necee_sity develops and attains completene'ss' in the

13

until the. inner ' =

v

- . notion itself," or,  until the religious consciousness. )

achieves the limit'of its form. The fact that the

rellglous consc1ousness is 1nherently relatlonal possesses-

|
great 51gn1f1cance; The rellglous consc1ousness is

essentlally 1n relation to truth and’ not unlted w1th it.

It ds therefore of the nature of this s
|

assert that there can never -beé anythlngl

andpoint to ;

but a relatJ.on

‘to truth on the part. of the f1n1te, huméln being. Religion

i1

by  its. very nature places truth in a 'beyond' The -

Aialectical development pf the rellgloué conscmusne_ss,

however, will be seen te —point b'eyor\d_its'elf‘to,e form -

of consciousness which reveals truth in

‘and 1is urlited'with;‘it. This is the stan
- oo

A

its, actual nature

ldelnt of P

-

)

’

ph'.ilc>sophy or reason 'proper,. 'and it is to this standpo:.nt _

.that 'the developi‘gg religious consciousness tends. . R T

YWhile the reliiwgioué attitude possesses a diversity

~

'of forms they are all characterized by &

+

Limpid., p, 115.

3
3
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His ‘existence.’ It is. _not, enough thereﬁore to deal with

'conscmusness of God, and all possess the certalnty of

¥

the subjective side or the ob;\ﬁctlve side alone, the

former being exemp’lified by the pre-religion form of"
14

'feeling' and the latter by that of intuition. Ratheri« .

the two sides must be considered in relation to each -
. . ) T - . A [ .

other, in the true form of the religious. tonsciousness,

that of Vorsteilung.

It ds at thls point, as we discus's,‘the‘ nature of

the rellglous consc1ousness, or Vbrstellung, that; we Begin )

to dlstlngm.sh it from thought or philosophy'. in chapter’

. two we pointed, to the prox1m.1ty of Vorstellung and thought

-

1n the dialectical emergence of the ‘faculty' of cognltlon\
ThJ.s prox:l.mlty aiso exists concretely 1n the relatlon of” “
relJ.gJ.on and phllosophy At first we dlscuss this .

relatlon J_n comparatlve terms and in our next sectlon

begln to examine the nature of their dlalectlcal relatibn.

Vorstell‘ung, as we will contin e to-é:all the -

. rellglous attltude, falls short of bemg truly reasonable. "

- . a

It does not succeed ih reduc1ng sensible and f1n1te

s obJects to a truly ‘ideal exn.stence, whlch a total

/

l4These proto .or pre-rellgious forms of conscmus-—
ness are examlned at some length by Hegel on pp. 118= 140
of L.P.R. o s

e

LY

t
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;u\M‘f‘ eXplication of the'natﬁre of God or. the Idea‘réquires.

Vorstellung contlnues to apply categorles which are only

A\l
v

appllcable to the flnlte and sensible to the comprehen51on
of the nature of God- He is referred to in spatlal and

* s temporal termg Wthh do not apply to HlS nature.

Concelved by the rellglous consc10usness in terms-
= T appllcable ‘'only to an object of sensatlon, God is thereby

made contlngent,and particular. - We attrlbute ‘to’ Him

: such qualltles as vengefulness\or jealousy wh1ch,~

-purportlnq to descrlbe His true nature,’succeed only in

e 0 obscurlng it further.15 And even more 51gn1f1cant the’

N %%

rellglous con501ousness asserts that Hls nature must

[ ~ .

remaln obscure, being beyond the scope of human comprehen51on.

The clalm that we can neVer possess true knowledge
of Gpd is an essential feature of the rellgrous‘con301ous—
.

ne Vorstellung denies thét we ever have anything but

a relations to truth, that we canégver .grasp: it 1n ltsn . '
totallty and be united with it. The rellglous conscious=- -

3

e h ’ness‘thus asserts that it is of theﬂvery nature of God
‘ that“only a-relatlonal-or i m;ted,knowledge of.Hlm ;s* ‘
possible. It is‘this'oiaim, essentral to the-;elﬁgious
- "attitude, which distinguishes it fro%[phtlosophy. We - e

°

4 . . 1

.~ . \(

" : 0 —

. . - . . . 3
t +

15t.p.R. vol. Ij p. 147. ¢ o0
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What follows \is “the core of éur'evidenbe.for ciaimin§

! PN ) ' v N

shall discover that it-is ,not simply in the formal ~

a

dlalectlc of the. rellglous consciousness itself that

LI Ll a

‘this-claim is-negated but, accordlng to Hegel the

. very hlstorx Of religion is the manlfestatlon of the

[y ] 3

struggle of the rellglous consciousness to liberate 1tself
i ‘ - - I
from theée limits, imposed By its form. It is the great

-

" 'significarce of Christianity that in it the religious *

mentality implicitly tyanscends itself.
L4 ‘\
Thee partlcular nature of Vorstellung is more . :

K

EN

LI

clearly deflned when we examine it in a closer relatlon

to reason an_ begin to observe itsg transition to the latter. -

'that\Hegel oncelves of the relatlon of rellglon and

- phllosophy dlalectxﬁxily

- f\ ° < - .
The.willlngness to bow to authority and accept

',truth as a matter of faith, Wthh is the essence of the

n
’

rellglous attltude, 1smnot the hlghest fulflllment of the

! »n

human spirit. There is ? hlgher conSC1ousness whlch seeks

L)

