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nothitg - - upon notling® Accordingly, e could conclude. Honever,
f urder to set forth the proof that Hegel only preaches atheism, and
the lie has mede self-consciousness into the grave of both religion and
rhe whole universe, and in order to uproot the prejudice that he has
sceured aund supported Religion throughh Philosophy, we must now
give ourselves over to his Philosophy of Religion, and by so doing
to expressly demonstrate that he has set up self-consciousness as the
singular power of the world, as its Creator, as its Lord, and as its
Tyraut.

Ups to now, since wv have focused particularly upon Lis Lectures on
the History of Philosoply, it might well appear that he has been pro-
fune and Titonish only within the godless company of Philosophers:
bad company perverts good morals. Or again, it might appear that
b would liave felt free to speak from the heart in only the company of
Plilosophiers, as they would be both attentive and open to Lis views,
and thus when in the Holy Realm of Religion he -vould feel himself
more reverent and restroined, and so be less freely fortheoming in his
talk. 1f such an appearance should be presented, it is only an appear-
aucs: Le fs always and everywhere the same devastator, destroyer and
cnemy of the Holy!

And s0, we now present his understanding of Religion in gen-
eral and Curisticuity in particular as the work and product of seif-
consciouwstesy. It will be most dificult in tlis exposition to hold back
our deep imer abliorrence, and it will force us to the extrome of self-
restraint - but let it be! We want, in one steady, ciean sweep, to
clucidate Hegel’s development. The atheisin of the system must fi-
uatly be revenled so that the Christinn Churcl: and the government
can comne Lo a decision. We herewith solemnly call forth the followers
of the system to step forth and confess it we have not grasped the
sense of their Master. But they will not be able to respond. Well, let
us listen.

#llere, Bauer's phrase “Wo er ceine Sache — das Nichts aufl Nichis steilt”
[wlhere he has sev his concern —- nothing — upon nothing] is modeled after the
first line of Goethe's poem Viniles! Vanitatum Vanites!: “lch hab’ Mein® Sach’
anf Nichts gestellt.” Max Stiruer begins and ends his major work, Der Einzige vad
sein Eigentum (1845) with the same line from Goethe.

Chapter 11

Religion as the Product of
Self-Consciousness

What is God? Hegel answers: “The absolutely True, the Universil
in and for itself.” But this Universal, which is God, is nothing other
than thinking. Thinking is “the activity of the Universal, the Cui-
versal in its activity or operation.” It is the energy of the Universal
(Philosophie der Religion [Philosophy of Religion]. I, 104; 5.5.,1.04).

This, however, is not to be understood as if thinking stood over
and against the Universal as a completed object, but rather that the
Universal, as this “undivided, continuous, self-suficing One” exists
ouly in the activity of thought. Tl Universal is the activity, clevation,
and essence of self-consciousness itself. '

The Universal as such is pure unity and pure transparency, for
which nothing finite can be impenctrable, for there is for it notling
simply and absolutely otlier, and in this it is thereby the Universal
which is self-identieal and self-related in all things. This is to say
that the Universal is that auct, and ouly in that act, in which self-
consciousness thinks of the whole natural and spiritual uuiverse, and
lifts it up to its own essence. All differences are encouipassed and
subsumed in this act, even the distinction between the Universal itself
and the Ego as thinking subject. In that it thinks this Oune, this
Universal, the Ego itself Lias denied its own particularity wid has cast
it forth from itself. A distinction in the Universal is not as vet to be
suffered, or at least not to be posited.
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I'lis Universal now renuains simply this unity out of which all dif-
ferences procead, the absolute womb, the infinite impulse and source
one of which everything emerges - naturally! — for this unit;- is that
wlbiel subsumes tle full rickics of the world of the Ego, and nov Las
- out of itsclf and within its inner development — to prove this world
as its own., As self-comprehending, all differences which it develops
out of itself rewain enclosed within it, and as the self-encompasaing
unity there is nothing owgide of it of either truth or worth. Further,
the distinetion of the Ego remains enclosed within the Universal, for
the Gniversal is just the activity and the cssence of the Ego itself. It
i - therefore how can the Ego abandon itself, lose sight of itself, or
estrange itself from itself after it has experienced itself as thie Univer-
sil vssence, ws Universal act, as infinite transcendence and extension?
(P.IRLI0S-9; 8.5.1.94-5).

But difference must develop within this Universal, for it contains
in itself infinise Undversality, self-identity, and the cmpirical partie-
ularities of the Ego. Ditference, which however will always remain
enclosed within the universality of the Ego, must neverthieless reveal
iteelf, aad so sustain the appearance that the Ego — as a particujar
colwiousness — is sot over and against its owvn universality which now
has heen teken as a particular, with this Universal then becoming an
object of consciousness for the Ego.

First of all, the differcuce appears as a tautology, then as a differ-
ence whicl displays itself in every instant as no difference.

.. here thouglt has the merely Universal for its object,
as the nndetermined or indeterminate Universal; that is,
has a quality, a content, which it itself is, in which it is,
m fuct, in imunediate or abstract content with itself, Tt is
the lighe which illumines, but has no other content than
Just light (P.R.1,117; §.8..1,121).

Tie relationship is nothiug other than the simple extension and efful-
genee of the Ego itself,

Now furthermore, this content of thought is an existent, this prod-
uct {8, However, its being has objectivity only in my consciousness.
Ouily the Ego is, the Object is not; it exists only as known, its being
ouly as known being. In this knowledge the “double being” is not as
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yet posited, the specific character of the objeet is of myself. The form
of appearance of the Universal is feeling. The I, which receives its de-
terminate character in feeling, takes up an hamediate attitude to the
Universal, and as I am this single empirical Ego, so then the determi-
nation of the Universal bdengs to this empirical self-consciousness -
hence, distinction is implicitly contained in feeling, This distinetion
appears thusly:

Ou the one side am I, the Universal, the Subjeet, os this
transparent, pure, and all-dizuvolving fluidity, and the oh-
ject appears rather as a detuminate other, of which 1,
in my Universality, make Hmpid, so that it is made my
own... The distinction in feeling is, in the firt place, an
inner one in the Ego itself; it is the distinction betweon
me in my pure Huidity, and me in my dainite claracter
(CL P.R.,J,1174E; S.5..1,121,126).

Now, if feeling be the essential religious attitude, tlhis atti-
tude is iduntical with my empirical self. Determinateness,
representing the eternal thought of the Universal, and 1
as wholly empirical subjectivity, are in me comypri-ed wad
comprehended in feeling. I am the immediate reconeilia-
tion and resolution of the strife between the two. But fust
because I thus find myself determined on the one hand as
a particular empirical subject, and am of the other raised
mto a wholly different region, and have the expericuce of
passing to and from the one to the other, and have the
feeling of the relation of the two, do I find myself deter-
mined as against myself, or as distinguished from myself,
That is to say, in this very feeling of mine I am driven by
its content into contrast or opposition — in other words,
to reflection and to the distinction of subject and object
(Cf. P.R.,1,123-24; S.5.,1,127-28).

This passage to reflection and real difference is not grouuded in
the character of religious feeling, Lut rather tlis character irself is the
actuality of the opposition, and, consequently, reflection:

For the substance or coutent of the religious relution is
just the thought of the Universal, which is itself, indeed,
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refiestion, and therefore the other moment of my empiri-
ral consclousness, and the relation of loth. Therefore in
religious feeliug I am alicnated from mysclf, for the Uni-
versal, the Thougle which has an absolute existence, is
the negation of my particular empirical existence, which
appears in regard to it as a nullity whicl has its truth in
the Universal only. The religious attitude is unity, but it
luvolves the power of judgement of differentiation. In feel-
lug the moment of cupirical existence, I feel the universal
aspect, that of negation, as a determinateness which ex-
wets entirely outside of me; or, to put it otherwise, while
[ am in this last T feel mysclf estranged from myself in
my cinpirical ezistence, I fecl I am renouncing myself and
neguting my empirical conscioustess.

