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On the philosophical level there follows an acéount of the:

work of Bemardv J. F. Lonergan a.nd Jurgen Hahe,mas' both contemporary
philosophers who have fashioned ;anressive theories of human cogniﬁon
Lonergan Qplacing the ultjmate grounding of the truth of the human

subJect in a further intelligibility beyond, being as pr'opor'tionate to

human knowing is found to reflectra Kantian orientation and Habermas's

placing of the rrounding within the intersubjestive matrix of human
being is found to reflect an Hegelian orientation

Finally the study argues that this philosophical divergence

©

carries over in contemporary theological endeavour-, namely in Lonergah'é.

own Yethod in Theology and the work of the' so-called "political theol--

‘_ oglans," Johannes Baptist Metz ‘and Helmut Peukerrt on the Catholic side

and\Jurgen Moltmam and WOlfhart Pannenberg on the Protestant side.

Lonergan. locates the ultimate ground_’mg of* the human subject - in a

"further mtelhéibility »" ‘whereas the political theclogians attempt to

horfzon of human consciousness.

estjb/ash a mediation of freedom and r'evelation within the historical

1

The study con‘cludes by' argulng that contenpor:ary theology might

-benefit ﬁ'om more self—awareness of the philosophical undercurrents

which very much' shape its puzzling divergencies As an exarnple of‘ the
recovery of this self-awareness a brief di‘s'cussion of the work of Eric |,
Voegelin is giveny not as a program of a new ,philosoohical orthodoxy

but ‘as an example of orthopraxy.
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" was an interest in the problem of pluralism, namely, could any rationale '

" sirrply not r'eality -- 1t is chaos or the void

.existed. ’I‘ne latter problem is the problem of the theodicy -why 1s

PREFACE
\

This study began as an inquiry into what was distinctive about the .

-

philosophy of Hegel as opposed to Kant. The background of tF!is question

be fourid for the present situation of mntually tolerant ‘religious tradi-
tions and views of 1ife? Or, is ,the ccurrent situation, whichﬁs largely

the result of a ccnflux of historical forces, to be left as it is withs.

out any philosophical or theologica_l ground.ing and’ therefore likely at - ‘ i .7

any moment to be wrested or dissolved into a new pattem?

IS o

'Hegel, of course, has much to say about this problem and furnishes

, a rationale for 'the maintenance of a pluralism under the aegis of a state

open to that philosophical grounding of reality which is-ultimately to be
'constr'ued ab the djmensibn of Absolute Spirit. Yet Hegel's mighty system
draws 1ts original ieretus from the Kantian tfirm to the subject as an ‘
autonomous gnower, Kant discerned that the knower is a creative agent in
knowing reality, S0 that to speak of reality as real without a;knower
simply ignores the fact that oily knowers concem themselves with reality o P
and reality itself is precise]y what they know 'An "unlmown" reality is
) Hegel attempted to solve not only the«problem of the dynamic ;Lnter—

r'elation between knower and known but also the problem of ‘why the dis- - N

tinction between the knower and the reality he knows should ever “have-

self-actualization so painful and wasteful? Why 1s there something "left

over! ‘I‘rom the knower which his )mowing‘carmot encompass?  For Kant the thing

K
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'”theology as represented by the work of the !'political" theologians.

the sub,jec’cive consciousness of the. i:%ividual consciousness within the

9

_left over tumed out to be the thing-in-itself or its real reality — a

conclusion Hegel regarded as self—contradictory. Yet Kant's mknowal;le

thing—in—itself —— which escapes being organized in our categories of

knowledge -- was the inescapable consequencé’ of having a knower who did . -

the organ;zing or the creative act of knowing rather than retaining the ' '

knower (as in the o0ld metaphysics).as the passive ‘recipient of forms of ’

the Mnowability of reality. t | , ‘ . "y
'Ihe question therefore presented 1tself — is the price for having .

an autonomous knower an unknown reality, or if we aspire to, and claim ~ 4‘

to attain a.known reality, mist we sacrifice the autononw of the human

subject who does the kno»dd)g'? Now Hegel was offe who claimed he had® 1
broken through the™ self—contradiction of having a lcnower who could never

attain the reality to which his knowing was directed. " But did he pre-,

‘serve the autonamy of the mower in the end? What is distinctive about

Hegel is his 'self-conscious insistence that he retains the autonorrw of

the knower Within his account of the reality which is knowable and known

* Now in this study I have ot tried to refute Hegel's o151 (for. 1t
has been fer"ociously assalled) so much as to p’]:’e'sent the basic ciynamic
of how he sees thls achlevement of all achlevements is. to be won. It is

this paradigm which I claim grounds one basic stance Iin contem;‘;orary‘

Hegel attempts to have both his subject: and reality too by locating

interpersonal. or "intersubJective" consciousness of that consciousness
which is constitutive of -human social reality.® And this dimension of

the intersunjective » of ethical self-consciousness, is literally the
. i ' . S . p
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salvation of both the subject and the reality which initiates the saving

actiomn. It is, in Hegel's view, i:he salvation of both fre

That grace needs to be "saved" 1s perhaps at first glance

grace 1s after all supposed to be uncreated and free and h

edam and grace.

strang‘e (for

ence hardly in

need. of anything, any contribution to it on our part).-

essential insistence is that grace is a human experience

Yet Hegel's

an experienc_e .

within the coanstitution of human knowlng -- and !.f 1t is an human experi—
' ence, we as khowers are ob]iged elther to save it or reject it as sig- .
v nificant for human 1ife, It is the incarnat éxal principle further
extended -, God not only becomes man to save man but man is thereby
‘giiven the task of sav':i.né God. And this modest task Heéel undertook.
Now to those who de no&believe God is 1n need of being saved,
Heg;al's thought takes on the character of:a rather gruesome joke -‘-s',::,'_ohe’ :
" that has had a’ gha?st%ly effect on recent history. Yet to be fair to
| Hegel Hegel saw himself not the saviour of God (plenty of theologians
have that hidden agenda) so much as a philosopher who could mmish an
/ account of the human attainment of self—consciousness Wrich gt the samec}"'
time wa.s%he Absolute's own self-conscilousness. Hegel approaches the
self—cohsciousness of Absolute Spirit through the dimension of the
ethical self—c':onscioushess ‘the Mmion of' cohsciousness in which
human ‘subjects may participate as political beings, as rnembers of the .
statg. We identify tﬁ‘i"s realm as the realm of the intersubjective, a . \
breath-taking (of breath-giving) dimension after all, for what is this
' ’dimension in whi_ch ::e mutually participate and in which we commmnicate
‘as full human subjects except our very access to and test of God' . -7

revelation? God has chosen to make his revelation lmown to ils throug,h
C .
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our owg minds and our owWn spirii;.. God's revelation 1s indirect, for
‘somehow huran 11fe and human history has been made salvific in and of
itself, \ T .

Ang what of Kant? Why 1s it that his work has never succurbed to -
this overpowering resdlutioh of all its inner difﬁcultjfs? Again it~
is grace -- grace :Ln the sense that Kant allcms us to save: that aspect
of grace which Hegel appe@rs»to losg\ 1r'reyocably, namely, its
uncreated transcendénce -. There is a reality influencing human 1ife
" which is not simply making use of human life £o.fulfill its own dynamic-

of self-consclousness. . . y .
11 . ~ /

) Now here :U‘: may be objected that Kant is the last one to be
cormected with any- retention of grace, for surely his conf‘ining .
réligious e ‘riehce into the moral gtrait ji::ét militates against this
"thension of perience. Yet it is not the tedium of Kant's moral duty
' that I mean. Rather I am speaking of his philosophital underpinning of ~
the thing—in—itself Kant's morality is a modest desire Eo\rwe,join the
human race at‘ter the vision of such a transcendent reality and although
" his desire to belong to 4he humn race "greatly does him credit" yet
his significance for theologlcél» fd%xulaﬁion rests upon hds bringing
the free human subject t;> the consclous appmprd.gtion of h;ls ﬁegdom
not.only in the face of such a tranagenéer:t reality but precilsely |
because of such a transcendent r'ealit:;r. ) ) . s ’
Kant's formiulation, trxeg'va.fore, retains against the Hegelian ka
critique a powerful inner' apprehension of the ground rules of human
. exper'ience and specif‘ically the ground rules of human freedom and the
freedom of grace. Consequently, I see Lonergan's formulation not so

. ‘ ) viii | L |
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much controver'ting Kant as seeking to establish Kant's basic paradigm
without elther the relapse into moralish or the submergence of the _ ’ »

subJect into an engu.l'ﬁng principle of total unification of humn and *,

L 4

© givine reality. . | .

. I want to make clear that I do not belleve that any of the con-

" temporary authors I discuss —- Lonergan on the Kantian side and

. tion of identifying their basic orlentation, of explaining why human

" reality 1s construed in such differing fashion, ‘Habermas's development

=)

Habermas, Metz and Peukert, Moltmann and Pannenberg, on the Hegellan

side -~ represents. a parroting forth of either position. It is a ques-

of the in‘cersubjective I regarcias philosophically the most consistent |,

with Hege 's intention. And the political theologians seem deeply

ihvolved th arguing for the incamatio;al modality of grace.. God

has died as God and has chosen to glve his saving grace through the . s
modality of human lifé its ’chought and its history. It is in this ’\
sense that’ Moltmann sees-the' éross' a8 the central incamatienal act of

God and Pannenberg, interesbed in our knowing God, stresses the indirect ' o

: nature of revelation. Metz and Peukert for their part look at the human

[ X4

praxis of appropriating ‘Freedom ‘and of commmicative action as compr'is-.-

ing ourgaccess to an)‘d'tes‘t;of' revelatory content. Such ac‘civities- are o

continugus with that pgaxis which is faith, ]
* I concluded with Voegelin because he mediates between the’

"Hegelian" 'and "Kantian" positions. on [the. dne hand, he is explicitly .

»- open to and appneciat:ive oI‘ the work of Bemard Donergan. Yet one. can

\_‘ ‘¢

.also speak of "Voegelin as "I-Iegelian" because for him history, revelation
and reason’ are made consisten’cly mutually self—illuminating : ' S

[

u . .
° . o ’ .




because he certainly maintains the transcendent reality of the divine

ground and because he looks at Hegel as the great gncstic bet‘rayer of
the tensions of human existence hé cer'tainly cannot be called Hegelian
without great qualif.‘ication. Ygt he can by no means be described as
Kantian or Lonerjganian elther, for revelation and reason are not
fdtnmtely twc distinct human exbériences for him, hbut rather reason

B

‘itself is revelatory, and I doubt 1if Voegelin couid accept the demarc-

‘ ation of a ‘géneral or;( speciel transcendent knowledge beyond the~ being

“ that is propcrtionate to human knowing which constitutes the field of
rre,taphysics as a s;ci%nce: for Laonergan, It ie pmbanly more accufate to
look at both Hegel ‘and Voegelin as attenipting the same great task: to,
give an account of the revelato‘ryl content of the historical develobrnent
of human philosophy. Thus they both share the programmatic sentence
"Etemal being realizes itself in tixre Voegelin however, tries to

: mediate Y dynamic relation rather,than propose a system. “

g The minimal aim of this study 1s to throw light upon the dirrension

of the "intersubjective." That this dimension signif‘ying as it dees

the. dimension of interface ang unitive bonding between consclous human

beings, enjoys ontological significance in Habermas's sociei theory is

. > is made to be a dimension of human life priorl to mlly \liberated human
. U | ’exi’stence'.in Lcnergan!'s’thought is again no accident. My aim here is
‘ " to ungover the "pre-history" of the word. “intersubjective " s0 that we -
. may. see. what constellation of thought and concept accounts f‘or its
or-igin Words may have a certain inner signif‘icance and power of their

own and unless we tumn our attention to what that power is, we will

»
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no accident, and I have attempted.to, shcw why. And that this dhiénsien '
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find ourselves as much used by them ds users of them,

My iargei" aim 1s 4o investigate what factors® might contribute ‘go. , "
healing the cleavage between philosopl'fv ‘.and faith which'sq grievously
ﬂaf‘fl'ictls contenporary Western consciousness. I must empha.size here
that when I suggest that Loner;gan uitmt:eiy argues that Jfaith is the
dimension for the grounding of the human sub;je-ct on'the grounds that o .

one cannot deal with the dimension beyond‘ the full existential subject !

through the competericy of philosophical thought, I am not thereby
suggesting he is somehow inferior nt'o those who do try to encompass this

I ' dimension through the agency of philosophical thought. What I am

i o 1 P b b

suggesting is’that Lonergan is respecting a demarcation first laid down ’ T |
in modern conceptual categories by Kant , and that this demarcation is

one of intrinsic worth, even though it has not proved wnassallable. oo

And, conversely, when I suggest that Habermas and the "political

theologians" do implicitly assent to Hegel's philosophical considera—

/; c. tions of the dimension beyond the full existentisl human sub.ject I do
not on that account consider them superior. Rather I merely hope to
nmalée explicit this assent. The question doe,s‘-"‘ariseg, however , whether
any medlation may be estab,liéhed between these two bas/ic positions,
and it is \for this reason the study. concludes with Voeg;welin's attempt
. to place falth and- philosophy 1in a n\lutually' g;r-ounding éontext. It is
. hope that by exposing the inner dynamic of these two positions s .
' may throw light on their intrinsic worth and at the same time cast”

3 light on how we may approach in a new way the ‘problem of reas
»

revelation .
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: . ' -
This study attempts to throw light upon the structure of contem- '

) porary theological formulation through an examination of two philoscphical
approaches to the problem of grounding the autonomy of the human subject.

.. ) . ;
Kant and Hegel were the thinkers who introduced into contemporary. con-

§
) . : sciousness the question of the hun;an subject as an autonomous and self- .
i direoting lmower whose self-direction must in addition be understood |
'Within a social context of‘ fellow human beings "Qur study begins there- ;
fore with an examination of the Kantian and’ Hegelian treatment of the l f
subject and their respective decisions about the ultimate mode of * i

grounding the reality of the free human subjectivity in its personal _ ‘\ﬂ.f .

and soclal aspects.

-

: ' This study, therefore, does not deal with the realm of faith

versus the reaJm of pl;ilosophv as a.primary toplec but rather seeks to

‘identif‘y two ways in which human autononw has received its ultimate

T Ry v ARG X e = ey,

authentication. .Our aim is not to offer a conclusive definition of the

domain of‘ falth a.s opposed to the domain of philosophy, as- if such
domains .could exist 1in the abstract, but rather to seek an understanding -,

S, TRl o«

of the issue through the more basic inquiry into the way ultimate - _

S, e

.gromding is to be found for the mutually constitu_tive realities of e

"' humn individual and human commnity. My way.of glving the question of
faith as opposed to philosophical knowledge a much needed frame of

reference s to locate one crucial difference that exists between Kant

N '
v ~ -
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. ourselves as God.

L. -7 = 5

and Hegel concerning the scope and gr'omdingg'df human subjectivity. Our
purpose in the study 1s to suggest the 'permea’cing influence of the

divergency between these two thinkers in the contemporary philoscphical °

and theological scene,

Kant and Hegel reached diver-gent conelusions about otir mode of

-~

cogqitional access to the ultimate grounding of human su.bjectivity

Briefly, Kant leaves the demonstration that the human subject possesses

an inherent finality and’ en,joys an authentic subsistence to the realm of .

faith. Kant's inquiry into the scope of hwn?an reascn's con%etence led

“him to argue that we cannot attain philosophical knowledge of what may

glve human beings finajity and permanence outside the bounds of‘ their
spatio—temporal exlstence. Hegel, ’however', did .attempt a philesophica.l )
grounding for the project of human subj ectivitsr, a prbject first con-
ceptually achieved by Kant but left, according to Hegel, without any
orientaﬁtion within a reallty that could be within the scope of a
mutually commnicable realm of knowledge. Hegel's attempt at absolute
know}kdge, e.veh_ beyond the "love of knowledge" of all'previous 15hi1030phy
can be“Wriderstood as this attempt .130 render completely aceessible' to
hluma,n thought :che certainty and the\ truth of this mutually communicable
realm of knowledge. Thisgmutually comnmicable _nea.'l.m' turms out to be - . "
knowledge shared net only amongst all human subJecte but also knowledge

\ .
shared between human subjects and that "Spirit" whom we represent to

’

It is Hegel's insistence that some imnanently accessible ground- ) ,

'dng for Kantian subjectivity mast be found which constitutes an j.mpor'tant -

tension"between their work. The dynamics of this tension I hope to

RO niiear i i cpria Ly Srtarguary 3L M
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_establish and 11lustrate in the first two chapters of this Study. Hegel |

has alternately been condemned’ for subverting Kant's athievement of the
autonomy of the human sub] ect’ by robbing the Individual of any intrinsic
significance ahd making h:Lm a mere mnent of the self-realization of the

cosmic. spirit or Geist.l

On the other hand, Hegel has also been glven
credit for beginning the emphasis on the subject which has occupied con-\
temporary philosophy, an emphasis which has gone beyohd Kant's Copernican
revolution which "orought the subject into technical prominence while
making only minimal concessions to its reality. n2 Such a divergence of
appraisal hints at the question which has Informed the post-Ka.ntian
problematic of the gr‘ounding of the individual human’s‘ubject which, on
the one, hand, must not subvert the autonom;r of the sutzj ect- but which .

also must be a dimension in some sense more inclusive or integrative of

‘ any particular embodiment of human sub,j ectivity in an autonomous

indivj,dual I hope to demonstrate that this question continues’ to play
. lts role in contemporary philosophical and theological formulations

which more or less self-consciouslyrtake their' point of departure fram

" the Kantian turn.' My purpose 1s to draw attention to both the unresolved

,dimension of this question and its persistence In these for-mulations

Its very persistence is a factor in the di\fergency in contenpora.py the—.

s

ological options.

Ay
N

2

lSee Thomas McFarland, Coleridge and the Pantheist Tradition
(Oxford: Oxford Unlversity Press, 1969) for an excellent account of
the origin of this opinion about Hegel. . ,

2Bernard 4. K. Lonergan, "The Subject," A Second Collection

(London: Darton, Longmann & Todd, 1974), p. 70, n. 2.
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N The f&rst WO chapters of this study ) then s concem themselves

with the Kantian d Hegelia.n tr'eatment of the human subject. The first
chapter :Lntrod es the topic and attempts to delineate the ~nature \of‘ ithe

contrast between Kant and Hegel. The .secorid chapter takes up th’eiij

P

_respective political theory and attempts to show that their differing

conclusion‘s about how the reality of the human subject is to\r'eceiire an

ultimate gbounding leed to a cor'respondjng contrast in the way they éon;

\.

strue the nature of human freedom and its relation to the political
reality of the state. It 1s fraom this consideration of their political
theor'y that we arrive at Kant's restrictive role for the civil state as
an instrument of order and not a djmension of ethical existence. Hegel
1nsisted however, that it must be somehow an erpression of ethical
existence and his theory has led to the f.‘ormulation of the concept of
that dimension we terd to identify as the realm of the mtersubj ective.
After con'pleting this d.:!.scussion of Kant and Hegel’I then attempt
to establj:sh that the conceptual structures developed by Kant and Hegoel
i their _respective grounding of humamJ subjectivity persist first:
within the seope of contemporary philosophy ( chepter three) and then
within the scope of contem;;orary theology (chapter four). Here I do |

not pretend to present contemporary philosophical and theological:

| thought in its completensss bt to show the persistence of the Kantian

and Hegellan conceptual stmctwee' within the scope of contenporary
formulatioﬁ. I argue that Lonergan s "further intelligibility" as the
ultimate ground:lng for the human subject as he faces the fact of social
and moral evil has affinities with the Kantian stricture, for this
further intelligibi}ity cannot he considered scientifically proveéable

=
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But only indicated by the intelligibility proper‘ to the human lomower and
inquirer, _When Habermas for his part, atterrpts to ground the human ,
' alleglance to truth in the realm of humn mtersubjectivity I argue that
he has drawn upon Hegel's own attempt to provide an.objective and phil-
"~ osophically accessible sphere in wnich the intelligibility proper to the
“human knower and. mquirer may find its larger orientation and fomdatim. ’
'i\uni.ng in chap‘ter four th “the contelrporary theological scene, I
again do)not pretend to present a conplete account of its thought and
vision but to identii‘y an inportant factor operative within its scope
I therefore ca.rry through with an examination oi‘ Lonergan's theological
work and maintain that when he states that it is within the consctous~
‘ness of*the believer/theologian that the immanent levels of intentional
consciousness find resolutdion with the realm of transcendenc'e he remains
consistent with Kantlan formulation. The political theologians Johanne;s
Baptist Metz and Helmut Peukert on the Catholic side and - Jargen Moltmann
and WOlfhart Eannenberg on the Protestant side can for their part be "
understood as using the Hegelian fommlation in that they seek to g;pmd
human freedom and divine revelation not in a reality rbestowed extran- .
, eously to human oeing but in a reality that is accessible to, as well as
constitutive of, that beirg as created and self—c‘reating‘. Our purpose.in’
both the philosophical and theological sphere is to uncover the per—
© 3 sistence of the Kantian ard Hegelian conceptual structures so that vihen
bmught to the,light of day they will not remain hidden deteminates
| but be revealed as important factors in any intellectual apprehension
of the grounding of the human subject in both divine and human com-
mnity. \ | .
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The conclusion is an atterrpt to, broach a resotution of” the
1ssue betweer) the Kantian and Hegelian formulations using the wor@t
Eric Voegelin not’ so.much as the "answer" but as an exemplar of what
needs‘to be  done. .Voegelin's wor'k 1tself makes sénse only within the
framework of the question of the grou&lqding of the human subject in both
divinei and human (corrmunity and withou\t the questioﬁ his worfk mist ‘

; . :
appear as one more over-all resolution of the tensions of reality which

°

make exhllarating and even edstatic r‘eadingk but ,whosé effect vanlshes
*as sobn as one turns from the book to the contradictory\-intracacies of
. existence. Thus ,' much as Voegelin 1s severely critlcal of Hegel,

Voegelin's recovery of the c_lassicr experience of reason as med‘:lat

through Plato and Aristotle atta.‘iné a forée of com&ction émly when

situated within the question raised by Hegel as over against Kant and -

"orthopraxy" ~- how to do it right if one is to begin at all,

tf I have gchieved hing by this study, I hope it is that I
have shed light upon a word mu hlused in the curre_nt discussion about .
the interpersonal réality of h
subjeetive™ whbse~usagé is frequent bu.t whose definition 1s vague.
‘ © This sf.udy, in fact, attempts to relate the d’f'sparitx of definition
‘f'ou‘r”lc.i between Lonergan ard Habermas
- ) . foundational divergency between Kant And Hegel. Lone;‘gajq uses the

v * word "intersubjective" to describe a pr level of bonding hetween,

within the resultant construct of contemporary. consciousness. His work

then is advanced not as ‘the new philosophical orthodoxy but‘as an -~

) 11fe, This word is the word "inter-

their,—hs‘g of this word with the

e i b
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‘gency between Lonergan and Habermas, two philosophers who self-

e — ——— e ——— _.,_;__._._..____ [—

word to denote an ontological ref‘erent of human being, a rei‘erent which

is nothing less than the basis of,our allegiance to truth as that which

| ) B
comstitutes the bgond between human/subjects. When one asks how two con-
temporary- writers may use a common word in such a dissimilar f‘ashion,
one soon finds that the word has been made to mean what the author

intends it to mean, "neither more nor less. ",3 Yet in making this word

" their: Ser-vant Loner@.n and Habermas reveal who their masters are, For

my argument 1s that in tracing the root of the divergency between - |
these authors we arrive back at the gquestion of the divergency between
the thought of Kant and Hegel

" This study , in fact, beglns with the qdestion of the divergency
between Kant and Hegel. This question has merit both on its own

grounds ard, as I hope to show, on the grounds of belng the necessa.r'y

‘ starting point for undersﬁarrling the real significance of a contempor-

ary {lsparity of usage of the word "intersubJective" in two very pro—

found and yet dissimilar philosophers... Exactly in what way Hegel

.differs from Kant has often been asked and various praise or vilifica-

tion has been awarded elther, according to predilection. My own answer:
to this question has been gulded by two parallel questions What is
the divergency between Kant and Hegel as we examine their thought &s

expressed by these authors themselves? Does the contemporary ‘diver~

consclously work i;n the heritage of these philo.sophers, have anything

- \ -,

i
3wihen I use a word," Humpty Dumpty’ said, in rather scornful

" tone , "1t means just what I choose it to meam ---nelther more nor .

less." Humpty Dumpty to Alice in Lewis Carrol's Through the Looking-

. Glass. . . : '
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to do with tha’c ;f:nitial divergency" My argwnent is that the parallel
. .sets of divergencies are nmtually :Lllwninative and serve as a structure
* by which these authors can all be‘jnterrelatec‘i. i ,

.

My minimal aim, therefore, in this study is to identify the
str"uctlme of thought, the conceptﬁa.l baggage, which accompanies such a
word as "intersubjective." .My more grandiose ambition is to provide a
clue to the origin of the cleavage between faith and philosophy which
seems to aﬁ:lict modern conscigpsﬁess in a'par'ticularly:acute- way and
to make sdme small contribution towards its healing Consciousness is
perhaps more for'tunate than poor Hwnpty Dumpty, for it can find

re-integration. How,well I achieve either of .these a.ims must now bé_

pmved.‘ ' : . v

.
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CHAPTER I

.

. " THE QUESTION OF SUBJECTIVITY AS A DETERMINING FACTOR OF HEGEL'S
o ' PHITOSOPHY. THE QUESTION OF THE INTEGRITY OF HEGEL'S PHILOSOPHY
.o : ' AS OVER AGAINST SPINOZA AND KANT.

“ L

v--""'-‘.
’ I Lt ?
" The Kantian Framework . o g

The Kantian and Hegelian philosophies present two quite different

treatments ome nature of human f‘r-eedcm as determined by the auton- -

- - ‘ omous human subject. The Hegelian philosbpmr, moreover, can be under-
stood as a critique of, the Kantian philosophy, whichy in turn, has never
succumbed to that critique. The difﬁegence between them has not
resolved itself within Wes‘cem consciousress even yet. . This- difference
o . I shall :a.r'gue helgs” determine the'vo%abuléxfy and ’lelnphesis of such a
S - philosopher and theologlan as Be Lonergan, who claims to camplete
’ - « . the Copernican revolution only inadequately begun by Kaint, is di?rergeht
‘ } fram such "Hegelian" thinkers as the philosopher and soci theorist.

'  Jirgen Habermas and the theologlans Johann Baptist Metz, Helmut Peukert,

Jirgen Moltmann and Wolfhart Pannenberg | ) '

Kant's philosophy is usually agreed to mark both .a subjective

e e

tun and a critical turn/in Western consciousness. The two thmms are

,
sy

not identical. rIhe subjective turn draws lattention to the active role

of the hurran lmower in constituting the rea]ity known. ‘Ihe human
knower is*not just a passive mstrwnent onto whom an outer reallty is

/ impressed. Rather, human knowing is dctive as over against the reality-
N ) ! 7]
> g

[

-9 -
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o *‘}t lmgws. It is-the critical turn, however, that marks the' full extent
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{ world is-made up of simple parts but that equally there nowhere exists
H , ! AY

'hunﬁan knowing the age-old alternatives that had bedevilled philoscphy,

woqld cease to be the absolute options for fhe mind either to accept s

* -:10 - , M ' p

% -

of Kant's achlevement. As Lewis White Beck points out, the subjective

or the "Copernica.n revolution" of hurrlan knowing mlght have been"/) . s
contajned with:l.n a heightened ra’cionalism. It is Kant's a’cterrpt to -
have reason place limits .o he ccmpetency of reason, asedeveloped i

the "Antincxnies"' of tf?ie Critique of Pure Reason, which took Kant's

" thought to its most profound quelopment - Through the antinmies Kant

was able to explain wh,y reason could advance convincing argumnts for

nmtua_lly contradictory conclus®ns: reason can show that the world has
1, Tt

a begiimipg in time, but that it also has no such beginning and no: Lo

1imits in space; reason can show that every composite substance in the
. . . .J.

1;'1 the world ,almj‘ching simple; reason can show that freedom as a caus-

ality dver above the laws of nature is possible but that equally there \
can be no freedom, f'or ever-ything must take place in accordance with £ .
the laws of nature; reason can show that a being that is absolutely

necessary must exist but that equally there can be no absolutely o | . *
necess béing Kant's critical turn examined the limits of reason .
itself, (Ja" only by such a critique of pur Sreason could its ultimate

4

campetency be assessed, Kant hoped that through His illwnination of

* . 9

¢

-~

T ; 4 .

L immanuel Kant, Critique of Practical Reason and Other Writings
in Moral Philosophy, trans. and ed.-with Introduction by Lewis White
Beck (Chicago: University:of Chicago Press, 1949; reprint ed. New
York and I.ondon Garland Publishing\Co. s 1976) y p. 12,

2Imanue1 Kant 5 KrLELl der Retnen Vernuntt, . Raymmd Schmtdt .
(Leipzig: Felix Meiner, 1930), Aj26 BA2 B489 Hereafter )
referred to as Kritik. . "

¢
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« . ] o Kant's-critique-led.him to conclude that reason (undérstood as
. . ‘
o7 the general faculty of knowing) had a proficiency in broach:l_ng the realm
II ' '
@ : \of possible experience (phenomena) *which could not be: carried over into

the realm of* Ideas (noumena) which are beyond the realm of possible
experience. The realm of the ndumena is the realm of the "thing—in- '
i . 1tself" (Ding-an-sich) as opposed to the mere appearancewof the thing .

in phenamenal reality_. . Wheht we speakMof the realm of phenomena we séeak

of the competence df the understanding (Verstand) to apply its pure con-

F‘ A cepts (categories) to phenanena in accordance with the conditioris of e

sensibility (Sinnlichkeiﬁ' It is reason, however, (Vernunft), as dis- o |
el e b —;i___ .

_ tinet fram the understanding and sensibility, i.e. as "puré", which,

) goes beyond the concepts of experience and addresses it,self to the realm
of‘ nounena. Reason in its transcendental ldeas reaches its directly

s opposed or antinomic conclusions when its complete adequacy as the

understanding to make synthetic a priori j udgnents in the world of . 3

* E ’ phenamena: is conmsed with its only regulative canpetency as "pure" ,
%

reason to, make these judgment&fﬁn the world of noumena. That is to say,

"pure" reason cannot establish constitutively the reality of unitary 2 -
substance the beginning of the world in’ time the reality. of human . v
) freedom or the existence of an absolute being, for within the realm bf K Q .

Ideas reason can establish these conclusions only as reguIative eprin-
ciples for its thought, especially as this thought is directed to _ {

action. 'I'ne world of the nounena or the mng—an-sich is ‘thus "proved" : |

. by pure reason only as practical F‘reedom is "proved" only in human \\ s a
' 5, s V | .o . y .
action as 1t.serves-as the- 8. priori of merality. ) , ‘\\ R

A\l
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- 3Kant Kritik, A321 B378:,
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Ideas, therefor-e, aré’ not objects of possible experience but only
concepts of pure reason which provide#a rule for how the understanding
is to be used when 1t confronts reality as a totality.3 Whereas the .
pﬁre concepts of the _gnderstandjrlg (‘the categorie?) , if anpplied to
eppear‘ances , can cbtain the appropriate material for concepts of experi- '
ence, the Ideas can never be so en;bodied'in ‘the concrete. Rather in

thetﬁ reason has only' a "systematlc unity" (systemétische‘-Einheit) which -

cannot match "th'e unity g’r'oundeé' in what is empif'ica.lly possible" o
(empirische mogliche Einheit) whish the wmderstanding attains in

’I'he transcendental Ideas ‘or pure concepts of oo
reason provide light for reason in its regulati\“{e employment as ' ' o ‘

empirical kpowlec’ige.

.ein Grundsatz der grosstmdglichen Fortsetzung und Erwelterung der
Erfahrung, nach welchem keine empirische Grenze f{ir absolute .

Grenze gelben miss, also ein Prinziplum der Vernunft, welches,’

als Regel, postuliert was von uns im Regressus’ geschehen soll,

und nicht antizipiert, was im. Objekte vor allen Regressus an sich ‘

A gegeben ist. . ‘ ’ .
. \ ‘ , . .
a, principle of -the greatest possible continua‘cion and extension o i

of experience, allowing no empirical limit to hold as absolute. :

©« Thus it is a principle of reason which serves as a rule, postu- . . i
lating what we ought to do in the regress, but not an Icipating e
t 1s present in the object as

‘regr’ess, -

IR ' N\

Further, an Idea of reason, when posited in existent naa].ity, becomes an

o

Idea_'L, of reason.

xR At by

For example, tbe Idea glves 'che rule for vir'tue, but

. A

hd )

e 2
— nplag s
.

Mreine Vemlmftbegr'iffe oder 4
transzendenta.le Ideen ... den Verstandesgebrauch dim Ganzen der gesamten °
Erfam'tmg nach Priniziplen bestinmen werden." v s

. / )4 : 0. R

. Toid., A568 B596. .

\ e e : C.

‘. OIbid., A509 B537. English translation:
of Pure Reason, trans, N. K. Smith (New York:
1929), Italics are those of the translator.

1

“y

.

JImmanuel Kant, Critigue
St wartin' Press

\ . A 3.
Ay i +
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the ‘Ideal gives "the 3rchetype” (Urbilde) which can' bé réalized in the .
individual virtuous man. The Ideals serve as regulative principles for
- human action.6 They‘ have a préctica} power beyond the mer;e toncep~
. tual rule which the principle of reas;m éxercises over the "cosmolog-
ical" Ideas which otherwise fall into the antinomi’ 'ooncl%io moted
‘ above e;bout the magnitude of tl.l& world in time and space, the ur\lity of
its parts, the scope of* causality beyond 11: and the relation of the
unconditioned to it.” |
Kant argued, ther'efore, for a dualistic undersﬁanding of* what we
can know according to possible experience (the ccmpe‘cency of the Lmder-r-
standing) and what we can know about things-in—-themselves (the merely

régulative domain of rreason) Understandlng however' ', can say dnly
‘ ' 8

[}

"what 1s, what has been, or what will be." Reason, However, can

broach the question of the "ought" (das Sollen) f‘or reason 1is the

: 'faculty of man which ¢

) ihre Gegensténde bloss nach Ideen erwagt und’ den Verstand darnach
bestimmt, .er dann von seinen (zwar ‘auch reinen) Begr'iffen einen
errpipischen Gebrauch macht

views its objects exclusively in the 1light of ideas, and :Ln,
dccordance with them determines the understanding,-which:then
proceeds go make an empirical use of its own simllarly pure
concepts. ' : : S

Reason, therefore, although working in the causality of the Ideas,

Okant, Kritik, A569 BS97.

Tmvid., A508 B536 - A567 B595. '
Smhta., ask7 BSTS. i S :
Co © : A . “
. 9Ibid. English text.is the Smith translation. ‘

i e
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" determines the/understanding from the vantage of the "ought." 'I‘hrough

it reason exhibits an empirical charactef. The causality of the

10

+ faculty of reason 1is nothing other than the human will. Here we see

the origin of the dualism between the-"is" and the "ought" which will

serve as a problematic for Hegel's philosophy. 1

Because Ka.nt's dualistic distinction between the realm of phen-

i,

amena and the realm of noumena undergirds lgs conclusions about the com- ‘
‘, petency of reason, it was precisely this distinction which soon came
under attack. It was rejected as such by Hhis "conservative" opponents

' . who would not allow such a critique of reason., It was "completed" and

subsumed in some higher principle by those who claimed to be his

successors., Whatever the "rejections" or "completions" Kant 's

-

elaboration of his dualism between phenomena and noumena obviously

remains a fommlation of philosophical truth which is uniquely his own.
Tt marks a new "turn" —. subJective and critical — in the history of

_philosophy. o -7

The right of Kant's successors, Fichte Schelling and Hegel to

) claim that they respect the achievement of Ka.nt has recently been

'

challenged We will concentrate on the example of H‘gel; T‘ McFarland's

Coleridge and the Pantheist Tradition bestows "flesh and blood" on the

intellectual situation at the end of the eighteenth and at the begiming

’ . - . Cq

7

lOIbid., A5lg B5T7.

llFor the influence. Of the dichotomy between "is" and "ought" on

subsequent soclal theory, see Richard J. Bernstein, The Hestmcturing
of Social and Political Theory (New York and I.ondon Harccurb Brace
Jovanovich, 1976), pp. ll6f'f L . .

|
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of the nineteenth century ;uI Gzrinarw 12- McF‘arlarxd provides a:rple docu-

.mentation for the "Spinozlstic Crescendo" that dominated the German
intellectual situation‘ of the time, McFarland produces thé scenario in

order that we may understand the .tenslons operative in Coleridge s

thoug:{ but his description has value in itself for the light it sheds

jntellectual climate of this period. McFarland demonstrates
how Kant's philosophy, although produced in isolation from this attrac-
tion for Spinoza which characterized the generation succeeding h:Lm
bequeathed a problem to this generation which, Ironically, intensified
its attraction to Stinoza's monism.‘ 'Ihis is the probl of the prin-

ciple of comection (beyond mere external imposition) between one's a

\

priori categories of the mind and obJects outslde the mind, between the.

!

‘noumena and the phenomena, between the Ding-an-sich and its phenomenal

" appearance. Kant's.whole philosophy, however, insisted upon this dual-

istic structure of human cognition as’ over aga_inst external Treality.
McFa!{and narrates how the philosopher Jacobi was the first to perceive
the threat that Spinoza's thought posed for any dualistic structuring

“of m.'lnd and reality, of God and world. Yet so great'was that period's

' ~ desire for a unltary principle of all realitfy, both divire and human

that Spinoza "seemed impeccably right in the Romantic rationale," 13"
Kant's work lost 1its cogency for the Ronmtighﬁnd, and McFarland
argues that just as Plotinus subsumed Plato into an "elegantly

co-ordinated anti-Platonist pantheism", so Fichte, Schelling, Hegel

3 LN -

Y2 momas McFarland, @sleridge and the Pantheist Tradition, PP. 53-106.