-to know truth thnough reason, or, whlch seeks to' determlne

| . . a 7 -

truth for 1ts own self Thls consciousness deémands to

know thlngs purely in their thought, or notlon\ as Hegei

-calls it: "It is as cbmpared with the Notion that the

religious content in the mode of 1dea3(Vorstellung) or
. 16

. o N b‘., . .
*ordinary thought keeps- the formof .externality," or, the,




W

status of a ielation to truth. For reason, a thing is

certain not as an “external, specific fact," hut rather’ - -

as a thought wh1ch is 1dent1ca1 with its object, which

permlts the object to stand firm "on its .own' ba51s,"

» o

. and to be "founded in 1tself"f this 1s “the Notion which

as universal thought differentiates itself within itself, - |

and'in the differentiation remains identical with itself."l7

. " 1S N ke
- In thought we poss%ss "the truth in' the form of truth ...

and it is. this -quality of . fo¥m which philosophic - e

knowledée imparts to truth.“.'18 ) | . T ‘

Further,ﬁVorstéllung conceives of"its object as

a given,ﬂas something granted it by authorlty Thought, .

on the other hand grasps the inner connectlon of the

necessary elements and the unlversallty of 1ts object
independently of any standard other.than 1tself as thlnking
reason.lg- As well, - tHought grasps its iject as a totallty

whose elements are entlrely 1dea11zed, or, seem as )

- Al

llntérrelated in the'context of the whole. This Vorstellung

fails.to-db, conceiving the elements as 1ndependent in -

: /
relation‘to,thelr totallty.z-Q .These—abstract, generaln

W f oy . 1
)

o ‘ - T a C o7
Ymyid. ;o p. 1540 S o .
~Ibid., p. 156. . S . ) -

d., p. 156. S

201pid., p. 156.
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65"
‘distinctions between Vorstellung -or religion and thought,

or, philosophy have now to be observed jin more detail. as
we follow through the mediation of the religious attitude

3

- in the form of thought. | T !

(5) The general aeveiopment of tﬂevstandpoint-id thought

. We have alréady noted that Vorstellung posits - !/
LI i : ¢ ‘ :
~its-object as a given, as simply existing, without in

any way questioning the conditions or éauses of that
‘existence. Thus Vorstellung is :an immediate form of .-

b : s -
o knowledge and is the opposite or:negative'oﬁ reflecting:

reason, yhich is mediated knowledge.. The latter séehs to "
know the causes of‘its object's existence; refleeting
thoﬂéht seeks to-compfahend its object infits‘relatioh to
other objeéts. In reflectlng thought the contradlctlons

among objects is thereby made ev1dent as are the reconciling

factors. Reflecting thought is, . therefore, an antlthetlcal‘

. mode of thlnklng which the dlalectlc of Vorstellung '
. ~ . >
i has glven rlsd Both\are one—51ded however, as will
become ev1dent shortly. o o K 'jv A

In the meantime, we must note ih passing that
the opposition and hostility between these two modes of
thought possesses an hlstorlcal manlfestatlon in the

, g . - N

' movement of the Enllghtenment - Accordlng to Hegel, the

“a . ' 3\ -
' .

. Enllghtenment ‘is the result of the comlng to, self- .

con501ousness of - rellglon and 1ts consequent shlftlng of

V4 . i 3



| .
empha51s from the objectlve 51de, or, Gog to the
subjectlve, or, human side of the religious rewﬁtlon

The increasing emghasrs‘oh_the subjectlve side resulted,

withrthe Enlightenment,. in.the himan understanding

[}

becoming the measure of truth,‘the‘supreme mediator.

N . " o
Now the criterion of knowledge is that it be:

mediated. As a result, Vorstellung,'as the immediate

[N

knowledge of -God's!existence is labelled as superstition-

and ignorance.: Since to a certain extent .it is still

the dialectic of idea which is 'at work Here, historically,
\ ¥ )

‘ Hegel states; 1t is p0551ble to seée the  "eéenormous

1mportance of the Aufklarung, whlch that actlon of under—‘

standlng was, for the clearing up of thought."zl ‘ 3

The dlchotomy between the two forms of thought-

is therefore ev1dent. Wlth Vorstellu;g "immediacy is the

1ead1ng category ..: where the content is known 1h its

022

simble relation to self. On the other hand,.ah object

1

ex1sts for thought only if it possesses medlatlon as an

essentlal attribute." Hav1ng establlshed the antitheses- 1n

this manner, as arising’ out’ of the‘dlalectlc of idea 1tself,
Hegel proceeds to ask whether religion actyally is an

N ! PN . v

2l1mid., p. 158.