Now the subjectivity which is contuined in religious feel-
ing, being empirical and particular, exists in feeling iu
the shape of sowe particular interest, or in some partic-
uar determinate form in fact. Religious feeling contains
just this definite (twofold) claracter, that of empirieal self-
consciousness. and that of universal thought, and their re-
lation and unity. It therefore hovers between their oppo-
sition and their unity and kermony. differing in character
with the attitude of individual subjectivity to the Univer-
sal. as it deterniines itself in accordauce with the particular
slipe assuinced by the iuterest in which I happen at the
time to be absorbed. Accordingly, their relation of the
Universal and the empirical self-consciousness may be of
a very varied kind. There may be the utmost tension and
hostility of the extremes, or the most entire unity. When
thie condition is that of separation, n which the Universal
1s the Substantial in relation to which the empirical con-
sciousness feels that it exists, and at the same time feels its
essential nothinguess, but desires still to cling to its pos-
itive existence and remwin what it is, we Lave the feeling
of fear. When we realize that our own juner existence and
feeling are null. and when self-consciousness is at the same
time ou the side of the Universal and condemuns that exis-
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tence, we get the feeling of contrition, of serrow ou account
of curselves. .. The higher unity of my self-conscivusness
generally with the Universal, the certainty, assurance, and
feeling of this identity, is love, blessedness.

If now the determinate character of the Ego, which constitutes the
content of feeling, is not only distinguished from the pure Ego, but also
from the Ego in its particular activity as well, then the Ego finds itself
determined against itself, so that it declares this difference to be an
actual difference — but this difference yet remains, however, merely
one in the world of self-consciousness. Hence, the activity of the Ego
comnes into operation, and sets its own determinate character at u dis-
tance, as if it were not its own, and so make it objective. Further, the
Ego is implicitly estranged from itself in feeling, and has, in the Uni-
versality which it contains, potentially the negation of its purticular
empirical existence. Now, in putiing ite determinateness outside of
itsclf, the Ego estranges itself, does away, in fact, with its immediacy,
and has entered inte the sphere of the Universal (Cf. P.R.,133-34;
5.5.,138).

At first, however, the determinateness of Spirit appears
as the external object in general, and gets the entirely
objective character of externality in space and time. And
the consciousness which places it in this externality, and
relates itself to it, Is perception — in its perfect form as
Ari-perception.

And so now, in positing the inner determination of the Spirit,
the Universal, as an object for perception, self-consciousness is the
creative force, and proves that the religious relationship is but the
dialcetic and movement of self-conscicusness itself. As sensuous ap-
pearance is “necessarily the product of the Spirit,” and as the work
of art is contained within the spirit of the artist, so “in this one” the
union of the Notion and of reality has taken place. However, “wiien
the artist has let his thought emerge iuto externality, and the work is
completed, he soon retires from it.”

But now, when the work of art is set forth for the perceiving sub-
ject and appears as an external object of a quite common sort, oue uu-
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aware and unfeeling of itself, then it displays itself iz another manner,
one 1 whicl the religious relationslip is the act of self-conuciousness.

e foru, the subjectivity, which the artist has given to
Lt work, is externad only; it 1s not the absohite form of
wlhist kuows iteclf, of self~consciouiness. Subjectivity, in
its complete torny, i wanting to the work of art. This self-
corrcloustess belongs to the subjective consclousness, to
the pereeiving Subject.

Ir relation to the work of art, ther fore, which in irseif
15 not somethiog having knowledge, the moment of selt-
ronscioEses 15 the Othor, but o moment coo, which be-
lougs to it absolutely. and which knows the objest repre-
rented, aad represents it to itself ax the substantial truth.
The work of act, since it does uot know itself, is cssew-
tielly Incompleie, ard sinee weli-conseiovsuess belonas to
the Idea it nceds tluat completion wlich it sequires by
the roleton to ir of whet I sodf-conscious, It s in chis
contcioisuers that the procoss takes pluce by which the
work ol art veeses to be mwrely objert, awd by whicl self-
conisclotsiiess pordis fnat wlhicliseous to it as an Other, as
wientical witls frsclf. This is the process whickh does away
with that externadity in which truth avpears in are, and
whicl annuls tiese Lfeless reiations of imunediacy, and it
is through it that the percdiving subject gives itelf the
coircious feding of having in tlie object its own essence

{PRLLLSS-30; 8.5.,139-40).

Cuncoived fu the Spirit, created from the Spirit, the work of ot as
the presensation of the essential detiniticn of thie Spint is aguin taken
Dack into self-conseiousmesy,

This revelation of the universal characteristic of self-consciousness
s nevertheles: mmanently defeerive, Indecd. the trush is here no
longer merely subjeetive as in feeling, wnd is ser forth in its objectiv-
itr, bt e yet holds itself in divect and sensible independence, that
is, in an ixlependence which — because of ity sensibility — esunot
endurs, and must therefore once again cancel iteelf. On the other
Liand, this revelation of the truth is produced from the subject, and is
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so intrinsically dependent upon it that it only obtains its subjectivity
and self-consciousness in the perceiving subject.

In perception the elements of the totality of the religious
relation — namely, the object, and self-consciousness -
have got separated. The religiour process belongs, indeed,
to the perceiving subject only, and yet it is not complete in
the subject, but needs the object perceived by sense. On
the other hand, the object is the truth, and yet it needs, in
order to be true, the self-consciousness whicl lies outside
of it.

The advance now necessary is this, that the totality of the
religious relation should be actually posited as such, and
as unity. Truth attains to objectivity, in which its content
as existing on its own account is not merely something
posited, but exists essentially in the form of subjectivity
itself, and the entire process takes places in the element
of self-consciousness. The Object is, to subjectivity, and
independent and divinely perfecied world, but this world
no longer exists in sensibility, but rather in imagined in-
dependence, that is, in the element of self-consciousness

(P.R.,L,157; 5.5.,141fL.).

Hence, the religious relationship is in the imagery of the mind.
The picture perceived in art is now elevated out of its sensibility into
the form of Universality, of thought. But yet, as a universality and
thought-picture, it has not yet been stripped of its sensuousuess; it
has not yet become real thought, and self-consciousness as such has
not really been affirmed, but rather it, and its world, are still so
objectified and their general characteristics still so entangled with
sensuous appearance, that they appear to it as ezternally independent
forms. This mental-imagery is the struggle against the sensuous, but
only the struggle, and exists ouly as this struggle, and as such is still
not free from sensibility, but rather in need of this struggle simply in
order to exist.

Hence the Universal, the World of the Essential, is presented in
pictorial forms drawn from the sensible and natural: God is a fatlcer,
who has begot a Son. Or, it is presented as baving Lappeuced in



130 Religion as the Product of Sclf- Consciousness

tiie pest. as a Divine History. Or, its determinations, as taken up
in the form of independent entities, are represented simply in this
form, and the e independent determinations are to be connceted to
otie anether i an external moanner: God is Wise, Good, Righteous,
ete. (1 P.R.UL161: S.8.,145-48).

Avtual self-conscion.nens places itsdlf under the form end manner
of coutingency, dispropesition, and externality into union with this
supposedly independent world, 50 as to grasp it as its own. It it in-
stinet which connects self-consciousness with this abstract, inumediate
objectivity of the Divine World and Holy History. But human instinet
15 not infallille, and it can be deceptive. But when reflection avakens.
so can I think thet the world would be deprived of all suppeort, that
all morality, the state, and the whole of life would waver, if religion
b taken from this world — for religion today treats of such things,
and becaure such imagory is the perfection of religion. This fear, how-
ever. ean idso procecd owt of my short-sightedness. and the streugth
with whicli 1 turn away from reflection back to religion is merely au
act of dizpair, to which others, perhaps stronger, need not necessurily
ceploy 1 vnder o waderstand. Or, T can taereof reflect upori how
many illions heve found their comfert. satisfaction, and dignity i
religion. “But the consolation lies only in the suppoesition that the
wanner iu which willions huve regerded the me ter must probably be
right, fusl the possibility renains that, on being looked ut once more,
It msy turn out to be otherwise.™ Or if T once. or up until new,

with the needs impubes, and somrows of my heart Lave
found comfort and wawguility in the content of religion, i
s o were aecident thae this has taken place. This resule
aepetuls on the fact that this very standpoint of reflection
atud inner foeling Las not o ver been disturbed and Las not
ret aroused o itself the presentiment of the existence of &
Brigher Being, It is therdfore dependent on an accidentul
sense of depeet,

Aund fnally, oue calls upon miracles and the witness of the Holy Scrip-
ture.s But Lere one nust distinguish tlrough whicl medium this tes-
Hinony s 1o eome to us.
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I, however, do not consist merely of this heart and feeling,
or of this good-natured reflection which shows itself com-
plaint to the apologetics of the understanding, and naively
welcomes it and is only too glad when it perceives reasous
which are adequate, and suitable to it, but I have other

and highcr needs besides (Cf. P.R.,158F.; §.5.,1334.).