L

’ .
/ '13Ibid'., p. 86.

ey
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and Schopenhauer, though declared disciples of Kant, conver'ted Ks.nt'
14

thought into an anti—Kantian variant of Spinozism, McFarland organ—

i1zes his evaluation of these philosophersdaromd a distinction made by

Coleridge between "I am" philosophy and "it is" philosophy ‘Philos—-

ophers who work fram the "I am" position begins fram the fact that the /°

)
> "human knower3" the "lover of wisdom,"' 1’s not a-mére cipher of the

physical l&ws governing ’the world but stands over against it \in a
position of freedom and creativity. Philosophers who wérk f‘rom the "it

is" position perceive the' vast camplexity of the universe in which man .

iives and find 1t difflcult to make any initial separation af man from

this universe., The "I am" position bullds fram Plato in ancient and

) f‘rom Descartes in modem philosophy *up to the’ achievement of Kant. 15

The "it is" philosophy, conversely, can cla:lm Aristotle, Locke, Mill
and the ma,jor traditions of empiricism and experimental science on the
one hand and on the other hand, the pantheist tradition represented by

‘ Schelling Hegel Schopenhauer and especially Spinoza whose philosophy

the "it is" as the locus of reality?

"pursues the syntactic implication of the "it is" beyond the anchorage

of the semantic, andfihus may be deflined as the ultimate expansion of
16
\ A
= McFarland presents Hegel as one among a number of contemporary ’

phil:/sophers who, following Spinoza, invalidated Kant's Ding-an-sich as

ing independently from mind. In their hands philosophy is left

/_»i____./_.

exis

o lul’bid.,p 91. I ‘ ,

\15Ibid., p. 59.

Vi, p.61.
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not, wit'h unknowable ekternality but w;,&:j incompensurable internality or
consclousness as its uJ‘g:imaté postulate, This internality could easily
be tmn§fomed Sﬁinozism since i{: mezply is the relabelling of the
. mondstic substance as "absolute ego," as did Fichte and Schelling, or
as "absolute Idea," as did Hegel, or as "Will," as did Schopenhauer, ;,
and by descriﬁing all "things" aihmeéély ideational variatien of the
- hypostasized "ego" or "idea" or me11,n 7 A
Hegel then stand‘s under the géperal indip‘anent of having undope
the work of Kant by ‘subsumirig 1t in a covert morfism. Yet Hegel himself |

-

insisted that Kant had made a determinative cor.itr‘ibqtion to his thought. ’

- Does Hegel's philosophy retain an essentlally Kantian ori‘er;tation?‘
Perhaps one way we c¢an resolve this prok‘)lem" is to examine Hegel's own

. 3 ) N
evaluation of Kant's and Spinoza's philosophy. This examination will )

) ~__reveal Hegel's own attitude about his dependency on Kant a?d Spinoza.

- Hegel's Discussion of Kant

i

For Hegel, the main point ‘of the phllosophy of Kant is that . ~
‘universality and necessity do not exist in external things but are a i

priori, that.is, they rest on reason itself, and on reason as "self-

18

conscious reason" (selbstbewusster Vernunft). The source of

uni\fersality ahd necessity is not our "external perception" (Wahrmehmen) J

.
L ]

-

4., p. 92. - .
‘, coe .
. 1 8G. W. F. Hegel, Werke in zwanzig B3nden, ed. Eva Moldenhauer
‘und Karl- Markus Michel, Band 20: Vorlesungen Ober die Geschichte der
Philosophie III (Frankfurt a/M.:" Suhrkamp, 1971), p. 336. Subsequent
references in the text are to this work, Thls text 1s the same as - SR
- that of the Vorlesungen of the Jubll3umausgabe of Hegel's work edited
by Hermann Glockner, Oth ed. (Stuttgart: Friedrich Frammann, 1965).°

1
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., but is the subject, "I" in niself—consciousness (333). Thus the”stand-

,point of the philiosophy of Kant in the first. pla.ce is that thoug'xt

through its reasoning, has come to -grasp ib_self as in itself absolute
and concrete, free and ultimate', and in the second place, thought,

'detennining 1tself within itself ard cohcréte, is grasped as subject-

ive (331). ' ‘ N
Kant's philosophy also claims to be a critica{ ‘philos hy
because its aim is first of all to supply, a criticism of our fi ult;es
of knowledge. Hegel complains that Kant approaches knowledée as an
instrument whose nature and function man must learn before employing it.
Die Forderung ist also diese: man soll das Erkenntnis- ‘
rmBgen erkennen, ehe man erkennt; es l1st dasselbe wle
mit dem Schvdnnxenwollen, ehe man ins Wasser geht. ( 331&_)
The demand 1s therefore that one must know the ‘faculties of

knowledge, before one knows; 1t -1s the same as want:lng to be
able to sw:Lm before one goes into the water'.

The investigation of the faculties of knowledge wlll never attain the -

knowledge 1t aims 'at, for it is already this knowledge; the investiga-
tion itself is an exercise in knowing. .° ‘ ,
Kant saw in the subjective determinations of thought;, e.g. in

those of cause and effect, an a priori caﬁacity to bind together the

differences which‘SI*e present in the material which is glven to us in’ .

experience. Hence Kant considered thought to be a synthetic activity
and for him the main question of philosophy was "How are synthetic -

Judgments a priori possible?" Hegel gives Kant great praige for his

-demonstrati'on that thought 1s concrete in itself since tho{lght has

synthetic judgnients a priori witich are not derived fram perception.-

(Wahrnem‘ ). That space and time are also a priori, i.e. in the

A
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empirical methods (336-337).

" knowledge of the truth (338). Reason, according to Kant, requires #er-

. hence not constitutive 4in lmowledge but only regulative; it is the unity

6-_19_ , : »
)

selg—consciousness, 1s the great aspect of Kant's philosophy. Yet Hegel‘

hpnédiately fauits Kant for his lack of scientific form: he uses 8 .

'expressij)_ns that are "barbarous" (quite an accusation for Hegel to be

making) and remains confined by a psychological point of view and

) ) s » . l , . ‘
Hege} then goes on to discuss one of Kant's %wbwous expressions: 5
Kant's description of his philosog)hy as "transcerdenta.:f philosophy", that

ig to say, his philosophy as examlning the conditions of possibility for

knowledge but not claiming to be "transcendent” or ultimate knowlecfge in ¢

[

/ . . .
itself. Hegel finds this term particularly barbarous because by it Kant

separates the faculty of knowledge fram tlfle thing-in-itsellf, s6 that- N |

universality \agd necessity ar% merely a subjective eondition of know-

ledge. ‘Reason with its universality and necessityldoes not attdin to a

ception and experience, a material empirically glven, so that as sub- .

. Jectivity it may attain knowledge. ¥f reason breaks free from the S

, A i
material empirically gLvén, it transcends experience and then creates ’

pure "whims and phantoms" (Hirngespinste). Reason then for Kant is

and rule for (the understanding as ‘it applies 1ts ccncepts to) the sen-
suous manif‘old (338). In this sense Kant's critique of reason, Hegel

'notes,‘ is a eritique that a\s.cel:'tains not the knovgledge' of objects but

the knowledge of knowledge and its prin}:jfples, its range and limita- R S
tions, so that knowledge does not, become "flighty" (lberfliegend) (339).
Hegel found Kant's philosophy "a good intreduction into philos'— "

ophy" (386). <Yet for him it was "a camplete philosophy of the

- < L
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ical systematization of the knowledge of the understanding (363).
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\

understanding which renounces reason“ {385). To urdebrstand this state—

ment we note again that Kant distinguished between sensibllity, under—
stqnding'and.jaeason. " The faculty of sense is pu'rely receptive, the
faculty of understanding 1s the faculty of concepts and pure reason 1s
the f‘acults; of Ideas, that,is, of concepts applied to robjegts that are
beyond experience. Reason in this sense can be a deceptive e;i\tension
of the understariding that pushes 1ts concepts beyond the limits of all
possible experience. Ideas, then,- if they‘ar'e not to be deéeptive,
can never{be consti.t;utive; but only régula’cive, that is, they do not

codstitute of themselves, the true but are nevertheless regulative in

directiné the understanding.

Accdrding to Hegel, Kant was the first to draw this distinction

~ between the under.*standing and the reason (352). Hegel attacks Kant

then for maldng 'reason possess nothing but formal unity for the method~

e

Understanding for Kant.l1s thought in finite relation; reason, by con-

X
trast, is thought which makes the unconditioned its object. Following

Plato, Kant called the product of reason the Idea, and he understood 'by

" Idea the unconditioned, the infinite. The Idea for Kant, however, is’

‘merely the abstract universel, the indeterminate (352).

Hegel's most "Hegellan" comment about Kant's philosbphy is that

Der mangel der Kantischen Philosophle liegt in Qam
Auseinanderfallen Momente der absoluten Form; oder, von der
andern Seite betrachtet unser Verstand, unser Er'kennen 1det
elnen Gegensatz gegen das Ansich: es f'ehlt das Negative,
aufgehobene Sollen, das nicht begr’iffen ist. (386)

The defect of Kant's philosophy consists ip/vl(e falling asunder

of the moments of the absolute form; or, regarded from the
other side, our understanding, owr knowledge, forms an . %

% v v,
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hantlthesis to Belng-in-itself: there 1s lack_i.ng the negative,

the abrogation f the "ought" which is not iaid hold of.19
Hegel'is referring to Kant's dualism of‘kt_:ﬁe determinations of thought as
over against theJ things of ;che world to which thought addresses itself,
,the dualism belng bridged or resolved by "an absolutely essentlal ought"
( 363; 384). Because Kant only hits on reason "by chance," (351) his
'progr‘ession from sensibility to understanding to reason never being’
demonstrated in 1ts necessity, and because for Kant reason's fashioning
of Ideas can néver be really proven to relate to things—in—thémelves T
but only to the subjective: se}f—consciousness as such, his philosophy
leaves us only with the realm of the "ought," the realm ofy 'che'postu-

late, to make any connection between our thought and fhings as they

‘ realiy are in themselves. In tl:ne‘ climax of his Critique of Pure P'{easo?,
i(ant goes ,beyondt\_traditio‘nal meta.phys‘ics which argued that one aiter-"
rative of the antiomies must hp{d true, the other false (1.e. eternity
of the world versus 1ts having a begi:;ning and end; matter either is
made of units or is endless:fy diyis.igle; freedom versus nécessity 5
absolute .-n.ecessity of the conditiomd world "versus_its pure contingerice) ‘
-a‘md argues 1n his transcendental idealism that these contradictions do
not belong to things in themselves. }\iather the source of the coné'a— |
dictions is in our minds. Hégel accuses Kant of ndn making self-
consciousness take up all contradictions into itself, jus’t as once God

wé.s_ made to fill this role.’ Kant does so in order that th‘ir')gs will not

19English text taken fram Hegel's lectures on the History of
Philosophy III, trans. E. S. Haldane and Frances H. Simson (London:
Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1955), p. 478. This téxt follows a -
different order than and contains additional material to the German
text we have.used," S . «
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contfadict‘tnemelves. But by res'culng‘ things from inner contradiction,
the Kantian philosophy places the inner contradiction in self-

consciousness. Gelst (spirit or mind's creative principle) now becomes

Self-contr'aciictor'y. Geist becomes disorder; self-consciousnesgs becomes

20

not_unitive but disruptive. Out of this dilemma comes Hegel's

-

+

201n the Phenomenglogy of )irit Hegel offers an account of how
self-consciousness works through to its full realization of itself as
unitive with the, self-consciousness of God as philosophically appre- ,
hended —- Geist as absolute, Reason is Geist, spirit, when it is self-
conscious of the truth of its reason. Réason as spirit approaches the
self-consciousness of absclute Gelst as human self-consclousness Over-

comes the inner contradictions of the spiritual formations to which it .

has given 1ts alleglance in histor'ical sequence: the ethical order and
its abstract law; human culture’ as reconciling law and individuality.
but as then splitting into the dichotqmy of enlightenment and faith;
the moral self-consciousness as overcaming this latter split. Reason
as spirit discovers that its own self-tonsciousness is that by which
all contradictions seceive their word of reconcillation, namely, the
self-consciousness’ of Geist as absolute. Phenomenology of Soirit,
trans. A. V, Mller (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1977), p. 1108
How do we discover that what 1s obviously not "self—consciousness,"
namely, extermal reality, cannot be ultimately placed outside what self-

- consclousness itself 1s? We discover what self-consciousness really

"1s" wheh we move from consciousness and self-consciousness in its
individual realizations to ‘the further dimensions of reason and spirit.
"Everything" is Geist in its self-alienation and consequent self-
knowledge. What self-consciousness "is" 1s revealed in the phenomen-
blogical account of Geist#s In Gelst's ongoing moments each' difference
between (imner) kmowledge and (external) truth is progressively can-
celled. Spirit is neither the withdrawal of self-consciousness into
pur‘e inwardness nor the submergence of self-consciocusness into sub-
stance; rather Geist "is this movement of the Self which empties itself

of itself and sInks itself Into its substance, and also, as Subject,
‘has gone out of that substance into itself, making the substa.nce into an

object and a content at the same time as it cancels this difference
between objectivity and content" (Phenomenology, p. 490). In science,
the level of knowing beyord phenamenology, the moment of Geist unites
the objective form of truth and the knowing self in an immédiate unity
(Phenomenolog p. 491). In absolute knowing the self-consciousness of

" Gelst Is no longer taken as a mere object of thought apprehended in .

picture thinkihg (Vorstellung) whose medium is religion. Self-
consclousness ceases: to throw up objects for itself but surmounts such
externalization while apprehending that all externalization has its
méaning for self—consciousness itself (Phenomenology, p. 479). At
this stage of absolute knowing our knowledge of Geist as absolute is
simultaneously the very self-knowledge of Geist.
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' _golution: the categeries have no truth in themselves; the unconditioned

of rgatson Jhas no truth in itself; only the unity of both .ds conc?e’te
possesses truth (359). .This unity is laid hold oﬂthrough the negative,
,What Hegel means by the‘ negative, the abrogatiori of ‘the "ouéht, "
1s worked out i’n.his syetem, ,e system which he regarded as.f‘ulf‘illing
Kant's true philosoph;!.cd %intention when purified of ite Jempiric berbarism

and made into "the true concrete; re&lity as determined through. tﬁe .

_ indwelling concept; this is the adequete I'dea, as Splnoza says" (381).

For Hegel, the cancept, or Begriff, 1sh the level of thought which has

broken out of the realm of the merely subjective and yet has preserved

" that realm in its higher level‘o‘f objectivity ( 362) In his discussion

of.‘ the ontological proof of the existence of God, Kant stated that being

is not a real predicate (Sein ist kejn reales Pradikat), that is; it 1s -

‘ never included in any concept as a concept. The concept .of one hundred '

real dollars is exactly the same as one hundred jmaginary dolla.rs The

concept "one hundred dollars" is identlcal in both cases., ’Hegel cells
such reasoning "a philosophy of finitude.' For Hegel, "1ay1ng hold" of
existence, Eeifen, is intrgnsic to any concept as concept Begriff. ‘
At the level of the. "concept," ﬂ , exlstence must be included or

it is not concept — 1t is sense perception. "Wenn dle Existenz nicht '

begriffen wird, so ist das das begrifflose, sinrﬂ.icIXWahrgenonmené' s und

‘ das Regrifflose ist allerdings kein Begriff" (362)." If one does not go

af‘ter existence through the concept one’ rerrains f:bfed at the level of‘

Vorstellung, representational or "plcture" thirﬂd.ng. Because Hegel

uses "concept," Begriff, as encampassing ontological reality, and because

~ its translation as "concept" or "notion" usually only obscures this

“~
b
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inpor;t , we will/retain the German word Begriff to signify its ontological
reality. . : . - ‘.,

. Kant himself did possess an "instinct" for the EE B Discuss-
:lng Kant's arranging the categories in triads Hegel states:

Es ist grosser Instinkt des Begriffs, dass er sagt die ers'ce
Kategorle ist positiv; die zweite ist das Negative der ersten;
das Dritte ist das Synthetische aus beiden. Die Form der
Triplizitat, die hier nur Schema ist, verbirgt in sich die
abeolute Form, den Begr-iff‘ (345) ¢

It is a great instinc&,q\the Begriff in that he says that the
first category i1s positive; the second 1s the negative of the
first; the third [element] is the synthesis of the two. ‘The .
'form7of triplicity, which is here only a schemag, conceals in
itself thé absolute Form, the Begriff. S '

' ’ .@ ‘ ( 1 <
> die Idee des Denkens, die absoluter Begriff an ihr selbst ist, ~ , i
de’p Unterschied, die Realitdt an ihr selbst hat. -(384)

Hegel finds everywhere in 'Kant

the Idea of thought, which is in 1tself absolute Begriff , which
has in itself difference, reality. o l

" Kant does approximate the Begriff according to' Hegel first in his general
A idea of synthetlc Jjudgments a priori that is,.his positing of a universal
which ‘has difference in itself and §828hd, in his triplicity "nspiritual
though it was" of the three C ritigue s (theorstic reason, practical reason,
'and Judgment as the unity of‘ both), the triplicit;of ti'xe triadic sub— ‘ .
~ divisions under the categories, and the triplicity of the idea,s 'of reason .
(reasan Tesolving two antinomies) Kant exhibits everywhere thesis ‘
antithesis and synthesis which are the mdalities of spirit by which 1t
15 spirit as self—conscious in that it does £0 differentiate itself in
such a way. Kant' 5 triplicity, however, was "mspiritual" because it
lacked the negative, thg negdtion of the negation, which more "accurately ™

~ describes Hegel's method of binding tmsis and antithesis “Kant's '
£ s




e

J _ L el

[§

o B

Hegel as against Kant, argues )}:hat reason 1s able to.give the

= understanding more than a t‘&'mal unity, since truth resides neither in

e the .one ner in the other but in the absolute E Begriff, the uhity of both
7\\ " as concrete. We are able to txta.nscend the realm of the "ougl*t " the

L
’ .(s &» realm of‘ postulate. and obligation into the rea]m of free;lom »Jhere our
Oy life is no longer under any coéercion of duty but is a participation in’

\-the obJectiVity of the Begriff, an objectivity that allows escape from

}\ . the prii-s‘bn of subjectivity wh:l@h Kant has bequeathed us. -

PR
»
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?ﬂde lc;lown to the Athenians. Kant's standpoint lacks mediat‘ on and only
. ths generae stat t that God exists with the determination of being
infinite, universai ‘and indeterminaté is possible (383). Nc determin—
ations o\f the .Absolute ar'e possible -For Hegel, howevg' the purrpose of
philosophy is to show how absolute i‘orm is the "concrete uni"ei'sal"

whi§h 1s the mediated unlty of the conditioned and the unconcitioned

o | . ‘ rlts mediated unity games about t;:rough the negation of the particular

¢

and the negation of this negation Self—consciousness, morecver, mani—

this

f fests miés ﬁit ""spirit" thrOugh .this same process. The Atsolute-;is

3wt Geist.” o\

| . . Hegel accuses Kant and Jacobi of hav;mg liberated the "sloth of K
| reason" so.bhat it is freed I‘rom every call to reflect s to penetrate to
its.own” inward meaning and to explore the depths of mture and spirit

( 384) Kant's"ﬁritique of Pure Reason established the "autocracy of the

subJective reason‘ " which, because it 1s abstraot and without knowledge s
| has only subjective certainty and not obJective truth. It is an-

"y
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triadic patterns en in synthesis always re ed abstract and formal.

Hegel accuses Kant of returning us to the "unknown Goc" whori Palll .
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‘of conviotion and certainty (subjektive Fr‘eiheit der Uberzeugung urﬂ / :

Vein blosses Eewusstsein das alle Begriffe begleitet "

w ‘ e . ‘ —26.—

autocracy of sub,jectivehreason, ‘moreover, which one can neither know nor

Justify N)or need one know or Justify it, for one's suh.jective f‘reedom -

v
A i b e
.

Gewlssheit) holds godd all round ( 384). : &>

s Hegel cdnsiders Kant 's. 5re$.tment of subjective f‘reedom as, - . d
seriously deficient. His aim is to attain a concepWeedom that-is

established .objectively, a freedom that is g;r'oundetl beyend the autocracy

of subjective.reason’. . Co »

Here the’ question ,arises about' the validity of Hegel's intefpre—

tation of Kant We may cast our iriquiry4 into the form of an examinatien

of what Hegel meant by the autocracy of subjective reason :Ln\l(an{
I;egel's conclusion about Kantian subjectivity can be cast Into reflief
by Lonergan's statement that Kant's Copehﬁéan revolution “brought the

sub,ject i}bﬁ'technical praninence while making only minimal concessions

nel

to 1ts reality. At first glance Lonergan may appear to be directly

contradicting Hegel, yet on ﬂmthe;- consideration we will see that both

1

are aiming at a similar goal; a goal explicitly rejected as reallzable

"by Kant. Kant declared it impossible to substantiate the "I" as any— )

thing more than "a bare corisciousness which accompanies all concepts"'
22 Kant argues 4
that beyond the logical meaning of the "I," that is beyond our con- - 1 ‘ -

sciousness as a transcendental subject in which all our perceptions must
1 P . ‘ ~ R ’ . p

Id

leemard J. F. Lonergan "Phe Subject," A Second Col&ection
( don Darton,LongmanandTodd 1974), 6, 70, n. 2.
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be fourd, we have no knowledge of the subject "in itself," which as.sub-
stratum underlies this "I," as it ‘does all our thoughts.23 Kant there-
fore concludes that to state-that the "I" as a thinking being (soul) 1s

substance and hence has everlasting duration can signify a substance

» ©
only in idea and not in 1"eal'ity.2}4 To admit as movf'ledge such a state-
' \ A |

rﬁent-as "Every thinking beh’fg is, as such; a simple substance" would be

to take a syntbetic a priori pro?position beyond the limits Kant ‘ "
demarcated for such Judgments. K?nt asserts that a pripri synthetic ‘
prepositions are possible and admiesible only in relation to objects of

) poesible experience and Ss principles of: the possibility of this experi- ‘
ence~ The statement "Every thirking being is, as such, .a simnle sub-
stance" afdds to the conce{at\(of a thirﬂcing being) a predicate
(simplicity) which cannot be given in any experience. To admit tbis :

statement ‘therefore would be to make such. pr'opositions "to things in.

Vgeneral aﬁ to things in themselves“ (auf Dinge uberhaupt und an 'sich n )

j . . Selbst) and put aJQnd to his whole cr'itique.25 Therefore Kant must L \ i
. insist that such a proposition is a ppstulate that. is in-,@cco:dance

with the "pfinciples of the practical émployment of reason" (Grundsatzen.

des pra.kti§chen Vernunftgebrauchs) and counsel yus to renounce the ,

hope "of comprehending fron' the merely theoretical, knowledge of our-

selves, the necessary continuance of our existence" "dle notWe ge

Fortdauer unserer Existenz aus der bloss theoretischen Er‘kenntnis B

P 7
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unserer selbst ‘eigzusehen."zs T

Lonergan himself attempts to establish the possibllity that we can

know what the subject is without having to resume all the old methods of K

~-proQf. - Lonergan agrees with Kant that "bodles are mere appearances of

IS

owr outer sense and not things—in-themselves": "K&rper blosse
Erscheinungen eres ausseren Sinnes, und nicht Dinge an sich selbst,
sind..”‘?7 Lézir:an avolds the falsg step of the old time metaphysics of |
assumirig that since the th:Lnking subJec,;t isnbt corporeal u;e cay o‘n that
account conclude that we can know what kind of an object it is. ;Ihe
inmaterial soul of the old-time metaphysics remains locked in a1l the
ambiguities of proving that it is tne.th:gng—in-itself "behind" the body.

We do not arrive at what it is by merely defining it as "not-body."

That we can even reach the realm of "not-body" 1s precisely what has to

be proved. Lonergan avoids the snare of this procedure. But uniike
‘: AN

Kant, he does not confine knowledge to the phenomenal world — the world

" of hodles / Rather hé attempts to examine what kind of thirking pers

ceives the world as a collection of mutually distinct bodies and asks 1f
there is another kind of thinking that can lead us beyond bodies as the -
"now" "tﬁere" "outside" "real." The kind of thinking that perceives the
world as a series of bodies Lonergan calls "picture thinldng which
means thinking in visual images, l?ut "what is intended in questioniqg

a
1s not seen, intuited, perceived; it 1s as yet unkmdwn; 1t is what we
’ ' : X ~- /-<
- >
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n28 Picture thinking can never encampass

do not know but seek to know.
, ’Swhat\ 1s intended in human questioning. Now Lonergan identifies what is
inténded in quest_ioning asNaging, Being 1s the objective ofA tl;e pure
desire to know. Out of the pure‘/‘desire to know comés the spontaneously
\wk\ ‘ ) * operative nc¢tion of being. Through th; notion of belng we ask the ques-
tion, Is it? ’Iﬁat quéstion Supposes some notion of being, a notion «
. which .‘is prior to each instance of our knowing being. Lonerga‘n
describes the notion of being as "the immanent, dynamic orientation of \.
cognitional process." 23 The notion of being underpins all cognitional
o | ' 'conte(rfts. It penetrates all cognitional contents as the "smreme \
’ . neurisfic\: notion." Furthef, it constitutes all contents as cognitional. ( | |
Expeniencemefelybresen‘cs the matter to be khown.- Understanding can , '
only define tne matter to be }énown But the mere thought still has to
be affirmed in judgment and what Judgment .Jud’gesuis the mere "Yes" or
"No", the mere "is" ar "is not." _ g o
l Experience is for inquiring into being. Intelligence is for | ‘
. thinking out being. But by judgment being is Mnown, and in N
‘ - Judgment what 1s known is known as belng. Hence knowing is -
knowing belng, yet the known i never mere being, Just as

: judgment is never a mere "Yes" apart from any question that
‘ : "Yes" answers. .

Because the desire to know is conscious intelligently (at the level of _

understariding) and rationally (at the level of judgment) we fornpa ' o

: , 28Lonergan; "The Sub,jle,et," p. T7. (Ita.liés\ mine) .

y

. ~ NV | )

? *JBernard J. F. Lonerganwnssigm 4 & Study of Human Understand—
- : ing, 2nd ed. (London: Longmans, Green & Co., and New York: Phllosoph-
Tcal Library, 1958 reprint ed., San Francisco: ‘Har-per and Row, 1978),

p. 35M.

%14, p. 357. : \
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.notion of that desire's objective, namely a noiiion' of being. It 1s a

notion of what we seek to know in our questioning. When we search

for what 1t is we are doing when we are knowing, when we search for

~the dynamic orientation of cégnitional process, we make the painful

breakthrough fram know:;epg as plcture thinking to lnowing as a dynamic

. structufe which is comprised not of same single operation or activity

but 1s a whole whose parts are cognitional activities.31

Accordj_ng to Lonergan, Kant never freed h_’unself from picture
thinking: an "object" for him is what one "looks at." In picture
thinking one can have only sénsitive intuition as immediately related

to objects. The unda'sta'nding and the reason can be related to objects

only mediately; judgnent is only a mediate knowledge of objects, a

,representation of a repr'esentation Reason is never related to objects

" directly but only to the understanding, and through the understanding,

to the empirical use of reason itself. It follows then that the value
Qf' our J udgn&jlts andbour reasoning can be no more than the value of our

intuitions. Kant provides no way of escape fram this rather deflating

conclusion. The breakthrough from picture thinking is to’discover that’

human cognitional activities have as thelr object being. Unless that
brealcth;:/ough 1ls nade, "the intention of questioning, the notion of

bei_ng, is merely immanent, rnerel{r sub,jr'ective.".?’zl' Kant, according to
Lonergan, rema}ine‘d in an inescapably subjectivist ‘.stance toﬂ:ards that

3lBemard J. F. Lonergan, "Cogrﬁti&nal Structure," Collection\
(Montreal "Palm Publishers, 1967), p. 24k,

32 cnergan, "The Subject," pp. 77-78. ° e
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wﬁich human being attempts to kno;: when if engages in cognitional
activity‘ . o

Lonergan attempts to "£111 up" the deficiéncies he percelves in
Kant by making explicit the obj ect of huhan cognitional activities,:
namely, being. . It is fram 'chis perspective that he can define Kant as

sub,jective Although ‘chey approach it f'r'om vastly different per-

_spectives, both Lonergan and Hegel have a similar goal, that™¥s, to’

w
substantiate the reality of the Mman knower. Both begin their
r

philosophy I‘rom a similar assessment of Kant as sub,jectivist But

.- both Hegel a.nd Lonergan are interested not in abolishing Kant's human

subjec‘c but in providing it with more adequate foundation.

> of Kant may “serve as a‘féood point of

~
1 a.nd Lonergan. For as critical as

Thelr cammon assessm

departure for comparing He

\ N
Lonergan 1s of Kant, Kant's levels.of Sensibility, understanding,

reason and the practidal application of reason camot help but appear

as a paradigm for Lonergan's levels of human sensitivi‘cy , human
intelligence, human judgment and human action that aré sublated as

levels -of consclousness in the “existential subject“ — the subject

-

who by his own acts makes himself what he is to be.>> Although

Lonergan feels that Kant has made human existence a ghost of,the

human intellect, h? does not dismiss Kant's gfound plan but seeke, to

endow human intelligence and reasonableness with the flesh and blood

b
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of our actual pursult after being.3u Human inquiry, Lonergan, is
not motivated by the intellect's refraction onto itsel; but by its )
dynamism towards what is.

Lonergan states that the human subject's levels of consciousness

gre interrelated through "sublation"., He recognizes his debt to Hegel

2

3“Lonérgan therefore does not Iocate human Judgment as the middle
term between the faculties of the understanding and the reason, as does
Kant (Critique of Judgment, trans. by J. H. Bernard [New York: Hafner,

1961}, p. 13). Rather, judgment is the activity of human reasonableness

itself as 1t determines what 1s and what 1is not.

That Kant and Lonergan.follow basically the same paradigm in .
elucidating the structure of human knowledge is I1llustrated by Giovanni
Sala in his “study Das Apriori in der menschlichen Erkenntnis: Eine
Studie {iber Kants Kritik der reinen Vernunft und Lonergans insight
(Meisenheim am Glan: Verlag Anton Hain, 1971). Sala mitigates
Lonergan's judgment that Kant never attained the subject. He notes that
rather "dle Hinwendung zum Subjekt 1s ¥as Formalprinzip des tischen
Denkens, wodurch Kant bis heute Anfang der Neuzeit gebleiben ist.

Dieses Prinzip, das die Richtung der kantischen Philosophie bestimmt,
ist viel bedeutsamer als das tatsichlich ausgefiihrte System selbst,  so,

.dass das Studium. dieses Prinzips flr das Herausstellen der Koordinaten

des kultuﬁellen Raumes, in dem wir uns heute befinden, unerlasslicht
1st" (p. 4)

Sala identifies the heart of this "principle" as the Aoriori —_—
the origin, the extent and:.the result of that meaning which constitutes
human existence (den Ursprung, den Umfang, die Folgen jenes Simmes, der
die menschliche Existenz konstituiert). The study of the Apriori { then
is "das Studium des einsichtigen und rationalen Subjektes selbst, vor
selner Objektivation" (p. 9). Sala can proceed to make an exposition
of Kant's thought which presents Lonergan's work as the attempt to
resolve problems rising from Kant's formulation of knowledge ds
Anschauung, "taking a look," rather than a new departure in the study
of human knowledge 1tself. [Lonergan reaches insight as knowledge
through the human subject as a krniower who is not decelved that his
activity of knowing has validity, just as Kant's transcendental deduc-
tion ar, justification locates our certainty of knowing in the unity of
apperception — our understanding in its function as the conscious ,
ground of unity of the pure law of understanding (p. 181). Both Kant
and Lopergan advance to the knowledge of God from the certainty of the
self-consciousness. The contrast to such an advance is made by Hegel
who posited thls advance as requiring an "objective stage" — which,
for h being meant an advance through our social being -— before
reaching What 1s for the Kantian the unconditioned and for the Hegelian
the Absolute.



> consciousness reconciles a contradiction in the 3.ower. By sublation

diction from his "sublation" is all important, for sublation without ‘

- 3- o - ,

c

for this coneept although he dissociates himself from one aspect of .

Hegelian sublation, namely, the Hegelian view that the higr}er"' level of

S
Ldnergm means a lower level of consclousness being retained, presefryed :
yet transcendéd and campleted by a higher., Thus, at the unconscious |
level, the subject is :Ln a coma or a dreamless sleep. At the next level
we have a minimal degree of consciousness and sup,jectivity when we are
the helpless subjects of our dreams. Then, when awake, we are

experimental subjects when we are subjects of lucid perception, imagin-. - ’

ative projects, emotional and conative jngilses ard bodily action. We
N 12

are intelligent subjects when sublating the expefient;lal, when inquiring

about our experience, We are rational subjects when, subléting the ' i

intelligent and experiential consclousness, we quesﬁion our own under-

standing and judge this to be so and that not to be so. Finally, our

rational consciousness 1s sublated by us as rational self-coriscious

" subjects as we become deliberating, evaluating, deciding and acting

subjects .-35

Lonergan's exclusion of the aspect of*reconciliation of contra-

the "moment of negative" l}s really a Kantian and not a 'Hege_lian con-

cept. Hegel himgelf pointed out its presence in Kant. And whereas .
Lonergan argues thdt Kant's philosophy was r‘sub,jectivistic because the o,
nokion of being remains nerély immanent througiqout 1t, Hegel states '

~
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that Kant's philosophy allowed supjectivity an unfettered hold on human
Jnowing because 1t never included the moment of negativity. Hé‘gel's
prinqiple oI: negativity may, in fact,. be understood in itzs "existential

+ sense" as the principle by which/one thing is one thing and not another
thing. It Is the "movemerit which posits and holds other being or
external reality as sorrething independent .I"3,6 It is the r%eme(nt by
which particular forms go urder and pass over into others, On‘ the
cosmic lével , 1t 1s the prinéiple by which substarnce ‘be‘comes suI;Ject as
the cosmic Gelst returns to itself‘ as self~consciousness thr*éugh posit-
ing itself through its opposit'é (e)gtemél reality). Negativity thus 1s
the principle behind history — the movement of being. . It is history .

* incorporated and ralsed into an onﬁological principle. One could argue%
that iﬁ\is q'che«obvverse to tlhe coin of being.3z That-the coin of being
has an oi\rerse requires a pheﬁoneholoy to ascertain, for we discover

' this obverse hét directly- but by considering how being is never '
“itself,"\ but always "samething else" before we can latch bnto it as

\

Beirxg. In other words, for Hegel, the grounding of human kndwing in

1

being 1§ to give an objective to tl';e pure desire to know which does not

, automatically rescue it from its sﬁbjective prison. The question of’
< \ .

¢

3GCharles Taylor, Hegel (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press‘,
1975), p. 110. ) ‘ . *

37It is the obverse in t
of the coin cne is lodking at.

sense that it 1s always the other side
a discussion of Hegel's argument in

, Texts, and Commentary (London:
Weldenfeld.and Nicolson, 1966),.pT. 209-216,
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‘history as cons‘citu‘give of human being will st11l remain ux"xexp].ained.38

Hegel's Discussion of Spinoza

To conclude this chapter ,-.I will look at Hegel's evaluatign of

Spinoza both as a way of helping us understand more clegrl& what Hegel
‘meant by negativity and as a way of demonstrating that Hegel self-
consclously st':rove not to subvert’)}‘{:amt's achievement of subjectivity
but to ground 1t in what he thought was a more aflequate structure.

~

HegeT praised Kant for having approached Spinoza's “adequate
Idea.."39 As we have noted above, McFarland places, Heggl's work wlthin
the "Spinozistic crescendo which took place in Germany during the

last decade of the elghteenth and the opening decade of the nineteenth

' centu}'y. Fichte ‘and Schelling tock it upon themselves to camplete

4o

Kant's philosophy in a way abhorrent to Kant himself. -~ McFarland

argues that Fichte, Schelling—r, ilegel and Schopenhauer, although very
., ’ ~°

adept at casting out each other's monistic mote, swere' each blind to

~ [

. their own pantheistic beam.

Yet merely to lump these philosopﬁérs together as panthelists
does tempt us to lgnore how crucial Kant's work remained for them. And
‘ . .

Hegel's discussion of Kant obscures his own debt to him, Hegel
. 4

criticizes Kant for giving mérely a "narrapive”—account of the stages

SN o
: 380men historically, has thére ever been amongst humans "a pure
' 3 )
desire to know?" How 1s thls principle constituted historically?

-

. 39Hegel, Vorlesungen uber die -Geschichte der Philosgphie IIT,
p. 381. ‘Subsequent references in the text are to this work.

40ycFar1and, Coleridge, pp. 98-99.
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ir; theoretic constiousness. Kant works in a psychological, i.e. his-
tor:ic‘al nmr and qgrely narrates the sequence of the faculties as:

' sensibilit&, understanding and reason without dewveloping this sequence
fram the Begriff, ‘the concept as mediating their inner necessity (339).
Kant's method leaves open the. question of other human faculties "pop- |
ping up" which may or may not be sigrxificant —- mental telepathy, for
instance. Kant, however, did make at least a descriptive statbgentnof
the moments of the whole and carrectly determined and distinguished
‘them. Thus Kant "is a go:)d introduction into philosophy" (386). But
Hegei wants more than narr&i%;ion; he wants the "‘dmé concrete," "reality
a3 determined through the indwelling Begriff, or, as Spinoza says, the
- adequate Idea" (381). To deter;mine what he means by these phrases we
must tum to his observations on Spinocza. My argument is that only by
unde;starﬁing‘Hegel's strictures on Spinoza do we gain pergpeptiVe on
what element of Kant remained cruclal for Hegel. )

- Hegel notes that Spinoza doés away with the in&ependence of the
tfvo extremes found in Descartes, namely, corpcrality and the thinking

"I, and makes 'El‘;em moments of the one absolute existent reality

(Wesen). For Spinozistic idealism what.is true is that there is only

6ﬁe Substance whcise attributes are thought and extension (nature).

" Only this absolute unity is real, is reality — anly it is God (161).
Thus, insofar as one begins to pl;lilosophize by bath;.hg ';1n the ether
of the one Subsfa‘nce in which all that one has held for true is ‘
annihilated," one must begin as a Spinpzjjst. Spinoza's philosophy is
the "rie;gation of every particular to which every philosopher must bave
come; it isthe 11beratio;1 of spirit and its absolute foundation":

. L t
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"Negation \alles Besonderen, zu der ,jeder' Philosoph gekammen sein muss;
es ist die Befreiung des Geistes wnd seine absolute Grundlage” (165).
Hegel states’ "’tha\t the only difference between his own philosophy and the
Eleatic p?;[losc:iptw which Spiﬁoza represenﬁs: 1s the concrete individual-
1ty present in the modern world. Min spirit throughout" through the
agency of Christianity (165).