~221pid., p. 160. C s



1mmed1ate or a- medlated knowledge. o

Both immediate and medlate knowledge when taken

.alone are one-sided. Philosophy,. or, reason unltes them

both. According to Hegel, even when regarded Trom an

empirical p01nt of view it.is obvious that there 1s no

1

‘such thing’ as 1mmed1ate knowledge. What may appear as

!
1

immediate is,‘upon a-eloser examination, revealed as

mediated. "Hdnever, there are dlfferent forms of mediation;

the mediation of one finite th>ﬁg by an Other is a

different form tham the mediation of reason or the Notion
23

. which'"is a mediation within itself.“ In religion we

]

, £find this inner mediatidn at work, even as rellglon ‘appears

to be an 1mmed1ate form of knowledge.
. vy L]

Religioﬂs knowledge is mediated.' The faith};f a

rellglous 1nd1v1dual lS mediated by instruction within

' ‘

his rellglon,nand if the rellglon is of a revealed or

posltlve nature this, too, is a mediating factor. It

iejthrough forgetting  this external mediation and .

concentrating on the inner side of faith that the latter

-
{ 1

.‘isvconceived of as immediate. Hegel states that this

point is significant for "it involves the £ruth that

positive revelation cannot supply a religion pn such a

wa& that’ it could have the character of something 1

S 3 .//f” [ 7 e
23 . "

Ibid., p. 162. L ,
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‘mechanically produced, of something effected from the

Outside, and set up ﬁithin man by an external agency."?Q
1 ‘ A . -

‘This last is in.conformiﬁy with the nqgion.that "religion,

- justice, mofality, all that is spifitual is only aroused

in man; he is potentially Spirit, the truth lies in him,

4

‘and what has to be done‘is merely to bring it .into

. w25
conscilousness.

Thié.leaéé furtherx, to the -notion,
essential to Hegel's congept-of,religion, that, "Spipiti
bqérs witness to Spirit; this witne%sris the peculiar
inner nature ogtSpi;i;;i'In mhis‘wéighty idea is involved
that religion is not Sroughtﬁinto man from the outside,
but ihﬁghiddgﬁ in himself, in his reason, in his freedom,

in fact."26

It is -only by abstrécting from this notion
- +

that we come to t?ink of religfon[as an. immediate form

of knowledge. - o !

The most accurate form which this mediated

“knowledge, outlined—above, assumes.is in the proofé of

the existence of God: "The knowledge of God présents

itself in its most precise ghape under the form.of the

i

b:oofs'of the existence of God. Here the knowledge of

God is,representeé as mediated knowledge."27 However, the
zélbi&., p. 165. .- - ) T o

'2%1pid., p. 165. . L T L
26 - s

®Ibid., p. 165.

[

- e

27Ibid.,.pi 167. L e
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proofs are criticized by Hegel as being too geometric,

too objective,.'and unable to account for the inner rise

]

of- thought to God which is essential iﬁ reﬁgion. "The

proofs fail to do justice to the sub]ectlve side of the.

-,

‘_relatlon. Accordlng to Hedel, this def1c1ency is
rectified in philosophical thought, for the latter is'
the unity of the-twb sides, of the elevatlon of the splrlt

and of the objectlve content. "I, in so far as I;thlnk,

i

am myself ‘this passing over, ‘or transition, this spirituai-v

moveme’nt...."28 Hegel now tyrns tQ'conside; thif move- |

. . t N
ment. "To begin with ... it is empirical observation and

reflection ;"2 , ' L o - e .

i

(6) Thg specific development of the stanhpoint in-tﬁought

Reason, or, the ego as supreme mediator, has

emerged as the negative momént of the dialectic of

¢
|

Vorstellung. The dlalectlc of reason, the "spiritual
!

'movement" mentloned above, out of which the true nature
o . : . )
"of Gogqd, thq_lnflnlte, will emerge in speculative reason, . .

. further dévelops this antithesis or negativity- in its '

-~ manifestations as observation ahd reflection. - Observation-

i




>
'
9 S

. .

" and reflecffop together will'constitute the negation

-of negatién out of‘which the speculatiﬁe‘conception of
‘ R

r

1 R ! . .
God emerges. This négation of negation occurs in the

: . - |
following manner. .

For observation, limited as it is to that which_
is empirical, God aoeslnot exist positively in conscious-

ness. He exists there as a higher or. beyond, - in-relatidn

-td which the observing ego conceives of itself as dependent, “_
| -t . s . . .
or,;negatively determined. This negativity is ‘the
§ . > oL -

fundamental cha;acteristic of obsgrvation, Hegel States.30

' > . - : o ) . .
But .there 'is another side, also; namely, the-positive
o [ |

existence of the ego as self-conscious in relation to.

its objecta The. eqo's recognition that these two poles

are both of its bwn,creatiéﬁ will constitute its overthrow
. ‘ 2 r

- .
’

‘as-a simple observer and constitute its emergence as the .

31

.reflébting.of abboiute ego. The r?fiecting or absolute
{ .

ego further develops ‘the antithesis of Vorstellung whiie

at the same time furthering the emergence .0of the. trug, - -
X 2s ' ) . ' . . .
~waprational, - comprehension of God.. . '

In obééf#ation, thé ego is at ﬁi;éﬁ deﬁermined,

-

- "

as finite, or, negative in relation to the infinite whiéh "

- ’

: , , , _ X
. .is there coriceived of in turn, as.the negative of the:

P . -1

301pid.’, . p. 173 S
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"finite and therefore, as negative of negative, affirmative.