In a word, T am not merely fortuitously determined from without, but
rather through myself insofur as I amy, as though, simply universal.
I am thought determining itself in itself, I exist as the Notion. All
content, which should exist for e, must Le the determinations of
the Notion, and when I am self-conscious of the Notion, so must
the content harmonize with my ego, so that all determinateness is
of myself, and the mind therein has its essentiality as objeet. And so
not self-consciousness rises up against positive authority and, on the
other side, against externality which has a content in itself,

Now the Critic turns himself against the received testimony, and
exanunes the medium through whick it has arrived to us. On the other
side, the clarification, the Aufklirung, turns against the content itself,
and dissolves the mental images with their own inner contradictions.

And thus it now follows that when the full content of these images
is corrupted and fallen into that subjectivity which knows itself to
be in self infinite, then “the principle of subjective freedom las as a
consequence to be conseiously known.” When subjectivity hus become
concrete in itself, and has become “its own Object,” then even in
the decay of the positive character of the images, faith and salvation
are “realized.” Subjectivity no longer knows the Universal as being
external to it, as a presented Object, but rather as in itself. It is its
own universality. This completion of the subjective side to the Idea
in itself is yet to be established as such — an act with whicli we are
alrcady acquainted.

This is to say, that in the beginning the Ego has to explicate the to-
tality of its inner differentintion. It posits itself as self-consciowsness in
fact when it distinguishes its universality from its individuality, with
each positing itself as consciousness. But finally, self-comciousness
recoguizes itself in its own differentiations. and so becomes absolute
for itself, actualized self-consciousness.
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But i this process self-consciousness leads itself through every
pusitive form of mental-imagery. It comprehends them as but stages
awd appearances of itself. This comprehension is expressed in the
following wmarner:

I'am myself the relationslip of both sides of the religious
condition, the extremes of universality and of conscious-
uess in its particularity or the subject according to its
immediacy.? T who think, who am that which lifts myself
ujn the active Universal, the Ego, the immediate sub Ject,
are onc and the same I'. And further, the reletion of
these two sides which are so sharply opposed —- the abso-
lure finite consciousness and being on the one hand, and
the infinite on the other -— exists in religion for me. I
thinking, Ilift mysclf up to the Absolute above all that
1 finite, and am infinite consclousness, while I am at the
sate thne fnite consciousness, and indeed am such in ac-
cordauce with my whole empirical character. Both sices,
as well as their relation, exist for me. Both sides seck each
cther. and both flee from each other. At one timne, for
example, I accentuate my empirical, finite cousciousness,
and place myself in opposition to infiniteness; at another I
exclude mysalf from myself, condemn myself, and give the
preponderance to the infinite consciousness. The middle
teril contains nothing else than the characteristics of both
the extremes. They are not pillars of Hercules, which con-
frout cacl other sharply. Tam, and it is in myself and for
myself that this conflict and this coneiliation take place. In
wysell, T as infinite am ageinst or in contrast with mzsclf

TOral the chaprers in the Trumpet, this one in particular e vidences Bauer’s use
of variant texts and Lis halidc of suniarizing a number of passages lrom Ilegel with
littl cxaet eitation. Thera is, however, no instance of Baner meking any eitetions
that run conuter 1o the material found in the second edition of Hegel’s Lectures on
the Philuavphy of Reeligion. For the intorested reader, the best advice is simply o
Foad pages #0-100 i the Sanderson and Speir’s translation, or the relevant, and not
cateurrent. pages dealing with *The Caneept of Religion” found in Hegel: Lectures
an the Phidoseply of Relgion: Vol 1, Introducfion and the Concepl of Religion,
o teter O Hodgron (DBerkeley: University of California Pross, 16243,
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as finite, and as finite consciousness I stand over aguinst
my thought as infinite. T am the feeling, the perception,
the idea alike of this unity and this conflict, and am what
holds together the conflicting elements, the effort put forth
in this act of holding together, and represent the labor of
Lieart and soul to obtain the mastery over this opposition.

I amn thus the relation of these two sides, which are not
abstract determinations, as ‘finite and infinite’. Qun the
contrary, each is itself totulity. Each of the two extreincs
is itself 1,7 what relates them; and the holding together,
the relating, is itself this which is at once in conflict witl
itself, and brings itself to unity in the contlict. Or, to
put it differently, I am the conflict, for the conflict is just
this antagonism, which is not any indifference of the two
as different, but is their being bound together. I am not
one of those teking part in the strife, but I am both the
combatants, and am the strife itself. 1 amn the fire and the
water which touch each other, and am the contact and
union of what flies apart, and this very contact itself is
this double, essentially conflicting relation, as the relation
of what is now separated, severed, and now reconciled and
in unity with itself (P.R.,I1,80-1; S.5.,1,64).

How many well-disposed persons has not Hegel deceived (if they
permitted themselves to be deceived) by the oft-spoken plrase “the
reconciliation of the thinking spirit with religion?” How many have
been cast under the spell of these magical words — which, some vears
ago, were a cliché in the mouth of everyone — aud so drawn away
from the True God and led lefore atheism?! What wirror-tricks! If
one looks into what Hegel means by the reconciliation of reason and
religion, it is that there is no God and that the Ego lias only to deal
with itself in religion, whercus, in religion, it means to deal with a
living, personal God. Realized self-consciousness is that play in which
the Ego is doubled as in a mirror. and which, after holding its lnuge
for thousands of years to be God, discovers the picture in the mirror
to be itself. Accordingly, the wrath and punishing rightcousness of
God is nothing other than the Ego threatening itself, in the wirror,
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with its balled fist; again, the merey and grace of God is nothing more
than the mirrored Ego offering its hand. Religion takes that mirror
imuge for God, philosoply casts off the illusion and shows man that
no oue stauds behind the mirror, that it is but the reflection of the
Ego with which, uatil now, he has negotiated, to which he has offered
prayers, hanages, and sacrifices,

Is there a greater and more dreadful ccorn than this play with the
Loly and religious word “reconciliation™? Is the reconciliation of the
spirit with religion the overthrow, denial and destruction of religion?
Only a Satan could be reconciled with it in this way., Hegel is also
frank enough to admit that the introduction of thought into religion is
its “decline,” but he is pleaved to assign this role in having overthrown
to the 4ufblirung aud reflection. But he himself has even said that
the Aufklirung understanding contains in itself reconciliation, and is
“1itself the perfecting of the subjective extremes toward the Ideal”
(Cf. P.R.IL354; 8.5.,11L,145-51).

We chould think that Hegel's presentation to be so clear, his athe-
isin so glaring and open that all of the Hegelinns must have long
known and taught what we have shown. But this is not the case,
for it is well-known that a great faction among them firmly lold that
Hegeol is a theist. Ther religious concern lLas deceived them. But
nuw, even the left-faction, adthough they hold atheistic views, assert
the samne, and not infrequently even chide their Master. They imme-
diately ruslicd to the public press to spread the story that the second
edition of Hegel’s Leetures on the History of Philvsophy had been fal-
sified in the interest of religion. No one stepped forth to show that it
was In principle the sane as the first edition, and but differed through
a sharper development of its atheism. Finally, a reviewer appeared
in the Hallische Jahrbicher and all-too-cleverly complained that one
could not know and also could not see that all this was possible either
in the new edition or in the system itself. This can only be explained
on the grounds of a decp and secret conspiracy, in which, in a word,
through such insinuations, complaints, and trifling silliness, the book
would be «ven more surely smuggled into the hands of well-disposed
and religious Germans,

We nov- finally show how Hegel has dissolved Cliristianity.

Chapter 12

The Dissolution of
Christianity

It is true that Hegel terms the Christian Religion “Absolute”, Lut
in what sense? Ounly in that it is the purest presentation and de-
velopment of the religious self-consciousness, that is, because all liv-
ing moral and artistic interests, which give other religions charm and
value, are here lacking. As Hegel views the matter, the Christian
Religion has allowed the natural expression, the fire and the tension
of the folk-spirit, the beauty of art, and the moral determination of
the state and family found in religious consciousness to reduce and
exhaust itself, so that the religious relationship as such is fully artie-
ulated and developed, and thereby, for the Philosopher, made more
easy to dissolve.