* Hegel can see in Spinoza's first definition of the "cause of
1tself" the key tQ his ‘own thought . For a gause of itself' is a cause
which, while it cperates and separates an "othei," at the same time -
produces only 1tself and/ in the very bringing of itself forth does away
with this distinction: "Im Hervorbringen hebt sie den Unterschied
zuglelch auf; das Setzen ihrer als elnes Anderen ist der Abfall und |

41

zugleich die Negation dieses Verlustes," Thus this cause of itself

\
1s simyltaneously both a loss or privation and the negation of this,
loss. In representational thinkj.ng we think of the cause as producing
‘something and the effect as something other than the cause. Here,

however, the manifestation of the cause is immedlately cancelled and

. yet preserved (umnittelbar aufgehpben); ‘the cause of itself produces *

only 1tself. Such a thought is a fundamental Begriff in all speculative

(as opposed to representational)- thovght. 2 Had Spinoza developed what

. ull-legel's term for "sublatioﬁ“ or "smeréeésion" is hufheben
_ Here we see how Hegel uses it to mean'a cancellation and ye’ﬁ a
preservation of what has been negated. .

uzNote there is a similarity which remains to be explored between'

‘Hegel's movement from representational thinking (thought mixed wlth
sensuous images) to the Begriff of speculative thought. and Lonergan's
movement from knowing as "picture thinking" to knowing as a dynamic
structure whose obJect is being. |
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. figd into riglaity (das Starre) (168).

_merely privative.

a‘_(Wesens)\itself‘ (186-187). ‘ ' !

by the understanding, is fashioned into “attributes" which are both
. determinations but also totalities at the same time. Third in L

o " N . R ‘ ) - R
. : '
- - 38 . .« 4 )

& | n .
lay in his "cause of itself," substance with him would not have petri-

Spma advances the, great .

proposition that ever'y deteminationtis a negation (Omils determinatio

w_J

In looking at what is determined,

est negatio) (164). (hly the non-particular, the universal, is truly .

real 01: substantial, Any(particular thing is only aonegation and so ’ ", ,
does not have true reality (1655 Iiegél pmtests that Spinoé.a expresses = - .
only onc: side of: negation (164). By this Hegel meant that a moment of ‘
negativity was to be placed in the .one Substance itself‘ to-rescue it ., |
from* its rigidity and to allow. it a principle of freedom that is not ‘

- - g

It is through the moment of the negative (the move- R l

ment of Aufhebung) t',hat "Substance" beccmes "Sub;]ect n Hegel acclaims
Spinoza s definition of philosophical infinity as "the absol:ute affirm—

' ation of itself™ i{m says it would be better expressed as "the negation

.

W G
The Infinite can only affirm itself throuk:h i

u

. "”/,.

of the negation" (171).

Aufheb% Although Spinoza had "true :Lnf‘inity" at hand in his

definitions as when, for example,:he staterq_ﬂthat the cause of itself is

&

that whose Begriff includes existence, he was not conscious of this ‘

Egiff as absolute Begri ff, as & moment of the existing reality
\

&

Spinoza s one Substance has a second mament as attribute: a.ri . ©,
attribute is that which the wrderstanding perceives as constituting

the essence of the Substance.v\tln other words, Substance, as grasped -

relation to Substance is mode as the ."affections" of Substance, or - |

n
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.. that wh.i'éh does not have its own existence, but' is in anothey and 1is

PN "e .
conceived through that other. Here Hegel, says Spinoza has identified .

——

. the universal (as. Su;bstance) the _particular (as at&'ibute) and ‘the \
. & s
v individual (as mode) but did not deduce them but merely established

them asqdefinitions (170 186) Their inner com%&on or.gecessity
is missing * Therefore.. Spi.noza has no place for true individuality or

L subjectivity vHeéel's oharge agailnst \Spinoza is the .direct opposite ,
; ., - l N /
) of that against Kant T ‘ a
PR T Def Mangel des' Spinoza.ist, dass er d ritte nur als Modus -fasst, *
: - als schlechte Einzelheit. Die wahr] zelheit, Individualitét
' © ‘wahrhafter Sybjekyivitat ist nicht nur Ehtfemung vom Allgemeinen,
- das schlechthin Bestimmte; sondern es [ist, als schlechthin bestimmt,

das Firsichselende, nur sich selbst stixm\ende. ‘(170) '

-

' o 'I‘ne defect of Spinoza is that he treats the third mcment only as a
ot modality [of the one Substance], as a bad individuality. True :
. "inddviduality, true subjectivity is not only achieving distance
. fraom the universal in order to have samething simply or absolutely .
s : detem)i,ned But in so far as it is samething which is completely.
: . determined, the individual is samething which exiws in its own_
oo- : right [Fursichéeiende], it 1s something which gives determnateness
i R . only.to.Tself.

’ ! [

Spinoza thus leaves no scope for any individual reality as subsistent in
. o 1tse1f‘ Far from being an atheism which denles God, Hegel des iates

.-

. w3 Yiet wgite’ Ty o o
.

. sumed i:nto the one Substance (163).

A

*

(. "‘ . Hegel finds Sp oza s philoso;)hy inadequate beca),xse hﬁdistmc—

. i tions while valid remain extemal since the negative is .not known
‘” : .
in. itself (185).4 Because Spinozé conceivéd of negaticn enly in dford-

"'; " sided fashion (all detemd_nation irrplies negation) and because for him

S

= ‘4 . - only the. one Substance was positive, arid all else only modification of
g  thds Subst.ance, Spinoza had missed ¥%he ‘principle of sub,jectivity,

£~

M

[

- Spindza's philosophy as an "acosmism“ ; the cosmos ‘é effectively \%b— -
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individuality, personality (164). - Thought has only the significance of
the universal z]and not of self-consciousness (185). Hegel finds that '
| Spinoza s weak point is that he misses the fact that individuation

:lmp]ies negation and not mere synthesis. 'Ib illustrate the relation of

- Individuation and negation ‘Hegel recalls Boehme's concept of the-

" MIohts" <~ the something which 1s opposed to the "Nichts" but is the
_negative of the "Nichts" — the "I=I " the being in it'; own right (das
th-sich-Sein) which is true 'hegativity (18 %) © Already we see .

I:.}é'\ an adoption @ {

Spinozism but depended on the "bold and speculative" thpught of J KL

that Hegel did neot develop his thought simply t

Boehme to underpin F eritique of Spinoza. Spinoza's_ orie Subg?}mce : \\
remains in its petrification ard rigldity, for Spinoza's individual
) determinations in the form of detenrd.nations of the understanding "are

not Boehme's originating spirits which energize ax?d mfold into one

another"-(166). The moment of negativiby 1s lacking to 'the reified M
motionlessness which characterizes Spinoza's Sub'stance 'Iher'e this B
N . o t

Sut{stance i1s the Idea ta.ken only abstractly and not in its living
. ‘reality (1914) Spinoza's Substance 1s only the abstract\unity which
Geist has in itself (166) . - : : .

In opposItiori to Spinoza Hegel 'wanted to save the principle of
‘iu'b,jectivit individuality and personality which Hegel formulated in

- hils owh systesi-as "the nunent of self-conscigusness® insofar as it is - -
both objective and particular (196). In this sense although Hegel saw
Kant's teaching about subjectivity as seriously deficlent, he never-
theless wished to retain-this princible as absolutely essential. Hegel
achieved this aim by his 'concep”’c of the negation of the negatio, a

. ..i..m..,MWJ




Ly

i

/ -

‘

\

Ad . . . §
. -
. I .
.

: principle totally absen'c in elther Kant or Spinoza Hegel does pr'aise

Kant for his triadic stmctures of consciousness, f‘or his approach of
thesis-antithesis—synthesis, yet he praises this only as a faint adum—

bration of the true pattem of reality into which tha mament of

-negativity must be i.ntegr‘ated. Without this moment Kant's philosophy

leaves human consciousness fixed 1n an :_Lhescapable sﬁbljectivity, . Hegel

does not use Spinoza to advance afundamental objection to Kant's

°

thought so much as to provide 1ts contradiction whith as centradiction

'suffers from Kant's deficiency in reverse: subjectivity instead of

gaining autocracy is omitted altogether, Hegel identifies a principle

which is equally absent in this pair of, contradictions the moment of °

" ’che negative. Through this moment both Spinoza ahd Kant are cancelled

out and yet preserved (_aufheben) in Hegel. We carmot do justice to

Hegel if we regard his philosophical system as an intellectual resolu-

,' tion of problems left unsolved by Kant through a well-administered dose

2

of Spinozism.lB; Rather in Hegel's prd_nciple of "the negation of the

negation‘! wé find a recasting of the whole Western philosophical tradi- -
. tion which drew not only on what we have come to call philosophy but

- ‘ [\ .
.also on German mysticism, which as exemplified by J. Boehme wa§ made

fully integral to philoscphy.'s goals. ‘What 15 most striking is that

‘B‘Ihus I argue that the follﬁd.ng authors overlook the fundamental
divergence of Hegel from Spinoza whén they argue for the basic con-
gruence of theilr philosophies. J. B. McMinn, "A Critique ‘on Hegel's
« Criticism of Spinoza's God," Kant-Studien 5 (Hart 3 1959): 294-314;
Laurence Foss, "Hegel, Spinoza and .a Theory of Experience as Closed, "
Thomlst 35 (July 19715: 435-446; £. Shmueli, "Some Similarities
Batween Spinoza and Hegel on’ Substance," 'Ihomis‘b 36 (October 1972)

6U5-657; A. Myers, “Systematic Pluralism Spinoza and Hegel,
Monist fns (July. 1935) 237-263. © - . ‘
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Hegel does not regard "Boehrne‘secontribution as anything else than phil-

" osophy. Boehme's ideas, even though produced "without the Begriff" and

in the crudest way attain nevertheless an extreme depth‘by their union

of,the most absolute opposites (118). It is this reconciliation of

‘opposites that Hegel saw as the purpose of his whole system — indeed

oz‘ life itself hh

" We tumed to Hegel's account of Spinoza to elucidate what Hegel
meant by negativity as the way substance 1s quickened into spir'it and
to show how Hegel strove to retain the achievement: of Kantian subject—
ivity as over >gamst Spinoza. We saw that in the work of 'Hegel and

{ o
of Lonergan the question of subjectivity continues to play a deter-

minate role. \For our purposes now, Hegel's remarks about “fr'eedom" in

reference to Kant's philosophy, Spinoza's philosophy and his own are

revealing He criticizes Spinoza’ because his system is antagonistic
to the liberty 'of the human subject (193) Spinoza saw all that is
particular and individqual a5 modifications of the one Substance and
hence as possessing no absolute exlstence. All diflf‘erence and deter-
mination are cast down into the abyss of-annihilation but from this
abyss nothing comes out (166). Freedom is not real and evfl does not

[}

‘exist.

¢ . P
Hegel objected to Kant, on the other ‘hand, for precisely the

opposite reasan, for the result of Kant's philosophy 1s that

q

/

MPierre Machery, Hegél ou Spinoza (Paris: Ma$pero, 1979),
p. 23ff, argues that it is the incorporation of teleology into his
consideration of substance that divides Hegel's thought from Spinoza's
philosophy. . He correctly identifies Hegel's negation of the negation
as this teleological principle. -

.
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"subjective freedom of conviction’ and cer'tainty holds good all round"
(384). This freedom has no principle by which it can be understood or ’ ‘
Jffstif‘ied Hegel cla_imed to have lald hold of that principle through T *
"the{“I;;a [which] has within itself essential movement and vitality,

the principle of‘ freedom and therefore the principle of spi;’ituality".

\ ,"dle Idee in thr @séntlich Bewegung, Lebendigkeit ethdlt, das Prinzip.
~der Frelheit und so das Prinzip der Gelstigkeit in sich hat" (19_14)‘.

The principle is -1dentified as Geist. o
' Hegel's philosophy is distingulshed then both from Spinoza and o |
fram Kant by its vindication of subjectivity on the bne hand and on

the other by its subjugation of it to a pr:lnciple-by which it can be . ’ \
/ justified. This principle was developed In Hegel's Begriff which is
- the- "concrete universal" in which the Idea Includes within itself
mot,:L’on and vitality and moves not to greater levels of abstraétion but

 towards thé concrete reconéiliatiop of opposites in a ceaselessly

“ . .
dynamic unity. Hegel's thought as over agaiqst’ both Kant and Spinoza

~ 1ts contradiction as "the negation of the negation" which as both

]
.- attempts to incorporate "negation" in such a way that it is taken to }
S affirmation and negation opéns us ‘onto "infinite form, spirituality :

and 1iberty" (194). .
Participatibn in, li;erty for Hegel 1s a participation in _

spirituality or infinite form. Unlike Kant, Hegel deeméd this Thfinite

/ \* form to be within the grasp of philosophy. Both had an appreciation of

\ the“autonamy of the human sub,jec;c, but Hegel's attempt to "sublate!

(auftheben) this autonomy into a higher principle that he claimed was

fully within the grasp of philosophy was a step Kant’ consciously

s oA
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refused to take in his capacity as philosopher. I'have argued that
Hegél‘s higher principle cannot be understood merely as épinozism, but

1s his own attempt to r’econc}\{e Spinoza as the "essentlal begimning of

all philosophy" (165) and Kant as the "good introduction" (386) into
philosophy. But there is no doubt that Hegel's attempt at rec_onci_lia—

" titn leaves a difference between His philosophy and Kant's which is one
not? ,just of degree but of ccmpleté refon;lulation of the _cons,t-:iuctsfof,
hugan 1ife. | ’

Hegel aimed at a hmnanjfree‘dom that was established in the
ob,jective‘order.' He opposed it to Kant's idea of freedom as a correlate
of xgan' s subjJectivity. With phese two concepfions of freedom we have
ar";'ived at the two models of f'réedom that MVe_dqnhxategi our cmfenpora;y
world. If one follows Kant, one has to adopt the model of "tolerance"
B "towards the subjectivity of others, for one's '1dea of God is fashioned

by the reason which is irreducibly subjective. Following Hegel, one
ooni‘r'onts a totally different structuring of man's possibllity for /’
objective knowledge and hence of the freedom that 1s posslble for those

who now can attain this lmowledge. Hegel's analysis saw Kant as never
attaining the elevation of subjective Uispirit," Gelst, to God except by '
postulate - by mere "ought." Hegel regarded the true concrete :;}
material that constitutes the notion of God as neither "being" as

arrived at by the cosmologlcal proof nor "actiori by design" as arrived

at by 'che physico~theologlical proof, but Gelst whose absolute character-
. istic is "the self—detemim.ng and self-realizing Begriff itself," that

-

is to say, "effective reason" wfmich is nothing other than freedom:
- . . e .
" "Geist, dessen absolute Bestimmmng die wirksame Verrunft, d.1i. der sich

- R
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bestimnende und realisierende Begr'iff selbst - die Frejheit ist. w5
Hegel's subjective Gelst, since it 1s eontyast to Kant's, sub,jective
' approach to God through practical reason passes through the "moment!

. of negation, does come to arrive at a real ethi&al self-consciousness

(obdective Geist as ppposed to the merely sub,jective Geist of”
individual self-consciousness). The objective reality of the ethical

»

self-consclousness is the state. What allows Hegel this breathtaking .

freedom from Kant, this confident abrogation of the "ought" under

whose yoke we lesser mortals must toil? We will try to explain Hegel's
%, ) .

position by contrasting the political theory of Kant and Hegel.

N

.

“5. W. F, Hegel, Werke in zwenzig Binden, ed. Eva Moldenhaver

und Karl Markus Michel Band 10: klo e der phllosophischen
Wissenschaften im Grundrisse (1830; %tfer %‘EII & PE{OEosopHIe :

. des Gelstes (Frankfurt a/M.: Suhrkarrp 1970), par. 552, p. 354.
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CHAPTER IT

THE CONTRAST IN THE POLITICAL THEORY OF KANT AND HEGEL.
THE HEGELIAN CRITIQUE OF KANT AS THE ORIGIN OF THE -
CONCEPT OF "INTERSUBJECTIVITY™

\

Kent's Political Theory S

As we have seen in the previous chapter, Kant and Hegel reached

different conclusions about how human subJectivity is connected to the |

.~ realm of the Idea, the realm of what 1is ultimately mco'riditioned for
hu;nan life. For Kant, the source of unity was compelling — a priori

N
and categorical —— but it could not be deduced from the world we live

in taken as a phenomanological“reality. The source of unity lay there- .

fore in an "ought" — a postulabe — and Kant refused to allow theor-
etical reason the campetence to "constitute" or "brove"\ghis unity.
’fhé unity could only be proved by reaéon as practical, as it oi'dered

' life in action through the Ideas. Hegel, howevér, took the u_nit‘y of
Idea a%ubjectivi&soto be mediated through {:he principle of Geist,
"spirit " Nature, moreover, which for both Kant and Hegel was a force

‘ ‘at odds wlth reason, was for Hegel capable of bfing reconciled with ‘
reason/at this higher level of spir*it.1 Nature itself‘ is méde over to
rationality through.the vrat;ic'inality of human freedom. Human society

is the culmination of the mparﬁcmg/ahvitionality to nature. Taylop
L - * B 3

1
‘ Charles Taylor, Hegel (Cambridge. Cambridge University Press,
1975), pp. 363-369 : ‘ )
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hotes that Hegel's conception has some affinities \;ith Plato ,- since it

involves the idea of the cosmic order, but it also owes a great deal to

Kant, since 1t is buil'c on the requirement of radical autonomy . 2
Hegel's thought, then, can be grasped as an attempt to overcome Kant's

| dualism of.reason as rational will as opposed to nature. - J '

o . B " In order to understar;d‘_the.issue between Kant and Hegel more '
clearly, let us turn to a more detalled examiriation of each one's
political theory. In our examination of Kant we will beginl with how he
understood the dichotomy b‘etween.freedom and nature. - We must begin by
emphasizing that this dualism was not a stark polarity that onera‘ced

£ " mechanically throughout Kant's thought. Kant himself mitigates this
dualism in his writings on history wherein he speaks of nature as some) =

thing more tha.n the nexus of immanent caueality. Nature rather ccmes

to signif‘y the immanent strivings of‘ Providence' 3 Yet "Nature"” con-
cerns herself more with the welfare of the hunan race as a species than )
with the welfare of the individual as such. Although itself stemming
from "Natur;e,“ the human posses;,sion of reason and.of the possibility of

»  freeddm does not bring rrankind‘i:.;to a greater hammony with the Eoodness .

that underlies Nature. Rather the individual's attalnment.of reason

constitutes the "fall":

. . - o ' .
\ . ' ‘ fo
'y >

~

2Toid., p. 375.

-~ ¢ ! . . ' ) ‘
3Michel Despland, Kant on History and Religion (Montreal ard
London: McGill-Queens University Press, 1973), p. 7. .
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Die Gescm.chte der Natur fangt also vom Guten an, dern sie ist
.das Werk Gottes; die Geschichte der Freiheit vom Bosen, denn
sie ist Menscherwerk.

The’ history of nature therefore begins with good, for it is the
work of God, whille the history of freedom begins with wicked- )

ness,- for i1t is the work of man.5 , ,\Q
\ . ‘ )
For Kant, man's use of reason and his retention of imnocence were mutually

incompatible. Man"s first use of reason was experlential and utteriy
ruinous .of innocence, ‘for now reason in its pristine weaknesé found itself
in conflict witlr}‘an:l_rrelity in all its power. Evils and, even worse, vices
sprang upb. \,Man's use_of‘reason, therefore, by which he gained the
possibility ;f freedam, was morally a dis%ter" for ‘the individual, but
for %he specid®g as a whole 1t was a gain., Hence Kant saw improvement as

6c€urri.ng not so much in individuals as in the fuman species as a whole.

. 'The gr’aduafl Improvement of the human specles 1s what shows the hand of

Providence in our history.

Der Mensch will Eintracht; aber die Nature weis:‘vbesser , was fur
seine Gattun,g gut ist: sie will Zwietracht.. Er wlll gemfchlich.
und vergnigt leben; die Natur will aber, er soll aus der
Lassigkeit und unthatigen GenlGgsamkeit hinaus sich in Arbeit und ~
Muhseligkeiten stiirzen, um dagegen auch Mittel auszufinden, sich
kltglich wiederum aus den letztern heraus zu ziehen Die
natfirlichen Triebfedern dazu, die Quellen der Ungeselligkeit und.
des durchgingigen Widerstandes , Woraus so vlele Ubel entspringen,
die aber doch auch wieder zur netuen Anspannung der Krifte,
mithin zu'mehrerer Entwickelung der Naturanlagen antreiben,

=~ verrathen,also wohl die. Anordnmg eines weisen Sch¥pfers; und - .

¥

N,

uImnanuel Kant,, "M1thmasslicher Anfang der Menschengeschichte "
Kants Werke: Textes /von der Preussischen Akademie der Wissenschaften,

SEnglish translation: Immanuel Ka, "Conjectural Beglmiing of

Human History," Kant on History, trans. L. Y. Beck, R. E, Anchor and
. L. Fackenheim, Library of Liberal Arts ( anapolis: Bobbs-Merrill
Co., 1963), P. 60. : \ ‘ 3
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, nicht etwa dle Hand eines bdsartigen Geistes, der in seine
. herrl%che Anstalt gepmscht oder sie neldischer Welse verderbt
habe.

Man wishes concord but Nature knows better what 1s good for the

race; shé wills discord He wishes to live camfortably and

) ' . pleasantly; Nature wills that he should be plunged from sloth

~and passive contentment' into labor and trouble, in order that he
may find means of extricating himself from them., The natural -
urges to this, the sources of unsocilableness and mutual opposi- °
tion from, which so many evils arise, drive men to new exertions
of their forces and thus to the manifold development of “heir

. capacities, They thereby perhaps show the ordering of a wise

* Creator and riot the hand of an evil sgirit, who bungled in his

' great work or spoiled it oui; of envy. -

Thus the problem of evil (and with 1t the problem of history) is trans-
formed by Kant into the questdbn of why human life should be condermed

'

-t
+ eyt & r

to such’a course of painful sc_alf--actt,xaliza’cion‘.8
Alt aiming at genuine morality as the final organizing prin-
' qipie of the state , Kant als? advocates a "mechanlsm of nature" which in
v place of genuine morality can compel people to submit to coercive law,
In this sense a good éonstitutic;n is not to be expected from morality,,
But convers‘eiy, a good mo.r'al Sondition -of a people is to be expected

under a good constitution Kant argues that the problem of organizing '

R e R e r o S = R e
H

c . a state could be solved even for a nation of devils (ein Vol von .
~ ) - Teéeufeln) provided that they possess understanding. ° The mechanism of
o/ * nature organizes the conflict of wills in such a way that rational

’ Absicht," Kants Werke, Band VIII, pp". 21—22.

7K.ant: "Idea for a Universal History fram a -Cosmopolitan

. ‘yxj}e " Kant on History, p. 16. . '
T 1liam A. Galstori, Kant and the Problem of History (Chicago

and London: ' University oi‘ Chicago Press, 1975), p. 90.

-
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Kant, "Idee zu einer allgemeinen Geschichte in weltburgerlicher
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beings must compel themselves to submit to coercive laws. 9 Kant argues

this way because he regarded genu.me morality —— the ability of man to— ———m——~

act ﬂ\m the notion of duty without reward — as a human reality which
for now at least could not fully replace the inxperfection of human
nature. Therefore hunail nature must be constralned tthough external
pressure to do that which reason prescribes through ca!:egorical' 1aw, 0

Kant's political theory, of course, is developed in éonformi‘ty

‘with the achievement of the Critique of Pure Reason in establishing the

poséibility of synthetic a priori judgments by which we can understand,

the external world, Yet beyond even this achlevement Kant sought to

show that human knowledge cannot be confined ultimately to the' world of
possible experience which the synthetic a priori judgments explain,
For this world can be taken as a totality, and if reason is to under~
stard it as a to‘cali‘cy' it must speculate beyond any possible e;cpe‘ri—
ence to find the unconditioned. Itf épeculation is baged on the query:

A

Is it reasonable to assume a purposiveness in the arrangement of ”nﬁture .

'1n all its single aspects a:{l&an absence of pufposiveness in its

entirety?’ ' B o o °

As we saw in the previous chapter, it was the discovery of the
antinamies that allowed Kant to argue that the supersenucus ‘wqud must

be something more than a mere extension of the world of appearances,

- If reason could be only theoretlcal reason 1t could never advance

Iant,."Zum ewigen PFrieden," Kants Werke, Band VIII, p. 366.

" Wxant, "Das Ende aller Dinge," Kants Werke, Band VIII, p. 338.

0 Kant, "Idee 2u e!.\:;r allgemeinen Geschiechte in‘v;eltb\‘ir'gerlirgbher"

_ Absicht," p. 25.°
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.whose modality of existence is hunan action.lg‘

=5l -

~beyond the world of‘ appearances, But reason demands that human agents

as moral be free and yet as theoretical reason 1t seemingly- does not

‘which indicates reason's broader competence as a faculty not exclus-

ively devoted to cogn.it:fi_orn.l2

: : ' ‘
Now freedam 1s rescued by Kant by his demonstration that when

reason deals with the moral aspect of existence, it addresses 1tself

not to the world of appearances but to the world of things as they are
in themselves (not to the phenomena but to thé nowr}ena) . Reason ‘can

only adequately approach the world of things in themselves piot as pure

'theoretical reason but rather as pure prac'cical ‘reason. It 1s not a

» different type of reason but the same reason as that of. theory but

<

'{he apriority of‘ our knowledge of the possible. world of experi-
ence is established by the mﬁerstanding s categorles which order the .
world, ’I’he apriority of our duty is estab];;shed by the "categorical ]
imperative" of a pure, but acting, reason — the gerier-ai morai la@vé' by

which we distinguish between duty as free moral agents and our natural.

_.desires as pheanenal beings. o ‘2}"\'

Kant establishes his political principles, upon the nounenal

‘reality of man as a free agent. His polditical prisnciples are embodied -

‘

in a’philosophy of right (Recht), the universally valid laws of

- - 4

London: GarYfard Publishing Co., 19765 p. 12.
o .13Ibid., p. 15.

. . R 5 . -
7 : ' g ' '
. .

T permit such a possiblility. It is this very antinomic_tension in reason,’

N

o 1 te Boek, Introduction to Critique of Practlcal Reasan,
by 1 Kant (Chicago: University of Chicago Fress 1949, reprint.
ed.; NewYork and x

. -
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Justice.lu Kant's theory o"f".eright (Tus) 18 an attempt to understand the

summary' principle.of those laws which' éan be incorporated in external
leésiation: "Der Inbegriff der Gesetze, fir welche eine Aussere
'Gesetzgebung mdglich ist, heissE die Rechtslehre (}_u_s;);"ls' Kant advances
his concept of right as a formal concept which is concerned with the
relationship ’between the wili of one person as a free agent ‘and the will
of another person as alsc a free agent. It is purely formal in that 1t~
applies only to "the form of the relationship between the two wills,* in
so far as they are treated simply as i‘ree,“ and it is interested asa
theory "in whet;er the action of one of‘ the two wills can be reconciled
with the freedom of the other in accordance with a miversal law":

"der Form im Verhdltniss der beiderseitigen Willkir, sofern sie bloss
als frei betraphtet wird, und ob durch die Handlung eines von beiden
sich m.itl der Ireihieit dee andern nach einem allgemeinen Gesetze

1116

zusammen vereinigen lasse."™ By this Kant means that the principdes.

by which the two free wills can be related is strictly a priori to the

incorpoghtion of that relationship inta the subjective will of any one -
p X & .

free agent. The inéorﬁoratibn,/tét is, its realization in a.subjective

7\ free agent, is not the property of the universal princip}e of right as.

such but of ethi¢s. Ethics for Kant addresses itself to the incorpor—
. ation of a priox;i principles in the subjective Cf:ill’s,_ of free agents.

1

<

1. Reiss, Introduction to Kant's Political Wrltings, trans.

- H. Nisbet (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1970, P. 21 . L

w

15Imranue1 Kant, "Die Metaphysik der Sitten," Kants Wer
’betes von der Preussischen Akademie der Wissenschaften,” ‘
-+ (Berlin% Walter de Gruyter, Akademie Ausgabe, 1968), p. 229.

16Kan'g', MMetaphysik der Sitteh," p. 230.
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» , » {
Universal prinqiples, however, like the prin\al e. of‘ right, mus’c x?in
witpin their a priorl dimension. ' . 7

S ‘
Also ist dasallgemeine Rechtsgese'cz handle "Ausserlich so, dass .
der freie Gebrauch deiner WillkiGr mit der Freiheit von jedermann
nach einetr allgemeinen (Gésetze zusammen bestehen kfmne, zwan ein

4 . Gesetz,welches mir eine. Verblindlichkeit auferlegt, aber ganz

und gar nicht erwartet, noch vehiger fordert, dass ich ganz um
' dieser Verbindlichkelt willen meine Freihelt auf jene Bedingungen
" 'selbst einschrinken solle,' sondern die Vernunft sagt nur, dass °
sie in ihrer Idee’ ddpauf eingeschrénkt sei und von andern auch .
. thé.tlich eingeschrankt werden durfe; und dleses sagt sie als ein
Ppstulat, welches gar keines. Beﬁeises welter ist, — Wemn
die Absich’c nicht 1st Tugend zu lehren, sondern nur, was recht
sel, vorzutragen, 'so darf tind soll man selbst nicht jenes 7
Rechtsgesetz als ’Iriebfeder der Handlung vorstellig machen.®

Thus the universal law of right is a.s follows:
acpj%gae such that the free application of your will can
co—exist with the freedom of everyone in accordance with a
'.universal law. And although this law imposes an obligatioh on
me, 1t does not mean that I'am 1nanyway expe far less
. requiréd, ‘to restbict my freedom myself to these conditions
, purely for the sake of this obligation.,
. Meriely says individual freedam is restricted in this way by . .
N virtue of the idea behind it, and that it may also be actively
. restricted by others; and it states this as a postulate which
does not adnit of any further proof. 3
If it is not our }Zntention to teach v:Lr'tue,'but only to ’
state which is t, 'we may not and should not ourselves r-epre- .
sent this law o§: rignt as a possible motive for actions. 18/

let your external

N .~ Here Ka.nt elaborates hils reason for his separation of ethics f‘r-om his

[y

v . -
IRERT 17Ibid,'p; 231,.

treatment of right. The separation can be made because the principle
(.

E]
. F

of right is a formal principle which Is a priori to its adoption by any

one individual Because 1t 1is such a formal principle rpreo\rer, this

A

pr'inciple allows "authority" to use coercion to prevent any hindrance
of freedom by those ‘who do not choose 'to conform. to the a priori

, '\' N .
L 8 i J
R A 4 ' |
~ 185}131131'1 translation taken from Kant's Political w:-itmgs,
trans. H. Nisbet, pp..133—13u§ (Italics are translator's)

'On the contrary, reasgrt. ~

)
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principle thI‘OUéh the developfrxent of a‘dependé?t ethical life.

Folglich: wenn ein gewisser Gehrauch def*Freiheit selbst ein g
SN ‘ Hinderniss der Freiheit nach allgemeine Gesetzen (d.l. unrecht) -
. ist, so ist der Zwang, der diesem entgegengesetzt wird, als ’ -
S Verhinderung eines Hirdernisses der Frelhelt mit der Freiheit R e
- w  nach allgemeinen Gesetzen zusammen stimmend, d. 1. recht: ,
' mithin ist mit dem Rechte zugleich eine Befugniss, den, der ihm .
- Abbruch thut zu zwingen, nach dem Satze der Widerspruchs . .
: verknupf‘t 19° . ; . L
: Consequent]y, if a certain use té which frledom is put is itself 1
- a hindrance to freedam'in accordance with universal laws (i.e. :
if it .is contrary to right), cpercion which is used against {
it will be a hindrance to a hindrance of freedaom, and will thus
- be consonant with freedom Th accordance with universal laws, |
that is, it will be right. It thus follows by the law of con— K N
) tradiction that right entails the authority to. apply coercion to ‘
* . anyone who 1nﬁ~inges 1t.20 N . |

N ‘Kant can thus conclude that "right and author-ity to apply coercion a.re , \

therefore one and the same thing": "Recht und Bef\:gniss Zu zZwingen

"~ bedeuteh also éil.nerle:l.."21

Having established his theory of right as‘a.universal principle

of law, Ka;:lt‘ can theh proceed to regard the state as a unlon of a
\ collEctivity of humn beiﬁgs under rightful laws. ' The state'sf cor- v
stitution is the formulation of this state of right under & unifying - —

-y 5

wlll. After discussing the three powers of the state (executive s |

, ' legislative and judiciary) Kant concluies that the welfare of thestate

consists. in the undon of these powers, Yet "the welfare of the state"

(das Heil des Staats) 1s not to be u’nder'stood as synox;lymous with the

. well-being or happiness of the‘\citize:s‘f Rousseau's state of nature or

- . ' - . .
=L . - <o

. ¥ant; "Metaphysik der Sitten," p. 231, % | bL )

. a g . : : |
/ . 20Kant's Political Writings, p. 131: (Italics are translator .,

2ll(a.nt "Metaioqysik der Sitten," p. 232, -
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_effectively. Rather the welfare of ‘the state should be understood as' ' . }

depending orf its apfroximation to the principles of right. It is oWl

e state Kant can: argue not only for the concept of political
t within a state but also for international right (the right of :
stia;es in ;r'elation to each other) and finally for “cosmopolitan right." | -
This ultimate Fight can envisage that all nations may unite for the | |
purpose of creating certa.ﬁn ver-sal laws to regulate the intercourse
they may have with each\Qphfer. It is through "cosmopolitan" rignt that
Kant sees the possibility not merely for the regulation of war (as in
international right) but for the extirpation of'war itself. Per-‘petu;1'
peace is a pos;ibility msofar as 1t can be der"ived'ar priori by reason
’ from the absolute ideal of a rightml association of human beings urder

public laws.23 | -

!’ Kant's treatmén’c of right as based on a priori principle and

hence of universal consequence for any embodiment of right be it

individual person or individual .state, 1s paralleled by his interest in
treating huma}x history not just as discrete phenoinena'.l évents but as a -
whole. Just as Kant was interested in what man's polltical- existence o
signified in its universal extension (the political ordering of ﬁ-ee~ ’

¢ 24,0 py 318,

Brota., pp. 33355, - SR
, :
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wills), so ke was interested in the significance of man's historical

at

existence when considered as a whole, specificaily as regards“to the

&

history of what makes hWty' achleve its ultimate purpose as a free

anq\ raticnal creature. Kant discerned a progressioh in the history of |
\\E! .
freedam toward an internaticnal order of states which aré guided both .
- L]

in their internal structures and in their mutual relations by the“One
and the same moral law, After leaving the pre-political life or "life

L

© of instinct," human history beglns with the initial condition of

edom." Human culfure allows the pursuit, of subjective
R

purposes, but glven the unequal skill of individua'l human belngs, human

. \ .
~culture 1is-sharply divided between those in luxury and thdse (the great

. najgrity) who lack- everntthe necessities for 1life. -Nature furthers her )
purpose, ‘however, by/a cult of discipjine which consists in ;;he .
' ~I“’r'ee:mg of the will fram the despotism of desire. Out of the ".splehdid
, misery" of human culttir)*e naturecbrings about the condition of rreedom
th¥t is to be found iﬁ the “civil commmnity." The civil comrmnity is
the achievement of the_political reality of the state which is the
whole v;hijch possesses the lawful guthori:cy to o})pose t;Le abuse of con-
fIicting human freedoms. The developmeng of our natural oapacities
requirgzs not only this civilu whole but also a "cosmopoliton whole', "

that is, a systerré of all states that are in danger of acting inJuriously
' 24

R . - -
upori one another, Thus Kant sees the process of history as propelling
us towazds the "cosmopolitan republic," that is > @ rule of law governing .

. the ﬁ)&dom of states, and finally o\to the "moral cammonwealth," the
L

AT ¥

2“Imna'nue1 Kaht, Critique of Judgment, pp, 281-283, -
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moral unif"ication of the human race. 25 This prospectus 1is not presented
as an 1nevitab1e outcome but as a possible development glven the laws
which have initiated the preliminary stages

. Kant dld not postulate \K
inevitable succession of each higher stage over its previous lower one ,

but rather his philosophy of history was "an analysis and interpreta-

tion of human becoming and of human self-rea]ization through an /

1

orientated process."26 , Whether we will ever advance to’the stage of

the moral conmonwealth of- all states remains ‘an open question. Never-
theless, the possibllity at least for such an-eventual development/ 1s -

on which he

’contained implicit’;y in Xant's key concept of freed m
butlds both-his t'hg‘ory of right and his philosophy of history,

E?or our purposes here it is important to note that Kant!'s\con~
cept of freedom as a universal law leads r/ﬁm to a consideration o
‘intefnational right and even of Ycosmopolitan right" as implicit in
the ;dea of freedom. He therefore makes the 1ndiv5.dual state count as

onMy one social expression of what 1s-a cont
" B

ous development of hwnén

process of moral development both internally (its er constitution)

and extemally (as a cosmopolitan republic). Hegel however, makes - a

distinction between -ciyil soclety (burgerliche Gesellschaft) as such

" {the realm of individual wills in their social striving to attain pro-
perbgs and their individual aigs within the social complexity of society

®
L3 H

—

25Desxpland, Kant, p. ué; S oot
r~ , ! o s
‘ %1p14., p. Ub. IR S
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- as a whgle) and the state state' (étaat) as the sphere where freedam becomes

> ever, made this erucial dist'inction precisely to overcome Kant's -
sepsration of ethics ﬁ-ogn the consideration of any universal lew of . {)
.f‘reedom between independent wills (riéht) . . - - .
Because Hegel *takeslus on what even today remains alve ’ trange ‘ RS
:.joumey, aj ourney'i'nto thé very g,r-ounding of freedom itself;:;is )

I will then try to make scame conclusions based on.these considerations

represented a lesser attalrment of the "Idea of freedom" “than that of

- 58 -

v . [

-

an ob,j ective reality for all members of civil soclety through their

unif‘ication of their individual aims to the cqrmon good as mediated by
a constitution Kant made no- real distinction between "eivil society"
and "the state ," for the state 1is merely the members of a people ta.ken

as a whole as they are r*%lated to each other "in right " Hegel how~-

best for our purposes here to provide a map of where we are. going. .

First I will attempt to convey just how Hegel envisag\od the state as

) -~

. a dimension of ethical life that exlsted beyond moral postulate or .

categorical imperative. Second I will e an account of how Hegel's .

f

_ theory of the state allowed him to maké a transition td his theory of

: L | . ,
religion. My final aim in this chapter is to explicate Hegel's account

of the'mutual interpenetration of the realities -oi‘ state and religion.

about our contemporary conceptual structuring of "intersubjectivity w )

Hegel's Political Theory i . ) 4 .