This'constitutes the actgaf'lihit cfﬂohéervaticn. ﬁé&ever,
the ego's recognitiqh oﬁ,itéelf'as cetermihed and limited_-
- by‘this infinite precipitates a swing to its ©Own .
| affirmation and its emercence as a true ego; " The result
o ' hof ohseryatéon: then;-isfthe eme;gehceiof a truly
n-cbﬁstituted:and(active ego. ) *

In/reflecting on thislinfinite,‘then, and

recognizing it as its own product, therego"destroys the =

1
antlthe51s‘of flnlte and 1nf1n1te, as that relatlon had

ex1sted,1h observatlon, and achleves a reconc111at10n_ '

_withinfitself.32: This reconciliation, however, is only
‘ “ L] .

- a subjective one:’ "What we have therefore'here is that
the finite €go, inasmuch as it is the posxtlng of an_

lnflhlte beyond 1tse1f has p051ted the infinite 1tse1f

4

,.as finite, and is thereln 1dent1ca1 with itself as that

i ! RO o N

which.is in like .manner finite, and now as being identical .
. B e T '
with the infinite becomes infinite itself. -This is 'the-

" culmlnatlng pomnt of sub3ect1v1ty,_._$33 _ ..

“ ".
posom T, 1 But, in overcomlng the antltheSlS of f1n1te and
infinite in such a manner, reflection only succeeds ‘in’

.‘ . | : ‘ o il
r'-'destroying all ijectig}ty. -Accordlng to Hegel "the

: " -

-

4 .
'3'2'Ib’id- ,'pc 1860 . ‘ .“ ’ l. ’

. ° . l‘.‘ . \ - ’ o A .
331pia., p. 287, S
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standpoint which 'has’ been considered is reflection in.

A

<

R

its completeness, the abstract'subjectivity,'thg ego, the

absolute idealizer, that for which all distinction,

determlnatlon, content is'annulled, or exists only as -

p051ted by 1t."34. It 1s obv1ous that such a p01nt of

. ge——

.view can only be antlthetlcal to rellglon.

\

However, Hegel states, the dlfflculty with such

an attitude is its close prox1m1ty to the true phllosophlcal

v1ew.35 While reflectlon has succeeded in uniting the

i

finite and infinite - as the ego.or reaSon implicit --

'it has done so in an‘illicit fashion, at the expense of

all.objectivity. Having effected a union devoid of

. . ) / . ) ".! . N ) . 4 .o

objective existence, reflection has succeeded only in
' R - .

'reducing the infinite to the finite. The critical

contrqdiction of this view lies in'that "instead of merging

: gy
the 1qd1v1dua1 whlch in itself: is w1thout support, in

unlversallty and gettlng a grasp of afflrmatlon in 1ts

8 13

absolute universality, in which it includes the individual,

it conceives of particularity itself as being in an

immediate way the univetsel."36"

LY

**1bia., p. 188. . SR ;
. ' T ‘ ’ . . ' - N o . ~..\ Ce ‘
PIbig. | p. 189. e LT
36 .. ' ‘l , . “ . ‘.A : — LN, ‘ - .

31pia., p. 191. | o
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telation'to.God._ While this. is an essential moment in

"splrlt has truth."

-

i : . .
Reflectiop has resulted in a purely subjective

the religious relation and one which reflection was
nécessary in developing, "it is only when it is the

v

form for an cbjective'content that the self-conscious
37 Out: of refiection'emerges the true
nature of the religious relatlon, in speculatlve thought.

Hegel's examination of the rational view of the

'infih;te marks the transition from the standpoint of

reflection to that of thcught proper or speculat;cn. He -

1

states that the tran51t10n is dlalectlcal by nature and

Amust be examlned as such. However, here he is content

to cohsider'only the consequences of‘such a movement,

\

leav1ng the dialectic to 1ts proper place 1n the Loglc.
‘ To actually examine ‘a subject ratlonally requlres
that the absolute' subject1v1ty of reflection be:already

\
N \ s s ,
overcome. ‘The Ego must recognize an objective reality:

“which it regards as true and must recognize that reality in

~ thought, or, rationally. In relatlng itself to the

\

unlversal ‘the 1nd1v1dua1 must become unlversal as well.
1t must exercise its capacity to reason.?8 ‘Accordlng to

Hegel thlS is prec1sely what occurs as a result of the
/

J rellgloﬁs attltude, and, ‘as a resu1t7 rellglon constitutes

A
| . . . A !

‘. . . . i) .. ‘
371pid., p. ‘192.

381pid., p. 193..° \ N
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infinite. "
'in reflection'is.oﬁercbme through a recognition by the °
Ego of a non-sensible "objectiv1ty‘1n general "

.object1v1ty must necessarily be recognized as a universal,

P
’of the Ego is overcome. ThlS finiteness must be overcome
it =

‘and to think that the universal is my object, are one and

LI : ! ) '

a concrete example of the true relation”of finite and

The absolute‘status,which subjectivity receives
i . T H

| ,
39 This

r

through which recognition the finiteneés or ind1v1dua11ty

if the universal is to be recognized as truly universal
and existing ijectivel§,‘i.e. as with God. SR e
v . . . ‘ . T - . .
In relation to this objective universal the "subject N
.40

is characterized as thinking,_ for, Hegel states, "Thohght
" is the act1v1ty of the universal hav1ng a universal as its

'object, (and) cusee 1n thinking the object, thinking the

/ 1

"' thought of it, the relation of my personallty towards it’

as something particular is got rid_of, and I assume)an" o

objectibe’attitude; I have renounced myself as an ihdiyidual,

‘renounced ny particularity, and am universal, To dO'thiS'

t
24
a
'

wdl

the same." Only in thought ‘does thé universal achieve S

/

Ibid., p. 194.  ~ ° - IV
Ibid., p. 195.