The Christian Religion is taken by Hegel as the Abstract Religion.,

It would indeed be foolish of us, if we were to image, that Hegel
speaks of the Trinity of Christian faith when he speaks of the Kingdom
of the Father and of the features of the Father, Son, and Spirit. Has
he not clearly enough said that God, this image of Religion, is nothing
but the universality of self-conscicusness, nothing than that Thought
which is conscious of its universality, notling but that active universal
which, as consciousness, or as determinate appearance, is set over and
against the particularity of the *I"? He keeps to this when he develops
his view of the Trinity.

He asserts that the determinate feature of the Heavenly Kiugdom
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Translator’s Introduction

I
A Justification

It seems appropriate that some Justification be given for this trans-
lation. Three reasons come to mind that might recommend this text
to scholars. The first is that the Trumpetis an excellent example of the
type of writing which characterized the radical school of Hegelianism
in the late 1830s and early 40s, in the period in which the grow-
ing hostility of both the Prussian state and the orthodox churches
against the recently “official” philosophy of Hegel had reaclied a point
in which any further accommodation was deemed impossible. The
Trumpet mirrors the arguments and irritable temper of both the lil-
eral Hegelians and their conservative opponents duoring the period
between the French revolution of 1830 and the general revolutions of
1848. The work is an excellent “period piece” whose reading can-
not but enhance an appreciation of the Hegelian involvement in the
theological and philesophical argumentation that characterized the
German “Vormirz” As David McLellan has noted, the Trumpet is
“the locus classicus for the Young He gelian view of Hegel, and a small
masterpiece of their particular style of writing,”!

A further reason would be evident to anyone who knows the im-
portance of Bauer and the fact that as yet not one of his ma Jjor works
has been completely translated into English.? That this is the case

1David McLellan, The Young Hegelians and Karl Marc (Lomdon: Macwillan,
1969) p. 19.
?Indeed, only two of his minor works have been translated: The Jeowish Prob-
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Chapter 1

The Religious Relationship
as Substantial

If only Schleiermacher had known in advance, if only the hordes of his
disciples and mindless devotees had considered the philosophical sac-
rilege they must have been — if not perpetrating, for anything could
have been its cause — but at the very least glossing over! And what
disgrace for Christian Theology that it had to lend itself to this out-
rage, thus making it possible for Philosophy to claim agrecinent with
the principle of Christian Godly Learning, to mock Christian Theol-
ogy, and under the mantle of legitimacy — by accurately assessing
the implications of the Theology of Fecling [gefillstheologic] — to
proceed onm its blasphemous path. It was not enough that Schleier-
macher sometimes took jabs at Hegelian Philosophy, it is also not
enough when his present followers make faces as if they would have
the Hegelians feel the superior power of Christian principles, and that
they accuse them to the government and keep them out of university
posts:' all of this is quite something, and is a proper indemuity for
the disgrace which Schleiermacher’s false moves has cast upon Theol-
ogy, but it is still only a small thing, and it would have been better
if Schleiermacher had left Clristian belief its purity and objectivity,
and if, among his numerous students at least one would step fortll,
who had insight into the criminality of Philosophy, who knew gener-
ally something about Philosophy and yet had enough Cliristian sense

' As was evidenced in Bauer’s case at the Univorsity of Bonn.



100 The Religious Relationship as Substantial

that he could, at the same time, warn himself and his brother of this
worldly wisdom and thus lead them back again to Christian Truth.
But there was not one. They are all fallen in the same way from the
strait and narrow path, they are all unfit (Ps. 14:3).

Bui again, as it has been said, Hegel’s indictment of Schleier-
macher and the Theology of Feeling is cnly a superficial display,
a deception, which merely serves to introduce Hegel's own under-
standing of religion. For, as the Phenomenology illustrates, his view-
point was already completed before Schleiermacher had perfected and
worked out his theological system and the Christian Teaching of Faith
[Glaubenslehre]. Again, for such an agile mind, knowing all that
woulkl be helpful to introduce his spirit, Hegel knew that Schieier-
macher’s Theology of Feeling had already been given in Jacobi’s Phi-
losophy.” Further, Hegel deals only with the principle of immediate
knowledgze because it was a most widespread doctrine of the time,
and thus it came opportunely, for he had proved that “in the culti-
vated thought of the present time. .. Christian knowledge returns to
primary elements,” and now he can hope that “the philosophical prin-
ciple” would “all the more easily” obtain “the consent of the generally
educated” (P.R.,1,44,48; 5.5.,[,47,44). At the time, he only wanted to
tread for a moment upon the highroad of Theological Processions, so
that he could draw into his course those which he evaluated as being
wayward and possessed of a devilish instinct. But other than this, he
had no need to seek a redress of the principle of immediate knowl-
edge, Finally, e wanted — with sufficient malicious pleasure! — to
utilize the opportunity to deride Theology, and to reproach it for its
“boundless lack of consciousness” {P.R.,1,48; 5.5.1,44) — of which
they themselves were guilty — if they either entered the field against
Philosophy, or permitted themselves to make the smallest imputation
against it. Most certainly, he rightly opposed the Schieiermachian
theory, but a Theology, which once again has become conscious of
itself and once again comprehends its Holy Mission, will make good

?Bauer’s note: In particular, llegel always and only speaks “of immediate knowl-
edge.” as developed by Jacobi, and not once does he mention Schleiermacher, al-
though he docs polemicize against the Glaubenslehre. Not once does he give the
Theologian the honer of mentioning him, and prefers to go back to the simpler
philesophiic base of Jacoblanism.

"
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restitution for that derision.

Now Hegel had polemicized against the Theology of Feeling, un-
braiding it for blandly persisting in subjectivity, while, on the ather
hand, chalienging it to acknowledge the Objective — wlat he also
calls that “awe-inspiring Object.” Hence, under these circumstances,
he would outwardly cultivate the impression that he would know a
universal, a substance, apart from self-consciousness.

But now let us look into this, and not allow oumelves to be de-
ceived. We will now present the documents relevant to this proceed-
ing.

If one says: Belief in God is given to us in feeling, then Hegel
would explicate this proposition and understanding of feeling thusly:
The certitude of belief, upon which it glories, rests upon the fact that
two forms of being (I am and It is God!) are posited in reflections as
One Being (P.R.,1,120-21; 5.5.,1,125). “I am” is the certainty which
is immediately certain, for I cannot doubt my own existence. Being
thus belongs to me, and as such it has fallen from the Object, and
in that it is lost to the Object, the two forms of Being vanish. Now,
the Object only exists in me as my fnward determination, and further
reflection upon it, as if it were a self-sufficient entity, vanishes.

Against this understanding of religion, according to which the Di-
vine is seen not as an independent power over and against me but
only as a determination of myself, Hegel now observes, “It is one-
sided to conceive of religion as something only subjective, and thus to
make the subjective aspect the only one” (P.R.,1,68-9; §.S.,1,68). This
one-sidedness fails itself when it comes to worship. This would be im-
possible if God were not premised as an actual self-subsistent Object:
without this premise worship would be “absolutely barren and empty:
its action is a movement which makes no advance, its attitude toward
God a relation to a nullity, an aiming at nothing.” Of itself, however,
this merely subjective activity is impotent, and it must seek to solve
this impotency. That is, if I am limited or determined, so must I,

as a necessarily conscious spirit, know of this determination. I must
differentiate it from the pure and simple Ego so that, to reflection, it
will be related to me as an object of consciousness. Henceforth, reli-
gious feeling should become infinite, for its Object is all the more rich
and universal as I am finite and determined, for it Las been projected
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by me to me out of my inner being for my reflection and contempla-
tlon. Yes, the religious feeling should be absolute, substantive — but
vet the substantive is that in which my chance peculiarity and my
particular subjectivity happens, is an accident. Therefore, the sub-
stantive must be separated from my contingent subjectivity, and so
becomes ackuowledged as that which “is in fact something permanent
and fixed in and for itself, independent of our feeling and experience.
It is the Objective, which exists in and for itself.” The Substantial
should not und cannot remain in the heart, for as that which is set
over and against the Ego, as the Higher Being superior to this contin-
gent entity, it must be expressly recognized and declared to mnfinitedly
transcend me. If one does want to accept this understanding of the
Substantive, “so is God Himself only something subjective, and the
efforts of subjectivity will remain at most the drawing of lines into
empty space’ (Ibid.). That is, it can occur that the ego does intend
to proceed forth from the standpoint of subjectivity, and so speaks of
an infinite to which it will raise itself, or to which its longing extends
— but this universal being recognized is simply and purely an indeter-
minate entity: “these lines which are to be drawn in accordance with
such recogrition, possess no support, no connecting element derived
from what is objective but are and remain merely our act, our lines
— something subjective.”