As we have .just stated, Hegel made "eivil society" a sphere.that ¢

the state. -One way Hegel contrasted civil soclety and the state was by

igning the realm of the "moraJ‘" to civil society and that realm
denoted by the German wdnd sittlich to the staté, Now etymologically N /

¥ A

LY
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tﬁe.word sittlich identical to.what 1is signifi,ed‘by the term 'moral'.,

P

Yet Hegel gives the German root sittlich a loaded meaning as over
against the realm which the Latin root signifies. Hegel uses the term
Moralitdt to réfer to the subjective form of the will which character-
izes civil soclety and the term Sittichkelt to refer to the objective
attainmen‘t: of ethical life which chanacterizes. the state. This con—-
trast is unique t Hegel.J Although’ thei have identical et Alogies
(Ni)ralii;é’c- from ghe Latin nbres, teustom!'; Sittlichkeit from t—e German
. Sitten, also K'custom'“) Hegel uses Sittlichkelt to designate an ethical
abhievemént which is a ¥ifference of quality, not Jjust of degree, from
_ Moralitdt.? T will take Hegel's contrast between Moralitit and
Sittlichkeit as a heurlstic device by which I hope to give a condensed,

yet accurate account f Hegel's po tical theor'y Because“moreover

Sittlichkeit as a speclal word as contrastedﬁto Moralitit is unique to’

. Hegel and because translating Sittlichkeit as 'ethical life! .as opposed

to Ivbrali’cat as 'moral life' can at. times remain a rather th:Ln dis-
tinction, I will retain ‘che term Sittlichkelt to desimate this realm
and when translating sittlich as 'ethiecal', as opposec‘i to 'moral’, I

i
1




\

. behaviour, that is, the fullest realization of human freedom. In

. Greek word ethos are derlved fram thé S —¥ndo-Eurcpean root *suedh

: and Karl Markus Michel,.B. 7: Grundlinien der Philosophie des Rechts

- 60 - : ' L

will still usually -draw attention to the original German behind 1t.28

‘ The contrast between Sittlichkeit and Moralitdt is pivotal both
for Hegel's attempt to ground ethlcal action in a reallzation of freedom |
that 1s beyond the gap between "ought" and’ "1s" and for' his explanation o ?
of how it 1s that ye attaim the full dimension of human ethical :

~

Hegeli s words: ) , ) . Y

Denn wenn die Moralitdt dle Form des Willens {berhaupt nach der ¢
Seite der Sybjektivitdt ist, so ist die Sittlichkeit nicht bloss
dle subjektive Form und die Selbstbestimmung des Willens, \
sonder-zs9 » lhren Begriff, namlich die Freilhelt zum Inhaﬁ.te zZu

- haben. .

4

-

" Morality is the* form of the will in general on its sub.jective .
side. Ethical 1life is more than the subjéctive form and the

28 current conventiog in scholarship on Hegel is to translate - ‘
moralisch as 'moral' and sittlich as 'ethical' ord ‘'ethical', of \5 io
course,«1s derived from the Greek word for cus’com' f only for the
fact that the Greeks were vastly superiar tQ the Romans in philosophy
perhaps 'this' would be’ Justified. As i appens both Sitte and the

(Seey G. Wahrig, Deutsches Worterbuch, 1977, s.v. Sitte,"c. 31403 -
Liddel, Scott, Joes, Oreek-English Dictionary, 1940, s.Fv €O (0"/— €0 ..
cf, Latin suesco, p. 480.) So the equivatence of sittlich and 'ethical' / .
1s cergainly perld.ng there in our collective sub-consclous. What we

must do, however; 1is™to expand the usual notion of “"ethics" into the
apprehension of an ontologically unded source of direction for human
"behaviour. Thus 1t’'could offer criticism of any moral code. The "
'situation 1s confused, however, because in'current English usage 'ethics'
Ysignifies an artificial rather than a heart—felt code of behaviour. For \)
exanple, one can follow a code of ethics in a profession but s£ill . = ,
behave immorally. Morality in English seems to have a larger connota- . ‘
tin over ethics. "Being a gentleman or a lady" used to refer %o a

dimension over above any narrow moral code, but these are definitely o ,
-out of style. Consequently,.'it is better sinply to draw attention to . !
H@el's own. distinction between moralisgh and sittlich. " .

‘'

296 W. F. Hegel, Werke in zWaan Banden, ed., Eva Moldenhauer v

. (Frankfurt a/M Suhrkamp, 1970)‘,’ par. 14l (Zusatf.z) s, P. 290.
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self-determination of the will; in addition it has as'its con-
tent the concept of the will, namely freedom, 30

For Hegel, Sittlichkelt is the set of obligations we. have as free .agents

i
\to sust;ain soclety insofar as it 1s founded on the Idea, that is s upon ' .
U ' -

°

Gelst, spirit , as freedan. Human freedoin, in

and not nihilistic

Sittlichkeit en,joir‘s on us the obligation to recognize human freedom for

what 1¢ 1s and to bring about what already 1s

(o)

ther words, is purposlve

It is not free to undermine 1ts own freedom. Thus

R

&»

we have the Opposite obligation:

N

ghing which does not exist.

\we have an obligatlon to realize some-
The world of the "ought" stands over ©\
against what "is. M Hegel smmed up his criticism of Kant in his asser-
tion that Kant's philosophy remained a phillosophy of morality only.
Kant, in Hegel's opinion,®never overcame the radical duality between
human freedom and nature and thus mmﬂféd always in 'che realm of the®

31

postulate. For' his part, Hegel clalmed to achieve this reconcilia—

tion of freedom and nztm in his concept of Sittlichkeit which finds
its concrete expression as the state The, state, Insofar as it 1s
. ~founded on the Idea, repr'esents nature's reconciliation with f‘reedom in
the actuality of hmen_connmity. Taylor points out tﬁt for Hegel,

the community is not what threatens to submerge the dividual, into a

1

"o

- \
A
30Eng1_ish translation taken from Hegel's Phi1osophy of R Right,
trans. T. M. Knox (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 196Y), additien to '
par. 141, p. 259. = .
- /

* 3lmye postulate embodles a demand that Sométhing be thowght of
,as existing even though it is not yet actual. Therefore its necesslty
is not of the Begriff as Begriff but of being (Sein) See G. W. F.
Hegel, Phenonenolo? of Spirit, trans. A. V. MiTier (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1977), p. 367. German te:g,t Phinomenologle des
Geistes, ed. Johannes Hoffmeister (Hamburg: ‘Fellx Meiner, 1952),
© P. ﬁ25.
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With morality, however,
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_'msss non-entity but 1is t\hat which glves the indiv_idual his o;\Jpor'tmity
" to attain the highest level of ﬁ"eedcm;?"? In fact, Hegel's attembt to
overcome the Kantian dualism of naturéi and freedom may be understood
more precisely as an etteﬂpt to make the particular individual of the
species asPimportant as'the specles itself. He argues that the Begrlff
as actual, that is, the concept as faithfully presenting "hat 1s",
r'equirés that' the universal (genus) and the particular (species) cannot
‘exj,st apart from the individual Hence, for' Hegel there gould be no
'progr-ess for,_the specles unless 1t was realdzed in its individual
.menbers . Yet the individual members in tum can only realize this pf’o—-
greéss within the*actuality of the universal, that is, within the reality
of the state. ' » ' ) |
The state, therefore, can be characterized as the mode of J
"universal altruism."33 ‘The altruism of the state is not the altruism
of our sub,j'ective whim or r'eliﬂgious fancy, however, It is not the
altfulsm of the religious uoso It 1s rather the altruism which is
constitutive of every person's I‘ea]ity as.a fully- sociﬁ being. Huma.n
freedom is not realized by our mcreasirg alienation from human com—
munity, but, Hegel /argues whatever human f‘reedom we possess. has been - ‘
constituted through hwnan commmity We must sirrply recognize what is.
(Htmxan soqial life, then, progresses towards the expres_sion of

' " / . :
man's Sittlichkelt in an ever more self-consclous way. And in this

FPraylor, Hegel, p. 377. . C o o

33sh1amo Avineri, Hegel's Theory of the Modem State (Cambridge
Cambridge University: Press, 1972), p. 134, -
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proce%s Sittlichkeit does ‘not negate our subjectlve autonomy but orien-

L)

ta.tes it With:l.n a more camplete self%onsciousness This seff— )

consciousness is }achieved as "the ethical spirit" (der sittliche Geist)3u
\

' progresses through the phases of Sittlichkeit. It begins with the

" initial or immediate phase of the family and progresses into the

. . /

external social arrangement described by the term "clvil soclety": an

association of self-subsistent individuals brought about by their needs,
N

by the legal system, and by an external organization for attaining

their particular and camon interests. For Hegel, however, SI::hIE.n ,
: 1

association remains oniy "abstract," fop it can never approac the
14

rational;ty that 1s conecrete in tpe state. The unity which the family

\
has lost in the phase of clvil society 1s recovered at a higher level

in the constitution of the stgte. It is recovered in th\g rationality

(Vemﬂnftigl?e&tbe state. The state's Vern{pftigkeit 1s the

expression as ra—individual embodiment of/ ubJectivity - fhe

"spiritual" reality of political soclety. 35 nlithin the "ethical sub- -

stance" (sittliche Substanz) of the state is found the unity of

ob.jective freedom and subjective freedom: .the unity of the (obJective)
ﬁ"e?dom of the;universal or substantial will and of the-(subjective)
fr¥edom of the indi@ual will as 1t ‘possesses jts own particular:know-

ledge and objectives. That is to say, the state is realized in”

oy - . 1

o

\

/

343, W. F. Hegel, Werkg in zwanglg BAnderr, ed. Eva Moldenhauer
und Karl Markus Michel, Band 10: Enzyklop8dle der philosophischen:
Wissenschaften im Grundrisse (1830) Dritter Teil: Die Philosophie des
Gelstes (Frarkiwt a/M.:. S » 1970), par. 518,p. 319.

Ll -

.y Prayior, Hegel, p. 161. | ~ S
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concrete expression by the union particular individuals achieve in their
_own particular knowledge and objectives with the ofajective groundipg of

thelr freedam and autonomy. Such is the content of the stﬁte"s ration-

ality. But the form of the state derives from the fact that its prin-

. T e é
ciple of actlion is not the subjective deslres of its individual members
but rafher universal principles and laws: its pr'incipZ'Le of action is

deten}ﬂ._neddn the medium of -thought. All thisl is to say that individuals

are not the mind%ess Instruments of the state but that the state's \

reality depends on the self-donscious recognition of individuals of their

f‘re'!dc;m as grounded in a dimension that 1s somehow larger than their own
- b ) .

The state carmmot subvert this freedom, for it pre-
—— B

Therefore, because 1t is in the state that

"particular freedom.’
supposes ‘1ts very existence.

the unity of objective and subjective \'f‘geedom 1s realized, it 1is in the

stdte that the principle of reason (Verninftigkelt) becomes conerege,

A

31t {S¥%nly insofar as an individual 1s a member of the state that he has -
| "objectivity; truth and ethical life": "Objectivitat, Wahrheit, und
sittlichkeit."®® It is the individual's unfication of himself ~Nith the
_state which constitutes the individual's true detennina}tion of .himself

as an individual. . . L

Hegel's Theory of Religion and the State

. _ .
movement " '

A

“  Hegel's theory of the state, then; percelves an' ongo
in our social attainment of’an ett;ical (sittlich) self-consciousness.

Yet, a3 Yerkes points out,' for Hegel our self—_consciousnesp/as hufnap
3 | ) , 5 &
s :

36Hege1, Phllosophie des Reéhts, par. 258, p. 399.
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self-consciousness is fundamentally a religlous self‘-consciousness‘37 It

\/\
is in this sense that we may understand Hegel's statement:

S0 ist mwie Relligion fir das Se%bstbewusstsein dle Basis der
Sittlichkeit und des Staates.3

thus for the sdif-cansclousness religion 1s the "basis" of moral
1ife [Sittlichkeit] and of "the state,39

Rel/iglon and the stafe are hence r% Yét Hegel's very explica—
¥4 - «
tion of thelyinseparability carrfés with it a clarification of what

., . L]
reljgion is. First, Sittlichkeit is the’ divine spirit as indwelling in

- %elf—con'sciousnes:s as self-consciousness ac\hi}-:e@\its,"real presence" .

Nt
3

;," * .

(wirklicher Gegengart) as a nation and as the ind1¥1duals of that nation.
Second, because self-consclousness 1s free only insofar & it is certain
of itself as possessing the conteint of truth a$ its indwelling spirit or
substance, -then Af this certainty of self-cmsciouéness that it possesses
the content of truth as 1ts substance 1s lacking, then !'mfreedom"
(Unfrelheit) marks the form of the relation bet een self-conscloushess
and the content of truth. , And insofar as this reldtion between self-
cansclousness and the o:ontent of truth is lacking in religion,”religion
itself is "unfreedom" .even though its)'inplicit content is absolute

spirit: "obglelch der an sich selende Inhalt der Religion der absolute

&l

-

37J ames Yerkeé;\’gge Christolog of Hegel (Missoula, Montana }
Scholars Press, 1978) s PP. 127, 1374

c&
[

»- & . v !
%@@L‘%loeopMe dés Geistes par. 552, . 36. .

& *r?‘;;

v

39’Itr'anslation taken from G. W. 9 Hegel, Philosophy of Mind,
Part Three of the Encyclopaedia of the Philosophical Sciences (1’8"0) N
trans. William Wallace and &, V. Miller {Oxford: Oxford Clarendon
Press, 1971), par. 552, p. 284. Note that Wallace translates

Sittlichkelt as "moral ‘1ife" and not as "ethical -life." Hegel's con~. 9
. ceptwal structure is wscmd by the lack of consistency in

existing translations \

Ky
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Geist 1st." " In other-words, although it is true that religion itself’

. forms the basis for the development of self-;onsciousnes‘s, yet at the = -

. same time it 1s riot immme from the”truth that is revealed in that very

déve_loprrent, namely, that sc;:lf—consci'ouanss's spirit or substance 1is
the truth itself. 41 And this developmem? demnstratés that self- '

/ . consclousness is actually’ immanent in the -ethical- principles religion
errnodies, SO tnat these ethifal principles ow are not ';up there™ ‘but
"in us." Religlon is not immmne from the .differentiation of ponscious,-
ness. What :Lt contains :anycitly now becomes explicélt, as self- |
’ consciousness finds that the truth that was once thought to be alien to
it 1s actually nothing other than 1ts own spirit and substance.

The process of the differentiation of corisciousness as 1t has
affectegi religion 1s demonstrated, according to Hegel,- in the historical
’cransfom:a‘cim of "holines's" as,the underlying principli' of the |
religious reality of ‘lCatholicism into the actuality of Sittlichkeit &s

. the mdérlyiné princip)le of the religious reality represented by ‘
Protes’oantg.sm. Hegel contrasts Athe holy life's thxée VOWS .of povei‘ty, C

chastity, “and obedience with their ethical (sittlich) counter-parts of

property, mar'riage, and the ethical life (Sittlichkeit) of the state.
In a differentiated consciousness religion is replized not 1n vowing

S

L'oHegel,‘ Philosophie des Gelstes, par. 552, pp.. 355-356. - * -

-~ 4

~

| 3

- ulﬂegel is here making his characteristic argument that we could :
hot- be self-conscious wnless our thought existed in the actuhlity. of )
truth. Our self-consclousress could never be the result of a series of .
falgse constructions of reality. If we do say that it is"possibly the
result of a series of false constructions, we are still testing can- . <
sciousness by consclousness as self-consclousness and are bagk at the
tmth of consciousness once more,

1]
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, ourselves to the purity and‘wholeness of a real.m conce \ved as outside

our existence bl.t in mlfiliing ‘the ethical principles ibhenent in ‘t:he o~ .

' vons es..immnent to qur’ oWn selfacon.icioumess Therefore \there cannot.
be any absolute demarcation between what 1s God's and what is man s._

. 'As Hegel po:l;nts out it is not enough to say "Glve to Caesar: what 1s

Caesar's #d to God what is God,s.." Rather the problem is'to determine

whﬁ: it"is that belongs to the: secular author'ity h2 I}a is notorious\ ~

he nbtes, that both the secular anthor'ity and: the ecclesiastical ST
. 4 . \
’ authority have claimed almost ever'ything as their own, Hegel offers Coe
' > A t ' \

‘his solution. e J ) . 'g‘ o
- . . » ~ < ; X .

" -Der gottliche Geist. das Weltliche immanent durchdringen, =

‘* . so ist die Welisheit t darin und seine Berechtig'mg an,
.- - ihm selbst bestimme.43 - ¢ : '

' THe divirie spirit must interpenetrate the entire secular 1ife:
whereby wisdom 1s concretﬁ within it, and it carries. the terms . .
,jof its cmr} Justification 5

N -

In other words Hegel‘s answer to the conmdnnn of what 1s Caesar's and ' !
R

wha); is God'“s is an attenpt to formulate the pr:inciple by g:ich both, -

' though retrainieﬁg distinct, must ultimately be informed. In the 1ight

¢ of this principle 1t then becomes clear that one cannot haVe a f.'ree

state arrd a. slavish religion. togo;her within the same s‘ocial construct

Kd P

" and that, alte.mately it is a folly of our mode age (eirie Torheit
, ” I g onEl

J%uerea Zei.t), to try to alter a cormpt moral organizatim by . altering '
/ V4 ?

"7 1ts political ccnstitution —'to mkp a revolution ¥ithout ‘having made

- . ' ‘ . f 0 4
e .. . - - o ‘ . . e
"y - ‘. t N 3
4 .\1 .
Y. . . !

N ”2Hege1 Philoso;;lﬂ.e d’es Geistes par. 552, p.. e, -
1'31‘:’1d o Y

'm‘He 1, Priloscphy of Ming, ba:%552,5 p. 266.

3 ™
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A

a reformation 45 In other words one cannot expeA{: to have a perfect

political constitution alongside a neligion which has not a glinmer of
- the au,tmonmzs diglity of man., Similarly, the political constitut}Qn of
itself does not create the etrﬂcal actuality of . anv glven organization
(he cannot leglslate either religion or the state inte good health 'I'ne
state wlll not solve:its pr'oblems by subsuming a slavish religiOn into

its political constitution Rather both state and religion st .pre-,

" serve their identity , an identity whir.;h is infor'med by ‘a common pr'in- b
ciple. . .
i And what is this informative principle?) This 1s Fegel's "prd.i:l;
aciple of spi‘rit " .This princgple, as spirit, " has aslits character'istic
c‘j‘ i'ts own essence, is implicitly in absolute liberty, i
and has its actuality in the act of self—liberation. Iy is only. in this

.p.rinciple that "the absolute possibility and hecessity exists for the

- power of the state ;rweli'gioh, and the principles of philosephy to

146

coincide in one. . This prmciple has the culmination of* 1gs objective

phase .in Sittlichkeit, the "substantial" realization of fre& will out of

»

0 , e .
itd previpus, -more abstract, moments as law. (Recht) and Mora;l_ita'c.l47

e . N -~ ' rd

. . 1) ’ ° !

/ T
) ] . ¢ =

ll- egel, 'Phi]ps J)hie des Ge{ tes, par. 552, p. 360.

(6
- wissen

Ibid., par. 552 p. 3611 "Nur in dem Prinzipe des sein Wessen
, des an sich absolut freien und in der Tdtigkelt seines
Befrelens seihe W Wirklichkeit’ /habenden Géistes 1st die absolute MSglichkelt
1d Notwendigkelt vorhanden, 'dass Staatsmatht, Religion und dle
Prinzipien der Philosophie in eins zusamenfallen, dle Versdhpung der
Wirklichkeit ﬁberhaupt mit dem Gelste, des Staats mit dem religibsen
- Gewlssen, ingleichen dem philosophischegig;ssen sich vo],lbringt.

-

o .
lwaid., par. . '487,.p. §06 S 0 ; o

o

.
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A

But over against the objective phase Hggel sets a final absolute sphere _

"

which he designates as absolute spirit Objective spirit represents the

realm of "the absolute Idea cnly 1nplicitly whereas absolute spirit

attains the Idea beyond the scope of I‘.*Lni‘r,ude.“l?’48 Religion, moreover, is’
9

' 5

Have we then suddenl_yoccme to an elevation of religion o&er the
' s . )
state?  Hegel is interested ultimately ;Ln that common principle by which

a general designation forrthis supreme sphere.

theLI ﬁagments’ of our life -—— political bov'»er, religious conscience and
"philosophical consclousness — can be integra’cecl. When Hegel speaks of
that integration as such, he can speak only of "absolute" spirit because
it 1is not thelr immanent content V{hicﬁ":inte{:ests him but rather the

. dynamic pri;uciple olf:‘ z:latié'n by which they are to be comnected to each
other. But within this relation, because the state appears to be an
explicit realization of what remains largely implicit in I‘eliglon, the

. state therefore gppears to assume the power of "discernment" over

neligton,hiust, “the philosophv of.‘ spirit appears to obtain the ﬁnal -

. prior to r'eligion as such but is linter'mediary tg different phases of

religion. _It stands over against tHe religion of "uni‘reedom':‘ that is
at . '
religion which does not have the ‘differentiatgd consciousness ‘that the

. content of truth is the spirit or s&ﬁtance of self-consciousness. Yet ~

religion which does come to this level of consciousness carries us from

f r

L)
'

f h ~
u8Ib1d par, 483, p. 303: Der objektive Geist ist die absoluté
Idee, s &ber nur an sich selend; indé%n er damit auf dem Boden der
Endiichkeit ist, behﬁt seine wirkliche Verninftigkeit die Seite
dusserlichen Erscheinens an ihr.". » -

- )

¢
[N

=f’9xpla., par. 554, p. 366‘.- : o —

{

N

-/

aiscemnent ver both religion and state together Yet the state is not -
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\ Religign in its first phase represents an earlier, (more Amplicit,: o

‘:‘X ’ P

form of human consciousness. This is mfiéim of Vorstell

1 ‘ﬂ,' as sr;a/;;ed by picture thinking or thinking repres’entation Such religion

' appr'ehends the Anfinite, ‘but only in an :Urplicit undifferentiated &ay.

‘ 'Ihe 1nf1n1te 1s apprehended through a mfucture of finlte sensuous percep- Y
tions under the categorical forms of the understanding By Vorstell@g
then, Hegel means thought as ‘mixed by sensuous recolle\:tion.,.geligious . '

Vors’cell_ugg in using appearances, attempts to pepresent the ultimate : ', \

unifying prd.nciple and infinite ground which lie beyond those appear- ’ ) '

ances, -+In this sense, human consci&usness because it aims for this

i underlying principle or ground, is primordially a religlous conscious-'- .
! ) \ T : o~ T oa
. . ness. Man 1s essentlally a religipus being because he is a fhinking :

_ - veipe.”? o ‘ tt

\ o -Religion of. Vorstell;ﬂ s of"éj'epre\senéational thinking, has’ n@. ’
: |

i A de 1ts full j;ransition to thought. It is philosophy which transforms
|

- represezBational thihking into thoughts free of thelr sensuous éom- s ‘p
A

ponents Moreover, because religion is the apprehension of the . .
, - l inﬁ.nite, therefore when philosopny comes to treat religion, it has now [~

pa.ssed beyond the sphere of Sub.jective spirit (the individual as free)
%

' and ghe sphere of objective spirlt (the ,state) :Lnto that of absolute

spir'it. The state as the errbodiment of objective spirit therefore, . . S !

. N s . . . ' ot
.

- O%erkes, Christology of Hegel, pp. 89-97.
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" "sensuQus externality" and therefore

- pervasive and so dverwhelmingly disruptive

‘_71_. | q

appears to be a transitory stage in the ongoing mslization of the prin-

ciple of spirit. As over against religion, which must f‘irst appear in

A

of the li¥erty of spirit and for the dishwption of political life," the

state manifests In itself a mediat{d level of consciousness, namely, sub-
. DY N '

stantial Sittlichkeit Sittlichkelt becomes substantlaliwhen it is

identica‘to the liwrty of an independent self-consciousness o1
Y

Now these state s glve us the proper context for understanding

\

Hegel's statements about the state's regulation of church life, It is

nota S0 much ‘that religion has Eeen finally elevated over the state as

that ’4:he< state preseﬁ?es religion by recogpizfmg through 1ts self-

consciousness the necessity of both religion and state and therefore ‘
‘#mits the churches , 1.e. ecclesia.stical authority, in ’(:heili attempt to -

e

claim almost everything For Hegel, “the right to hold reli.gious opinions

. )
was an aspect of our subjeetif‘ identity, the subjective identity which

i
characterizes civil society

.The state as the expression of
Sittlich‘lceit or the liberty ,,ogh an independent self—consciousness, can
minte,in the unity of purpose by which the pluralism whi%h characterizes
civfl society may both {ée maj.ntained and yet not allowed to become al%/
Accordingly, Hegel assex;ts
that a state can require all its citizens to belong to a chur'ch (for
religlon is an integrating factor in the. state, implanting a sense of
unity in the depths of human consciousness) and yet the state cannot go
beyond this general. prescription, for: it carmot make thelchoice of the‘

[ ?
\

A} ¥
’

]
5lHegel; Pnilosophie des Gelstes, par. 652, pp. 364-365. The
idea of "the state is "der substantlellen Sittlichkeit, mlt welcher die
Freiheit des fur sich seienden Selbstbewusstseins . 1dentisch 1st." .

1

% v

A

t be "an agent for the oppr'ession
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church for the individual. The state can only prescribe ''some church oi'
other" beeause the cohtent of a religlous faith is rela‘(;ed to representa-
tional thinking (Vors tellwg) into which the state cannot inject itself. 52
The state if its organization is well developed and matn\me, may even be

‘strong enough to toler'ate, il.e. will not be adversely affected by, such

anti—state elements as Quakers and Anabaptists. Jews moreover, have
their civil rights from the very fact they are hur?n ieings To excflude
them from civil soclety is precisely to thwart a similarity of I‘eel& "
and thought tftween them and the' rest .of' soclety froxn’ar'ising and 130 ‘
confirm them in- the very 1soJ;ation for which they ar;é m{epr'oached,SB

Now this view of the state as mediating amongstg the churches shows,
that 1t' possesses a eonceptual ‘superiority (in thg Hegeliari sense) which .
is a challenge for religlous consciousness Hegel felt that P'rotestant
(Lutheran) Christianity could emulate this constiousness but only in“a ‘
representational way, that 1s, in the ‘;rnde of Vorstellggg. Insofar as
1t was a, church which tkr',elied oh represen‘t:a‘qiona.l thought » 1t had to ‘
recognize, its place not as .Indépendent \}r'om ;:he state, but as "conceptu—
ally" subordinate to it. And yet, and this 1s essential, the u.lt:Lmate

connection between religion angd the state\ is discermed not through the .

state's self-consclousness so much as through p%ilosophical discemment,
that is, through the principle of spirit which taken as absolu'te can .
only be exp7licated as the passage of dbjective spirit (the realm of the

state) into absolute spirit (ne}igion in general as then explicated in
/ ) {

LA N /I’ ‘

. ) g ,
3 52Hegel, Philosophie des Rechts, paﬁZ’lO, p. 420.

o N
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art, [revealed] Peligion and philosophy). What Hegel is teying to say, g,,.'
¥ .

then, 1s not so much that'the church is subordinated to the State, but/ -
that the church 1s subordinated to 'I'eli-gio“n, religion being wnderstood as '

the revealed religlon of Christianity whose spirit’ls apprehended and
.G

, expllicated in phi],Psophy. The state does not encompass religion but has

the strange function of protect it i’ro& the church insofar as

- ecclesYastical uthority makes a claim to'almost everything.

Here we see Hegel's wnique resolution of the problem posed by the,
split that has developed in Western consciousl;less between the church as
one melity.as over against the phenomenon of reﬂligipﬁ as a distinct
reality itself. The Gegnan Aufklirung differed from tfel’ﬁnlightemnent

\

of the philosophes in that it never wnderstood religion as a there func-

tidn of what the churc\hes were. Rather the German A drung was M

%,

be¢an1e two utterly hostile camps as in F‘% 54 Working within this

influenced by the German pletist movement in its search to rénew
C‘;ristian splritual life Pletlism thus introduced & way of seeing )the
Chrtstian religix(x as someth:Lng gr'eater' than any confessional aspect of
i"t . The Au , of course, advocated a place for human reason which

pietisnr re,jected, yet within Germany - religion and Ehlightemnent never

l

& context Hegel does*not subordinate religion to the churches but rather

A}

sees the churches as a I‘mction of what religion 1s) If the churches

are lacld.ng, moreover, it is ‘becau§e they repi'esent an impliclt stage

of religion, and, when society becomes more differentiated they becdme ‘

e T

s\




" with a® resol\ﬁion of  many different and: often contrary forces which
' ' "

- absolute, realization. We see here a vast difference between Hegel's

an influertce to oppress liberty of spir'it.‘55 Hegel, howe\;er, did not /
follow the%onterrporary pattern of assigning‘ the churc‘h and state only a
limited sphere as over against the then liberated and liberating middle class
civil society (as in Kant) but advanc)ed the state as the organic reality
which superseded, that is, preserved by providjng a higher level of

‘and church at one an}\the same time

Integration for, both clvil society
It 1s the state which as the summation of hwna‘ freedom mediates our
access to absolute spirit, that is, spirit‘as mlly self—conscious.
Religion/ as philosophically explicated is our knowledge of the spirit's
sel.f—lmowledge

Hegel's theory of tpe state, therefore, br-ings us face to face

operate at odds with each other in Westem sg,ciety Hegel declared
that the tenslons defjning these often contrary foroes -— political "

power, religion and philosopby are not resolved within the ontolog—

1cal reality of the state but find their common resolution within the

pri_nciple of spirit, of which the state 1s the objective, but not the

- 1

view of ‘the .state -and the Kantian f‘or-rmlatj.o)n. For Kant, the: state welp

not the reglization of ethical reality but rather itself an agent of an

a prior'i principle which -stood over above "virtue," that 1is, individual e

adaptation of t:he a priori , principle. For. Hegel, however, the state
was the realizat"ion‘and ob\J ective expression of the principle which ¢

~

55!30r- Hegel's relation to pietism, see James A Massey "’Ihe 3

‘ H geli s, the Pietists, and the Nature oﬂ Rel:lgion J;__om_n__a_l__

__}Ee:y 58 (apri1 1978) L A .

.
, ,
. °©

, - .
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infarmell all principles, namely, spirit, Geist.

The Question of Intersubjectivity

The difference we have discerned between Kant and Hegel 1in their .
treatment of the state can be' understood,as a consequence of their} treat~
_ment of -human autonomy as manifested in the autonomous human subject.
" For Kant the social reality oft the state is there not to make the
' "'citiz,ens virtuous but to exercise coercion upoh them, should they fail' '
L i . - ofhvirtue. b'lge very coerclve nature of ."r'iéht"’ in Kant's theory recog-

e‘ nizes an autonomy of the human suﬁject which' the state carmot ﬁwg_xﬂ“

transform but can only externally direct. Inward transformation is not
the/busineSS'o‘f‘ the‘state. That, state, insofar as it rests upon "right"

. ° . .
does have an anchor in an a priori reality, yet this reality, as a ‘ st

- ' T 'pr'iori does not depend won any individual expression of 1tself for its

validity. In other words the dimension beyond’ the hunan subJect for
Kant was not a di.mension 6 ) transforming soclal reality but rather the

klmension of, transcendent faith - The purpcase of the Kantian philosophy

K4

. 1s precisely to open the hunan subject onto the vista of faith.

It 1s quite otherwise with Hegel Hzel claimed to offer the

hunan subject not the vista of: faith but kndWledge and within' that lmow—

ledge a transfof'ming social‘reality, the state Now the state: 1s not . | #
fqr Hegel the outer boundary ‘of e;ctstence. Fg‘;' from it. The state,
- ‘we have seen, is oniy one‘ moment 1n the subject's attainment of absolute
. o . knowledge 'Ihe state as any ebcpression of ebjective spirit depends
. ) ‘ultimately upont its absolute phase of spirit as etemallv self-lmowing
) . Yet for a.ll that s the state represents an accessible and possible mde

.‘ of ‘exis_tenoe f:or‘ the,hman stzbject ’ ,as‘ v,'[ec : The (state'é'ontologi.cal.
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reality allcms subJectivity to cease being bound up within 1tself' as
solip_sistie. It 1s the realm tf subJectivity liberated to an_ ethical
self-consciouspess. This realm of transformed subjectivity is desig- . S
nated as si' ttlichkeit, the\r'ea.lm of "free ethical subjectivity. n56 ,
Now ‘our argurent up till now has led us thé'ough an understanding ‘ \
of I?egel as a: philosophef who far'hfr-omo r'etr'ea.ti'ngr from or abolishin_g . " |
Kant's authentication of the autonomy of the human subject rather '
retained this achievement while tr'ying to orientate it within the . ‘
dimensions of a larger' cosmic order. Hegel thergfore, is unique :Ln
his x-etention of human subjectivity and his offering it a,fur'ther

3
dimension of inmanent possibility through the reality ofy the State — It

(& transforming social reality whieh satisfies the subject's- striving \ |
for unification with "what is.,": It is this positing of‘ an irrmanently P
accessibleg and transfonning soclal reality which retains but somehow

. advanees beyond the limits of human subjectivity that I will call the

"Hegelian model. " The "Kantian model," by contrast, sees the dimension
beyond the self—conscious subject not as m?r]anently accessible bub as
transcendent — the dimension whose reality is a.pprehended not through
philosophical knowledge but through faith. .

. The Hegelian model, because it rests ypon Hegel's theor'y of the

-gtate, has a more complex structui'ing than the Kantian, For because

the state is the: manifestation of the. objective phase of‘ spirit a " -

. |
phase whic\:’h is intermediary between the"’ subjective spj_rcit of the . )
| ) . ¥ . -
. h - , L
3 : a— ‘
) . 56'I'he term "free ethical sub.jectivity" is not round such in” I
,Hegel I use it here, however, to designate his attempt to ground : : o
subjectivity in an ethical reality which guaranteed its freedom. This - . RE

+ Brounded reality takes subjectivity -beyond itself while _respecting it.

. . '
] */,:_’ ’ - ’ N .
' - . vt
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1solated self-—conscious sub;ject and the absolute self—knowing subject
(God), Hegel's state as a tr'a.st‘ommg socldl reality serves a double
.purpcse. It 1is both a statement about the ontological rea_lity of human

_I‘reedom as realizd in our ethical life in the community and a criticLe

\
of re _igion, particularly of "r-evelation- " Because the state represents
-]
an attairmer&c of consciousness (ethical self—consciousness) which 1s

differentiated far beyond the level of consciousness which 1is certain of

truth only in Vorstellungen' or picture images; the “consclousmess or
level of knowledge which accompanies the tr-ans'fomﬁ.ng socia,'l i‘ea.lity ofv
the state therefore equips us for- a sclence of religion.k Within the I\I
dimension of ethical self—consciousness we know that religious images
@re inadequate and we lmow that’ thel "postulate of holiness" )@as been
" replaced by Sittlichkeit the "ethlcal life " This dimension of con—0
sciousn;ass serves therefore not -only as the uttermost realization of
human freedom but also as our passage 'toward's full rellgious tmth It
1s_when ethical self—consciousness "tackles" religion that its cer-
tainty aboutt religion adt 1mplicit truth is. raised to its/fullest

Ethica.‘l* selaf’-i‘consciousness passes to absolute knowledge through its

3 critique’of‘jreligion " Therefore the Hegelian model can serve a dual

'TOJAE:’ elther aspect of which can be emphasized. It eah' serve as a ?asis
for @n ontological grounding of human freedom in ccxm%uriity and, because
Hegel theluded its idea as intrinsic to any such grounding of human

fIweedom, as a cr'itique of .religion, particulsarly religion which conveys

)

its truth in Vorstellur;gen, revela.tory picture i:rﬂs. 'Ihemfore, as
we sha.ll see, the Hegeliap nndel can pe set farth either primarily as a

-

. explicit truth — the absolufé pmiiof spirit as self-thinking thought /

of
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defe%efﬂhmanently dccessible social reality as the ultimate real- )

‘ization of human fréedom of as the imanent criterion for a vritiqueof o - i

ngligion, espé?ial—“]y' religion Jonsider;gtd as'revelation, which raises _j
thought, about; God to knowletige. In our last chapter we will see how . :
., this double nuance can be applied to the contemporar.y theological scene. ,
In the next chapter I hope to show that both the Kantian. and ) \
Hegelian models {ha\'re continued to exert their influence in contemporary ‘
Western philosophical thought‘ " As a way of derm;nstr-ai:ing thenper‘sis‘t‘:—
ence of these models, I will dralw\ attentlon to the-way that very con—
tenporary 'and over-used word "intersubjectivity" has entered :Lm:o our
conceptual framework. Intersubjectivity arrived as a "problem" at the ‘ 1 |
tumn of our present century. As denoting the dimension of mterco;l\ne&- . ‘.
tion and cormnmicaticD‘l between subjects it came to prominence as a
"problem" within the neo-Kantian frameork. It was of great concem to

Husser1.57 This general 'pmblematic, I contend, was iamched by Kant's oo

) . . ‘ - -\
57In‘cef‘eQ ing]y enough, :just as Kant's unresolved dllemma of
human community as over against subjectivity brought forth Hegel's
Phénomenology of Spirit, so the neo-Kantlan dilemmas of” intersubject-
lvity as over against, the subject's intentionality of consciousness,_
brought forth Heidegger' s Being and Time, a. phenomenology of being.
Yet . because intersubjectivity is merely a pallid reflection of the
reality of human commmnity, Heldegger's Dasein in turn is a much more
' spectral retention of the autonomy of the human subject, - In fact the -~ |
human subject windst? being a mere moment of the intersubjective , v
reality of language.-YHegel's state at least, since 1t is the reali-
zation of human community, retalns the autonomy of the human subject\ N
-more cdncretely than Heldegger. For Hegel, the uilty of the human ' .
sibject's self-consclousness with the ethical seif—consciousness of :
the communitgeis brought about in and through the subject.: The sub- , b
Ject 'does not become a mere cipher for an intersubjective reality such e :
a8 language. MWemght describe the whole philoscphical sgquence 1
framework and the Hegellan phenomenology- in the - ‘S
4 -
-

' beginning was Intentionality and Intentionality .
. Phenomerflogy begot Socialism and Sozialism 3 ‘ -
. Bureawracy rose up » hcweVer, apd d its , e
\ . “ . sl
' .
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' system management such that refiexion becomes a .prop(erty of the system
‘ , _rather than of ~its individuel tmiﬁé o,r componen'ts.9 Habermas obJjects
that no social system can be maintained 1f the maintenance needs of the
system members are lgnored, These system members of the particular

-
system called human soclety require a rational identity for their gr'oup’

S0 that their own ego-identity has concrete cammunal significance.
Habermas 'feels the solution to thls problem lies in tying the new lden-
\ tity not to a ter'ritory but to a eommmication process in which iden-
tity, fomation takes place as continuous 1earning This identity thus
is not to be constructed in an over-all world view but in the elabora—
tion and testing of an universallstic morality which can submit all
' previous traditions and used-t.lp world views to critique. This group
iidentity then 1s prospective rather than r"e‘f,x'ospec:t:ive.l:0 | ' | "
. ® We héve recounted Habermas® 1nqu1ry into the possibility of a N
rationa.l gromding for contenporary soclety to show how- Hai)e;nas uses .
the word ”intersubjectivity” to. refer to the realm of symbol_ickinearung) .
s that unde_rgirds human Jnowing, life-experience and action. It is pre-
cisely his "realm" that Habermas attempts to defend in his work'by
showing that, it is grounded in a commmicative structur'e based on the
fundamental norms of rational speech. Within his "universal oragmatics"
or theor'y of commnicative competence, Habernxas "identifies "dialogue~

constitutive universals" which serve as the a priori of interSubject~

¢

ivity, that is, they "generate and describe the form of intersubjectivity

9pid., pp. 112-113. )

01p14., pp. 115-117."