Hrpid., p. 195 T e L T



ité;complete.manifestation, and, most significant of ely,
only‘in being fully manifest is the universal truly' ' ‘, B

.universal. Onlzfln making His nature fully exp11c1t

. and manifest is God truly God. Only in thought is thlS

full ekplication bossible. The conscious repognition of
1 H '

" this fundamental point ¥ill constitute’ the achievement of .
" ;l -

-the speculative conception of religion of religion's
Tiberation from itself. | .

This thiﬁking relation-of the Ego to the Universal
is the essence . of phllosophy ' It‘ie;also evident' in ‘
rellglon in the act of worshlp, for in worship the Ego

gives itself over to God, the universal} renounces its.

e ™

existence as a particular 1nd1v1dual and yet remains
afflrmatlve and ex1st1ng in the mldst of yleldlng 1tself a m\ ¢
. up to Qod. Thls is also the true flnlte-lnflnlte relatlon,

im which the fihite 1e‘conta1ned as a moment in the . o

ihrinite, as in worship'the finite individual i% COntaihed

in God. 42 Hegel elaborates on thls point and hlS elaboratlon
. may be - sald to fo;m the core of the speculatlve conceptlon

of religron in whlch rellglon overreaches itself: "Thus - S
‘ i
therefore I do not go beyond the consc1ousness of myself

421pid., p. 196. - L L
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. and this arises from the fact that the universal object .. Y

C-spirit), and as an inward process in which’it begets o

'its content, is not empty, but.is absolute fulness.'

conception. . " S

v -

L R . 0 K . ’ K X . -
is now potentially thought and has the. content Wlthln

itéeif,'it'is substance in~motion_wiﬁhin;itself (i.e.

wd3

The explication of this statément will be the chief task

’ t ~
. e >

: 6f our examlnatlon of the achleved transformatlon of ,

rellglon w1th1n 1tself or the attalnment of 1ts specuiatlve. f
} . I}
V) Lo . et . [

ST (7) mhetepeculative‘spirit S  " \\,n

In maklng the transltlon to the speculatrve or R

- phllosophlcal comprehenSLOn of religion, 'in essence the

‘“transition from rellglcn to phllosophy, it 1s 1mgortant:

to note a fundamental characterlstlc of *the dlalectlcal

‘1nteractlon of form and content, namely., that the _i ; :

.

revelgtlon of the negatlve character of the form w1th
regard tolthe content is equally & p051t1ve %evelatlon of
the nature of that content. That lS, not ohly is the form
transformed but the*content as well, such that there 1s

a sense in whlch ‘the emergence of ‘each new form produces

a correspondlng new contenti‘ In reallty, the 1ncreasrng

“ .. ' i l .' .— . L Xl - ) . i I
Bpia, plaer. . .



. . - . - é. :
sophisticatién_bf the forms make the content egually more

fanifest. Tne'dialectic, then, does not simply transform

. the’ mode ofithe.content while the latter remains constant

\ v © 'd"_‘ R , ‘ o
ell.. This is particularly -significant at this

-';J"'or“stazionary but instead produces a transformation in
it as-

= .
point for although we have stated previously .that the -

. . A . . .7 .
o » content of religion and'philosophy is the"same we must be
o ‘; temperate in our empha51s of that, ldentlty 44 TR ’

-

¢

ot

The tran51tlon to the” formaof speculatlon, thoughtl

——

:q_ préper, has revealed the 1nadequacy of conce1v1ng the

finite and 1nf1n1t? as separate entities. The real'

“}'/. nature of the ObjECt,\GOd - for phllosophy, the Idea -

45

does,not conform to thlS express;on. Ra;her, the ,

\ infinite must be comprehended &s a dynamic unity which
. e~ )
‘- encompasses the “fihite in that unity. The true nature
3 3 ‘ : - . . \
of God, as is revealed speculatively, is on€ of unity in

I Wthh all dlstlnctlons are encompassed and preserved

Hence "we must get n}d of this biy-bear" ‘of the oppositl n

46

'of flnlte‘and infinite," Thls is achleved in the

¢

rational conception of the object.