Shortly, Hegel describes the necessity of the elevation by which the
subjective surrenders itself to the objective and so sacrifices itself to
the universal substance: In this, the rising movement onto a Higher,
onto the Infinite, is not to be taken as if it developed while I remain
fixed in myself, in my finiteness, and in my secular being. If this would
be then “this reaching out towards something beyond the actual is
absolutely and solely mine. It is my deed, my aiming, my emotion,
my desire and endeavor” (P.R.,[,172-T4; 5.5.,177). What I ascribe fo
that Higher and Iifinite Being has no objective meaning, says nothing
of the substantial, but is rather merely the explication of that which
I do, how I am determined, and how I inwardly move myself. “If I
(as, for example, in Schlelermacher’s Glawbenslehre make use of the
predicates "all good’, ‘almighty’, as characterizing that ‘something’
beyond, they have a meaning in me only, they have a subjective and
not an objective meaning, and they belong absolutely and solely to
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that aiming of mine.” In short, if I, in aiming at the Higher, would
set it from myself as iufinite from finite, this separation is ouly an
illusion. It is not intended that I should fall wuder the infinite, for it
is really only a duplication of myself that “has its seat in the Ego.”
I would distinguish self as finite from self as infinite, and wove in
the direction that goes beyond and so turns against my fiuitencss
only to prove my unlimited nature as against my finiteness. It is an
lusion played with mirrors. The infinite is of me, and if there seew
different directions from myself, one inward in which [ consider myscli
as finite, against the infinite, the other outward to the infinite, vet
even this latter direction is only of myseclf, and there is only one self,
“my tendency to reach out toward what is beyond and my finiteness,
are determinations in me; in them I remain self-contained or at howe
with myself” (P.R..1,188; 5.5.1,178).

This error - of the Schleiermachian principle — displays itself
when man is considered from a moral point of view. That 15, I remain
in miyself and have everything — as possessed in feeling — in myself,
so I require nothing outside of myself. As thus I have what I should
have, 50 also am I what I should be - I am good by nature, and I am,
insofar as I am, simply good. It can be, that I would fall into error,
but this would only be something accidental, for nothing can enter or
disturb my inner nature, for it is good. Now in that God is nowhere to
be encountered in my aim to the infinite — since the infinite aim is to
myself — God has nothing more to do with the removal of my faules.
As my inner nature is good, I need but set aside, in short order, the
momentary and accidental trouble caused by an error of my superficial
ego “and I am reconciled to myself.” I am the Reconciler of myself.
Further, as the aim to the infinite is but to myself, and the infinite
only exists in this aim, then if a chance fault is to be removed, it
requires ouly that I look to my good nature, that is, I must have
the conviction that my inner nature is perfectly pure and good, and
“that reconciling mediation consists merely in the consciousness, this
knowledge that I am by nature good, and is consequently a worthless
and empty see-saw system. I swing myself, so to speak, over iuto a
longing for and in the direction of the ‘beyond’, or, it may be, into a
recognition of the faults I have committed; and again I swing myself
within the limits of this longing and emotion wlich Lave their place
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purely within me, back to myself, and in all this I never travel beyond
myself” (P.R.,1,190; 5.5.,179).

How then, exclaims Hegel over this Theology of Feeling, would the
finite being want eternal life? Does it wish to sacrifice itself and recog-
nize a higher objectivity? Does this vain reflection want to continually
play court to itself, and never posit the finite as a nullity in itself?
Does this reflection of foppish theology not even go as far as nature
itself? Can it not leave that which is mortal die, or is nothingness
immortal? Nature itself advances enough into Reason that it proves
the finite as such neither exists in itself nor posits itself. In nature,
the finite frees itself from itself and renounces itself — it dies. “This
first natural, simple sclf-emancipation of the finite from its finiteness
is death” (P.R.1,192; §.5.,179).

Now, what will it be? Does the finite actually want to once and for
all separate itself from itself? Does it finally want once to maintain
its right, i.e., to become truly abrogated and absorbed, to infinitize
itself. or does it want to remain fixed in its finiteness?

With an expression of the deepest contempt — be ashamed you
Theologians of Feeling, and take it to heart! -— with a boundless
contempt Hegel answers that it is only a sham and hypocrisy if the
finite merely acts as if it would negate and transcend itself, for then
it rather would maintain itself. The Ego which holds fast to itself
and does not give up its finiteness thereby would only malke itself into
an infinite subjectivity, into an “active, operative infinite,” that is, it
takes of the Power, Meaning, and indeed the Production of the Infinite
which alone allows and maintains being” (P.R.,I,198ff,; S.5,,187).

This is the culminating point of subjectivity which clings
fast to itself, the finiteness which remains and (in that it
is the only one which remains and mnaintains itself) ren-
ders itself infinite in its very finiteness, the infinite sub-
Jectivity, which has done with all content. But this very
subjectivity, this culinination of finiteness still maintains
itself: in ot all content evaporates, and is rendered vain;
the vnly thing that does mot vanish, however is vanity’

(P.R.,I198f; S.S.,187).

Must it therefore have had to come to pass with the Christian
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World and Theology that a Philosopher - and certainly the most
dreadful and frightful one — must tell them the truch. must bring
them to their senses, and must reproach them for their sing, tleir
vanity, their haughtiness, their hypocrisy, and their boundless pride?
Must a philosopher have said to the Priests and Prophets that they
“are fools in wisdom and vomit their Judgement out?” (Jes. 28:7).

And so then a Philosopher — frightfull — must tell the The-
ologians that “the finite, which exalts itself to the infinite, is mere
abstract indentity, inherently empty, the supreme form of untruth,
falsehood and evil?” (P.R.1,204; 5.5.,193).

And so then a Philosopher! Most assuredly a Plilosoplher! But
what good can a Philosopher bring us? He has overthrown the Tleol-
ogy of Feeling: now what will he give us in its place? Tinwo Danaos!
I fear the Greeks! We must now really fear the Philosophers when
they cast dovn an error, for we can be assured that they only do so in
order to set up a more frightful one in place of the old. Timeo Danaoc
and dona ferentes! — and their gifts! — Now the Christian must fear
the Philosopher who would want to, and actually does, free him from
heresies. Are we frightened of him? No, — yet, when we observe how
Hegel overthrows the principle of the Theology of Feeling, and now
sets up his own (certainly quite more terrible) principle — we look to
our defenses.

He would draw the proper consequence of the former standpoint
— it Is, in fact, actually necessary to take the annulling of the finite
seriously, but for that to happen, he says, the Ego, in its individuality,
must renounce “itself in deed and in truth” (P.R..L204; 5.5..1,193);
so that in this act “particular subjectivity is annulled [aufgehobent,
objectivity is acknowledged, regarded as true, recognized as the Af-
firmative, as posited for the Ego, and taken as that in which I am
annulled.” Religion is now to be this activity in which the universal
is acknowledged and the Ego, although distinguished from the wuni-
versal, is yet posited in relation to it. In this relationship. I can have
my consciousness only in a manner that I “in this relation to the uni-
versal Substance am reflected upon myself, I distinguish myself from
this Object (the universal)” (P.R.,1,208; S.S.,1,197). So, I surrcnder
myself to the universal. But then how can I, if I am reflected out of
this relationship upon myself make a determinate appearance? How
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am I determined or fixed within this relationship? —

Here I am determined as finite in the true manner, fi-
nite as distinguished from this Object, as the particular
over against the universal, as the accidental in reference to
the Substunce, as a“moment” | as something distinguished,
which at the same time is not independent, but has re-
nounced itself and knows itself to be finite (P.R.,1,208;
5.58.,1,197).

But what does it mean, that I am a moment in the Object? “The
Universal Object,” answers Hegel, “...is substance in motion within
itself, and as inward process within which it creates its content, it
is not empty” (Cf. Ibid.). Whenever the Ego, from the standpoint
of iinmediate knowledge, is everything and that into which every-
thing vanishes, so, on the other hand, the Universal, which is now
the Object, will be taken as the Totality into which falls the com-
plete content as well as the complete relationship which it entails.
The Universal, the “Substance,” is not empty, but rather “absolute
fullness.” Everything, all particularity, there “I” as weli, belong to
the Universal. It comprehends and includes me, it proves through its
own movement the finiteness of myself, but as I am finite, so yet [ am
now a “moment in this life, a moment which has its particular being,
its permanent existence in this Substance only, and in its essential
moments” (P.R.,1,208; S.5.1,197).