PR

- Philosophy of the Soclal Sciences 3 (June 1973): 138.

- 86 -

11

which makes rriutpality. of understanding possible." Communicative com-

petence relates ‘to an ideal speech situation and is defined by the ideal'

sp‘éaker's mastery of the dialogue-.-‘constitutive universals y lrrespective

of actual restrictions-under empirical conditions.. Habermas distin-

guishes five classes, of these dialogue-constitutive or pragmatic wuni-

versals: pronouns, forms of *address R deictie expressions, performative
12

' verbs (assert, promise, etc.)~ and non-performative velbs. Important

for our purposes now, however, is not so much his classification and

explication of' these -elements but his use of them to advance a theory

of human commmication which presupposes a quest for truth in every

4

-linguistic communicatim rather than, say, Just an attempt to manipu—

late: one‘s envirormen‘e. According to Habermas, truth 1s the peculiar

mede of existence of man: %"” ® ﬂ . e
Yet it is evidently 'a fact of nature that the human species, con—
fined to its socio—cultural form of life, can only reproduce
itself through the medium of that most’ unnatural idea, truth,
which necessarilyJ begins with the counterfactual assumption that

-universal agreement is Eossible
fi

Habermas's reconstructive ar%alysis of speech attempts to show that in

© every linguistic comunication truth claims must be recognized. ‘He

' d'evelops his concept of "discourse" in which the truth of ,prcbl'ematic

opinions (theoré‘cic‘discourse) and norms (pi"actical discourse) can be

(

S

Jurgen Habermas, "Towards a 'Iheor'y of Commmicative Corrpe‘cence "
Inqui gx 13 (Decenmber 1970) 369. .

Tbomas McCarthy, "A Theory of Commmicative Conpetence 3"

1}
£

13inrgen Habermas, "Postscript to Knowledge and Human Interests,""
Philosophy of the Social Sciences 3 (1973): 185.
N N ’ b + - .0
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,iedeemed Truth is approached and appropr'iated by consensius. Yet we

are notg Just trapped in making arny consensus equal the truth, for in \

' discourse we can move to increasingly reflected levels of redeeming
problematic truth claims. What makes this freedom possible, thls free-
(dom to break out. of a limited ard 1limiting consensus Habermas attributes
to the ldeal speech situation which 1s presupposed by any given speech .
act. Unless we believed ‘that our consensus were appr-oaching the tr'uth
that it cquld be a gr-ounded consensuso anchored beyond its own circula.r'
definitions, the whole meaning of speech itself would be called into

" question. Habermas calls this grounding which every act of speech

anticipates the 1deal speech situation This ideal speech situation 1is

characterized by an absence of‘ constraint on the participants, such that -

the result. of‘ the discussion will depend simply on the force pf the

better argument. and not on accidental or systematic constraints on.dis—
cussion.'l.u For habemi‘as, then,*the structdre of communication rests on
a non:native basis Iand because o"f..this basis the realm of the inter-

subjective is not.Just an "enlarged‘supjectivity" but the human modality
of par tleipating in the possibility of an universal agreement rooted'in

truth. Thus, Habermas can talk of "pure intersubjectlvity" as that which

- 1s realized by the ideal speech situation.

Pure intersubjectivity is determined by a symmetrical relation
between I and You (We and You), I and He (We and They). An

. unlimited interchangeability of dialogue roles demands that no
side be privileged in the performance of these roles: pure
intersubjectivity exists only when there is complete symmetry in
distribution of assertion and dispute, revelation and concealment
prescription and conformity, among the partners of comunication, 15

e v 3

luMcOarthy., "Theory of Communicative Competence," p. 1145,

15Haber'mas, "Towards a_ THeory of Communizative Competence," p. 3;71. \

oty
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This pure intersubjectivity is an ‘idealization. Yet the desi gn of the

ideal speech situation is imglied 1n the stmctur-e of pote tial spees;:h,

"since ‘all speech, even of intentional deception, is oriented towards the

idea of truth. n16 ' \
¢
Habermas s ldea of pure intersubjectivity then seems to resemble

%
Hegel‘s free ethical subjectivity insofar as it goes beyond the merely .

" subjective into a dimension of tl'lat which really 1is, the djmension of

truth, freedom and Justice. This 1dentification has to be made explicit

because the word "mtersubjective" itself has had only a rather recent
history. The word, defined as "existing between consclous nﬂnds" does
noct appear in the or'iginal Oxford English Dictionary but only in the

Supplement (1976) which lists 1ts first use by James Ward in 1899 in the
phrese'"inter‘subiective intercourse nl? The term jseems te denote a
peculiarly 20th century concem 'brogght into prominence by the wofk of
@iusseri on the one hand, and by Carnap and Pe;)p\e} on” the other.

Becaﬂse' as understood by Habermas 1t seems to denote the human 'modality .

" of part;cipatmg in truth and becat(tse Habermas works to free Hegel's

philosophj from its idealism through Marx and conversely to free Ma:I:x's
philoscphy from its covert positivism through Hegel, I suggest that'

Habermas transforms Hegel's idealized state and Marx's (positivistic)

) classle_ss society into the possibility and project of human inter-

subjectivity. Moreover, because this intersubjectivity seems to imply

.

16 Zﬁ , D 372, -
! \

erSupplenent to-the Oxford English Dlctiohary, Vol. 2 (Oxford:

" Clarendon Press, 1976), p. 345.
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an immanent human access to what may be termed "salvific intelligibility"

for hHuman praxis, I suggest it is consistent with what I will

- call the "Hegelian model" in theolo@(

Habemas's development of & commmnicative ethic based on the norms

of rational speech gives him a conceptual framework in which he san

c‘ L] ' T
. explicate the complex relationship of the individual human spbject and

his relation to his social world, For example, Habermas can both adopt
and yet modify Kohlberg's s‘cages of moral’ consciousness so that ghey
culminate not just in a privitized (monological) subject who knows how

to mediate his actions through universal ethical pr'inciples but in a

=

sub,ject', who, as a member of a "fictive world soclety," works towards the.

moral and political freedom inherent in the norms of rational speech.18

. Habermas argues that the justificatlon of norms goes beyond their mere

2

capacity to ejibit generalizability (Nominalism)., Only at the level
\Qf an wniversal ethlcs of speech can the que'stion‘of "true" need versus

mistaken or false needs be raised and became the object of practical

discourse., For the realm of truth to apply, the interiorized and mono-

. = 4 ’- ' q
" logical principle must glve way to the "coammmnally followed procedure

of redeeming normative validity claims dis:cm.irsively."l9 Thus Habermas
adds a qualitatively different "seventh stage" to Kohlberg' s‘ slx stages,

a stage beyond the formalist_ic ethlcs of duty to an universal ethlcs of

speech, whic_h, from a "utopian perspective" allows us not just to acoept .

-

§

18Jur-gen Habermas, "Moral Development and Ego Identity,"

Coxmrunication and the Evolution of Society, trans. Thomas McCa.r'bhy
(Boston: Beacon Press, 1979), p. 89. ,

N

Y1014, p. 90.
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traditional cultural contents as "stencils according to which neede are

shaped" but to galn access to adequate interpretations for these needs, / !

"Ihrough this medium our ego gajns.‘aecess to its inner nature. This inner
" .natur'e, moreover, 1s not enslaved to the demands of ego autonomy, but . . :
precisely becauee ego autonon'w‘ must be responsive to. tmi:h, our intema(l ‘ o

natui*e, though a dependen}: ego, obtains free access to the interpretive
20 [N '

/

possibilities of the cultural tradition

) The application of this comrmmicative ethics to man's social

being — his historical, intelleqtual and moral ‘development _ deter— ' 3

" “mines Habermas's "reconstruction of'his/i;ori;cal materialism "  Habermas

rejects’ the "traditional" historioa:l.p'aterialist concept of the history
oi‘ the specles reconstructed as a developmental sequence of modes of

~ .

production. He argues _inetead that the development of normative struc-

e At TP Bk e, S5 S L
-

o . , v
tures (mechanisms for regulating‘conﬂict R ﬁzx‘{d vieWs identity for-m—

TE N WM e A i e

ations) mediated by commmicative action is the pacemaker of social Lo

ev,olut:ion.2l Habermas grants that this coammunicative action is com-’ ‘ (
plemented.by what is called purposive—r‘ational action to make up the

full rationaligation process that determines social evolution. But

T Y AR
.

. whereas purposive-rational action is addressed to a rationaliza.t,ici? of

.

. means (efficiency of technical means and the consistency of choice -

e n vt At e
- ©

between sultable means) and hence eig;nif‘ies the helghtening of prod{m-

tive forces, commmnicative action is "oriented to observing

b
{

20Habermas,' "Moral Development," p. 93.

2lHaber-mas "The Development of Normatlve Structures" Conmunica—
tion and the Evolution of Society, p. 120.




et ment in the growth of interiority both in individual identity stfucture
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' mfersubjectively valid norms that link reciprocal exp‘ec‘cation.s.“22

Habermas detects homologous structures of consciousness in ego develop-

ment and socia.l evolution which are manifested in and thro@a the sym—

o e e w An

bo].ic str'uctures that underlie law and morality, world views (the inter- o
‘subjectively constituted world), and the _identities of persons and

® . . .
Yt collectives. By homology Habermas means there is a concomitan‘cggevelop-h ,

and social reality in which these individuals find themselves. Keeping w\_/
¢ 1n view the fact that social change occurs only through "constructive

. leaming on the part'{ of individuals ,"2,3 Habermas argues that within the .
. ) T o . ) '
tension of the homology normative structures are not just functions of

N

purposive—rat.ionaalk actio{m manifested in the development -of reproductive

processes but are structures which possess -an internal history which is

; |
' t
‘explained only by the basic concepts of communicative act;io‘n.‘?u . j
. & ’ i

s Habermas's recognition of homologous structures of consclousness

8 g

"in the histories of the individual and the species as mani fested in the | . 5
complexes of law and mrality, world views, and qollective ldentities,
reflects his attenpt to wnite an qntogenetic theory of cognitional
/iievelopment in the :Lndividual human iaqouér with a concomitant recogni-
tion of the part’ soclal structures play 1n shaping idefﬁty, without

submerging or reducing one to the otI"xer. In his attempt to reconstruct

LY

hiatorical materia.lism on non—positivistic line germas 1s careful to
,7‘»" - - .
) 22Haber'mas, "Development”of Normative Structures," p. 118. T

y |
/7 2314, 4. 120.
B \- ‘ - o o
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‘Gevelopment of the famlly came because the mode of", productioh of. the
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maixitain the ba.iance between man's participation in the socia.l reality by -
which he 1s shaped and man's abllity to learn constructively over against

what a soclety wp to then has learned dérivatively through the previous .
contribution of its soclalized individuals. In his attenpt to explicate

the conplex relationship of human cogqition and socialization, then,

Habermas mus‘t: submit Marx's concepts of the "histor'y of the species," .

"social labor" and "modes of‘production" to this critical reconstruction \

which insists on incorporating the level of cormmicative acx/ion into
map's cog;nitional and social being It'is always revealing to examine
any thinker's accomt of how human history began Such is the power of
any "myth of origin" that it sums up.the core of the author's perceptions

about mankind. Habermas traces the development fram the hominid level to

’ N . , &~ s ¥ .
the human level as deriving from the development of famllial social ;- “

structure in which males now played a constitutive role (rather than

being mere adjuncts to the "family" of females ana children). -The

soclally organized hunt cgeated a new need for integration between the
soclety of the male huntins band a.nd the society of the plant—gathering
females and the young, both of whom remained behind during thm

exped:i.tions.25 The older hominid Battem of ‘status dependent sexual

‘relations was not equal to the new n'e? fér integration. Rather “only
‘ =5

a famiy ‘system based on marriage and regulated descent®permitted the

adult male member to link — via the father role — a status in the male .-

b2

system of the mnting band with a Status in the female and child system,

S

-

St
-

25Habermas, "Toward a Reconstruction of Historical Mater'ialism,"

Qonm.xnication and the Evolution of Society, p. 135.
- ) 0
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- gather'ing) to the “history of the specles" 1s "mode of production "

S ., . 1
‘submlts the concept of mode of production to reconstruc{:ion by arguing !

.action) but. also in the dimension of:troral—practical .consciousnes:s

‘ =83 . ) -
andthus "’"D- ) ‘. ’ s

1. . integrate functions of socilal labor with functions of nyrture
of the young, and moreover,

coordinate functions, of male h\mting with those of female
gathering.?2 )
’l‘hu‘:'.Q although the hominid apes already possessed a symbeclically mediated - T

iuteraction, homo sapiens developed a social role system ‘based on the .~
intersubjective recognition of normed expectations. This system of
social norms presupposed language.

The mediating term linking "social labor" (hunting, plant-

Marx used this concepf to r'econstruct_tpe history of the species as "y
. K . .

discrete series of modés of production, which, in.its developmental-

loglcal order, reveals the direption of social evolution."27 -Habermas ;

\,

that the spécies learns noét only in t]je dimension technically useful -

lnowledge decisive for the developnen‘c of productive forces (strategic

Pd

decisive fbr structures- of interaetion ( commmicative action). In order .

to escape f‘rom reducing social development to a developmental sequence

of modes of production, which > against the evidence, makes endoghnous

.evolutionary.advances mere f’unctions of' the development of productive ’

forces, Habermas attempts.to develop a genetic theory of action in which °

the tensiop.o'f soclal subject,s_arjd’so@ﬂ&stem can be maintained wlthout

L)

o
.

) \-\.' . ' . . S -
“Habermas, “'Becmstrurction of Historical Materielism,'! P, 136.
+ © . . . 7 '

i -

27Ibid.,p.‘ 1380 s e e 3 R
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’ persona.lity system that 1s the bearer of the ontogenetic 1éarn1ng process

monads but by growing into the symbolic structures of their 1life-worlds.

' of moral consclousness: the pre-conventional, the conventional and

¥ They are embodied simultaneously in structures that mark the moral coh- -

- 94 -

!

collépsing one into the otheI';‘28 Noting that strictly speaking it is the

B - ; -
(only soclal subjects can learn) nevertheless social systems, by drawing °

on the le g capacities of social:subject‘é., can form new structures of
order to\solve steerdng problems "chat threaten theii' continued existence. ‘ A

In tuin, 80C sub,jects"acquire t‘heir' competences not as isolated

'I‘hi; development Habermas describes as three stages of communication: o

1. the stage of symbolically mediated interaction: the meaning L

" of the comunicative symbol and of the action are reciproc- '
" ally defined; o -

2. -~ the stage of propositiona.lly differentiated speech: actions
are separated f.‘rom norms; .

3. the stage of argumentative speech: norms and roles appear

© as 1n need of ,justif‘ication -- thelr validity- can be con-

tested or grounded with references 29

The concepts used to describe these three stages can serve as concepts .

for a ‘génetic theor'y ‘6f human action for which they can mrnish the

B
TR v e sm———— s,

inf‘rastructuré for the action system itself, Habermas then cor'relates ‘

these three stages of interactjrve corrpetence with the Piagetia(zﬁtages

the post—conventional,, rﬁspectiVely These stages of moral conscious—
ness come into play insofar as action-conflicts inh a society are regu—

’

lated not through force or strategic means but ‘on a consensuzl basis.

sciousness of the individuai and the legal and moral system of soclety.

'Ihrou\gq this correlation of his concepts for a genetie theory of action

)

¥

28Habermas,‘ "Reconstructim of Historical Materialism," p. 146.

29:rbid. , pp. 154-155.
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with the stages of moral conscicusness Habermas is able to evaluate levels
of social integr'ation in the way in which they present general str"ctures
which shape and gulde human action, in‘the way in which they present. the '
structures of their world views which ére determlnate for morality and
) law, and finally,‘ in the way they present- thei.p structures of institu-
tionalized law and of binding moral representations.30 Uslng this cor-
relation he can eva.luate the level of soclal integr'ation in neolithic

" socletles, early civilizations, developed civilizations and the modern

»
?

age. 3 y ~
_ Throughout Habermas's work, then, we see a constant'attenpt to;
correlate .the development of individua_l ego-1dentity in‘ its:stages of |
mor'al consciousness with the "social system" in such a_wa,y; that both :
retain a constitutive rea_lity for: mankind, Habermas's argument agéinst
those who would overcome legitimation problefns fecing the. 'mdem state
by merely subrnerg;l_ng what the individual discems as normative into what
“the systerri decrees as functionally normative stems from this same con-
.-cern to preserve the homology between individual and social develophent
withont subverting either term. AS we lhaive seen, Habermas gr-ounds'his
homologous structures of consciousness which exist in ego development
" a;ld soclal evolution in str'uctures of linguistical]y established inter-
swjectivity. 3 In'ms critique of the Marxist tradition, Havermas |

- ¥ . ‘ N
‘introduces the level,of communicative action as one .essential rational-

th its complement, purposive rationgl

N -
» . tow

"30Habemas, "Reconstruction of ‘Historical'Materialism,"' p. 157. .

3lHabermas, "Me Development of’ Normative Structures," p. 116.
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*action, constitutes the praxis, that determines: soclal evolution.

Because, moreover, ’c\?nmmicative action is oriented te observing inter-

subjectively svalid norms that link reciprocal expectatiqns, our attention

' is drawn to the validity basis of speech which it presupposes. In com-

mmnicative action the universal validity claime truth, rightness, and
truthfulness ,' which participants in speech at least irrplicitly r'aise and

reciprocally r'ecognize make possible the consensus without which there

, would be no human action in corrmon.3? Thus Habermas s "intersubjectivity"

as linguistically established is not just a pragmatic or functional con-

sez;xeus but is cqngtituted hecause it clings to truth. Dietorpeq com-
munication implies the possi‘bilit&, indeed is enabled, by the anticipa-
tion of qndistorted conmmication.' In other words, any common consensus
or basis of commnication amongst human subjects cannot be constructed -

solely on cammonly~assented-to whims and delusions, for 'the formal con-

.ditions of possibility of the consensus Amply va'\]_'LdZty. claims which |

ultimately would controvert any common agreement to ignore them. Thus’

-the formal conditions of intersub,jectivity for Habermas presuppose an

Indestructible humn allegiance*to truth Now this intersubjectivity

|serves as an imnanent source of truth insofar as we are bei_ngs who |

enploy speech 1n the same way- as Hegel's state as the realm of free

ethical sub,jectivity (Sittlichkeit) serves as the source or truth insofar :

as the state is our, self-consciousness in a tr'ue (substantial) dimension

7

of f‘reedom. It is this location of an immanent access to that ultimate .

grounding of truth which can undo the distortions of man's subjectivistic'

A

~

~ v

32Ha.bema;s, "The Developmi-mt of Normative Structures," p. 118.
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with what 1s there to be known. This 1s not a tautology, for Lonergan
- , 1 [ B . -

" workdng out thé dynamic structure of our knowing as it moves from the’

_97- . * -

.

exlstenee which I identify as the “Hegelian rmdel“ and conte .d that 1t

_has relevance for contemporary philosophy and’ theoclogy.

Lonergan's Study of Huran Understanding
In his work Insight, Lonergan also under'takes anl examination of
the Intricate relationship between man's cognitional and oc- _develop-

ment. Lonergan's work attenpts to show us that what we lmow 1s congruent

seeks to show that our activity of knowing is‘direjcted not merely to
imposing a pattem.dOn a reality which in itsglf is mknowab&e a‘nd‘wh‘ose

appearante only can be orderegd by our cognitional structures, but to

knowing this reality as what is there to be.known. In other words, our

knowing is not: samehow ;)utside the-’realﬂit& it‘seeks lcq know tut somehow .
congruent with 1t. Therefore Lenergan's éxamination of human knowing
cannot fail'to take in man's éo‘éial reality, for it is in thet context
that the adventure of human nowing begins. . \

. The rea'lity wh:?.ch. we seek*to: know 1s approached by the structure
of our lmow:Lng as it ’pméﬁesses from descriptive knowkdge tc explan-
atonixlﬂ;owledge. The congruency between our knowing and what is there
to be I owWn Lonergan calls the isomorphism that obtains between the

: structure of know:lng a.nd the structure of the known 33 Lone*gan explains

this isomorphism between our knowing and what is there to be known by

Ll

4
a

o 33Bemnard J. F. Lonergan, Insight: A Study of Human Understanding,

~2nd’'ed. (London: Longmans, Green & Co. and New York: -Phllosophical
" Library, 1958; reprint ed. San Francisco: Harper and Row, 1978), p. 399.
Subsequent references in the text are- to thls work.,

[
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procedure of description.to the e’ﬁcplanator*y procedure of definition by

"relation. Now the movement from description to explanation mist make use ‘

stainty. It 1s accept

of data,-and the human inquirer is:confronted with both the data of sense
and the data of cdnsciousness. An important difference ‘results between

explanation based on the data of sense and explanation based on the data - !

of congciousness. If one starts from the data of sense, one's explan—

e oy

atory procedure is never free from hypothesis. If one begins from the

data of consclousness, however, one' passes beyond the hypothetical.

Lonergan argues that "eg;planatidn on rt:he'ba'sis of consclousness can
e
escape the merely supposed, the merely postulated, the merely inferred"

(334). But explanation based on the data of consciousness escapes the ’ |
limitation of possible future revision, for 1t is by the data of con- :
sclousness. that we establish what constitutes revision. Thus "revision

camnot revise its ‘presuppositions” (336). Thus the data of con- »

sciousness possess a | ' ity as ovér against the data of sense cer—
this finality about the data of consciousness ' ; } ,

theory (v)hat do we do when we know?) Into epis- o

that ‘leads cognition:

dt'emolog' (why 1is that knowlng?). , Lonergan's cognitional theory

reaches its thing-itself by undepstanding itself as concrete unity .
JAn a process that is consclous empirically, intelligently, and
rationally. Moreover, since every other known becomes known
through this process no known could impugn-the process without
simultaneously- impugning 1ts own status as a known. (338-339)
In other words, our judgmént about our cognitional process as Such leads
us into the realm of knowledge of the process, into epistemolog( This . -
knowledge is described as a "coalescence of judgments" (375).
The question remains, "What 1s it we know when we Jnow — what 1s 3

the content of our lmowing?" This 1s the domaln of metaphysics. 1

., B . . . | - T
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~ Loriergan ans‘iqer§ that the content of our knowing 1s what is there to be '
known. In other words Lonergan argues that our knowing knows riot an
abstracted construct o reality but reality as it is itself, Our know-
ing knows being (39 . Lmergan defines being as “the objective .of the
pure desir-e to know“ (348). It is the normative quality of the structure ,
which this desire to know inmposes upon our cognitional acts which allows

us to approach heuristically the unknown contents of these acts t Mata—-
nphysics is the explanatory account of "the Antegral heuristic str'ucture !
of proportionate being," that is, being that is propprtionate to human
knowihg. Our knowledge, as lqmwlc?dge-qf-"what i1s there to be kr;own" can-
not tear the known out of its existence i reality, but can only jﬁdge'
. 1t within the stiucture of its existence in reality, Because "knowing

is knowing being" Lonergan concludes that "the integral heuristic struc-
ture of proporticnate belng, a8 de'tenniﬁed by the s;‘ciences and common
* sense, is knowledge of the organizing structure of proportiona.te‘being'o'
(396). We do pot therefore approach what is there to be known directly
but 'in an heuristic structure which reveals' the isomrphisrﬁ between the
knowing and the imown, the isomiphisnhbetween our experilence, under—
standing and Judgment and the "metaphysical" elements of po}:ency , form .
aﬁd act. (486; 511-512). By identifying the dynamic structure of knowing _
with the structure of propor'tionat'é bein.g(, L.onergan can affirm that our
lmowlng 1s a judgment of what is there to be known without making the

"what is there to be known" a presupposition or‘abstraction from human
knowledge itself. One approaches what is there Eo be known by knowing it.
Our knowing it 1is sufficient to make it known. We do not have to postu-

late a "prior" knowability about it before we came to know 1t. The

a
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i’netaphysical elements of potency, form and act do hot hover above our l} ’
experience, understanding and judgment but explain being as 1t is known
in\them. ‘ '

Lonergan's Insigt_ut then is an invitation for us to explore the

structure of our human knowing: to accept one's own intel'_[igence and

" reasonableness and to stand by "that acceptance (673). Lonergan takes: us j

through this activity-cf human Jmowing — experience, intelligent grasp,

and reasonable affirmation -- to our self—aff‘irmation as knowers, for it

{
is the peculiar quality of cognitional theory, as distinct from other

b

theory 2 that it "reaches its thing-itself by understanding 1tself and

afﬁrming itself‘ as concrete wmity in a process that is eonscious

‘ empirically, intelligently, and rationally“ (338). Because of this
~quality, explana'gion based on the data of eonsciousness as:distinct

. from ecplanation based on the data of"sense, can escape the limitation

that 1t must always be provisional (335).

‘ Loﬁer'gan's account of human cognition, then is thoroughly

S

experiential. ' It i,s not a mere list of human conditions but an atterrpt

to show how those conditions have a chmamism that leads thern to fulfill

r)1‘:Ir1emselves. Hence' the way Lonergan constructs his particuiarr under-

étanding of the relationship between human cognition- ahd hunan social

reality must be taken within the context of‘ his overall project of ’
having the reader appropriate his own intelligence and reasonableness

Lonergan discerns two principles which mediate .:_social events,

¢

namely human 'intersub,jectivity ‘and practical common sense (217). By

ue o
common sense Lonergan means the interventlon of human intelligence in

‘ : ' %
the ordering of human affairs (207-208). Man's practicality is not to

S e e b

‘o, ’ . "
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. be confused with "animal inpulse or with egoistic scheming'" (212).

Rather man's practicality is part of his dramatic purs,uit of di@ified

living: '"man is an artist" (212). Because man, moreover, grows up not

as an isolated monad but as a member of an affectional community, ttw

1

basis of human commmnity is not the &écovery of an idea but a spon-
taneous intersubjectivity. -

“". By intersubjectivity Lénergaﬁ means first of all the foundational

* bonds*of htmian interrelation which, even after civilization collapses, -

survive in the bonds of famiiy, its circle of relatives, its accretion

of friends; in its customs and folk-ways; in its basic arts and crafts

" and skills; in its 1anguage song and dance, and "most concretely of all

in the inner psychology and radiating influence of women" (212). w1thin

the linkage of the>two rinciples of human intersub.jectivity and ppgc-

"tical common sense Loner tocates the "dialectic of cammmnity": - the

a

.spontanecus intersubjective individual strives to understand and \Xtan,’cs

1

to behave intelligently, and, inversely, intelligence would have noth:].n_g

to put in order were the_lje not the desires and fears, labors and satis;
factioné ;Df individuals" (217-218). Within the opposition between the
two pr'jnciples Lonérgan locates the "tensién of coommunity": the demands
of .the one fr‘)ay‘ militate against the other. '

It is important to note that on the individual plane Lonergan does
not locate human egoism in the sponfaneous detands of muman inter-
subjec,tj:vity but. in an incomplete development ]of 1ntelligence which
although striking out fram an inherited menteﬁi’cy fglils‘to‘ allow ’com- |

- .
plete free play to mtélligent inquiry. Te egolstlc solution has. in
fact to block the spontaneous demands of intersubjectivity which "are

- ' .
® . .
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commonly broader in their regard for-others than is intelligent selfish-

ness" (221). el E | ' \\

'Ihe case 1s diff‘erent however' , with what Lonergan calls "group
blas. "y Whereas the egoistic individual blas has to overcane normal Inter-
sub,jective i‘eeling group blas is supported by such feeling Social
groups develop an ethos "that at once subtly and flexibly provides ton-

<

crete premises and norms for pr-actical decisions! (222). Because in’

the .‘dialectic of cbrrmgnity there 1s the opemtian not only of prac‘tical
common sense bu’t alse of human intersubjectivity, responses to the suc-
4cession of changes that corlstitutes social progress are made by intel-'

ligences that ave coupled with the ethos and interésts of groups and

~ "while intelligence heads for change, group spontaneity does not regard

all changes'inthe same cold light of the general good of saciety" (223).
‘ . ¥
Thus soc:f.al gmupg are prone to have that "blind spot" for the insights

that reveal their well—being to be excessive or ?‘11' usefulness at an

N

end.

»

Besides the bias of a group, Lonergan also identifies a "general

blas" into which humen common sense almost invariably falls through its

. Incapacity to recognize that it too 1s a 'specialized developrent of

. ! -
human knowledge. As opposed to the shorter cycle of group bias, a

"longer cycle" orig!.nating from the general bias of common sense turns
upon the neglect of certdin ideas to which common sense generally
becomes inpervious. The practicality ofn common sense remains indifferent

to any 1dea.which is not accompanied by the warrant of "insistent desire

and c:ontracting fears" (228). - -

. Lonergan thus discems that because the general bia,s’ of common
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;sense involves the disregard of timely and frultful ideas, “the soclal
L
71 situation in the longer cycle deteriorates cumulatively “Detached and
disinterested intelligence becomes increasingly socia.lly irrelevant

} (philosophy is useless, religion &s privatized) because it confronts a

s

. "social surd" whilch through the general bias of cormnrﬁense is_

" immanent in the soclal facts but 1s not'accessible to ‘the hwrzan intel-

ligence (230). Following the growing dominatioh of the social surd

over every—day "obJective reality" a surrender of human intelligence

‘\

" occurs both on the level of commen sense, and, more seriously, on the

speculative level, so that the man-made incoherence is rniow advanced as
'the normatlve pattern for the claims of intelligencé, Within -the various
‘brands of moderm totalitarianism, reality is defined as the econdmic

development; the military equipment, and the political dominance of the

 all-inclusive state (232). In the totalitarian integration of common

sense practicality, theor'y is reduced to the "status of a myth that

K ,lingers on to represent the frustrated a.spirations of detached and,

disinterested intelligence“ (232) - ’
~ . What chance of escape from the-longer cycle exists for us who
operate i;‘or the most part within the (confines of cammon sense? One
.‘scenario would be elther total destructicn through war or the emergence '
of a single world empire which, however, common sense would soon desert
f'or the individual or group interest that 1t understands. Lonergan
feels, however, that on ‘the assunption of "emergent probability" we need
not regard these scenarlos as inevitable but must rather also remember »
'th‘at "the essential loglic of the distorted dialectic”is a reversal

(233). 'In this sense, then, the longer cycle 1s to be met "not by any

Fl
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idea or set of ideas on the level of techntl'ogy ,”economice or politics,
but only by the attainment of a higher viewpoint in man's mder‘s'?andiog
and making of man" (233). This higher viewpoint "is the discovery, the

' logical expansion and the recognition of the principle that, intelligence

' contains 1ts own immanen’c nhorms and that these norms are equipped with

sanctions which man does not have to invent or impose“ (234) Lonergan
proposes that the,higher principle to which common sense mus submit is
manifested 1n thr;é*aspects of human 1ife: in the principle of human

' progress whose principle is 11berty as opposed to human decline whose
principle is bias; in the science of manh which must overcome the diffi-
culties of approaching the data of human consciousness; and f‘ir?ally, in
huran cul'ture, the mans by which man will meet the challenge set by
major decline and its longer cycle (2:314-236). Out .of these resources
Lonergan hopes for "a cosmopolis that is neither class ndr state, that )

stands above al} their claims, that cuts them down to size, that is

founded on the native deWnt ‘and disinterestedness of every o

Lo
2}

intelligeffee, that commands man's first allegiarice, that implements
itself primariiy through that allegiance, that 1s too universal to be
\%ribed too inpalpable to be foroed Rp effective to be ignored" (238).
'Ihis cosmopolis 1s not a police forcelseeking to use ideas to- ground the-
‘use of force but in 1ts concem with the I\ijdanental issue of the.his-
torical process tries to make operative "the ldeas that, 1n the light

of the general bias of common sense, are inoperative" (239).. Thus cos-

mopolis 1s not a group denouncing other ,gr'oups , nor a super-state ruling ‘

.states, nor an organization that enrols members, nor an academy that

endorses opinions, nor a court that administers a legal code but "a :
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dimension of consclousness, a helghtened érasp\of, historical origins, a
discovery of historica.l responsibilities" (2141). ,It cames to minds pre~
pared by, but now disillusioned by, the old liberalism and Marxist
analysis, "It is the higher synthesis of the liberal thesls and the
Marxist antithesis" (241). ‘It stands on the basic analysis of the
"corr;zomd—in-tension that is man" and therefore 1ts chief characteristic
1s that it is not easy because it must try to settle the a.hnost insol-
uble—problem that general bias represents and to check and reverse the -
longer cyele of decline Lonergan does not pretend to reach a full
solution in his volune sight but in at least approaching it, he enlists
two allies: co/rmE1 sense which, although in its practicality institutes
the gen'eral bias out of which the longer cycle maintains its irrpetus,
nevertheless in its ,judgnents "tends to be profoundly sane." Secondly,
dialectical analysls, operating from the/fact that the refusal of insight

always betrays itself, can “discover and erxpose both the past refusals

and the tactics of contemporary\fslstance)to enlightenment” (242).

Lonergan then proceeds to uncover the structure. of human knowing
LN

" 80 that our access to this "dimension of ‘gonsciousness" that is cos- |

mopolis is at least unhindered by false notions about what }( 1s to
know. Lonergan works from a dlstinction between a@_igg as a "unity, -
whole,. identity" or "an intelligible unity grasped as individual" and a
pg_d;i_ as an "already out there now real." A thing, as thing, is appre-
hended by intelligent pro‘gedure. Hen'ce "no thing,itself no thing as
explained "can be imagined." ) Anything considered as a thing itself,
stands wit}];Ln a pattern of intelligible relations and offers no foothold
for imagitation (250). A body, however, as "out," and “ther;e," and

~
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, 0
"now" and "real" ha}the meaning of 1ts terms fixed solely by élements
. Withimsensitive experience and so wlthout any use of‘ intelllgent and -
‘ reasonable questions and answers,(zsu). . S
T™his distinction is crucial for Lonergan, fox through 1t we can
escape the tyranrw of‘ a theory of knowledge which approaches knowing as/)
"taking a loolg out there." ergan's enterprise thus has pmfound\
simllarities to thé work of i(zt, although Loneigan severey criticlzds
Kant for not having freed himself sufficiently from the 1dea that
Kuran knowing (lllll): Whe‘ghefx Lonergan'

¢

is fair in his assessment of Kant (that, for example, Kant's th:lhé—in—
34

"taking a look" could be valid

etnn b

itself was what Lonergan meant b? body [254]) is open.to dispute.

e.‘* ”
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What 1is ,significant', however,’i's‘ iorrer@an's attemt to conplete rather
than subvert Kant(‘:(389, 538). . Lonergan's "pedagog;z,"' moféover, is that

‘ Z of Kant: whereas Hegel refused to discuss the knower and the known .

° separately, Lonergan does separate knower and known, giving the lnown an..
;T "heuristic structure" by which the knower can- always go beyond any glven

;, <\ mom.-, . '. .

_ We gain access to thjngs then, on our level of intelligence (272).
Having brougﬁt us up to the’ rea.lizatim that there are no things within

; K things (el trons, for example, exist ‘as conjfgates fmd not as things

' within the }hing“ atom) Lon,ezzsan then seeks to orientate intelligence

P

. - N o : . < ‘\ R o) '
| 3461 ovannt Sala, Des Apriori in der menschild chen Erkenntnis: Eine
. Studie Uber Kants Kritik der reinen Vernunft pnd Lonergans Insight
(Meisenheim am Glan Anton Hain, 1971), pp. 358ff

[N

. T 35Jon Nilson, Hegel's Phenomenologg and Lonergan's Insight: A
. . Comparison of Two Ways to Christiani’cy (Meisermeim‘am Glan: Anton Hain,
Lo 19797, p. 90. ,
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" within the genegal structure of our cognitional process, ‘ Intellligence

presupposes the initial 1eveL of experienc:? Intelligence consists in .

acts of inquiry , (understanding and fonmlation (272). It abstracts from ; b

. / .the material element Lonergan calls the enpir'ical residpe: the Indivl= * |
. dual, the continuum, particular times and places and the non-\systematic

divergence of actual I‘requency from pmbable expectations (3li)

. | . Intelligence, moreover, 1s camplemented by the further leygl of ref'lec- Lo

tion on which there emerge the notionsvf tr'uth and fa.lsity, 01\5‘ certi“-‘

tude, and the probability that is not a frequency but a quality of
f

r Vo - Judgment (273). In'thise third: level’ of reflective insight re ective od
o e -understand.ang transforms the pmspective Judgment frcm the statL\zs of a
Iconditioned into the status of what lonergan calls a "v:ﬁt'tually uncon-
‘@tiored" (260). The virtually wconditioned is smething that has
conditions but these conditions afe fulfilled. It is the realm of
facts. Judgnent has to do with facts. Lonergen attempts to defend the
S ' realm of the existential, the factual, the  virtually unconditioned,

E setting up Hegel as the foil who repnesents its denial (373) This
tmr'bher level of Judgment, the& because it answers the question "yes"

©or "no" represents the level of affirming or denying, assenting or 3

N ,
dissenting, agreeing or disagr'eeing (272—275) Judgment refers to‘\ the 4,,,
-“is" or "is not" and whereas experience is for inquiring into being, . Yoo 4‘

4
\mzelngenne for. thinking oit being, by Judgnent being 1s known (3;7)
Lonergan's purpose 1n Insight, then, is to explicate being
that which grounds the structure -of LmOW:lns?S experience, intelligence
J

. anid reflection. Being, defined as the objective of the pure desire to el
a know, (348) the notion of whiche must pro\Xde ‘the cogqitional pr‘ocess ;
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' uniVers'al and completely concrete, and, because apart from it, there is
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with its immanent, " dynamic orientation '(354). Metaphysics for .L;oner"ge(ln,
then, is presented as the sclence of being 8s proportionate to our ‘
structure of knowing His cognitiona.l theory seeks to answer ‘the ques~
tion, "What am I doing when I am knowing?"; his episten‘ology seeks to
answer the question, "Why is doing that }mowing""; and his metaphysics )
seeks to answer s "What do I know when I do that”"36 Thus our knowing |
.consists of human experience, intelj.igent gra.sp and reasonable aff‘irm—
ation, Doing that is knowing becatlse the rational conscious asks, "Am
I a lmower?" and capnot ‘without incoherence answer this question "No." .