<> A\
— , \
‘4 '@ ‘. .
- _—_—— o - .
.d. . N o ' r; . o
’y o Y 44’I‘hls point is made also by G.R. G Mure, "Hegel,
. ‘o -Luther, and the Owl of Minerva," Ph;losophy, 41 (1966),
) 131 ‘..' . o ' U
o ' 45Lecturés on the Philosoghy'of Religion, V.I,(p. 199.
- -‘:" ' ‘ ‘ .46Ibid' 7 p- 2'00- ' . v A !$1'\ * ‘. =J
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f% is essentlal to both rellglon and phllosophy
’that tth opp031tlon be left behlnd.. To refuse is ‘o

.- deny to.Gpd His true nature as 1nf1n1begand universal

and to. assert the absoluteness of the finite and~sﬁbjective:“;

Such a "negative relation of consciousness to tHe Absolute"4?

is footeé:ln the-observatioﬁel stage of coﬁsoiousness; .
which 5 already Been‘demonstrated{ta be destrqttlye'
‘ofégﬁﬁifrellgionl Ohservatlon by its very nature; must
deny the p0551b111ty of atéglnlng any knowledge of God.
This llmlt, Wthh observatlon places on itself, has ' *

: v
already been seen- to be arbitrary by nature and gne that:

ie contloyally gone?ﬁeYOnd; All~forms.of oonsclousneSs
hayewtherefofé beén'diSCIOee s negatively related to the
vfiversal and each pointed'bzziad itself to a new, more |
qdequate form ot conception. - Reason hes been revealed .
as the_true fofﬁfaﬁd as such must.now be considered7

| Reasoh is the concrete form of réligion, the
result of the self- negatlon ‘of the negatlve forms of

1ob$ervat10n and reflectlon, or the negatlon of negatlon.

ThlS is the abstract characterlzatlon of the relatlon of

P Y IS
e T i

thls afflrmatlve .attitude to rellglon' Accordlng to
-Hegel, its, concrete attrlbutes are as follows "The'
standpoint of\rellglon is. this, that the True, to whlch

" : R ’

1

@ e

‘o
L

]
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ey

- that while God is all content as the object of the . "r

i -

- con501ousness relates 1tself has all content w1th1n
\ .

1tself and consequently thls condltlon of relatlon is.

\

\what is hlghest of all 1n 1t, is its absolute stand-
poxnt."48 The highest attribute of the content is this
relation of ffnite,consciousness to-it, a relatioh which

isgultimately"a‘self;relation, or, of the univers 1 with

itself. The most 51gn1f1can:p01nt here is the re ognltlon‘

rellglous/conscrousness, He is unllke any other object
‘1n that, posse551ng all content w1th1n Hlmself He also

.encompesses this condition of relatlon. Gog-ls an

X : : : S
. objé%? for consciousness which encompasses the conscious-

‘ness of Him as object. Hegel expresses it thus: "As

. Universal, it is object to itself, and thus determined

" as a partlcular, it i¢-this 1nd1v1dual but as universal

it reaches over this its’''other' so that its 'other{ and

n49

1tself are’ comprlsed in one. t. is-foﬁ this reason

that reflectlon, whlch establlshes concretely the relatlon

of consciousness to’ an object, solldlfles the relatlon

of flnlte and lnflnlte_and is unable to comprehend the
e ' o * .- . , T
true nature of God, the‘infinifé, as -also encompassing

’481bid., P 204.“ o
> . '\

. 49G W F. Hegel Lectures on the Hlstory of Phllosophx,
trans. E.S. Haldane and Frances H. Slmson (Lonhdon:
Routledge and Kegan ‘Paul, 1968), Vol » P 73. i
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‘the oonditioq.of relation. Reflection is.unable.tg.effect,', ) A

the utié& whgoh the trhe nature'of’God'demands 50 This .

has been the greadt’ fallure of all other forms of consc1ous—

ness as well. Thus reason lS the ‘sole and true home of

religion in its_concretely_geveloped form.

In considering the nature of this true religious \

form, it must be remembered that religion is a' form of N

. / . . cs ) ; :
ahsolute mind, of mind, which, in its concrete form, has

A - .~ (] 3 \ (3 - ’ .
itself as its object and is not simply consciousness as
<o i o .

such or consciousness of an obﬁect.' At tﬁis:stage
consciousness is merely an.exp;ession of the\outward ':o‘ .
maﬁlfestatlon of mlnd - indicating its essentially reletional
c?aracter as knowledge~or\a; object. onsolute mind is

mlnd,hav1ng itself as its object and’hencé'is-knowledge

<

= dﬁﬁﬁﬁ:of consciousn

* independent object and therefore only a condltlon of

-

oﬁ itself. It is chrefore inaccurate'to emphesize{the

ss for thls 1mp11es a relatlon to an

51

flnlte mlnd. Absolute mlnd On the contrary, is 1dent1ty

w1th 1tself and as such objectlvely exlstlng splrlt or S

‘reason: "The relation of Sp1r1t to self alone 1is the - o —i
. o 3\ . .
absolute determlnatlon, .the divine.spirit 11ves 1nu1ts

52 - L
own communlon and presence " A ’ , :

-

LY

50Lectures on the Philosophy of relrglon, Vol I,.p. 204.