What now lies at the basis of the Hegelian view of the Religious
Concept is but this Pantheism and this understanding of the substan-
tinl-relationship. This Pantheism steps openly and without shame
into the light of day, when Hegel allows the Substance to perfect itself
through inner development. When, that is, the finite spirit is itself
a moment of the Universal. Its knowledge and consciousness of that
cun not be thought of as a relationship in which both — the Ob-
jeet and the Ego — would be separated. It would rather be the case
that consciousness falls within the movement and development of the
Universal itself — that same Universal which Hegel terms “Absolute
Spirit” when its course is completed and it has arrived at a conscious-
ness of itself. It is that Universal, first disclosed to finite consciousness,
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vhich raises the finite spirit out of its finiteness and draws it iuto in-
ner movement. It is the Absolute Spirit, which, in the finite spirit,
draws itself to itself, that is, relates to itself, In short, religion is the
Self-consciousness of the Absolute Spirit. Finite consciousness is a
form of appearance, which the Universal, the Substance, has given to
itself. It is an inner differentiation, which the Universal itself posits
and which it must posit, for it is only through that consciousness --
of the finite spirit — that it reconciles itself to itself, and it is only
through this self-imposed annulment that it can come to itself, and
o will arrive at a knowledge of itself. Accordingly, religion is not
merely a human affair, but is rather the highest determination and
the concern of the Absolute Idea itself (Cf. P.1R.,1,200).

In religion, the full Kingdom of the Natural and Spiritual World
has gathered itself together into its own substance. This substance
elevates itself, in and through finite spirit, to the self-consciousness of
itself as that Being, and knows all determinate beings as but moments
of itself.

This Substance is but the essence of everything created, developed
and obtained by the Historical Spirit in its world. Accordingly, as this
Object, it is “no foreign object, no object which is for cousciousness
something other than and beyond it, but it is its own anticipation, its
essence” (Cf P.R.,1,206-7; S.5.,1,1054F.). If thereby the finite spirit
Lias the Absolute Essence as Object, so it knows it as its essence, and
as substantial consciousness it is necessarily self-consciousness. If the
Universal knows itself in the finite consciousness, and the finite spirit
observes its essence in the Universal, it is one act, one movement. It
is the one and the same self-consciousness of the Substance.

“So come then and let us reason together” {Jes. 1:18). All those
Hegelians, who yet live in the dream that the Philosophy of their
Master is in accord with, or can be brought into accord with Clristian
Belief in a personal God and a Savior for fallen Man, all those set in
this self-deception, we challenge to come forth and prove to us that
our presentation of the Hegelian position be not true, and prove to
us that Christ and Belial, Pantheism and the biblical truth, death
and life can agree with one another.® The proof will not be given.

1t might be pointed out that the Catliolic Theologians at T4 bingen. particularly
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But indeed, do not come to us only with your talk of the Absolute
Spirit, or of the overlapping Subjectivity, and call not upon the often
and misused words of your Master — that Substance is to be taken
as Subject. Oh you short-sighted imposters! Did your Master then
say that the Substance was a definite, a unique subject? Has he said
it to be the Prime Subject, the Prime Individual who had created
Hewven and Earth? Did you not notice that your soul-murdering
Fatlier had merely said, and set forth in his system, that Substance
was generally only to be taken in the category of sub jectivity? —ie,
its iuner process would lead it to the point where it would reveal itself
to self-consciousness in the finite spirit, that it would draw itself out
of its black abyss and take its dark and dreadful obscurity into the
light-point of subjectivity? Could this Substance, if it would bring
its Intinite Kingdom into consciousness, be satisfied with but One
Subject?* Oue is not enough! Infinity spews forth only out of the
chalice of the Whole Kingdom of Spirit. It must bestow itself upon
many, wfinitely many subjects, and give itself over to finiteness so
therewith it can display its inner treasure. Many a finite spirit must
be crushed and pressed,® a world of spirits must bring themselves to
sacrifice, if substance would become subject.

Fitting perfumes to prepare,

And to raise they rapture high,
Must a thousand rosebuds fair,
First in fiery torments die.

One small flask’s contents to glean,
Whose sweet fragrance aye may live,
Slender as thy finger e'en,

in the person of Franz Anton Staudenmaier {1800-56), were convinced that IHegel
was a covert Pantheist. Contemporary Catholic Theologians are less convinced that
this is the gase, but the issue still remains unresolved.

4Here relerence can be made to the argument of D. F. Strauss, whose conclusion
that mankind was the real Christ of history rested upon a premise similar to that
being presented by Bauer, ie., that the Absolute would not “squander” itsell upon
only one individual, e.g., Jesus.

50, with Hegel's remark in the introduction to his Lectures on the Philosophy
of History — “the mighty form of the hero must trample down many an innocent
flower.”
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Must a world its treasures give;

Yes, a world where life is moving
Which, with impulse full and strong,
Could forebode the Bulbul's loving,
Sweet, and spirit-stirring song.
Since they thus have swelled our joy,
Should such torments grieve us, then?
Does not Timur’s rule destroy
Myriad souls of living men?®
“wlyriad souls!” Do your hear that? Myriud of souls must be
expended, a world of life-impulses must be crushed and bruised and
cast into the sacrificial fire if the Substance would gain its T'imur’s
[Tamerlaine’s] Dominion. Oh, be not deceived! rather hear how your
Master sings you his siren’s song so as to sweeten your sufferings —
nol ~— but in order to drown out your cries, as all cry, when they offer
up their children to Moloch!

Why should that trouble us,
Since it makes our pleasure more?

“The sorrow” — now hear this! — “the sorrow which the finite
experiences in being thus annulled and absorbed, does not give paiu,
since it is by this means raised to the rank of 2 mowment in the process
of the Divine” (P.R.,I1,282; 8.5, II1,72).

It is of the very nature of Spirit to know itsclf as eter-
nal, to liberate itself so as to form those finite flushes of
light which make the individual consciousness, and then
to collect itself again out of this finitude and compre-
hend itself, and in this way the Enowledge of its essence
and consequently the divine self-consciousness appear in
finite consciousness. Out of the ferment of finitude, and
while it changes itsell into foam, Spirit rises lake & vapor
(P.R.,I1,30; 5.5.II1,124).

SGoethe’s To Suleika. Although Bauer refers to P.K., 11, 252 in referencing this

poem to Hegel, Hegel himsell employs only the first two lines of vhe final quatrain
in the P.R.
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Why should that trouble us,
Since it minkes our pleasure more?

Now, can it still be denied? Either you submit to this sweet suf-
fering, or turn away from the Auntichrist! “Blessed is the man that
walketh not in the counsel of the ungodly, nor standeth in the way of
sinuers, nor sitteth in the seat of the scornful” (Ps. 1:1). Draw back,
before it “shall rain snarcs, fire and brimstone, and a horrible tempest;
this shall be the portion of their cup” (Ps. 11:6). Do not imagine that
you can somehow avoid the suffering and yet secretly take pleasure
in the sweetness! Think upon the words: “Woe unto them that call
ovil good, and good evil; that put darkness for light, and hght for
Jarkness; that put bitter for sweet, and sweet for bitter” (Is. 5:20).
We implore thee to look within thyself, to smite ihy breast, for ye
be not so deeply fallen as the rabble of his young disciples! Deny no
longer the true nature of the system, for until this tiine we have held
that your impotency and confusion came forth from a still and secret
working of Christianity and piety. We still, at this moment, believe
this ~— but would you yet now not adnit to the true nature of the
system, then we must assume that you take an inward pleasure and
joy i this diabolical art — so begone!