. o . N
Self~affirmation is‘the Judgment of the fact that I-am a knower. And

‘.what we know when we are knowing is Being as proporticnate to our struc-

ture of knowing.. Further, an ethics based on the hotion of the good

parallels the method of metaphysics based on the notion of being, for

' ethics represents the prolongation of the dynamic structure of lmowing

" into human doing 'Ihe enpirical]y, intelligently, rationally conscious
‘subject of self—affimation becomes a morally self—conscious sub,j ect
(599y. -. " _

‘ (-is science, m’etaphysics prescinds, from, the ‘question'o'f trans-~

cendent being (5314) yet Lonergan ends .the book with a discussion of

'

'por'tionate being. Lonergan states that because being is ccmpletely

P

nothing, kriowledge of what beling 1s catmot hé had in anything less than

an act qu'understarfding evei-ything about everything (643). Although
. 3 ( . ¢ S

1

; :
36Bernard J°F. Lonergan, Method in ‘Iheologz,&’znd ed. (New York

transcendent knowledge based on an ‘extrapolation from the basls of pro- ‘

Herder and Herder-, 1972), pp. 261, 316. . .
- ‘\x i N s - A:-. .
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man cannot enjoy the mrestricted act of understanding required to answer
the question; "What is beirlg?" Lonergan still maintains that he can
detem:l.ne e number Iof the f‘ea:tures of‘the anéwer by pfoceeding n the
'si'de of the subject from restricted to unrestricted underst// c]i_ng and on
" the side of the object from the stmcture of propo'rt‘ionat being,to the
tra.nscendent idea of being (644), € :

As a whole Lenergan's Insight is an attempt to substantiate the
' "dimension of consciousness" that might br'ea.k the grip of the long cycle .

over man's soclal existence. In the Critique of Pure Reason, Kant shows

that all arguments for the existence of God go back to the ontological
_proof and that' because the ohtological proof grants reason a power
beyond demnstrablea proof (in the theoretical sense)’it is gromditess.
Now against Kant I.onergan"demolishes Kent's "demonstreble proof” by |
showing that knowing has nothing to do with "taking a look." We do

not know by locking but by intelligent grasp and reasonable a.ffinnation.
.‘ But Lonergan, in rejecting Kant's pr'emise , does ‘not undertake to
_refurbish an ontological argument “Por the existence of God as trans-
cendent being Rather he substantiates the intention of Kant's restr'ic—
‘ tion.v This substantlation is‘precisely his metaphysics of proportionate
being. By this we.attain to a sclentific knowledge of being that is
propertisonate to human knowing. Lonergan does ‘not seek to prove that
God exists so much as to prove that man exists. He seeks to argue that
man has a quality that establishes 'h;up as a "thing," & matter of fact,
that is not Just a conjugate fonn in, say, the flux of nature or the
happenstance ‘of atoms, His work may be characterized in all serious-
ness as "an'mtologicai.arg\nnent for the existence of man," 1.e. man is’

. _
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a knower becjuse he camnot not know that he 1s a knower. Lonergan's

basic diverfence from Kant is that seif—affirmtion goes be;;(ond a uilty
of apoerception to a Judgment of fact. The self-negation of the knower
as knower is incoherent (3&;’). 'I‘nerefore' in this sense the answer
whether correct judgments occur is the act of making one (.319).

. Lonergan traces how the human subject moves -through empirical,

intelligent, and rational consciousness to ethical rational self-

consciousness because being is the to—be\-experienced, understood, ,judged

-and, as the source of value, to—be—loved (613—615) Being 1is known in

our knoWing and our doing The way we lmow and do reveals the structure

‘of being. In other words 1t. 15 not our knowing that creates the struc-

ture of our knowing or makes that structure dynamic but the ob,jective of

-our knowing. This obJective I.onergan calls being. His theme ultimately

is the advance from the dymanlc str-ucture of knowlng to a conslderation

of what f‘inality this structure may possess and so to a consider'ation of
the possibility. of the subject's a.f‘f‘irmation of God in bellef. Moreover,
the subject is not constituted full sub,ject through his participation in
the realm which other full subjects attain (Hegel s Sittlichkelt or free

éthical -subjectivity and Habemas's intersubjectivity) so much as

* through man's central form which "seems to be the point of transiEL_oanrom

the matertal to the spiritual" (519). Man's companion'in existence is

being and it is through being's intelligihllity that he can- commmicate

" with other subjects. Lonefgan certainly recoghlzes that man is

intrinsically a social animal but maintains that in him there 1s "'the
tension and opposition between the detached disinterested, unrestricted

desire to know, and1 on the other hand attached interested and narrow
t ‘,lv
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sensitivity and ihtersubjec‘tivity" (631). Man has an incapacity for
sustaiped development that divides and diserientates' cognitional
activity. Thus the problem of 1iberation 1s not primarily socia.l,\ for
the genefal distortion or "bias" that overtakes common sense and pro-
duces the soclal surd as.opposed to the soclal situation 1s a result,
not a cause: It is a result of the fact that although man's intelli-
) gence, (reasonableness, and willirigness preceed from a detached',u dis-
\/h'rferest L' unrestricted de'si;'e to know, t'hey stand in oppos:ition‘ and

tension with sensitive and intersubjective attachment, interest, and

= + exclusiveness and suffer from that tension a cumulative bias that

increasingly distorts immanent development, lts outward products, and
the outer Qonditions under which the lmmanent development occurs (630).

The solution for the problem of liberation then lies- 1n a "still higher

integration of human liv:Lng 'I‘he solution must take people as they are

.and not suppress the prcblem, but respect and work through man's intel-
¢« . 'ligence, redsonableness and freedom to a higher integration in the realm
of be;.gg (633). . ' .
How 1s this higher integr’ation of being accessible? In Method,
:Lonergan suggests that ultimately "faith has the power of undoing |
decline."37 By faith, Lonerg;an refers to the."fourth stage of the
argument" which, beyond the three previous stages of cognitional Q’cheor;y'.,
eplstemology and the metaphysics of ‘proportio%ate bein‘; s 1s coﬁcemed
with human lmcwledg;e of transcendent being (6140) Here we see

Lonergan's quest for explanation resumed on the highest level. Merely ‘.,

|
!

- 3TLnergan, Method, p, A17. - L
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to stay with the virtually unconditioned matters of fact which our Judg— '
ments gr'asp is to. tr'y to account for one happening by appealing to
another', and on and on, and so'is ultimately to talk about nothing (552~
653). If one stays within the limits- oi‘ proportionate being, one is
conf‘ronted at\ every turn with mere matters of fact With no poSsible

explanation. " Hence if there 1s proportionate being, and being is ]

. :Lntelligible, then Lonergan argues that- we reach the negative conclusion .

that "knowledge of transcendent being camot be excluded" (655). Trans-

cendent being must have two attributes: 1t must tie'JI%trrgally uncondi- - '

tioned as opposed to belng contingent in any respect and, on the other

a

hand, besides being self-explanatory, 1 able of grounding

the explanation of everything about gverything else (6

s Lonergan's understanding of/efficient causaliby is af attempt to
. pLarx ¢ ;

, ma:lnta.‘i.n the intelligibility- of conditioned being which, as belng, has

to be ‘intelligible. Because/mere contingence is apart from belng, the

verse cannot be contingent, carmot be neces- -

-

ultimate ground of the

sitated by the c ent universe, and cannot, on the other hand, be

or then no explanation could be glven to what results from-

3

it (i.e. contingent ?ing). Since "what 1s neither necessary nor
arbltrary yet intelligible and a value, 1s what proceeds freely from the 5"‘

reasonable choice of a rational consciousness ," (657) transcendent being
. . .

. must possess these qualities.

- ____Jk/

Lonergan proceeds to discuss the notion of God working from his

previously developed riotion of being whose content is an unrestricted

act of understanding that primarily understands itself and consequently u

.grasps every other intelligibility. Hence, .for Lonergan, if Is "one

A Y -
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and the same thing to understand what belag 1s and to understand what
Goq’ ,1s" (658). Lonergan develops all ,cilﬂlz divine attributes from the ’
notion of an urestricted act of nderstanding and hence, for him,

since he defines being by 1ts relation to intelligence, intefligencé, ’
not being', is loglcally first among oiVine attributes (677).

/ Having oeveloped the not.‘;,on‘ of God in his chapter on !"General
Traoscender’lt Knowledée" as that which answers the basic guestions ralsed
—by proportionate being, Lonergan then goes on to confront the problem of

v{\l as the absence off intelligibility and to consider "what God 1s or
| has*been doing about the f‘act of evil" (687) Here, -once again, a.f‘ter ¢
the énormous effort of elaborating on his four stages of the argument, ’
Lonergan returns his attention to man's soclal dllemma that»is repre—
sented by the social surd as the campounding of man's progress 1~r.1.t1'r‘1t
mén's decline. ' The incorisistency of rational self-consciousness which,,
8] bad will is mantfested in the soclal surd, the impotence of common
sense, and the endlessly multipiied philosophies, are, howéver, not
Just merely a cul-de-sac for human progress, out a reign of sin, a
despotism of darkness (692). This rule is not a necessary but a \
statistical rule and although ﬁ'eedom' remains intact, man's rational
self-consclodsness 1s frustrated with the burden of responeibility for
sine it could avoid but -does not (694). Lonergan, in projecting a
’ solution, notes that evil only becomes a "problem" and not a mere fact‘
when cne attempts to reconcile it with the goodness of God. If God is
good, moreover, then there is not only a pr'oblem of evil, but also a

o
solution. In his presentation of the heuristic structure, Lonergan

4

argues that the process‘ which produces the eocial surd, that is, the .

b
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process in which living always takes priority over the knowledge needed'

to gulde life and over the good wlll needed to follow knowledge, can
only be reversed through t)ﬁ conjugate forms of charity, hope and
belief which could constitute a higher integration of humari activity
'In its cognitional aspect the solution will consist in a new and higher
collaboration of men in the pursult of truth. This collaboration will
be not, simply a collaboration of” men with one ancther, but "basically °
man's co-operation with God in solving man's problem of evil" (719).
Faitn, as a transcendent bellef, will be man's entry”into the new and
higher collabo;r'atiorl and, as an act, faith will be an assent of intel-
lect to truths transmitted through this collaboration and will be |
motivated by man's relian¢e on the tmthf‘uilness of .God (720)~
' ’ Loner gan argues that because the higfier.integr'ation'goes‘ beyond the
minimal essentlals of every "religioug' solution, the higher integra-
tion will be grounded beyond man's famlliar range in the absolutely
transcendent excellence of the unrestricted det ”Of understanding (725).
This tension between the "familiar" and "the hig;her- integration" in
regard to the individual consclousness 1s manifested as an inner ten- ®
sion and opposition and iin regard to our social and cultural dex'istence
is manifested in the dialectical wifolding of human living and human
histor'y (726): A humanism in revolt against the proffered supematural
solution ultimatel‘; rests upon "man's proud content to be ,just a man," ’
but the tragedy of this position, if the s@ematural solution is tbe )
redenption of human possibility, is that “to be Just a man 1s whatt man
¢

, cannot be" (729).

“ We have reviewed Lonergan's project into transcendent being to

.
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. convey the full sweep of his work Insight. Yet our main purpose is to
: errphasize' Lonergan's philosophical achievement and to point out jthe
t;omdari_es Lonergan sets to phllosophical achievement as s;.lch; My ¢
phr'ase describing Lonergan's philosopnical work as.an ontological proof '

for the existence of man 1s medant to emphasize that Lonergan attempts a .

e

comprehensive answer to the question of whether' there 1s anything really
different about men as man from all other éspects of the universe.

Lonergan's answer tothe, question is not to ask man to Jum out I‘r'om his
shadow to look at himself but to) examine the cénditions of possibility '

of the questida 1tself, Man knows himself as a knower. e "Lonerganian

[
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Insight" is one carried through and enriched fron the one launched by

Kant: that knowledge 1s to be identified with criticizing activity
rather than with criticized materials and that this criticizing activity i '

is grourded ?ot in Just the %J.m'nanent structure of the mind but in the -
' N
‘orientation of intelligent and rational consclousness towargs an

i

\nrestricted objective (360). In other words, through an analysis of -

thlis objective as being, Loncrgan allows the human mind to break out of
its fear that truth may Jjust be an iirnéosed construction ento reality |
Anto themcnviction that truth iIs a relation of knowlng to being. Belng
is what is known truly (552). Lonergan's ontologlical proof of man
anchors man in' a self-consclousness that c::in trust its knowing because
that lmowing 1s not just the animdl knowing of "taldné a look" but a
knowing by which that self-cinscilousness 1ltself 1s constituted and
therefdre it cannot coherently be inpugned Without this knowing self-
consciousness itself would have to be ddnied but since 1t could only be

denled "seif—conéciously," the project ‘becames incoherent and ‘invites

o g i s e TP
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“lead him firsf to a science of proporticnate being (whatever is to be

.and, second, to the possibility of transcendent knowledge, that is, know-

sufficient equipment to&}ercone the di.{tortion ‘embed%ed in his social
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reversal : Lonergan makes his metaphysics explicit only at the point when
we are able. to take into account that "cognitional activity operates
withir;, heuristic structures towards goais that are isomorphic with the
structures™ (400). n this way Lonergari maintains that our knowledge
derives not f‘r‘orrk‘a set of pre—given truths about truth but is mediated . ‘
through our very quest for truth itself. Metaphysics merely points out
that this quest is mediated by certain structures which participate in

unfolding intelligibility. ‘ .

In his discussion of the longer cycle, Lonergan mentioned the "two
a.llies" to be enlisted in overcomlng the problem of the longer cycle of S
decline: common Sense in ifs judgments &nd dlalectical analysis (21&2) . by

~

Lonerga.o attempts to "arm" these allies by ppoviding grounds upon which ‘ v

_the "human knower can engage in a process of self-affirmation which will .

known by human exper”ien_ce, intelligent grasp and reasonable affirmation)

ledge that goes beyond the domain of proportlonate being Lonergan sees *

the higher integr‘ation of hwnan 1iving as deriving from kn xwledge that ‘
is transcendent. Thus Lonergan's jourriey through propor'tionate\being,
although afi;inning man in his self—consciousness as a knower-who can

reach self—affirmation as a subject and demonstra,tcing that any counter-.

position which denies self-consciousness can only do so as a counter-

position which invites reversal, does not of itself furnish man with

existence. Neyertheless, the higher integration mist build on this

foundation and Lonergaps delimltation of this foundation as: . e LY
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T

scientiﬁcally accessible yet ultimately inadequate for the corrpletion

of the human pro.ject "1s one a.spect of what marks him out as honouring a

wnat I have called “the Kantigh model." The, access to the "further
intelligibility" (694), to the higher collaboration of man in the pur-

— -
sult of truth is through faith which, as transcendental bellef, makes

man a participant in thg new and higher collaboration in which God is.

the initiator and the principal agent (719-720).

It 18 within the context of this "further intelligibility" that

we must unde Lonergan's statement that cosmopolis is not a gr‘dt.xp

state or an organization or an academy or a court but "a

dimension of - 'n_sciousness." Within this series there is a dis,junction

" between the list of N groups (group, super-state, etc.) and the

final term, "“dimension of consciousness '... Perhaps within ghe disjunc-

tion of this 1list of human groups versus a dimension of cqnsciousness

it is easiest to put the question: how is one to gain access to this )

dimension of consclousness? Is it individually revealed or soclally
mediated? Does one]gain access to this consciousness by identifying

with any particular soclal body or does one align oneself ‘gn]y after

”
the fact of attaining this dimension of consciousness? In other words,

is this dimension of consciousnesg, which implies net only collabora-
. tlon with other men but vcoll?.boration with God, 1t:e,elf constitutivg of
the new integratin? In Method, Lonergan states that faith 1s our -
access to transcendent 'Value. Without it, the origina’cing value 1s
man and the terminal value is the mmen good man brings ,at;out. "But -
in-the light of faith," continues Lonergan, "originating ’va.ltle 1s

divine light and love, while terminal value is the whole universe."38

38Lnnergan, Method, p. 116.
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" In this sense, "1t 1s hot aréxnent but «.réligio‘us faith that will liberate
human reasoenableness ﬁ'om‘ its, j.dediogical prisons."39
Our intezest*in this section 1s n Loneréan as a philosopher. It
;L_s ‘easy to submerge hls phllosophical achlevement in his theological l .
; v reflections because he grants bhilosophiéal achi::—:vement onlyr a'circum- \\:
scribed 'efficaf:y in undoing the distor'tions of the human situgtion.
‘Just as much as Habermas (and Marx), Ionergan"s aim 1s to, r:estore to T
. ' reason lts: bracticality. But his restorafion of "practical reason" ’
ho;xo,urs a s’éric’c demarciaf;idn betw'e‘en‘ faith a.nd reason Aydl"lich is not
. operative .in Hab?ms, who, however, does not for his pai't merely. dis-
miss .thé realm of falth but tr'ies to incorporate its signlficance wit;hin
his..own attempt to reconstruct a practical reason. We shall eiplore the
"theological implications" of this difference in approach in the next

Cthapter. Now we are attempting to formulate what exactly is the differ-

T

ence between them.:

878 R e s
.

S ;. ‘
Lonergan's analysls of human Jnowing rests on a pérception of

e

how man's, conmon sense 1s trapped by its own practicality but still has

-

access to a degree of liberation through an adequate cognitional theor&, X

P T

¢
o

" which, when considered as the‘lhqowing of a knower, is explicated as a
m .

metaphysics of proportlionate Being. This metaphysics serves as
d o . s

- Mexplanation" of knowing and in explicating the-heuristic structure\of

= SRTIIEAORRN T T

' the known as isomorphic with the structures of dur knowlng, it does no
™o, .

claim a pre-given status for itself as a knowlng pre-given over 'above

etk e

our knowing but "explains" why no such pre-given structure could exist.

39p1d., p. 117. ‘. S o |
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/ This it cannot do itselr‘in the light of. glven pmsuppositions but only

in the light of what happens when human knowers know. Although in this
" way we break out 1nto‘ a freedom of knowing, whose objectlve is being,"‘
-/ ' whose content in turmm is determined by .’mtel].igent grasp ahd rea\'a?lable

affirmation and after affir'mation by nothing ekse (560), nevertheless

N

this liberati‘on, although necessary, is not sufficient to arrest the
decline of the longer cycle. ’I"hev Inetapl'Jysicsc of proportionate being
allows man to maintainm h.’unself securely as a "knowing matter of fact."
He does not. hgve to remain haunted by the fear’ that he'is an unstable '

excrescence of nature thrust up by its mysterious fqrce but soon_to be

o

reabsorbed into the fomenting chaos. Pian as intel'ligenth is not to fear \

thot he 1s deluding himself about the facts because once he knows how | '
.+ 'he affirms facts, he cannot without incoherence affirm the fact that

there are no facts. Yet Lonergan goes f\n"'th'er beyond this phildsoph-
ical bedrock ‘to suggegt that glven thg dynamic structure of; human know- |
ing;, we cannot merely regard evil as a mere fact, for evil results from
‘the maladaption of f,he will to intelligence (691). This maladaption,

. as embodied ‘_1n the soclal sur}d, tihreatens cumlative ruin. This mal- '

' adaotion is not Just a fact aisg"other facts, for it fepresents ﬁ:ne

inherent destruction of all facts. It is that by which no foct can
stand. Thus the fact of evll, if it can cause us the horror we feel at’

. the prospect of our own annihilation, cannot ne treated as a "mere"
fact. We either must accept the annihilation or argu\g that 1t 1s fiot

# the wt}oleq'story. The fact of evil can be "tamed" into a "problem' if‘.

' there 1s an intelliglbility which 1t camnot master. This intelligibil- |

ity .'_Ls not that of proportionate being" but that of transcendent belng.

i\l
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Thus Lonergar"i's' vindlcation of human-knowing is not presented as the
means by which the fact of evil can be undone. Rather ,the situation is
the reverse. Evil _possesses ﬁlti_ma’cely the poweroto dispose of‘ human
knowing. It 1s only by accéss to an intelligibility that‘is not

mastered by evil that Lonergan sees any hope of halting the dec]_i,ne

Y

‘Increasingly compounded by the social sud. The initiative, moreover,
1ies with the "further intellig;ioility"‘ and not with ours. Our access
- to 1t comes Anot out of ourselves but fram Its gr;ace. Because Lonergan
. v_feels the work of stopping the decline will ‘be achleved not by the |
instnxnentality of human action itself but. by those subjects who' achieve
a level of consciousness théf'h not mediated by human lmowjng as such, {
he seens to>r%sp§ct the Kantiwan delimita_tion of the subject's aceess, to :
an inmanentl,v liberstif)g dimension of consciousness. I«:or Lonergan, it
"is n\cit a question of a leap'from subjectivity to an intersubjectivity ;
which somehow mediates an immanently salvific intelligibility but of a
. leap from man as an individual nunan lnower to a subject’ cooperating A

with other sub,jects- which cooperat.‘g‘gm mgtilated by a further intel-
ligibility whdse attainment is 1ogically prior to and’ constitutive of

this cooperation itself ' ‘ i ' . i &
And what shall we say of Habermas in contr'ast"*‘ It is obvious R

. that otr access to salvific; Intelliglbility reﬁiqs a human possibility
that is = possibility we possess as an integr‘al aspect of‘ ourselves as- x‘ 1
human, for, f‘rom his viewpoint " our access to this salvific int_elligibil— |
ity must-be integral]y human because throug,n 1t we have been constituted
human in the first place. Our access. to this ‘_s_a*lvific intelligibility

is congruent with our accéds to the formal ‘conditions of

. 1 ’ i
5 . . N ¢ .
. ¢ . . -
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intersujectivity. ') S - . - . /'

Both.Lonergan and Halermas att'prrpt to account for the whole sweep | o

BN -

!

f iof humd seclal and mtell&tual history and to provide some indication "

R of how 1ts Qositive features should be f.‘u.lfilled They dd not disagree ~ -
- . " on t:he scoépe or the comple:d.t§ of the problem but on how the intelligi—

. &”) ) bility that will determine a solution 1is mediated to us ﬁnd how we gain S

- 0 ) . | .access to 1t. The Hegelian "insight " as opposed to Kant, argued that M

‘salvific intelligi,bility could not be considered as qualitatively

| “, | .~ : ' | extrar\éous to human history lgcause it had entered into the dynamic by . |

o which human conselousness had oonstituted itself. Thus our access o ’ ’

| . /that ‘salvific intelligibility 1s somehow congruent with the intiimte . ’

| . . o cdnstructs of our consciousness, for they were constitute:g in dialectic L
with that .’mtelligibiiity Taken to the extreme the Kantian model is a \

‘ Je "transc‘endence with a vengeance" and “the Hegelian mod\ is "incarnation

\ ’ with a vengeance.“ The transcendent vengeance islagainst ou:r' access to

- . man as participating in the divine;- the Incarnational veng\ance is

i. n - agalnst our access, £o God as God’ par'ticipating in man. ,

| o S .Is 1t fair to use the concgpt "salvific intelligibility" in . /

) N - o
oy Z: refenj;acego mas's work? I fgue that this term does not dis¥ert

. t
’ ’ e

l
‘ the edgential ¢Bhstruct of his thought for it is evident\that Habermas, R
] .
;, kg . . Just as much as Lonergan, ,1ooks for a way in which distorted inter'—
\ :{ ' R snbjectivi;t‘y may'be ovefccxne and he grounds his hope (rational anticipa-

& . ) . . Yy ’ ) ' .
\.f. = « ' ‘timn) for a’solution in the fact that this distorted intersubjgctivity

‘has as its presupposition an intersub.jectivity that is grounded in the N

L] \4

I\mdanental naorms of rational speech Habenras s universal-pragmatics

L}

reconstructs how our pax'ticipation in speech is inherently linked with

! , . ‘ , ° . é »
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" .a series of validity claims (truth, rightness, and truthfulness) which

) we raise in any. speech'act. But if we raise them, do we have access to

"them? It is to gr'ound our access "to them that Habermas develéi’ﬂ 'his (. A

consensus theory of tmth whose conclusion is that any .consensys is

"se.;:ed" from being’ just an“a;'giti'ary face put onto reality through its

anticipatiorf of the intelligibilﬁg’cy of the grounded pequensus. Without . “
‘this intelligibility .a "true" consensus could never be reached and a .

thr‘ouéh it every inadequate consensus 1s doomed to break down. For.

: Hsbemas, humans are "cr;eatui_:'es of truth" quite literally and materially.

O

It 1s not just a plcturesque’ statement -about .the longing of the human
heart. According to Haﬁerrqas, our being materially crealtwf/itruth o

“accounts for the development of man's social history. In his recon-

¢ L

strliction_- of historical materlalism, he argues that "the human species . ?

\ y
learns not nly in the dimenslon of technically useful }mwledge but

fal the dimension "of moral—-practical consciousness (conmunicative | ,
action) precisely in order to escape the materialistic cliche of

reducing social developnent. to the mechanistic sequence of hodes of

production. Habermas attempts instead a genetic theory of action which
attenpts to descr'ibe tne evolution of man as a progress through the
three stages of conmunication the level of symbolically mediated r

interaction, the level of pmpositionally dif‘ferentiated speech; the

. level of argumentetive speech, which serve as the infrastructure of-thé

e PR

—,

- e

action system itself and nhich can be linked with i:he three Plagetian j . ' .

" stages of moral cms‘ciousness: ‘the preconventional, the conventional

4o

and the post~conventional. Through thisq) linkage, Habermas can offer

-

. Ysee avove, p. g4,

*
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ca description of human cognitiorial and moral development that 1is mediated -
by an immanently I‘ixed adherence to. truth. ’
» h Lonergan does not utterly despair of human progress. But Habermas
J ’ attenpts a universal ethics of ;peech which allows human consclousness an
acceess to truth that grounds moral and political f'reedom At his seventh S
c o stage of moral consciousness, the principle of justification of norms is ‘
. "no longer the monological applichble principle of generalizability but
, . the communally followed Eroced of redeeming normative validity claims
‘ : ' | discursively. "ul Because Habemas‘sees a qualitative difference between
' the sub.ject who can only' ;'epresent his true interests to himself mono-
K . logically and the -subject who can nlake' these monologlical interests the
h obJects of practical discourse in.a commnal orocedure , I argue that
* -+ Hebermas foiiows the basically Hegelian model of taking subjectivity
Y ' .into a higher, yet .still immanently accessible, realm characterd.ze‘d by »

. Hegel forﬂxample, as Sittlichkeit —- Iree ethical subjectivity.
- . —_—

' Imnological subject. Lonergan 1s also aware that-there is a qualitative . \
' . N ) ) oy

difference between what the monological)subject can know and what he

“

Lonergan is Qertainly aware of the need. to progress beyond the

. needs to know, Yet for Lonergan, the{"solution" is not mediated by - ~
“j‘ § Ihistory but by ‘a ‘higher order of intelligibility which can be’ approached
through historical intelligibility but which is logically prior to /&

i e . | Like Kant, Lonergan'seems to argue that philosophically one can arrive
Y /at the subject and nothing more, What to do about “the subject is a

mrther project, not strictly encampassed by speculative reason.

P
ulHabemas, "Moral Development:and Ego Identity," p. 90.
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‘ My purpose/has been to épow the mor'e than trivial persistence of \
a fundamental cleavage between Kant and Hegel in the work of the con-
“{ temporary philosophers Habermas and Lonergm Habermas argues that
Q-\ _— _when we conslder that by which human history has been constituted as
. hy ‘we do in fact progress philosophica.lly beyond the subject. Gur
consclousness about the sub,ject is mediated by history Our access to
this conscjousness- "about".and hence "above" the subject ot neces—’
sltate a leap out of.‘ history, for that would :mely a violafjion of this
u ‘ consciousness' cmstitutive«pr:mciple:. Haber'rras provides us with the
' . /\”\ i_rrmanent gr*ounds of how human histor'y has progr'ess and a rati)%
| anticipation (hopg) of its universal ﬁllfilJJrlent. Te reality of*the
realm of the intersubjective 1@%@ of this progression..
This basic’: lirne of argument, I call the Hegelian model. .

‘Lohergan' would afgue, however, that our consciousness "about"
and hence "above" the human subject mist be grounded ultimately in an
intelligibility logically prior to human history, for philosophical )

. speculation beyond the level of the human subject always begs' the ques-
| - - tion of who or what 1s doing the speculating —— a human subject or a
| m:ore—than—"hxmxan—subject"—subject? Does the speculator have to wind wp
\ pretend:l.rig he is God? What actess can any subject ciaim to a real;n
‘ more encompassing thanllthe sub,j"ectivity by which he is constituted as.
S human subject?

@

Both viewpolnts rest on unassailable, but hdpeﬁzlly/ﬁ%;ete
argunentation. There 1s no doubt that there is immanently acces8lble
human consciousness "above" and "beyorid'f the realm of subjectivity.'

Habermas presents the modality of our.access in this realm as the realm
. , .

e Yy e T 2
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of the intersubjective. Our access to this realm must be historically
j availa.blé for history has been constituted by the access. Lonefgan pro-
Sﬂdes‘ us with no access to this consciousness beyond hﬁman subjectivity
‘ except for a leap ouf of histdr'y. His work betrays _“trans;:endencé with
'\’k\: : a vengeance": the world cannot provide any access to salvific‘ intel- -
g ligibility. Yet Habermas's deficlency arises out ,of his very vindica-

. 3 - v
tion of an immanent salvific intelligibility. For now 1t is all access.

Is ultimate reality nothing more'tr;an the access to 1t .— or must not

that to which our access tends have an intelligibilit& prior to the cbn—

. stitution of the access itself? From the complementary nature of these
insufficlencies, we may suspect each enconpasses a reallty which must be .
retained and incorporated in a higher levél.of integration if we are to (
attain a conpletely aluminous account of man's higher int;egration in a

realm beyond the level of the monological subject.

¢
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CHAPTER IV

THE PERSISTENCE OF THE KANTIAN AND HEGELIAN MODELS IN CONTEMPORARY -
' THECLOGY: LONERGAN AND THE GERMAN POLITICAL THEOLOGIANS .

“

Lonergan's Method.in Theology i . . ‘,

~ In the previous chapter we saw how the demarcat_ipn of the realm ' !
‘beyo'nd human’ sub] ectivityg as philosophiéaily inaccessible (Kant) and as ‘
) ) ‘philosophically acﬁcgassiblie (Hegel) was preserved, in fhe contenporary i

ph;losophical work of Lonergan agd Habermas respectively. Now I would | % "‘
1ike td,turp our agtentlon to the way this demarcation 1s carried l

’ . B through in the "Kantian" theological work of Lonergan and the "Hegelian"

) theological work of the "political theologlans": Metz and. Peukert.on . ' &

" | ' 2 the Catholic side and Moltmann ‘and’ Pannenberg on the Prétestant side.
Our treatment of these authors, of c\ourse, wil\l be 1llustrative rather

o o than exh_ausft_:%.ze, but e hope, nonetheless, to i?tify the efféct their .

¢ respective philosophical underpinning has on their work. The alter- S

native phlloscphical decision made be"r;ween Kant and Hegel .requires that

{
1
‘
i
i
H
H
;
!
.

the theological task be formulated in quite strikingly different ways

‘ ) and it is my contention ‘that the often puzzling divergence amonést these,
theologians can be explicated acdording to the construct of the deéision'

made, From the philosophical side we sz;w differing decisions made about

tl;xg-. scope and possibility of human freedom and liberation from distress. “
Now from the theological side, we will perceive cor'r'espondirig decisions

W

about the scope and possibility of revelation.
) .
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A
‘ ’ : . V4 :‘
Lonergan develops his concept of the scope and possibility of-

revelation in his Method in Theelogy, a work bullt'on the formulations

‘achieved in the previous work Insggg . Lonergan's Method is both a con-—

solidation of the "four stages of the argument" worked out in Insig_x
and a theologlcal ref'lection upon them. This consolldation 1s achleved
by Lonergan's discussion of interiori_‘gx as the mode in which human |
j.ntention'al consclousness becomes ‘self—l_"eflggctj.Ve. 'Ir}e theolégical
r'emf;lection upon this consolidation 1s formulated in his discussion of

religious, moral and intellectual ‘eonversion as the condition of pos-

«

sibility by which the human ilwictional specialties of research, inter- .

‘pretation, histor-y-' and dlalectic may be taken up through the mediating

sbeciality "foundations" into the more strictly theélbgical functional
specialtigs of doctrines, systematics, ‘andfcommmicatépns. .

~ First a word about the wo x"as a whole. Lonergan divides the.
work into two sections, "Backgroﬁnd". arid "F‘oreéround." In "Background" '
he presents an account of méaning as historically mediated from the )
world of common senge, thmugh the world of theory (Greek metaphysics) )
to the contemporary achievement of the world of interiority. One '
a_tttains the realm of interiority when one is confronted with the three

basic questions: What am I doing when I am knowing? Why is doing that

1 ese three questions launch

2

knowing? . What do I kfow when T do 1it?
the first three of the four stages of the nt in Insight.

lhernard J. F. Lonergam, Method in Theology, 2nd ed. (New York:
Herder and Herder, 1972), p. 83.

2Behard J. F. Lonergan, Insight: A Study of Human Understanding,

2nd ed. (London: ILongmans, Green & Co. and New York: Philosophigal
Iibrary, 1958; reprint ed. San Francisco: Harper “and Row, 1978) 6110

-"
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Insight, therefore, is & concrete expression of the*appropr"iation of
interiority. Interiority provides a foundation that is distinct from
common serise and theory.” It is distinct from both of {aérhn that in it
one tums from the outer reaims of commen sense and theory "to the N
appropriation of oﬁe 's 'own interiority, one's subjectivity, one's
operations, their structure, their norms, their potentialities n3 It is
the heightening of the intentional consciousness by which one attends
not merely to objects but also to the intending subjeqt and his acts.

Thus interiority 1s able to i‘ecognize and ‘account for the disparateness

between common sense ando theory and critically ground them both. 4 It is

‘only through the realm of interiority that differentiated consclousness
can understand ‘itself and so explain the nature and the complementary
purposes of different patterns of cognitional activity’.5 -

Lonergan speaks of the '"systematic ex_igence" wh‘ieh sep?rates the
realm of commion sgnse from the realm of theory. The systemafic exigence
raises questions about the Intrinsic properties of. things whose answers
common sense cannot supply or comprehend for these answers can only be
made in the context of theory. Similarly, the "eritical exigence“
forces us to examine the ultimate relationship and validity of both, ~
cammon sense and theory. This examination can be made neither from the
vantage of comwon sense nor from the ventage of theory hut only of

'interiority. - Finally,"beéause to human-inquiry there is an wunrestricted

3Lonergan, Method, p. 83.
Ibid., p. 85. . i
¥ . N ) . . «

5Ib:l.d. s D i15. Subsequent references in the text are to this

i
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demand for mtelligibiliw, this "transcendent exlgence" leads us beyond

the worltl of common sense, theory and interiority to "the reéalm in which

. N
God 1is known and 1oved" (84). This realm was approached in the. fourth .

stage . of the argunent of In igg Lonergan thus identifies four realms

of mea.ning. the realms’ of commnon sense, theory, Mterioriw\mﬁ the

PPN

realm in which we deal wi’_ch the question of God: The qiestion of God
lies within gnan's. horizon and is implicit in all our questioning\. The
"being in love with God" which fulfills our conscious’ intentionality is g
the f&-uit of God‘s grace (103-107).

Now in contrast to the four realms of meaning Lonergan names =
only three s __a&e_ of mean:mg as his'corically mediated: common sehse,'
theory and interiority (85—99) These threq stages have emerged‘i{‘l

ut
history., The realm of transcendence 1s never identified as a "stage!"

of meaning that h; emerged historically. The question of’God has béen
implicit in all our‘qt‘lestioning and therefore wé cannot say that God
can only be approached after the acquisition of the required numbgr of
stages of meaning. Such a placing of the question of Ged so st'rictly
prior to the formation of' the stéges of meaning reflects a K_antian, not‘
ei Hegelian, frame of reference, for Hegel argued that the quéstion of
God 1is somehow embedded within the historical process itself. The A )
hor'izon in which the question has meaning is a his'corical horizon and~' !

turn 1is constitutive of what man's horizon can encompass. For Kant ahd K

Londrgan, however, the world of man's horizon and its proper intel-

ligibility 1s ultimately delimited. 'Ihe question of God may occur . .
*\gf.n this horizon put its response lies in the dimension of "f‘ur'ther

[,..__.-.-- !

}
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intelligibility," the dimension of faith and grace.
JLonergan's account of human knowing in the first section'of Method
matches the progression he developed in Insigt_nt which worked from ‘an
/

account of theoretical sclence and common sense (insight.as activity) wp

" to the self-affirmation of the knower (insight as knowledge). This know-—

ledge in turn opened up the ‘possibility of general transcendent know-
ledges In the second nsecti"on of Method, the "Foregroung," Lor.le(_rga.n’
repeats the sgme sweep of hisl account of human knowing whm at the same
time integratix:)g it 1ﬁto an ad'ded dimension of consciousness: the
dimenslon achieved by religious , moral and intellectual conversion

of Lonergan s eight functional specialties > the pivotal specialty

. of human intellectual activity appears to be "foundatlions," the specialty

whiEh for one thing, mediates frdm the world of common sehse and t}'zeorzspa
(research, interpretation, history and dialectic) to the personal stance

of "methodical theologr ," that is, a theology which operates from the

" world of interiority rather than from the less undiffemntiated world of

common sense and theory, This theology, moreover, as theology, operates

~from an interiority not merely oriented to the hﬁman good but informed as

well by a dimension not intrinsically in its possesslon, namely, the free
love of God, Inter'iority gains this added- foundation in cor;verssiion

religious intellectual and moral alignment of ourselves with self-

" transcendence. This added dimension 1s not achieved by our own act, but:

by the love with which God floods our hearts through the Holy Spirit he

“has glven us (278). It is a being in love in an unrestricted fashion .