511b1d-, p; 205.. S e S Doy
~ 52Lect‘ures on the Hlstory of Phllosophx, -Vol. Iy p. 73. ' ,j S




Vo oL - , T
1 Religion, then, by virtue of its nature as a

"7form of.absolute mlnd, is not 51mply a form of consc1ous— lll
‘ness, but rather, "a relation of. the spirit ‘to absolute
Spiritt thus only is.Spirit as that which know;.also

o that.which is khown.“53 In, its ultimate form!it.is "the

Idea of the Splrlt which relates itself to-its .own self -

\
it is the self-consc10usness ‘of absolute Splrlt."54

-Howeverp in that religion is aurelatlon to the absolute

it is consciousness and copsequently possesses a finite
element' but is also a "consciouSness which is cancelléd

as- flnlte, for the other whlch Absolute Sp1r1t knows}

AY

1t itself is, ‘and it is only absolute Splrlt 1n know1ng

1tself w33 R ' ‘ . ~ ‘

_ / o Hav1ng developed to thlS stage of self-con501ousness,f
. i .
., . at whlch it recognlzes it’s nature as a form of absolute

Aa

-
splrlt havrng made 1tself totally consc1ous of 1tself,

.it.is in actuallty no longer the rellglous standp01nt but ,; \j'

1nstead that “of phllosophy, of ghélopenness of the nature

of Absolute Splrit to 1tself, of 1ts recognltlon of 1tse1f

»

, ln the Idea. Hav1ug penetrated to the nature of the Idea

L L ] oo "'.' BN 8
, a AR ) . N . . ‘I . - ) ‘ . ..' ..
53Lectures on the Phllosophy of Rellglon, Vol I, p- 206.

L]

ST
lj”?41bid., p. 206.
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-and recognized itself in it, Absolute Spirit ié‘truly

-

ébsolute, the unity of form and‘cdntent, subject and objeét.
P »

To this goal Sparlt has been a1m1ng and the attalnment of

it necessarlly requ1red rellglon, for in the 1attgt there
1

appéére@_the first true conception of the absolute as the

True which encompasses all.

(8) Christianity as ahsolute religibn'
) ‘ ‘., .l.~ . -
Having, in the f?fegoinq sections, détermined the

nature of the relatlon of rellglon and phlLosophy for Hegel
to be dlalethcal we now . .want to 1nd1cate that this

'cmmﬂgsuxl does not arise from a considération,of theé

4 - . N ¢ ._-/\‘. ®
conqept of religion only, but is present, Hegel claims,
. . . Q i .
in the actual history of religion itself: As&de from
eertain preliminary'remarks we shali disregard this history
) ’

and concentrate our attentlon 1nstead on Hegel 5 general .
_conceptlon of Chrlstlanlty, ‘for it 1§)here, he claghs, s,
rthat the hlstogy'of rellglon reaches its end anﬁ frultlen,
~in theyattainment<ot the abselhte réligion. |

Hegel claims; then, that the history of-religion.'
1tself, when . examined phllosophlcally (i.e. ffom the
'p01n of V1ew Oof its reallzatlon, oﬁ*’?ﬁthepyotlon) is
the process and struggle of rellglon to llberate 1tsélf

'from ltself to make 1ts object truly manlfest and. thereby

/ g@gelf4conSC1ous. Accordlng to Hegel thlS occuﬁs in

. k" . ¢ .
. Christianity and hence his characterlzatlon of it.as the



=

Absolute religion. As a form of absolute spirit, or mind,

Av
o

'rellg;on is only truly . rellglon after a process of self-

religions are modes or manlfestatlons of its development |~

-of the varlous rellglons nothlng more will be said. Instead

o

v

productlon. The hlstorlcal emergence of the varlous

to completeness‘asnthe'absolute religion. Hegel refers
1 . § , .

to these forms or modes as those of “definite" religiOn:

. L ' . . Coe
"Here religion is consciousness of :the universal spirit;

- : : } . .
~'which is not as yet fully developed as abSblute- this

consc1ousness of Splrlt at each stage is deflnlte consc1ous—

=

rellglon Whlch at the samé tlmF possess an 1ndependent

t

ness of itself, it is th:igﬂgh of the education of sp.1r1t."56
g

" The forms of definite religion are moments in the perfécted'.

4

hlstorlcal ex1stence as dlstlnct rellglons. They are graded

accbrdlng to the degree to . whlch they conform to the
/

i{ A

religlops should be judged on the basis of the truyth they

4
possess in comparlson w1th ‘the absblute rellglon.$7'p
A - .

Of the hlstory of religion and the characterlzatlon'

-

-

“we w1ll turn 1mmed1ate1y to Hegel s characterlzatlon of

. —— e

]
.“‘-
»

. ) ‘
Chrlstlanlty as. the absolute rellglon. We are only 1nterested

"fulfilled notlon of rellglon Accordlng to Hegel, hlstorlcal s

\' i,
|
N . .
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in those features of Chrlstlanlty Wthh demonstrate its

~

- nature as the absolute rellglon, or the form 1n Wthh
religion achieves-liberat}on;from itseLf._ To do justice

. . . to his treatment»of Christianity it would be necessary to -

-

: . . . _
. examine-ail that he has to say concerning it: this task
is impdssible here. Not to do so, . however/ is.to miss‘\ -
much that is 1nterest1ng.and important.

-~ . ) ' The Chrlstlan relaglon comes as the actuallzatlon

of the true nature of rellglon, the realazatlon of its

Vo congepr-or Notion. Religion,'Hegel'states, has been

N 3 deflned as "the self—consciousness of God. n58 In"
\ Chrlstlanlty thlS conceptlon is real&zed the. true nature

>3 / . A

~ of *God as absolUte Splrlt is revealed and finite spirit

?