We will proceed further into this matter in order to show lLow
Hegel will anmul this former understanding of religion as a substantial-
relationship in which the Universal, as an autonomous and absolute
power, stands over and against the finite Ego, and will now deliver
this Universal over to the Ego as a prize to be drawn into self-
consciousness, The wickedness completes itself. It would indeed be
cuuse to wonder if &4 man, who grasped all of the arts of dialectic,
had not availed himself of the superiority and the advantage of which
the finite — but yet living and active — consciousness possessed over
an impersonal substance. As once Prometheus had deceived his Goa
about the flesh of the sacrificial animals, and had relegated Him to
a niere onlooker of human feasting, so then can we expect from the
modern Titans” who in fact do not care for a living God, but would

"ln 1833, Robert Giuwke’s novel Mederne Titanen: Ein Roman der Gegenwarl
(Leipaig), portrayed, with fictioual names, the various members of the Berlin “Fres
Ones.”
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only treat of a substance dead in itself? So now all will belong to
human self-consciousness, all which earlier had been ascribed to the
Substance, will belong to it, the Universal. Hegel always had this
cunning in mind when he polemicized against immediate knowledge
and the Theology of Feeling. He did not struggle against these forms
of consciousness because they had taken all truth and actuality into
the Ego — on the contrary, as he expressed it himself, this standpoint
“borders on the philosophical” (P.R.,1,200; 5.5.,189). It contains “the
subjectivity and unity of the finite and infinite” — all of the deter-
minations which are the “true and essential moments of freedom and
Idea.” Hegel only charges it with not drawing the consequences that
it should free itself from the finiteness of the Ego just as it has frced
itself from God and objectivity. It is perfectly correct, from the atti-
tude of that standpoint, that subjectivity is all, that it “develops all
objectivity out of itself,” and just as a fire it draws up and annihilates
everything of objective character, everything established and positive.
The only defect of this standpoint is that the fire has not drawn up
and consumed everything. There is yet one enemy remaining — the
finite Ego, I, this singular reality which yet values its inmediacy and
naturality; all else is burned, but not the finite Ego. Would it, thun-
ders Hegel threatening it with fire and flame, thus always and ever
remain? As it has been cast into the universe will it not cast itself into
the funeral pyre? It is not a coward if it values its finiteness? It must
cast itself into the flames, or set the torch to itself, to its own inner
and natural being, so that it would rise forth out of tlis sacrificial fire
as the Absolute, as the Unique One,® omnipotent in the place of the
God which it had earlier denied.

It is clear that Hegel values the substantial-relationship for ouly
a moment, namely, only as 2 moment within the movement in which
finite consciousness resigns its own finiteness. Here, Substance is ouly
the momentary fire in which the Ego sacrifices its finiteness and Hmn-
itation. The conclusion of the movement is not Substance but self-
consciousness, which really posits itself as the infinite and takes up

*This “Unique One” [Der Einzige] recalls the title of Max Stitner’s niajor
work, Der Einzige und sein Eigentum {1844). Stirner, who considered himself an
“Einziger,” was as Bauer, quile willing to accept some of the attributes usually
accorded only to God.
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the Universality of Substunce in its own essence. Substance is only the
power which consumes the finiteness of the Ego and then falls prey
itself to infinite self-consciousness. Those who believe that Hegel will
leael them buck to the Living God because he fought and destroyed
the miserable subjectivity of the Theology of Feeling, have badly mis-
understood the Master, even as those who are of the opinion that
he has remained standing within the Panthelsm of the substantial-
rclationship. They “have not known the depths of Satan” (Rev. 2:241,
For lum, only the Ego is Substance, it is the All. However, this Ego,
which lLias a diabolical pride, now would posit itself as the universal
and infinite self-consciousness. The ouly reason he struggled against
those who hold feeling for the Highest was that they — as he saw
them with the craftiness of the Evil One — were but stupid devils,
for whom the final revolt against God and the World was too mucly,
and beyond their power.

Now we could immediately go on to illuminate the satanic depths
of Hegel’'s Philosophy of Religion. It would be very easy for us,
given all of the particulars which here have been presented, to prove
that religion is to be taken as but the work and expression of self-
consclousness. We will, however, embark upon another course, namely,
to show, through an examination of the other works of Hegel, that
they all consider and elaborate upoen religion, the Divine Essence, aud
Revelation in the same way, and thus, we will convince those who yet
doubt that we have grasped the sense of this Philosophy. After this,
we will retwrn again to the Philosophy of Religion.

“Arige, for the Lord hath delivered into your hand the host of
Midian” (Jud. 7:13). First, we will look carefully at a Ghost which
gives a great deal of trouble to the oldest of Hegel's followers who
believe in it, and to the present enemies of the system — who fight
it. We will look carefully in order to show that Hegel himself did not
consider it to be a reality, and that he only used its name at times
wlen lie spoke metaphorically.

Chapter 2

The Ghost of the World
Spirit

Hegel often speaks of the World-spirit, and it appears that he takes
it for an actual power. “The World-spirit,” he says, “has nations and
individuals enough and to spare” ( Geschichte der Philosophic [History
of Philosophy]I,50; H.,1,36). It is therefore a sort of World Timur-
Tamerlain. “The long procession of Spirits” — namely those treated
in the history of philosophy — “are the individnal pulses which the
One Spirit expresses” (G.P.,II1,691; H.,II1,553). This World-spirit
appears to guide history to certain ends: “The World-spirit reserved
to the Jewish nation the highest consciousness that it should once
more rise from thence as a new Spiritual foree” (G.P.1,4; H.Ixii) —
namely, as a rising Christian consciousness. Hegel even directs his
followers to believe in this chimera: “What takes place is reasonable.
With this belief in the World-spirit we must proceed into the study
of history” (G.P.I,32; H.,1,19).

Ouly that should we hold of this deity if it goes forth as the gods
of the Chaldeans, “which their worshippers did not Lold to be great?”
(Baruch 6:39). What can Hegel expect from a deity agaiust which Le
rails, just as the Negro chides and beats his fetish? What respect can
the philosopher have before a divinity which so often bears rebuke?
{Bar. 6:32). How he burlesques the World-spirit when he labels it a
“mole!” (G.P.,1,120; H.,1,101). How frivolous when he says that tlhis
Demon will sometimes put on “seven-league boots!” (G.P.IILGO1;
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Chapter 4

Hatred of the Established
Order

Pride is the only feeling which Hegel can instill into his disciples. That
meekness and humility which alone can give honor to the Lord and
modesty to man is foreign to him.

The first thing to which he calls forth his disciples is a profane
travesty of the sursum corda: “Man cannot think highly enough of the
greatness and power of his mind” ( Geschichie der Philosophic [History
of Philosophy],1,6; H.,I,xiii). But one must be a philosopher to think in
such an unlimited manner concerning oneself. To Hegel, all men other
than philosophers are oxen, and the philosopher among those who
have knowledge are in opposition to the oxen: “It was a celebration, a
festival of knowledge — at the cost of the ozen” (G.D.,1,279; H.,1,238).
The ordinary folk, the decent citizens are said to lie once aud for all “in
the ditch” — in the trench of finiteness (G.P.,I,196; H.,I1,172). Hegel
speaks, with inward satisfaction, of the boundless contempt which
Heraclitus had against the people, and for this calls him a “noble
character” (G.P.,1,329; K.,1,279). He lacks all love for the common
and honest man.

Philosophy is, for him, the “Temple of self-conscious reason.” a
temple which is quite other than the temple of the *Jews” in wlich
the Living God resides (G.P.,1,49; H.,1,35). The philosophers are the
architects of this temple, in which the cult of self-consciousness is
celebruted, that unity of God, Priest and Community. Philosophers
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are the Lords of this World, and create the destiny of mankind, aud
their acts are the acts of destiny. They “write the executive orders
of World History as originally received,” and people must obey them,
end the King, by acting in accord with these directives, is but as
a secretary copying the directives written originally by philosophers.
What pride! What a basis for revelution if a royal decree would not
have the good fortune to please the philosoplers. The philosophers
are alwuys “obligated to begin” if an “advance” in history is to occur.
They direct the whole, and have always the whole in sight, while
"others have their particulsar interests — this dominion, these riches,
this gir]” (G.P.IILY6; H.,IT,453).

- But not only when an advance is to occur do philosophers have
hands in the affair, but whenever the established order is to be dis-
turbed, and here the positive forms, the institutions, the constitu-
tion, and religious statues are to collapse and fall. The philosophers
are truly of a singular danger, for they are the most consistent and
unrestrained revolutionaries. “Philosophy begins with the decline of
the uctual world.” That has a somewhat ambiguous ring about it,
and might in any case be yet so understood that Philosophy requires
the actual world to be put into confusion for it to exist. The same
anbiguity is yet also present when it is said

the Philosophy tirst commences when . .. a gulf has arisen
between inward strivings and external reality, and the old
forms of Religion, cte., are no longer satisfying; when Mind
manifests inditference to its living existence or rest unsat-
isfied therein, and moral life becomes dissolved. Then it
1s that Mind takes refuge in the clear space of thought to
create for itself a kingdom of thought in epposition to the
actual world (G.P.,1,66; H.,1,52).