(106). This "being in love" works a fundamental and momentous change in

the human reality that a theologlan 1s (270)'. " Through tuming to the , °

X
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world of interiority as "gr'aced"' by religtous moral and :Lntellectua.l
conversion, theology, in the fUnctiona_l specialty “foundations," can
take what was achieved in the: common sense world and the theoretical
world of research, interpretatioh, history and 'dialectic and can fashion
~ from 1t “the "theplogical” specialties of "doctrines," "systemat{:l.ps " and
"communications," all of- which three are re—fashioned in the transition
from theoretical to methodical theology. i The specialty. doctrines uses
’I‘omdatio'ns tor select from among 'cr“xe~ mutiple cholces 'presgnted by thet '
functional specialty, dialectic, those which are consistem‘: with and
cohémﬁt wieh, the .acilievement of iqtéﬂorify‘ as further 11;Lwrﬂnated by
religious, moral and intellectual conversidn. This is, "methodological
doctﬁne‘&',(295, 298). Systematics then seeks an understanding of the
religlous reélit;ies affirmed in dt;ctriﬁes. ' I{: is in doctrines, more-
N over, that-one undertakes the evaluation of history: for example, I
presume, one could test the view or assertion thg.tfthe Christ-event is -
a true manif‘esﬁatidﬁ of the love of Go’d\Sy aslcfij;g how such an asseft'ié\?i

copforms to’ interiority under- the guidance of religious, moral and

~ . >
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particular history have passed and are passing. Communications th_us is
able to address these growps and individuals at their particu.‘lkr js{age

. of passage.

' therefore how are we to test 1its validity‘> For we cannot use the consecious-

protecting revelation's freedom, fails to ground it in human experience.

.
R
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mtellectual conversion. 6 In systematics one: attempts to understand what

this consistency or inconsis’cency with mteriority 80 illundnated must

. ixrply for our appr'ehension of the truth in the way our age approaches 1t

(350). Commmications then ailms at communicat this wderstanding A
through a self—con‘siicgs'methodology which can feflect and incorporate' \
into 1ts§lf the stages of meaning through which human history has passed - Lh

as a whole and through which various groups and individuals in their

—

—

" Lonergan's 'Method, therefore, explores in a self-conscious way

tt\xé world of "insight as knowledge" or the "world of interiority" and

?

) R , . N 1
: 6Note that the question of a circular trap arises here, for 1if the
Christ-event is congtitutive of one's concept of interiority under the -
guidance of religious, moral and intellectual conversion, then one cannot
use the resultant concept of interiority under the guidance of religious,
moral and intellectual conversion to test the valldity of the Christ-event.
It was precisely this circular process that Hegel wished to escape, for the
Christ-event historically has been constitutive of our consclousness and

ness which it has constituted to test 1t, for then we are using an 1dentity

to test itself, It will, of course, always match. Hegel therefore

developed his test by non—identity , that is, his dialectic., Moreover, the

fact that our consciousness' could encompass this dialectic, meant that it

has a dynamism By which it can break out of a circularly fixed pattern of -

consclousness inso a more enconpasslng state of consclousness which 1s ‘

self-authenticating. One can, moreover, reflect philosophically, and

hence retrospectively, on thi§ consclousness which 1s self-authenticating

as the utmost limit of human freedom. One camnot capture this freedom,

however, for then one 1s back matching identity against ldentity., In

terms of revelation, ane can comprehend it philosophically, but can never

capture it. Obviously the very idea of “capturing" *freedom” is self-

contradictory, although modem secular society is constructed arocund the

attempt. x
The other way out oi‘ the circular process 1s a revelationar'y -

positivism which, takes the ‘circle out of human identity and non-identity .

and argues "God 15 ‘God because he is God." Such & positivism, though

P
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attemots to shm"‘that arrival &t this stage of meaning causes theology

to undergo a re-orlentation from the world of theory into that of

interiority. This world of interiority 1s the world which can con-

sciously reflect on the three questions which mderpigﬂn Insight but which

are only brought to explicit formulation in the hindSight ‘offered by the
7

conpletion of ?h“ét work.: As we have noted, tﬁese three questions, What

am I doing when I am ¥mowirng?, Why is doing that knowing? and What do I

know when I do it? are the turning point "from the outer realms of common

sense and theory to the appropriation of one's gwn interlority, one's
“ . a .
operations, thelr structure, their norms, thelr potentialities" (83).

. . [ Fd
With this attention upon interiority the subfect attains differentiated
consciousness whose unity 1s "“not the ‘Thomogenelty }f‘ undifferentiated
consclousness, but tile self-knowledge that undersfands the different

oy , .
realms and knows how to shift from any one to any other" (84). Man,

~ moreover, can find basic fulfilment, peace, joy, only by moving beyond

the realms of common sense, theéry and interiority "into the realm in
which G&d 1s known and loved! (84). ]

* Being in love with God; states Lonergan, is the basic fulfilment

of our conscious intentionality (105).. Man's achievement of authenticity

' is a self-transcendence which, moving fram questions of intelligence and

reflection as cognitive self-transcendence to'qt,}estions of decision,l
becames a morai self-transcendence which éttains act;uali,,gy, when one falls
in idve. Being in love wiﬁh ‘God, moreovér, is beii)g,in love in an ’
ﬁnrestr:!.cted fashion. ;Ihis being in love is conscious on the fpur'th .
leyel of intentlonal coﬁsciousness, on the level beyond that of experi-

ence, intelligence, and Judgement and on the level of deliberqting,

I\
£

| gy
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making jJudgments of valud, deciding, acting responsibly and freely (107).

Out of this rveligkéus ‘love comes knowledge and it 1s this knowledge

’ ,%Lonerg.ari calls faith (115). As we have stated above, falth~for Lonergan

has the cpower of undoing human decline

> L'onergan's Method however, reve ambiguity about how human

\ ]

access to revelation as o er a.ga.‘l.l%st the source of revelation itself are
Lnbigui’tjr“ about How we can approach and test

related to each other,

o

‘ this interrelation Briefly put, for *Lonergan, human access to revela-

tion and the source r'evelation itself‘ are related in the self-
/
consciousness of the believer/theologlan, yet how this mode of resolving

|
 the ambiguity of this relationship can be meaningf‘u.l to anyone except

the isolated believer/theologian whom it ocecurs remains the polnt at
issue for contexrporary theology s ce Kant. According to Lonergan, the
source of religious expression cdmes from the realm of transcendence as .
a prior word ‘mediated not by meaning but by the word of inmediacy, the
unmediated experi;ence of the nwstery of love and ane (112) Yet

Lonergan also acconts for how "mortal man can develdp what he would

. not know unless God had r-evealed 1" ( 302~) by the historical "ongoing‘

discovery of mind" (319) or in other words, by the ongoing differen-
tiation of consciousness What cmtribupes‘ to this differentiation as
the. emerging of the realm of interiority can be evaluated as good and

‘the "good" is what in fact does contribite to this ongomg process.
\C

Lonergan thus can conclua that "the intelligibility proper to. develop- .
" ing doctrines is the intelligibility immanent in historical process"

(319). Yet this intelligibility, as salvific, appears to be in the
, ., AN .
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‘ ' . . historical process but not of 1it. 7 Loneraan‘s account of the‘ four realms * ‘ ’
. . of meaning (81—85) is ulti_mately geared to establish a possibility for

- gr'ounding the "permanence o;‘, neaning" which a dogm 36 dogma is meant to

L T
f‘irst three realms of meaning ~- common sense, « S

be historicized as t% progressive tgges
» however, to be undergirded continuously

R i

S . preserve and convey,
theo:gy, @nd ir;;erioritx,
in’ meanins (85). ’,IheY,,appe
.. *' by the fourth realhn, tnat of t

7.

scendence (265—266) 'Ihis fourth realm,

then fixes not J ust the permanence of meaning of any particular dogma [ . .

P ‘ . bui the” per'manence "of meaning itself This pe;:ma,nence of meaning is theq‘

equivalent of yth% "doctr'ine about doctrines" of the first Vatican

r 4

Council which I.pnergan now explicates from the ,yantage'of his apcount of °’ : \

the human world of interiority. This undergirding permanence of meaning,

.
[ . . ’
[ N > >t v L e .

b .o then, 1s mediated by the realm of transcendence. o .

K e Because Lonergan feels that evil has the ability to undo meani.ng
o (the ,intelligibility achleved by . ‘the realm of pro‘portﬁqate being cannot

‘ o .withstand evil s mmsal of intelligibility) Lonergan thus makes per-

' g ? manence of meaning something whichis not accessible to our “unaided"

R o ' o

; L . world of interiority. Pemanence of meaning 1s aval ﬁle to interiority

e ~only as it 1s “graced“ by religious, moral and intéllectual conversi\
"Ihe world of . common iense and theoretical sclence extend.up through the
ﬁ}&tional specia.lties of research, interpretation, history 9«:‘( dlalectic.

»

’ ' PR "\f * b T -{ -
7Ma1d.ng this distinction does not solve but rather begs the ques-

tion we are asking. The questim is how do we know salvific intelli- ]

gibility 1s in history but'not of it? Does not the distinction itself , S

(not of ‘but in bistory) exist "in and of" history? Historical experi- P

ence "is somehow constitutive of ougki:cperience of a "beyond" historical o

experience. We will speculate on t "somehow" in our concluding '
chapter.

! ~
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“levels of mte}tional consclousness ,. nanely, experiencing, understanding

¢
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Theology, working from the experience of falling in love with God in an.

unrestricted way, uses 1lts foundational Specialty, foundations, to

: fashion the theological specia.lties of doctrines , Systematics and com—

mmnications. Foundations is the spiritual discernment which keeps
counter-positions from infiltrating doctrines, systematics and com-

-munications. And discernment and grounding of the permanence of meaning

is an achiévement of the theologica] specialty "doctrines." Doctrines

¢
v

are formulated only after the ewent of°conversfibnl);manence of mean-

-, 1ng, therefore, 1s theological rather than philosopffcal ac171/evement\)

Doctrines, of course, have an inmnent aspect, but the immanent test of ‘
»

_any doctrine. as doctrh_ue is whether it does in fact contributeedo per-

manence of meaning, which mearﬁng, as derived from the realm of the o

transcen&‘ent does not seem to be strictly historical. The radical

, delimitation Bf the certainty offered by the human realms of common

/
sense, theory, and interlority which however, at the same t:Lme con—

stltute our access to what we could not know unless God revealed it,
leaves an ambiguity about how the relation between the human horizon
and thé transcendent is €o be mediated Lonergan seems to suggest that N

this mediation occurs' in the consciousness of the believer/theologian.

It 1s a dynamic s‘tate of consciousness which is, an experience of

{wtexy. It R\s not the consciousness which accompanies the first three

I

and Judging Rather it is the type of consciousness on the fourth level
of 1ntentional consclousness: 1t deliberates, makes, Judgments of value,

A

decides, acts responsibly and freely. As Lonergan states:

..‘ ; - P ...;e...‘.:;~.;.‘,.,.§.j§w5\,.~-‘-_.-7_ "y
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of pure reason and apply it to their social situation.
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. /)
the gift of God's love occuples the ground and root and highest
level of man's intentional consciotisness. It takes over the

peak of the soul the apex animae. (107)

This taking over is a broadening deepening ‘heightening, enriching but
not a superseding of the ground and mot and highest level of’ man's

¢

intentional consciousness. It is the eonseciousness that is ready

to deliberate and Judge and decide and act with the easy freedom
of those that do all good because they are in love. (107)”

“The problen, however, is whether this mdality of freedom is meaningml’
to anyone except the :Lndividual subject who possesses it in his con-

scious mtentipnality. a - .

P
One -test of the Kantian model was a certajn fomulation of hwnan‘

freedom. For Kant, it rose out of the possibility and pro,ject of human
§ub.jectivity. Kant indicated that the human subject's range of know-'

1edge was limited.to appearances but that his completeness aa a subject
allowed and, in fact, corrpelled him 4nto the realm of pure reason whose

the fre’eclom
8.

,trans'cendental employment is directed towja.r:ds three objects:
of” the will, the lmmortality of the soul, and the existence of God.

Freedom is not philosophically demonstrable but philosophically Indicated.

g :

Tt is realizable in those who can formulate it in their transcendental use'

Now I contend

- . . \ N
that Lonergan follows a simllar paradigm even if it is one he claims‘he

substantiates fnore adequately on Erx\;,ide of the subject. Lonergan does
not see philosophy as such as being.able to establish the pmJect of

human freedom,

©

Indeed, he wams that by itself it can trap us in a .

.
PR

‘.
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’ 8Imm3nuel Kant, Kritik der Reinen Vernunft, ed. Raymmd

Schmidt (Deipzig.

Felix Meiner, 1930), A798 BB26.
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_ solipsism from which we carmot find any means of escape if we remam '

+

within its-possibilities.” What possibilities are there beyond it? In
Dogmatic Pluralism, Lonergan identifies six stages' of confinirig consti-

] tutive meaning within its proper bounds — in other words s81x stages of

what he defines’ as demythologlzation. 'Ihese stages mark the historical

, progré‘ssion of the intellect/ual activity most significant in various

epochs in human his’cory the stage of the re-interpretation of myth

(e.g. tHe 014 'Ilestament), the philosophic stage (the Greeks) ; the -

"theplogical stage (the analogical use of philosophy), the scientific '

staga' (Copemicus\Da.rwjn Freud); the scholarly stage (hermeneutics and -
critical history) and finally the sixth stage of post-scholastic the-
ology 'Ihese stages are sequential, even if they overlap. The sixth .
stage off demythologization, post-scholastic theology, which conprehends

in itself the five previous stages, represents. the last- stage in the

ongrowing growth of understandirg knowledge and wisdom desired by the
10

o
Yet, this growth seems contained within the

consciousness of the post—scholastic theologian In Method, Lonergan
states that conversion is a total surrender to the demands of the human’
spirit: be attentive, be intelligent, be reasonable be responsible,

[
be in love. Lonergan's conversion, enacted on the fourth level of hurran -

‘ consciousness, is to be conceived not as an act of will which presupposes

!

9See Bemard J. P. I.onergan, Doctrinal Pluralism (Milwaukee
Marquette University Press, 1971), p. 39: "The modern philosophic
differentiation of consciousness can prove a trap that *confines one in

a swbjectlvism and a relativigdm. " \
. ° \

8t

- 10m1q., p. 69. . L T
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the 17faphvsical context of a faculty psychology but as an act of con-

science within the context of integtionality analysis. Decision on the

.fourth level of rational self-consciousness is responsible and free —

the work not of will but of consclence — and "indeed, when a conversion,‘ .

the work of* a good conscience" "(26-9). Through conversion one can exer-

‘cise a, "vertical liberty" to change one's horizon that has been’ conferred .

iRy
by one s social gr'oup Although it is only within the social group that’

elements accumulate and a.lthough only wlth century-old traditions do
notable developments oceur, neveftheless the profundity of conversion
calls for a wisdom that a soclal group does not easily at’cain or main-

taln. Hence s conversion involves more than a change of horizon one

. begins to belong to a different soclal group, or, 1f one's group remains

the same, then one begins to belmg to it in a new way.. The "duali:,
t'ative difference“ hence is locked in the illwrﬁnated consclence of the

" one who, has undergone religious, moral and intellectual conversion The

qualitative difference does rely to a great extent on developments that -

%
. ‘are maintained through tr'adition and the social group but in itself it

can launth forth from these social groups, for'it 1s not embodied or

contdined within them but is embodied in the conscience of the one who
experience; conversion, . | ’

‘The locating of this qualitative leap to "good g¢onsclence".within
the consclousness of the subject I have designated as consistent with the

Kantian model, Yet a difficulty arises. For if 1t is in ouf self-

ensclousness that ’che arbigulty between paths to goodness and goodness

1tself, between access to revelation and the source of revelation’ itself,

between interiority and transcéndence, 1s resolved, then do we not
_ ‘ ) -

1
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! ultimately lose any grounding or access to what the subjects have - - -
achleved? For by what criterion do we dist'inguish their achievement -j i

\' . from illﬂgion, for the particular quality of self-consciousness is that ‘

it 15 mniquely only one su?:jgct's self-—consciousnesg. It is tgxe oxjx-e ‘

aspect whi\ch cannog be shared without dissolution. Hegel asked whether . - N

there was~ a way in which some“sharing could take place without that dis-

solution.. Whe}:herﬁthis project of commnication is in itself feasible

is again open to-dispute, yet we must not forget the qtiéstio‘r% “from which
. . ,

~ i derives. Self-consciousness does represent the bed-rock of the sub-

Ject as subject and perhaps we can proceed no further than the sub,ject'é

e TN

‘self-conscimlsness withoui: self-contradictory madness. Yet the questioﬁ
r}mgt be remembered: what does there exist finally to unite my self-
consciousness, which can never be self-consclousness unless it is
‘uiiquely my self-consclousness inextricably bound up with me, with y_____
self-consclousness, which in tum 1s self—consciousness only because it.
is uniquely your self-consciousness inextricably bound up wifch you.
Through the subject's le\';els' of consclousness -~ unconscious (pure

S
potential), dreaming, experiential, intelligent, rational, — which cul- .

minate in rational self—consciousné%s, we cdme to intend the good and

T "
B Bt b T o VAT VY S s, -4t e o .« e

attain the freedom without which the good cannot be determined.-l:L This

\

Upernard J. °F. Lohergan, "The Subject," A Second Collection .
(London: Darton Longman and Todd, 1974), p. 80. A Kantian would argue, |
I believe, that the only place where the relation between human inter- * .
lority/differentiation of consciousness and transcendence becomes self-
consclous 1s in a self-consclous subject. Hegel asked whether the
relation could became self-caisclous in and for itself, that is,
expression of subjectivity that was inclusive of and yet a ground:lng for
individual particular sibjectivities. His argument rests upon the fact . :
that subject/object, transcendent/immanent are always defined in terms X |
of each other. That we are conscious of this mitual definition :anlies '

» that we have access to a dimension which grounds this consciousness.
. This dimension 1s Geist. ;

e
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level of freedom ds related to thé transcendental notion of the good.
This freedom 1s the bed-rock that' Kant struck, and Lonergan flas s~
stantiated in his metaphysics of proportimate being Yet the "Hegelian"
question rema.ins Is there a f‘urther dimension of freedom, a freedom oI‘
Xnte&mlating subjects? Or is every extraneous subject ‘subsumed in the
sub,]’ec‘c—in—question's orientation toward the good? He may be quite
decently tr;eate_d in this orlentation but is his freedom respected? |
Because Lonergan does in fact see the iritersubjective aspect of human
existence as setondary ﬁc and as cond:g'tioned cy ‘the subject's orienta-
tion towards the transcendental notion of the good aﬁd, in the case of
the converted subject, towards God's glft of grace, I see him as
hondufdng the boundaries respected by Kant. Kant‘decided that drilling

into the bed-rock could only serwve fo,cr'ack the foundations.

"']h’e German Political Theologians

Interpreﬁing Lox_uerga.n as one who respects Kant's delineation of
the project of freedom as it is accessible to man does, I belleve, cast

light on the structure of his thought. Now I would like to go more

deeply into the "Hegellan" question about a fm*i;her dimension of freedom,

a question whose formulation has had momentous effect on the history, of
philosophical thought as well as nsocial reality.. In Hegelian terms that
sentence 1s wrongly put. Social reality, in ‘fact has not been
":Lnﬂuenced by" an abstract question, but has aimed for a dimension o.f‘

freedom, of which ‘the* question is the derived aspect. 'Ihis dimension of

freedom, for the Hegelian, 1is subﬁtantive, not the theoretical question
about’ 1t. This substantive cnmension .of freedom, which Hegel called

Sitt;ichkeit'(ﬁwee ethq.cal suBJectivity) and Habermas intersubject}ivity s

¢
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is the affirmation of the possibility of conmunication between the

Individual units of - self—consciousness known as. subjects. For Lonergan,
following Kant, our access to salvific intelligibility is. achieved

within :Lndividual units of.‘ self-consciousness (subjects) who are tumed

towards the basic mlfillment of their humanity by religious, moral and

. intellectual conversion.l Over against Kant, Hegel argued that a subject

.comes to self-consciousness in recomition of "another and in the other's

‘ recogution of him 12

Hegel attempted to achieve a fur*ther dimension of
freedom — the freedom of the self—conscious units to conm\micate, which
camunication "revealed" an immanent accessibility to salvific intel-
ligibility. 'Ihi.s wniting of a further dimerision of human, freedom with
an lmmanent aceess. to selvific intelligibility, I have called the
Hegelian model: . Now I would like to turm our atténtion to how that
‘model is also operative in contemporary theology.

Because the Hegelian‘model correlates the’modality of a salvific

\

intelligibility (the source of revelation's self-comunication) to which

N
we have an irrmanent access with the moda.lity of \human freedom's most

extensive constitution, those theologians who follow the trend of this
corretation can approach it either from the one or other modality.
Among the "politLa} theologlans," some are concemed pr-imarily with 0
" the modtty of the source of revelation's immanent self-communication
as ap- ent salvific intelligibility. These represent the o
"Protestant" side — for the questio of revelation has always been the

problematic question for Pmtqs@xm.\ By this I mean that the

2

. _ .
22 imat Peukelg\;g.ssens6hai‘tstheorie-Handlmtheoﬂe— |
F\mdamentale Theologle (Dusseldorf: Patmos-Verlag,.1976), p. 274.
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Protestant experiénce has originated from the question of what can count
for revelation and how 1t can be testled.A Revelation then is not a "given"

“ 1n Priot;astmt .experdence but is that which 1s to be proved Within this

accent falls the work of Moltmann and Pgnneanrg.- O;:hei’ political ﬁe—

ologlans are concerned, however, with the’ question of human ‘freedom"s

;nost extensive constitution. These represent the "Cathollc side" — for

tﬁe.‘qu.evstion of freedom has always been the problematlic guestion for |

Catholicism. By this T mean Catholic expgir'ience has originated in

accepting an authoritative revelation as its "gonmon sense," put the

project of human freedom remains problematic within such an acceptance.

-

Thus, although the two are ultimately interrelated, "revelation" tends
to‘be the visible problem for Pr'otestanté, and "freedom" the visible
\problex"n for Catholics." ‘Within the Catholic accent, then, falls Ythe lwclrk
of Metz and Peukert. To show that this overall characterization allows
us to Include thgse diverse t;heologians within the Hegellian model and

. moreover to show where' their particular emphasis falls within the con-
struct of..“t_hat model, I must briefly explicate the essential constructé
of their work. Mo achieve this end, I will examine Metz's Glaube in

Géschichte und Gesellscha.ft13 and Peukert's Wissenschaf‘tstheorie-—

Handlmgtheorie—l’ﬁmdamntale Theologle as representing substantially‘

: the "Catholic side" of the quest;on the Hegelian model seeks to resolvey

N
.

L
"

131channes Baptist Metz, Glaube -in Geschichte und Gesellschaft: .
. Studien zu einer praktischen Fmdamenta.ltheolo@.e (Nb.tnz Matthias-
- Gnmewald, 1977) ,

~
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and Moltmann's Theology of Hopelu

work. leading up to the Theology and the Philosophy of Sciencels as repre-

'senting substantially the "Protestant" side of the question the Hegelian

. model seeks to resolve. This questlon, as I have stated, is about

whether after human subjectivity there exists a further dimension .which

can ground the free commmication amongst human subjects, which very

groimding as an immanent permanencq‘ of meaning 1is our access to ‘and test ‘

of God's’ reveldtion,

’Due.Cathoiic 'Pr’oblematic of Freedom -

‘ From the "Catholic" side, as I have suggested, the question of
ﬁ'eeciom appe to be the overriding que%iqn déminafcing the theologlans

/w\hdxwork wif{n the Hegelian model. Working then within this problem-

atic of edom, }:he Cathollc theologlan Metz attempts to develop a

"political theology of the subject." In his work, Glaube in Geschichte

und Gesellschaft, Metz, like Lonergan, recognlzes that scholasticism as

a framework for theology 1s obsolete. - The Enlightenment Instead becomes
¥

the "locus. £heologﬂ.cus" in which Christianity becomes generally access-

ible to reason (vernunftig) and world hisporical;lz Metz attempts an
"enl_igmtémrent' of the enlightenment" to overcome the "crisis elements"

of the enlightenment whereby relig¥®n became étrictly privatized and
A Al . )

L

luJﬁrgen Moltmann, Theology of Hope, trans. J ._'W. Leitch (New

. York anq.Evanstcn: Harper and Row, 19067).

" 155trgen Moltmann, The Cruclfied God, trans. R. A. Wilson and
John Bowden (London: S.C.M. Press, 1974).

l%olfhart Pannenberg, :'Iheolog and the Phllosophy of Science,
trans. Francis McDonagh (Philadelphia: 'The Westminster Press, 1976).

1Tetz, Glauve, p. 24. Subsequent references in the text are to

this work, .

‘

v

and The Crucified God15 and Pannenberg'é
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served as an ornament of 'che private life of the bourgeocis citizen and
whereby tradition and authority met sharp refection. Although reason o
was no 1onger understood as subjectless or freed from 1ts practical |
dimension, this new: r'eascn of the enlightenment was elltist in that 1t
was the pneser've of the land-holding classes and itg "praxis" was largely . §
T " .. that of .the market. C : *
In his":ﬁ)olitical theology of t’:he s{ub,ject Metz attempts to relate
‘ the subject not to-a private wd"rld of his own cultivation but to '
. soclety. He does not seek to {:hrow.out the in@ividbal\'as suclan,‘ bl’n; to ' . J
. use .the principle of bourgeois inciividuat:ion as an integral and neces-~
sary el,emerft in working towards.the recognition of the wniversal right

of all to exerclse their role as subject (sollidarische Subjektsein

aller) (42).
‘a.xis" and "subject" are the leading concepts in Metz' s cancept
. of political theology as a\practical ﬁmdamental theology.” By.the prim-
acy of praxis Metz does not m_ean a practical application of previously
af’qained-abstract theory, but a dlalectic of theory md'pr&is in which

both serve as constitutivé edements of‘ each other. As an exa:rpie, Metz

notes that in every Christology Christ rust be so thought of that he s .
‘ never just "thought ‘of " for every Christoloy realizes its truth in the

' praxis of ;Lmitation (praxis der Nachfolge) (L8). .

Metz's attempt to achieve an "enlightenment of the enlightenment"
leads him to rehabilitate "religlon" as, a liberating force within man's
historical and social life. He criticizes Barth and Bonhoeffer for
having preserved a concept of religion as purely a "naturﬂ" phenoxrenon

through their severe separation of religion and falth (lll) ' For Metz,
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hwe%r," religion and nw:;n's being/'constitutec_i, as subject (Subjektwerd@)
beléng inseparably together and the soclal crisis of our tjmrj:ssynr\\«
chronous with.our contemporary crisis in religlon (66). Christianity is

a "zre]ig!.on" for IV‘btlz, in that 1ts alm is po struggle for the éqnstitl;—
tion of every human person as subject (subjektsein ailer). Nothiné

would make' religion gulltier than not to take part in this struggle (68).

Metz attempts to bypass the totalitarlan aspect of Marxist thought

‘which arises from its fusion of the meaning of history and political

praxis. But he uses Marx's concept of praxis as integral to his thought
to escape the abstract quality -of Hegel's "world spirit," "nature" and
"universal humanity," all of which remain locked in his idealism (101-; ,

102), The, very fact, however, that Metz tries to mediate the content of'

i"eyelation through religion as the means of approach to the. "f\'ree sub~-

Jectivity" or the sugiektéeiggller demonstrates how he has adopted what

I have called the ‘Hegeliaﬁ insight": the recognition that God's

revelation 1is not granted directly to each human individual in 1solation
from every other ipdividual but is[m‘ediated bly,.ink'ité very act of con-
stituting, the realm which today we call the realm of intersubjectivity

sl
understood in Habermas's sense. Metz aims for that dimension’ in which

all are subjects in a solidarity which indicates the possibility of their

mutual commmnication. Our access to this dimension is not thought of as

achieved through Hegel's.absolute knowledge,. but as achieved through a

reality much more Mmdiate'to‘ the way human reality is constituted,

nameiy, human praxis. Yet this re-orientation of Hegells thought, adopteé
from Ma.fx's critique of Hegel and further 9eveloped by the critical

theory of Hgbemas, does not seem to be used to subvert Hegel's .basic:"

T
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insight but to ground it more adequately in the immanent process of human
rea.lity God's revelation is mediated through the- praxis by which this
dimens.ion of freedom in which all are subject is constituted; God's
Incamational reality is mediated through this dimension of freedom.
Praxis is not a "proof" of God's participation in suffering but 1ts real-

ization in such a way that God's presence makes the world of man's striv-

_ ing and suffering possess a meaning which it had not hitnerto. The

"proof" of love is not the demonstration that love 1s within the realm
of human,conception and possibility. Rather the "proof" is the event of
love 1itself conquering its restrictions of time and place, 1its restricj
tion of weakness and doubt, so that the worlq now pdssesses a new ele-

ment which requires explanation. Metz therefore defines faith as a

"pra.xis" which understands itself as the hoping solidarity in the God of

Jesus Christ as the God of both the liVing and the dead.

As against Adomo and Habermas s Metz argues that any construction
]

of reaiity as encompassing only “that which is encompassed by the theory-

praxis dialectic fails to deal with the history of suffering (107-108).

There can be no dialectical resolution of the redemption event and the

? ]
.non-identity of suffering. Rather only a narrative resolution 1s.pos-

sible (110). Hence,\ Metz strives fortthe'recovery of apocalyptic as. the
telling forth ‘of the narrative of God's future. Within_ this narrative
resolution God appears in the memory of suffer-ing as 3 e esthatologlcal
free subject and meaning of history as a whole. The memory does not,
designate a politically identifiable subject of universal history.

Rather the meaning and gogl of total hlstory stand under the "eschatol-

oglcal proviso" of God (102). . y - )

. T
B
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Metz's mderstanding ot the Christian "religion" under the cate-
gor'ies of memory s narration and solidarity emphasizes how man's soclal

existence is inherently ccnnected wlth our apprehension of God's revela—

~

tion. I have argued. that Hegel unlike Kant, was convinced that man' s
&

sﬁbjeotivity could find both structure and liberation within what he in
his idealism called the state — ‘the obJective union of the subjective «
and obJective aspect of the Begriff, the universal substance of r'eason18
—— and what we have come,to call in non-idealistic terms, the reaIm,.of

\ . (
intersubjectivity or the social. Metz's work, Glaube in Geschichte und

Gesellschaft, connects the attainment of the subjektsein aller with

. & )

the modality of God's révelatory pur'pose. True, God's revelatory purpose
- 2

i1s always larger than any speciflc attainment of human solidarity,in the

free mutual communication of sub.jecﬁts-, yet the praxis which constitutes
this solidarity is one continous reality with the praxis which is faith.
It is continﬁous because it constitutes R and is constit‘ﬁted by, that
dimension of freedom which at the one and same time’ is our liberation
beyond isolated subJectivity and our }m)anent test and approach to God's
revelation. Metz's work, then, I contend explicates, its project fon
hwna:n,)&:eedom‘ within a Hegelian context. N
The work of the ‘Catholi;/theologian, Helmut Peukert, works even

more explicitly within the problematic of human I‘reedom as the ultimate

‘ end of man's social history. We have mentioned that the dimension of

freedom.beyond human subjectivity is nleant to’ gt'on.pd the possibility of

[

18G. W. F. Hegel, Lectures on the Philosophy of World Histox;g

Introduction: Reason in History, 'orans H. Nisbet (Ca.nbridge Cambridge
University Press, 1975), p. 104,
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the Heg;elian possibility should turn their attention to language and ' i

/ , speech as paramount human attributes which establish comunication between
human sufjects., The twentieth century has lar!gely been a centu.g in which

- A

philosophic attention has been tumed"to these human attributes In his

" book, Wi‘ssenschaf‘tstheorie—Hendvl?mgstheori'e-Fmdamentale iheolog_i_.g, !

b . Peukcert atterrpts‘t'o demonstrate wthat a theory of communicative action:is

s

the point of cmvergence for theology on the one hand, and a philosophy

P ]
Y

' ) of human knmvledge- or sclence (Wissenschaftstheorie) on the other.lg Fm"

’ © - the purposes . of our account we will confine our remarks\ to Peukert's

evamg;? of Habermas's theory of commmic:'itive action. “ ) \

~

,
4
. sopanenet

-~ 'Since we have ourselves reviewed Habermas's theory of commmnica-
' A)

tive action in the previous ohapter, we will merely note here what &
N\  Peukert sees in thls theory the seaz:ch for a uwniversal solidarity in\ 7

y f)"eedotn,as the ultimate- goal for human life (273). Yet Peukert says "
/ . . ? / Cp :

this theory camnot take into any eal account the lack of s’olidarity"‘

cess. Even granting the validity of Lfabemas's.theory; we are f‘iaééa“

" _' with the problem of how this solidarity can ever be realized concnetely
. in history ‘Peukert argues that the theory of conmmicative action can- '
not encdnpass the full universal slidarity of free hman subjects for

. its theory of- itmanent ﬁ'eedom carnot confer meaning on the individual n

I ‘1ife and death of, the subJects who constitute }nman history. . Can the '

., . oppressed and the victims of. history have & constitukive status in that , i
.. ) .. -, | ¢ & ) . . 4' ;“ . !l
. R | ‘o

o ' peukert, Wissensghaftsthearie, p. 15. SubSequent’references in .
oo the text are to this work . S x v

e

amongst human beings‘ which has éharacterized the human historical pro- : RN <

cat
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history? Peuker't argués that the theory‘of‘ commmnicative action as an
(

immanent theory of human ﬁ'eedom cannot aghieve a solidarity for all

human subjects, for its' theory of intersubjectivity regards death merely

\
as an isolation and hence, because for it mly that 1s real which is

. encompassed by this- intersubJectivity, death, by definition, is annihila-

tion. Peukert's aim is to-show that we are not obliged rationally to
identify death with shnihilation. The immanent theory of freedom canmot
stave‘ off the qﬁes'tior‘) of absolute ﬁeedom. " The con'ceptlof praxlﬁ which'
underlies 'ohis imxane’rjc tf;or:y of i‘ree*dom I;euker;t sees as the incar- '
nai;ional aspect of"_oqr' human reality — praxis, wtlike theory, is_ that
which eﬁcoxﬁnaéees the temporal, the finite, and the human action carri\ea
out in solidarity. Theology, as incarnational ; therefore departs from
finite frqedom and transcends’ to absolute freedom not in an aostract
way but in the concrete way of a 1iberating reality which thinks of the
relation of finite and absolute freedom only in the modality of human

/
intersubjectivity. Thus this theology, as praxis, as fully incar-

hational, can think of the libération of subjects ﬁ'om finite freedom

“'to absolute freedom only as that liberation is e_mbgdied in the search

'to realize freedom (288). . _— ' \

¥

Peukert's fundamental theoloy grounds the solidarity of hman .

¢

action as an anametic solidarity by which the sui‘fering and death of
God's little gnes will not.be fo?éat:gen but will *be preserved and
gronded in the same absolute@freedom which gr’omds human inter-r ﬂ
subJectivity. . The Judeo—Christian traditim bears witness to the same”
{eality which is experienced in the cOnstitutive .and fundamenﬁl
experiences of carmmicative action’ (288) His fundamental theol,oy .

»
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is both a theoryg of this ooxrmmicative action, which preserves the memor'y ’ l
of those who are lost in a solldarity wnto death and a theory of the ‘ L
reality which 1s experienced.and opened W in this action (288)

P e

Peukert's basic questio 1s how in COMmmicative action can one undertake

reciprocal action that can survive the death of one partner One option-- .
/ . is to hypostatize "commmicative action" B0, that the hungn subjects are A
' merely its carriers until its final triumph in history. .Yet this option o

effectively uidermines the present possibility of freedom for those who -

never attain this triurrph ’Ihus we are led to the option of
\/" re—approaching'the question of God as that reality which saves the
"other" in comrmicative acsion from being subordinated to the exigen— -
cles of the action and annihila%ed in death. At the same time, this
saving reality makes possible our terporal mortal existence wlthout | B
" which no ﬁ.nite ‘freedom would be possible. (311Q '
h Peukert thus attempts to break through the }wpostatization which
’ he detects in-Herbert Mead's concept of society (24l) and in Habermas'
concept of freedom. For we rray sacrifice our lives for freedom, but,

L unless that act is "free" our sacrif‘ioe adds nothing qualitatively to

v

* the history of freedom. Even human f‘reedom can become an idol requiring

" the blood oﬁ innocent victims. Precisely because Peukert is interested

| in the full sa.lvif‘ic siglificance of the "other" for our constitution of -
Ve

* .. self-consciouanss, he therefore takes up the Hegellan question about
a }:he possibility of communication between units of self-consciousness .
‘ ¢ ~ (subjects) in 1ts deepest inplications. " This possibility is realized \
’ in the realm of intersubjectivity. This realm, understood as our |
. immanent access to salvific intelligibility, has.a double aspect. // From "
./\ (\ . ) :
.‘ ) C P A'Q S
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. Insofar as it is a_cc'ess from finite freedan to absclute freedom, sees

salvific intelligibilﬁy as both the possibil‘i'ty for: human praxis as

- 152 - L o

.}
salvific intelligibility, is constituted by praxis, that &is, by fhe self-

one aspect this access, insofar as 1t 1s access for human being to
* " -

constitution of“the human species. 'The realm of intersubjectivity thus
is not an ‘abstract realm which r\!epmsents a theog'etical statement about’
the social world of humanity but is the concrete emedimént Qb man's \. g

realization of his own humanity. " From the other aspect, this access,

i

human and at the same time as that which grounds what is attained and

mediated beyond the self-defeat implied by a meréﬂ.y immanent human free- 4

dom.
E"S

Here arises the question of how the salvific intelligibility

“which éi"ounds what 1s intersubjectively attained and mediated 1s to be

-
conceived. It obviously must be approached thr'ough the dimension of

ﬂ.nter'subjectivity,; yet it remains to be seen how that approach is to be

- given conceptual content. Is our theology to be an entirely negative

" . one which insists solely on keeping operi the question of God as absolute

. R

" freedom or can salvific intelligibility be."filled in" with poncrete’

v

‘ freedom cannot’ be lef't entirely without positive fommlation. As stated

,af)owc;e, aceordjng to the "Hegelian model," our access to a further dimen-

content. For although God cannot be described, the:concept of absolute

[ “ae

\

sion of freedam, the freedom by which human subjects can communicate
with each other in solldarity represents at the same tlme owr approach
t} and test of revelation. 'Ihe\Catholic ‘authors, Metz and Peukert were,,

x

’ ‘
concerned with how this dimension of freedom raiges the question of God. =~

-

How revelationr is to be spoken df as this dimension of freedom has drawn
. ! . b . .
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the attention of the“Protestant tmogoglam éMoltmarm and Pannenberg.