~ + _ comes to know its true relatlon w1th Him as one ofs
e ' 1nseparable unity in dlstrnctlon. ‘The separatlon of
' subject and object which consc1§:sness glves rise to is

left, behlnd in a true conception’ of God as Splrlt. Hegel

. characterlzesamt in the following. w?y ‘ R ,.\

\_ R In Chrlstlanltx, "ig is revealed what God is:
- He. is no longer a Belng above and beyond thls_world, an’

.unknown, for He has told men what he is; and this not X
rMerely in an outward way in history, .but'in gonsoiousnéss;"s9

[
N . M . . . R
o . . . - NP N . l ;

“ [ . . N

B

\ g - ) » )

58Lectures:On‘the Philosbbhy of religion, Vol.'II, p..327.

*1pid., p. 328. LT N g



feature of this stage: Christianity. is 'the absolute
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Further, accordlng to Hegel,'"we have here ;.: the religion

of the manlfestatlon of God, since God knoWs Hlmself 1n

A . s
the flnlte Splrlt “GQ_ This means that God is revealed -

)‘i" ’ /
He has revealed Himself - andlthis is_the essential

religion because in it God has revealed‘Himself'absolutely, "

‘leaving nothing hidden. " God has revealed Himself as ¥

Spirit and demands- to be worshlpped in splrlt.'
Y

In the revealed relxglon the form of the relation

of consc1ousness ‘to- an object ahd the’ consequent reductlon )

of both 51des to- the status of flnlte has been overcome 1n

.that '1t is seen. thatﬁthe content and the object of

rellglon are made up "of this very whole, of the ‘conscious-:

* ness Wthh brlngs 1tself 1nto relatlon w1th its- Essence,

. the knowledge of 1tself as the Essence and of the Essence
as-ltself, i.e.. Splrlt thus becomes the object in rellglon.V

As Splrlt it is a unlty with 1tself and hence absolute.
' Q

. Henoe, in Chrlstlanlty-the unity ofnsubject and object,. |

"form and content

Yis achieved; which is to say‘that God»is

: reVealed as'being essentially Spirit. Hegel clalms that

"Here flrst is Splrlt as such the object the content ‘of

<

rellglon,yand Splrlt is only‘for Splplt;uszulﬂm{ the unltyj~:ﬂ'
®°Ibid., p.328.. o o R _
v qubide,-p. 229..: . 2: ; ‘;4:. B ';.N,T

621pid.y p. 330, . L. .. L.
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. » substance or content.

[

N N - . . .. ‘b . . ) [

‘.characterlzatlon of Chrlstlanlty : Our lntentlon has been..

\ -

of form and content.',In Chrietianity, then, the

\

essentlally relatlonal character of the rellglous attltude-

~is overcome. "In it the unlversal Splr}t and the flnlte

éépirit are inseparably connected, it is their»absclute
! \ y .
1dent1ty'wh1ch constitutes thls rellglon and 1s its

“53 This lasf’p01nt cannot be

‘éméhasized too much for in characterizing Christianity
in this way Hegel is claiming that the, goal of religion
‘has been fulfilled and religion has beceme self=transparent.

) Thi% ig as far as we need go in discuséiné Hegel's

//\
to p01nt out that 1t is not. only the concept of rellglon

hlch demonstratee the dlalectlcal .inner. transformatlon of

rellglon into phllosophy but rather that this has been the .
\ .
whole-alm and end of the' history of religion 1tself,'a*goal
f ] N . - “~ - ’ .
which’ is ‘achieved in Christianity and hence its character as

the absolute religion. ) . ;
/ . ' o . . ) : ‘e .

,To summarize the main. point of'our discussion'as a

wh‘%e: We have trled to "show that Hegel concelves of the

relatlon of- rellglon and phllosophy dlalectlcally. Accordlng

1

. to hlm, it is the’ conceptlon or, notlon of rellglon to

become phllosophy. Phllosophy and rellglonnarelnot related

!

] Ibld., P 330. .., L
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‘ in~’any-extefnal or c"onting'ent fashion, but rather,

\ \ '
phllosophy emerges as the necessary end-or - fulfllment

of rellglon itself: it is the nature of Bellglon to

become phllosophy. It is of the vi-nry ‘notion. of religion,
\

both conceptually and hlstorlcally, to achieve th_xs\

liberation frOm 1tself, accordlng to Hegel.
. ! , . A

This is c'ertainly a- novel -idea and is one-. that

has largely been mlsunderstood or 1gnored Subsequent
'examlners of Hegel ] phllosophy ~-have varlously clalmed ..
that he has destroyed rellglon, that he has deduced

phllOSJ from rellglon and that in domg so, he has

I‘

freduced the latter to nonsense. It should be clear that

Hege_l has done none of these" things and a .closer, more
o . : / .

open,Lexamin'ation of his actual stateménts-would reveal
PR . * w

" this. Unless one is prepared to admit the poss:.blllty of

' y .
a- dlalectlcal relatlon between the two .and examlne 1t as o
\ ‘ . (-—-["‘ , - .

such, the truth Wlll always evade him.
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