But then Hegel goes on to say that the Mind “lays hold of und trou-
blus this real, substantial kind of existence, this morality and faith,
and thus the period of destruction commences” (G.P.,1,66; H.,I1,51-2).
Furthermore, “the definite character of the standpoint of thought is
the sume character which permeates all the other historical sides of
the spirit of the people, which is most intimately related to them,
and which constitutes their foundation” (G.P. 168, H.,153) Now
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then, is it not evident that Philosoply insidiously removes the foun-
dations of real life, of the State, of the religious community whenever
it withdraws the soul, pure and simple, which infuses all forms of
life? Whenever the Idea is seized and raised to self-consciousness,
and so develops “as the thought and knowledge of that which is the
substantial spirit of its time?"

Now once Hegel has placed knowledge and theory so infinitely
high, so must he then assert that Philosophy, as the kuowledge of the
substantial, “in form stands ebove its time” (G.P, 1,69; H.54).

The mob of Young Hegelians would like to convince us that Hegel
has sunk himself within the folds of theory, and has uot thouglit to
lead this theory to prazis. As though Hegel had not attacked religion
with a hellish rage, as if he had not set forth upon the destruction
of the established world. Bus his theory is presis, and for that very
reason most dangerous, far-reaching and destructive. It is the revolu-
tion itself. Why then are these dissolute disciples acting so foolishly
concerning their Master? It cannot be believed that they have not
recognized the destructive rage of this system, for they have taken
their principle only from their Master. It is possible that they so
act — even to reviling Hegel himself — so as to insure that these
extensive and most dangerous writings are quietly left to circulate
undisturbed in all hands, so that the government would uot finally
detect their criminality and so forbid these writings, teachings and
preachings. The devil is clever! He certainly is! But these tactics can
no longer help him! It must be openly and publicly declared: Hegel
was a greater revolutionary than the total of all his disciples. The ax
must be laid to him, he must be uprooted!

Of that wisdom which has been set over time and place,’ Hegel
says “it is what a new form of development Las brought forth. Philo-
sophy is the inner birthplace of the Spirit, which will later step forth
into real form” (G.P.,1,70; Cf. H.,1,55). This then is the crucial point
to which Philosophy has led; that every knowledge not only develops
a new form, but a new content as well. At one time substance, self-
affirming, lay at the foundation of reality, directly dominating it, and
expressing itself in outward laws. Hence, the mind was not radically

THegel is discussing the emergence of Christianity.
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free. But now, knowledge has been freed, and the mind and its related
determinations have taken upon a new form — the form of freedom
and scli-consciousness. And so, Philosophy becomes the critic of the
ustablished order: “Through knowledge, Mind makes manifest a dis-
tinction between knowledge and that which is.” That which is and
that which should be are now distinguished, However, only the should
i true and justified, and must be brought to authority, domination
and power. It must pass through to “its opposite.” — “Whenever a
principle is set forth which is determined upon giving birth to a new
and higher actuality, so it appears in a direct and even hostile and de-
structive relation to reality, and not merely as opinion and doctrine”
(Cf. G.P.,I1,118; H.,I,445). And so, a theoretical principle must not
merely play a supportive role, but must come to the act, to practical
opposition, to turn itself directly into praxis and action. “This prac-
tical relationship lies even in the principle; that it contains this is its
true status.” Hence it is not enough that the incitement to general
revolt and “excitation is the highest service and highest activity of a
teacher,” but the opposition must be serious, sharp, thoroughgoing,
unrestrained, and must sce its highest goal in the overthrow of the
established order,

And so philosophy must be active in politics, and whenever the
established order contradicts the sclf-consciousness of philosophy, it
maust be directly attacked and shaken. Servitude, tutelage, is unbear-
able to the free spirit:

To sleep, to live, to have & certain office, is not our real
Being, and certainly to be no slave is such (G.P,I,118;
H.,1.100).

Every nation in course of time makes such alterations
In its existing constitution as will bring it nearer to the
true constitution. The nation’s mind itself shakes off its
leading-strings (its childhood shoes), and the constitution
expresses the consciousness of what it is in itself — the
form of truth, of self-knowledge. If a nation can no longer
accept ay implicitly true what its constitution expresses
to it as the truth, if its consciousness or Notion and its
actuality are not at one, then the nation’s mind is torn
asunder {G.P.,IL,278; H_ 11,97).
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A government must, however, recognize that the time
for this has come; should it, on the contrary, kuowing not
the truth, cling to temporary institutions, taking what —
though recognized — is unessential, to be a bulwark guard-
ing it from the essential (and the essential is what is con-
tained in the Ideal), that government will fall, along with
its institutions, before the force of the mind (G.P.IL277T;
H.,I.98).

[Bauer continues this with a sentence not found in the
passage he cites.] It lies in the Idea of & constitution that
a temporal institution, which has lost its trutli, and is as
impudent as to want itself to continue, must be dissolved.

And who should it be who is to declare when a temporal institution,
a regulation, is no longer to be allowed validity? To whom is it given
to pass final judgment upon the “impudence” of the established and
positive order? Who is to give the signal for the ruin of the actual
state of affairs? Now, you know that well enough yourself! Only the
philosopher! “This insight (into the emptiness of the given state) can
be reached through Philosophy alone.”

Hear! Hear this self-recognition of the philosopher! Have the
Young Hegelians proclaimed anything more criminal or more trea-
sonable? As yet they have not gone so fur — as shameless as they
are, as insolent, yet they have not spoken out. It is time that we, the
elders, fasten our eyes once again upon their father and turn ourselves
against him!

Hegel not only is set against the state, the Church and religion,
but opposes everything firm and established, for — as he asserts —
the philosophical prineiple has in recent times become general, all-
encompassing and without limit.

In this new period the universal principle. .. the indepen-
dently existent thought, this culminating point of inward-
ness, is now set forth and firmly grasped as such, the dead
externality of authority is set aside and regarded as out of

place (G.P.,II1,328; H.,1I,217).

Indeed, we can no longer be amazed when Hegel envisions the
French Revolution, this work of an atheistic Pliulosophy, to be the
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greatest event in history, when he envisions it as the salvation of
Mankind, and considers it to be the deed in which the calling of
Philosophy to world-domination has been perfectly proven. He says:

The conception, the idea of Right asserted its authority
ell at once, and the old framework of injustice could of-
fer no resistance to its onslaught. A constitution, there-
fore, was established in harmony with the conception of
Right, and on this foundation all future legislation was to
be based. Never since the sun had stood in the firma-
ment and the planets revolved around him had it been
perceived that man’s existence centers in his head, ie.,
in Thought, inspired by which he builds up the world of
reality. Anaxagoras has been the first to say that vois
governs the world: but not until now had man advanced
to the recognition of the principle that Thought ought to
govern spiritual reality. This was accordingly a glorious
mental dawn. All thinking beings shared in the jubilation
of this epoch. Emotions of a lofty character stirred men'’s
minds st that tine; a spiritual enthusiasm thrilled through
the world, as if the reconciliation between the Divine and
the Secular was now first accomplished. (Philosophie der
Weltgeschichie [Philosophy of History), 441; Sibree trans-
lation, 447.)

Again, Hegel's atheism reveals itself even more clearly and displays
1iself in its full nakedness, when we observe how this Antichrist extols
the Frenel — since they have made an insurrection against God —
aud scorns the Germans, since even in the time of Godlessness, in the
time of the Aufkléruny, they lacked the brashness to deny God, and
could not totally set aside God and religion. The French are to him the
true men, the Germans but beasts of burden; the former are spirited
prople, the latter but lazy drones; the former true philosophers, the
latter but mere complainers; the former are the discoverers of the
true Kingdown of the Spirit, the latter but weaklings who first ask
their guardians and beg permission from their bureaucrats so that
they nmught be allowed to enjoy the fruits of knowledge; the former
ave the heroes of freedom, the latter but slaves, who tremble should
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they become free. In sum, the French are everytling for him, the
Germans less than nothing,?

2\ particularly damping charge. As Treitschke, the historian of the period ob-
served, a “war fever” directed against the Frouch gripped all of Germany in 1819, a
[ever first oceasioned by Prussia’s support of Englich Mediterrancasn int:rest agaitst
the French. The wide appeal of such vehemently patriotic poelry as Becker’s 1540
Sie sollen ihn nicht kaben, or Schueckenburger's Die Wucht am Rheia, which ap-
peared in the same year, was a sigr. of Lhe popular resentinent over stubbork French
werritorial claims in the Rhineland.