Moltmarm at’cenpts 8 trjnitarian critique of theism such that we cannot ’
speak of "God's Teality" and "our reality" but only of "trinitarian

reality." Pannenberg's treatment of revelation as history strives to.

formilate the question of God as, the "power of.the future." We will .

‘discuss the work of these authors in turn. P

- ! /

The Protestant Problematic of Revelation

Moltmann S 'I‘heology of Hope was written to r'eintroduce 1nto

theology a fundamental social and political dimension, To achieve this

end, Moltmann argues that eschatology' represents the ic determination

of the blbllcal exper'ienze. As over against.previous theoiogy,
c‘ontends that precis'ely because eschatoiogy had been made a privale
affair between man and God, the Bible lost‘its social significance
Moltmarm ‘traces the development of neligion's privatization back to
Kant's transcendental reduction of eschatology to the question of moral—. ‘

*20

_ity.©" Later Protestant theology accepted th#s reduction without:
. (e . '

examining how 1t had been made. Even Barth's diAlectlical theology,

. - v
which tried to break.the mould of libe moralistic Protestantism,

" as revealed in Christ was to be accepted by p‘giirate_ conversion rather
than perceived as ful¥i1ling past history and opening up the possibility
of a new future both for the believer and the world (54-58).

o

Moltmann argues in Thaology of Hope that the 0ld Testament was

20Moltmann Theology. of Hbpe, p. 47, Subsequent references in

the text are to this work: )

4

/ , ,\‘ ) {n? . . Lt »

¥ R [ ) \

still did not appreciate this aspect ‘of God's revelatory "method." ‘God /
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_testimony that those promlses have a future. In this sense the church is .

'. senge the theology of the cross eerve§ as the cr'itique' of the ke'rygma

"thet;extaretothisv?rk B
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constructed around -God's promises to his people and that-the New Testament .
is ?p}/ only a testimony to the .fulfillment of those promises but is a

to be an Exodus church which Is present in the world and calls into ques~
tion any aspect of the world which denles the future realization of God's

¢ .
promise by substitutin‘g itself for that promise (124-133).

Moltmann felt, however, that this. theology of hope was not en‘cirely

successful as- a.political ’(;heology because it did not deal with the .
{
neg;ativity* that characterizes our world and its existence. His theology . )
. [ ¢
of ‘hope was too "positive" —— 1t sought to call the world's self- .

{ -
deiﬁ_cation Into question and ye’c did not confront the dark si of
cross —

alienation and estrangement. Hence Moltrrann s theology oi‘\”h

The Crucified ‘God — was written in order to satisfy this question. . .

The work, The Crucified God, begins with the\‘?guestion of the -

church's relation to the world. 'The church is corrposed of like-minded

Ay

‘people. Do they adapt to or try to c the world? Moltmann says

that it is wrong to construct the altér;r‘)ative in thitway. In a
Hegellan manner ’he says that the alien world is somehow necessary for .

the church's own cure — contrarla contrarils curantur. God is needed
G"-h
by, and neéds, ncan-God.2

»

Hence Moltmann says that a theoloéy of the cross dogs not portray
the cross as the culninetim of Christ's ministry in a final moral

'victory but rather as 1ts camplete fallure ehd desolation., In this

%

B
s

2ll"bltmann, The Crucified God; p. 27. Subsequent references in

PN

[
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kerygna-‘ and the cgatEnt of the church's preaching or kerygma about, Jesus
can only be nesolved‘tm'ough a theology oi‘ the cross which admits the
il negg.tion of Jesus!' kery@xa of the approaching Kingdom (119). In th;a
< séx;e way the resurrection is meaningless without the crucifixion: with-
out the absolu;ce loss 1t r-epyesents. For the cross represents the
eschatological trial of Jesus in which the question is asked whether
righteousness can ever become a creati\g principle within the process of‘
' human histor-y Only by the cross could righteousness forego :bfg‘a cla:Lm

fY?r' vjndication and r'evenge and be opened wp, that is, be newly created,

.

-

- as a creative principld (177-178). ThéPefore for Moltman, the theology
of the cross replesents God's full identification Qilth this human World
even in itg utter abaponment by God. _This participation by God in what

~1s abandoned by z}od ltmann works put in trinitarian terms. In fact,

"he sees the whole of reality as participating in this rner 1ife of the

- Trihity God the” Son experiences the absolute abandonment that only he »

as God cpuld experience and God the Father experiences the grief of the

Son's abandonrrent (243-345), For Moltrmnn, Jesus!' cry, "My(}od, my God

why hast thou abandoned me," must represent the .solu‘te end of all
theism and makes elther trinitarian theology or no theology thewonly
~options. Christian theology is neither theistic nor atheistic but
trinitarian, because the Christian falth in the resurrection as God's .’
confirnfation and new future of this world makes rignteousness now truly
creative in the outpouring of the Spirit .(2149—252). So immersed 1s the

world in this dynamism of the 'Ii:'inithhat: Moltmann suggests that the |

s
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.term "God" is possible only as a retrospective ‘descr'i;')tglona“2 of .the
trinitarian drama (247). )

Because of this drama a new psychological and political liberation
is open fto man. Man 1s condemed to worship neither an angry father
figure, net wrathml ld.ng, nor an absolute political power. In this way
Molt:mannfeele he can work throughul?‘r‘eud's classificatior} of religions
ds attempts to overcome the Oedipal complex (306). Similarly, because
God's reality is trinitarian, no one pelitical .order can be ldentified
with God because God 1is not one in that sense. Thés Moltmann ean offer
a critique of A1l "ciMl religion" and its attenpt to hold political

« Subjects in bonda.ge to the state which pretends to be and is 1egitjmated

- ds the concrete mediation of the divine will (323-329).

Thus Moltmann's theology of the.cross attenpts to develop\ and
’ eonplete his theology of hope by introducing the element of negativity

into the structure of Christian experience and by the trinitarian drama’

. \ N
as a resolution of that negativity. The presentation of the world as’

=

) totally immersed in the d;;ma:ﬁism of the Trinlty I contend fits in the - \b

L 4

"Protestant” concern to show how revpation 1s to be understood as con-

grtent with the dimepsion of freedom which exlst between full self‘- -

<

cbnscioué subjects (intersubjectivity). - According to- Moltma.nn, our par-
ticipati-on in the tr'initarian drama is our access to psychological and
political liberation. The cross becomes the central incamationa.l act

of God. 'It 1s an act not of divine unapproachable transcendence but of

s
>

. 2 ) ' .

2201‘ Hegel's argument that.philosophy cdn apprehend freedom
¢(and CGod) only retrospectively. The lications of Hegel's conclusioff

are discussed in the concluding chap er, ,’

a

-
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. divine praxis — suffering. Because the word "God" becomes possible only
as a retrospective d{scription of thls praxis, the totally immanent
nature of God's mveléazr} 1s prggserved while still left free. Like

freedom, it can cnly be "captured" in retrospect.) Our immanent access -

h to salvific intelligibllity is pr'esér-ved while salvific intelligibility
is 1tself explicated in its theological dimension.

Now let us tum to Pannenberg‘s formulation of the "problematié
23

-~

of revelation." 1In his programmatic work, Revelation as History,

X

Pannenberg undertook to defend the thesis that the biblical tradition >

does not attest to a direct self-revelation of God but rather to his .

' K¢ indirect self-revelation through the modality of history. 1In r{iS\‘ \'

"Dogmatic 'n'neses' on the Doctrine of Revelation" found in this work,
Pam\lénberg draws on the exegetical work of Rolf Rendtorff, "The Concept
of Revelation in Anciéfit Israel" (pp’.'23—-539 and of Ulrich Wilkens,

»

"Mhé Understanding of Revelation Wi the History of Primitive *»

Christianity" (pb. 55-122). . From these investigations Pannenberg con-
cludes that the sglf-mvelétién of God in the blblical witnesses 1s not
of a diréct type in the sense of a thedphany.but is indirect 'and.brougl’t

»‘ S}about by means o‘f‘the historical acts of God. 'Qhe character of these °

acts, moreov:er is not sinply that of being in the.fﬁ'ast but rather that
of being in the present exper'ience of the Spirit and pointing to the

\" future of sqlvation. That is to say, becausg mveTaﬁon is indirect,

. 1ts full meaning 1s -linked nec;essarily to the end of history. Its very l

¥

23WC>lfhar't Parnenberg in assoéiation with Rolf Rendtorff, Trubz
Rendtorff and Ulrich Wilkens, Revelation as Histor'_g, trans. David
Granskou (London. Coll}er-Macnd.llan, 1968) .

\
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character as indirect nec;ssitates the‘qugstioh ;)f the end. From the
biblical witness we learn that God 1s indirectly revealed in the fate of
Jesus (129). Yet although the essence of God is fram everlasting to
everlasting the s:ame, it does haVe a his;cory in time. It is only in the
course of this history that the tribal God of the Israelites proves him-
self to hg the one true God.. Yet the indirectness of God's self-
re’;/elation implies tha}: revelation does not have its blace in the begin-

niné, but at the end of histary. The p}‘oof of revelation in the strict

C \ ,
and ultimate sense will be made only at the end of history. Yet in the

fate of Jesus, the end of history is experienced as an anticipation.

In the fate of Jesus as the anticipatlion of the end of all history, God
is revealed as ‘the one God of all mankind, Jew and Gehtile, who had been
expected since the time of the pf'ophets (134). '

Ir I understand Pannenberg's argume:}lt, it is here that we find
the explanation of how the fate of Jesus can be presented as the anti-
cipation of thefend of all his’cory. Revelation as revelation (i.e.
indirect). can only be comprehended at the end of time. Yet in the .
Christ even’; the end of all history is Lanticipated | The Christ event
was a "fact" of anticipation Any event, such as th% Christ event, can
only become "strictly" revelatory by -its connection with the end of all
history. And whg:the Christ event tells us_ “about the end time is that

1t Ms been anticipated within our history. Revelation, in other words,

o

. because 1t is i:’ndirect, has its content shaped by an inmanent principle.
what 1t comunicates now about the end“of all history it 1s within the

tensim between "now" and "then" enconpassed by this ‘principle that we

v i

understand the resurreétion as a historical event. ' N

. e e e ———

.

e i

E

v




% : L . : 1
1 . B . ’
., ? f ' ’ - 159 - ‘ ) 1 . ,\ \}{}/
.

. In his third dogrr%ic thesis Pannenberg cmcltm;s f‘m'" what has

® . been stated above that the revelation of the biblical God in his activity )
Y " iz not "secret or mysterious." Revelation is not to be put into contrast
; | ' toy or even conflict with, naturayknowledge.' ‘Such a construirk of '
‘fevelation storts historical revelation "into' a gnostic }mowiedée of
secrets" (135)., 'The event which‘Paul witnessed, that is, the reveiation

‘of God in t e fate . of‘ Jesus as the Crucif‘ied One (II qu'. 4:6) took place

totally within the ~realm of that which i1s humanly visible It is a

revelation that is "available te all" (136).

. Now ]Tannenberg alscVadds that "to say that the knowledge of ™

R

¢ i s

revelation 1s not supernatural does not mean that.man 1s only confirming . !
- . ' what he kncws through the force of lgis own 1ntellect" (137) ,K\Io one r‘~<

" comes to the knowledge of God —- or to the knowledge of am/thing for that  *
. matter —- bi his own reason and strvength. Yet our access to this know- |
ledge is\not through a supglement to reason but‘thronbh "using Teason in ‘ \‘
order'to see correctly" (137) What Pannenber:% seems to argue is that

Tk 1t 1s not a supp“lernent to reason that 13 in Auestion in revelation but* .

reason's own transformation (self—cgnstitution) th{ough event’s As he ' 1‘

states, a person does not b;ing faith to fthe event , as though faith were

the basis of finding the revelation of God in the history of Israel and

of Jesus Christ. Rather, it is through "an open appropriation of these

A ) Aévmts that true faith is sparked." Is faith then subsumed into the
lmonlegge_’ of God:s\revelation in the events that demonstrate his. deity? :
No, because "falth has to do with .the future" (138) Faith then 1s not
directed towards be]ieving in an event in the /past - Rather 1t’ departs ,
from the fact (taken to be,feasonably and reliab]y true) -that in the

.

" T Wl Y
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fate of Jesis of Nazareth, God has been revealed to all men. The
Christian risks his trust, life, and future on this fact (138). His'
faith; then, departing fraom a presupposition which rm?ét be as ceﬁain K
as possibie for him, is oriented to the future. '

Because the witness of the New Testdent is that with t;he
resurrection of'Jesus the end: of' Hstory has occurred' in prolepsis, we |
come through the blbllcal experience of reallty as history to a concep-
tion of reallity that is larger than, and inclusive of, the Greek concep-
tion of‘ thegcosmos as reality. History can accept cosmic reflection as
an elerent wlthin it. Furthermore, ‘ \

the God who :; reveéied.out of the 1:0’(;{:1.]_1.‘cyQ of hiétory inlthis' ,

. jndirect way would also be the dominant answer to the philos-
hical question of God. (142) - '

—~———

I find that such an approach to revelation as accessible to human reason
correctly transformed by historical events culminating :Ln the resurrec-
tion%a most thoroughly consistent forrmlation of the Hegelian construct
of a dimension of grounding of human f;':edom and history which,as our
‘{,'*acceg's‘gto salvific intelliglbility, provides the criterion for our con-
cept of revelation., From thi cogsi:,mct we may conclude that it re\{‘ela-
tion is to mean anything tq us in more th(allx a privatelyl appropﬂ'gged
way, there must be an ‘jJnrlar;ent approach to and tes‘g of\it,, wpigh, at then

_ same time, leaves the essential initiative of revelation not with man

?

but with God. Pénngnberg attempts to overcon;e the objections to Hegel's
o conception of universal history as an indirect revelation of God by the ’
N knowledge attained through bib].ical exegesis since the time of Hegel 4 -
(16—19) 'I'o the ob.jections that first, one specific ‘event in hist;ory

cannot have absolute nean;Lng as history, and, second, if history is to

. L | :
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v be the totality of revelation, we must expect a development in the facts !

} themselves, he argues that the Christ event is precisely that historical
(« even’c in which both the absoldte meaning of hf{o_ry and its uttermost

‘ fa}ctual develgprent are anticipated.
‘ o ¢, moreover, nowledge of revelation is not supematirally

, w . . . 7
"inspired" but attained through reason correctly transformed, then state- ;

ments about revelation are in the class of science and not of subjective ‘ g
/

faith. Pannenberg's latest major work, Theology and the Philosophy oft

wSclence, attempts to validate W oposition. In this work, I
_./') 1

Parmenberg attempts to establish theology s a methodically orgagized

P R S e

- ) body of knowledge which possesses intelli%t:it:ruth claims which can be |
critically tested. Pannenberg works towards h 2 grounding of theology

. ~ as a sclence after an elaborate recounting of recent theories about the e
A [f ¥ ~ . °
nature and extent of human knowledge. Habermas is tne author who becomeés »

- plvotal for Pannenberg's,approaeh to £heology as a. disclpline of valid
R . 7 .

and accessible human Lcnowledge ‘ A
&
In agreement with Ha.bemas, Pannenberg argues that only in anti-

cipation of the totality of histor'y can one eéeg.pe being controlled by

the tyramny of traditioh. Yet although he agreés with Habermds that only , B

)‘gan avold tyrammy-by any part of it,

yet he cannot accept Habermas's confining of meaning to soclety and h:Ls

anticlpation of the semantic whole

& not allwing any question of the meaning beyond soclety's structure to .

i
2l Using his contextual definition of meaning, Panne/pberg »

count as Valid

s o

: argues questions of néaning must take 1n the whole of reality even beyond .
. 3l . .

@ : :#'.’" -*"ﬁ;“‘ ‘ o » " - ‘ . * \J “ ' (

afg erg, ’Ihetnlog and me Philosophy of Scieme, ppP. 185—295 o,
Subsequem: references in the text are to this work. . ' ‘

. "{q'.
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S the social. ‘ese questions, then, are quagi-religious or religigus
(206-224). | o ) .
. _Using the franedork of this irquiry, P,annenberg‘ then proceeds’” in
P the second section of his wcrk‘to examine t{ nature of‘ theology. ] .'lhe-:
ology must be not a theology or science of Christianity, but a science of
" God, because it addresses the proglem of reality-as a whole (265). God
' . for Pannenberg is thus understood as the all—detemining reality (283; N
( 302 £303). . 7 \ : ,' )
. \ ‘ _
Pannenberg s theological work seems to have developed in reaction .
i ‘ to Barth. Pannenberg takes up Scholz's g}itique of. Barth's claim that |
- P ‘his theology was "scientific" because\it corresponded to 1ts subject |
. natter. ~Scholz argued tha,b’ for any body of knowledge to claim to be

’ scientific, it had to fulfill three criteria. It must be capable of ~

must be a "control" —a way of testing the pmpositions (270—271)

2

|
' |

being put into propositions Its sub,ject matter must cochere. There - [ |
|

- Pannenberg, after lookdng at the history of theology, finds that ? . ' }
:it has never met these conditions. Theology as the science of God can
. only approach its subject where statements about God ‘as the all- , A

detetmining’ reality have been made -- nanely in the historical relisions .

which recognize God and man as sub,jects. ‘Ihus, for Pannenberg, theoloy

. ‘ ., must become a science of relig;ion, and by becoming a science of religion,
it can nmeet Scholz's criteria (313-3114;_-326ff\). First {ts subject matter
coheres, for 1t exandnéso trie {ndirect self-cammniication of the divine =
reality as'exor-essgi/ as anticipations about the totality of re‘ality_as_a I
whole in the historical religions. Second, becausg its method 18 ~

indirect, it will always be cast into propositions Because it seelcs

R yar. MUl - AC SR T T - ety
. a7 R L s e v omga ..,..L.e.{aﬂaaﬁ,’}{qm%mﬁ.._,-‘ — N
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A " after the _159‘ plicit wiafrstending of an ;\-deteminmg reality inay . 7
o . constr'uct oj“r'eality as a whole, it wi}l aﬁwaivs be the proposition that . )
R ne;@:ms to be stated about that construct. F.lhal'ly Pamenberg argues - «'J\‘

. \
bhere is an element of control ‘possible about ‘che propositions of the—

. L ology bbcause they are "third level hypotheses"- hypotheses abdut .
, ' hypot;xeses about rwpo'chesesf(333) .By this, I think Parmenberg means the

ﬂfoilwingstmctum - - . L o_\.\:‘
) o : God as all-determining reality - first level hypotheses; ' . *

: . 9.“ ~ : : .o religious expressions. ‘ - second level hypotheses; | .

-] . "":”f'ﬂ'; . e “ theological staterrents ‘v 7 = third level h.ypothes'es_ ‘? " I

- -'Iheological statemerits /can be "controlled" by testing how well:they com- °

mmicate what religious expressions ‘qre txying to say about the ultimate - E

i L all—detemining reality. They are scientific because what they treat | \
3 7 \. ) “( the ind.‘!;ect sel‘f—commmication'of the divine reali,ty) is accessible to _ l
’ T all. Wha.t they tr'eat (indirect selt‘—cormmicat;.on of the-divine reali‘r)« L ‘1 ‘
1 - /’-‘ - moreover, enconpasses both huran and divine aspects oI‘ reality Because ‘

. ! [
S ; i-} is indirect we have access 'to 1t, Because it is the iddirect self- :

’

L . comnmicatim of the divine reality, we cannot enconpass its source. ]
° . :’ | 'Iheoloy as a science is made_to occupy, & doubly dinected dimension very . ‘
i - °¥ mich :mc?the Qual dtmension of the Hepelian cbjective spirit whith both

b ,;' i gmun@ human ‘history and is our access to divine reality AR . " N

N o 'Y C b

Using this approach Pannenberg argues for a conplete re-orientation

@ i . °f the dis‘ipﬂ-ne of theology. What is needed‘now 1s not a Christian ~ - 2 RY ‘:".
. a e L : theologv but a "theology' of Clmistimity W I dther words theology ha.s ‘
y ' . ' *‘the prior status ‘ir‘} terms of access to knowledge cmistia;utgmﬂ 15 o
o W e BUbJected to an imanent test, which theolog as & sclence now Toe e

.
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' > mediates: Ch’ristianity's pricrity must be atured by how well 4% has - Lo

communicated God as' the all-dete eality. . God, for Pannenberg, -
then, is never. an ob.ject of stud,v God always remains a problem about

¢
"IA

w}ﬂch‘ the science of theology attempts to form hypotheses (299—300) .t

. Pannenberg s attempt to. establish theology as‘a sclence. is directed to

Sy e J

helping the world find some way of comunicating about religious expres—. oy

Yy R sions that will allow a hew unity out of the religious pluralism which we 2 i

1 . ’ all take for granted but whose founddtion remains only tenuously esta.b-
' lished. ‘ '

e ’ ce -] '

£

o < ) Pannenberg s attempt to develop theology as a science of God which
‘ errploys an indirect method of testing religious expressions about God as i

' %
' the all—detjf'mming reality is fully consistent with his earlier deveiop— L J"

. r
o ment of revelatioh as history and, in fact is a consequence of that

A
. ¥ : 1
. ) development Here, again, we see the.concern for an approach to and : '
' ) Y . . . & .
' test of revelation that can be accessible to all. Theology becomes the
N - . sclence of‘ religion. Such a concem' I have maintained is consistent with

. 4
2. ! the Hegelian merner of treating revelation as mediated by that dimension

r qf f‘reedom which is ﬁualitatively beyond hwrer&"sub,jectivity but is still N \
i}~ . 7 the culmination wof human possibili?y for it is that possibility /o o \
(imnanently) transformed by the divine. / Hegel was aCCused of robbing . ’ ‘

4 ' Godof his divine. sovereignty a?af Pannenberg it appears suffers the same ,\ X

- .u.r.,__

R ace tion By defining God in’such imnanent terms as the "power of the' . } )

' .- de

o futw "band the "all—determining real_ity," Pameiierg 18 thought to rob .

/ . -

+~00d of his positive role’ as revealer. 25 Xet Pannenberg theologicallx is

’ B
n

e R , . : o

25, ~ : .y I B
“2G.”G% 0'Collihs, "Revelation .as History," Heythrop Jo_ugh] R
 (October 1966): ' 406 ' ' S D A

. o« A .. .'
< l
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not conéemédw'with God as he is mthgself but with our lmowledgepabgut him,
:  Because this question is indirect, his writing ?béut it 1s sometimes” as
tortured and as palnful as Hegel's. Y‘eth it 1s on thls question that
Papneribezrg's project ﬁmt _be ‘eyaluated. His work 1tsélf, as theology,
° , operates in the rartfied atmosphere of a g)’l_r‘d level hypothesis. ;he-—
.' ologically, 1t I;ust b'e evaluated insofar as 1t substantiates and does not

undénhine the other’ two levels. Our purpose hére has been to throw light J

. N
o

< on Pannenberg s work by locating it within the Hegelian construct of v

" I:evelation.

Our concern has been not only to suggest a general persistence of .
& Kant and Hegel as theological models but to consider specifically the ques— ‘ “
N

' \ - g ‘ tion of‘ how these qrespective philosophets worked to ground the final auton- .

- omy of the humgan sub,j ect. Lonergan, I believe, argues that only in the

realm of transbendence goes the human subject attain a freedom from the u

irrationality of evil which overmasters human life as confined to the
v - hnmnent levels of human lmcw_ng ad doing. It is perhaps ironic that -the

4 ’ RN
/ ) e
: theologi Who argues the limitation of philpsophical knowledge for givjng co

" *tan ulbzi{:ately adequate liberatlion for the humn subject is the one who has A -

’ . ‘done his philosophical homework most thoroughly. The integpated sweep\Sf \

Lonergan s work is like a house bullt " upon rock. - Yet, I Meldeve a auestion
can still be raised to Loner concerning the dimension :Ln which the human ;
subject finally comes to, gr'ound 8 autononw as a subJect. Is the Journey |

v to full rational se‘lf‘—consciousness I/‘;.nally a Jowrmey out of hist'or‘y\ even

though history has been constitutive of that Journey 1tself?’ Lonergan

8 sppears to. treat history more as a pre-condition for salvation than s en

intringic mde of' God's salvific activity itself. ' e
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For theglr part the politlcal theologlans, workihg Pr'om the\vantage'
of the mutual.crigique of Hegel and Marx that has been carried on in the
"eritical theory" of such authors as Habermas, agree that the grounding of’
trxe‘ human sugject is accessible to and constituted by human knowing and
'doing. The dimension of this grounding, the dimension of L'f‘nee ethical
sub,jéétivit;," our unitive eOEial bond, i1s our test of dndgaccess to reve-

lation. Metz and Peukert address themselves to the full implication of

this dimensicn of being for the worth of every human subject as, feat1zea . o

in human social rea_lity Their attention is not directed to the
7

grounding of the .individual subject. as such, but also to the significance
3 i

of the individual subject as a member of the historica.l process con-
sidered as a whole. The subject's f‘reedom can be construed only histor;ic—
ally in the fullest sense. But what , they ask‘, ie history s fullest

sense? And what dimension does that add to hwrfén freedom, the freedom of*

It is here they raise the question of God.

each and every human subject?
’ &

Similarly s Moltmann and Parmenberg addres‘s then'selves to this question
{
about tr\)e meaning of the whole of history ﬁ&mat it I‘rom the vantagd

of the problematic of revelatioh For Moltmarm, the t;rinitarian formuli-‘-(_

‘tion of Chlestian failth accepts God only as broken on the cross of .

-

=J
history, a5 indwelling and c17ative of that history. Foru Parmenberg,

God's r'eveﬂ.ation ‘as history, essentially ir;direct, a.'Llcms us\ access ZZ )

" that reVelation on a scientific basls. Our approach to ‘the signific v
of history as a whole is through a pivota_‘l, event within that history i’
namely, the resurrecticn of Christ, We see the political theologians,
therefore, as generally accepting a historically mediated and consti—

, tuted scheme of “human freedom and divine revelation which then is pushed

’

.k.
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to 1its. "breaking point" or "eross" so that the very process validates the
- ’ 1
question of God. ' .

~

/“‘J{e question that can be directed to the political theologians, of
course, 1s whether their question / ‘ut the signii‘icance of  history as a
whole 6oe_s not arise ﬁ"om a dimension}of awareness that ~simply cannot be '
reduced to historical propor,tiéxs without its complete evacuation of meant-
ing. Can' one say history means "this" rither than "ehat" without seme
i/antage point erently beyond the incorrpletenéss of temporal existence?

L

Can mconp]gteness indicate anything else than exactly its incorrpleteness"

e see then that the (Kantian) atte(rpt to ground human autonomy in
lthe dimension beyond the prgper scope of philosophy raises a question as
qto tée signii‘ioance of history and the ({l’fegelian) attempt to, ground human
autonomy within the scope-of philosophy itself raises a'que’stioﬁ about how E

. , K3 .
,\;p we are to establish a credible. vantage point in order tofidentify what 1is,

signif‘icant and salvific within that knowing and doing which is human

‘ hiistory Hegel, a great pﬁlosopher, decided that the vantage point
' could only be r'etrospective, ‘but that 1s hard]y ‘the intention.of Marx or

tthe political theologians{ Through our discussion of the problem of ground-

T
the autonomy of the human subjepgt, we "find we hai® come up against thoge

=

) &gr'eat issues of fai{h and reason, eternity and temporality, trans;x(dence

" and imnanence In our conclusion, I will attenpt to structune 2 responge
. to these great issues by asking if there is a way i(h whigh the respective
N /sl Insights of the Kantian and Hegelian»positions can be integr'ated in a
treative tension. My discussion beg;ins by exandm.ng Hegel's insistence
that hls vantage point’ of absolute knowledge wass 1im!ted to retrospec\?:ive

discemment. R ,

»




[ v—

.
T ' L4 - I [N ST
+ : . ’ * <

i ' . . ' CONCLUSTON

Hegelian Speculative Knowledge as Retrospective v

. : In our survey.of the contenporary theologlical scgne we have argued
that two of its most sig‘]iﬁcant achievements, naf€ly the transcendenta.l
< theology of Lonergan and the pol_i\al theology of étz, Peukert, )
Nblunann and Pannenberg, derive their opposition’ to each other by Qheir
respective reliance on.the Kantian and Hegelian models of _t\reating the
‘human sub,jeét Nov; we mu’st ask whether our discernment of the dynamism
of these models- -brings us to a fuller perception omﬁ‘bw the question
o i after ‘true k:nowledge of God should be structure( F‘o:.1 both models may e
be looked at as representing decisions about God. With Kint 1t 1s the
-\ ‘ décision to respect the ﬁ'eedoréi of God's grace With Hegel, it is the

decisign to assert our access to God as certain God as creator 1s not

i . -allen to his creation but his creation must in same def'inable s?nse be

: . what God is himself. Faced with tﬁese, two decisions and ‘confronted
with thelr achievements, we may ask whether they can be’ reconciled in-

» & Structure whose dynamism is even more\inclusive than the exclusive

. elements of their divergent decisions § « BN

wr  Let us proceed A reviewing once more Hegel's criticiem of Kant.
Kant lef\t the subject in the face of an "unimown God." Then we will _

" ask'Wnéthbr Hegel's. ciitictsm, althtugh justifjed'in its critical thrust,

L L
» does not br'i.ng us through the
. .

forsake our original

"system" to a ty at such a cost('that
In this sengé we may see”that Hegel-'s)

L)
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"absolute exclusiox}x of faith may nbt be so absplute after all.
~ First %hen we will look at Kant. Kant's philosophy, as We saw,
defined the campetency ‘of reason ‘.ﬁot in arder to-do away with faith/ but
preclsely to allow its'pogsibijlit‘y. ‘Yet because Kant allowed us to,
approac;h nowne/nal realify only through reason as active, through prac-
* tical reason, he left the human subject to'dil‘e‘-ct\ﬁ‘s action to-a God *
who byg definition must remain unknownM And, as Hegel objects, to leave
God as unknofn does not affect God so %ruch as to rob subjectivity of any
grlomding, so that it is thrown back onto itself. ' }gant, however, did‘
‘allow us as ‘human sub,j.ecté to "work". ourselves ouf ofwour pf'is(m'of ;.;ll )
encémpassing éubjectivity'_ (here Kant I}lay be seen as present:ln% the ﬁ /
' “ontolog',‘y"' of the P‘rgt_estant work etﬁic) thi‘ough tl.he modality of our

\
reason as it is incarated in human action as human, Man copnstitutes ©

4himself as man fro@ minute to minute, from action to action whicW'
\ r ' . J
human, 1s always moral action (done under the a priori of’freedom).

r

‘- > . . . .
- Yet as Hegel dlscerned, although man may so constitute himself from
. . .

,.r'rumite to, m:h\te through his reason as préctical, mén still -déléé not ~
¢* ‘have any of being certain about the ‘continuity of his betng. The

rd

minutes.'of actiom are slices of reality whose continuity is forever

4 unknown.  Ultimately, therefore, hu i ason may be practical in any

* @ Girection whatsoever. It is for that reasor that Hegel argued that any -
’ Lo , - .
a7 m’a:gim, or its opposite, can be justified througﬁ, the Kantian cr'zl.t:e‘rion.l

AS

It was to discover a source of continulty for the minute by

A
>

.

1

r

d

«

N

G. W. B. Hegel, Piinomenologlé des Geispes, ed. J| Hoffmelster . °:
. (Hanburg: Felix Meiner, 1952), pp. 301-306. Cf. Charles lor, Hegel W |,
" (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1975), pp. 370-371. . '
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minute consti‘cution of man through ection that Hegel undertook his exam~

ination of the development of consclousness in. the Phenomenology This

continuity, identified as "spirit," Hegel comes to discern through the/
ever wldening complexity of consciousness as it encownters what is at
first not its own consciousness ‘and which then at a deeper level of
unity becogneé identical with its i“ot&x'" as self-consctousness. Spirit
eme‘rges as the self—consciouéness of reason; reason as "gpirit" is
"econscious of itself as its own world, and of the world as‘itself. n2
5 For Hegel, then, the human subject has continuity because the .

‘subject 1s a vehicle of spirit. Hegel situates the subJecéivity of the -
individual self—consciousness within the ‘obJ ective reality of\ the state,
* the ﬁactuality of concrete freedam. n3 ’i‘he spiri’c as oﬁfj’egiveﬁttains
% the level of ethical self—coﬁsciousness through human subjects in a ¥
‘ social nreality, a supra-:l.ndividual reality. ’Jhe spirit'.s full self
o lmowledge » thowever,, eames not in the dimar\stén of the state but in the
phase of absolute 8spirit, wherein spirit as fully self—conscious is‘
apprehended through the subject's philosophical conprehension of
4 *revealed r'eligion - \ Lo
. When religion, absdlute tru’dh has been ccnprwehended not in

P *'Vorst'ellmgen,but’in pure thought —‘througt_m the ggg: .or Concept,

“m ' f ] A . . . " °

the human subject has won his way out of the albivalency, of faith, for}
*\ ever. - Yet as Hegel himself discerns, the commnity (GenleinEie)' of thos;é

*
o
» .

2Heml ________P_J_-P_Ee_’ p’ 3139 .‘i ’ ’ :

Karl Markusichel, B..T:. Grm
(H‘W S/M.- Suhmup IQ;O);D&I‘. 2€0’ pl
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ous humanity. Hegel notes that at the"ve
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who possess the Begriff can never have more, than an abstract ‘universility

over against the rest of humanity. The price of
» 3 s
shbstanée‘quickened to spirit, is achieved at t ;{riee of a discontinu-

ime when such a philosophy -

as his is needed (when speculative justification by means of the ggiff

1s needed) then.this ver'y need marks a diremption in society already
beyond repair, For now "in immedliate consclousness, that 1s, in the

world of reality, the unity of the ‘outer and imner is no longer at hand

~and in faith (Glaube) nothing Is Justified."u' Philosophy has replaced

l"

not religitniit is true, but: faith:

> Der Philosophie ist der Vorwurf gemacht worden, sie stelle sich
dber die Religion: dles ist aber schon dem Faktum nach falsch,
denn sile hat nur dlesen wund keimen anderen Inhalt, aber dle gibt
ihn in der Form des Denkens; sie stellt sich so nur Uber die °
Form des Glaubens der Inha_lt i1st derselbe.

Philoscphv has been reproached with setting ltselfl above r'eligiom
. this, howeverj is false as an actwal matter of fact, for it
possesses this particular content and no other', though 1t -
presents 1t in thé form of thought; it sets itself merely above
‘the form of falth the content is the s?me in both cases. '

The people therefare ar Qeft desolate: = - »

_Wenn den Armen “nicht mehr das Evéngelium gepredigt wirwd] wenn’ das
Sglz dum geworden wnd alle Grundfesten sti]lschweigend
hinwéggenmnen sind, dann weiss das Volk, ﬁ'xr dessen gedrungen
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l\‘G W. F Hegel," Werke in zwanzig Bénden ed. Eva andenhauer und-

Karl Markus Michel, By 17: ° Vorles

"II (Franld}mt a/M.. Suhrkarrp 969), pt ¥3. ltalics are Hegel's.

> §

| 51b1d., p. 31;1 ' | y
" \ K ‘ ) -
GEnglish translation: G W. F Hegel, Lectures on_the Philoscmlgl
of Religicn IIT, trans. E. Speir and J.. B.. Sandersan. (NewYErk
Hmanities Press, 1968), p. 148, e )
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. bleibende Vernunft dle Wahrneit nur in der Vorstellung sein kamn,
! dem Drange s Imnern nicht mehr zu helfen.’

When the Gospel is no longer preached to "the poor, when the salt
+has lost its savour, and the foundations have been tacitly
removed, then the people, for whose ever solid Treason truth can
exist only in a plctorial conception [Vorstell ], ‘no longer
know @w to assist the impulses and emotions they feel within

them.

Hegel no'tes%it 1S now a' timh, iJhen 1oue has been peir'verted to mere pleasure
which makes itself imune to sormw The poor are deserted by thelr
teachers. ' The teachers can fill their time with their personal talents \
and achieyementS, but their work is really only an exercise in Irivolity.
'Bie substahtial kernel of the people cannot, find its satisfaction there,
Hegel is forced, to conclude that the‘ actual present-day world must itself'
. f‘ind its way out of this state -of disruption, nforg to- deal #ith its )
problem is not the irmnediate practical business and concern og philos— / .
' ‘{)phy.

We see then that although Hegel claimed to locate 'the source of
-'

© ¢ continuity for humian ]_ife, he despaired of seeing its culmination real-

Azed in a concrete human comrrm:l.ty Because the time requires specu~
lative ,judgngnt, that is the replacement of falth by philosophy, those
" who are "poor in. spirit" in the strict Hege])an sense’ are left desolate.
" Those who possess the Begriff cannot pretend that-they approach the '
truth of. religion through faith, for they possess this knowledge as
sbsolute'knowledge. A return to the level of Vorstellglu & upon which

é . . ' +

-

Y .
8l-le;gel Lectures on the Philosophy or Religion, P. 160.‘

‘ gﬂegel, Vorlesu‘ngen Sher dle Pnriloéophie der k13{1:1.
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faith operates, is inpossible for those in the realm of the Begriff. .

>

Those with the beatii‘.‘ic vision cannot mena.te any 1onéei* In thq;cate—
gories of faith. Faith 1s absolutelx excluded for them.
Why is faith now so a&\olutely excluded? Here we come to the -
"erux" of Hegel's system Hegel makes the beatific vision of the Begriff"
"eccur in tenporaﬁ e)\cistence. And its only, possible moment, therefore, is
. a past moment. Hegel's speculative Justif‘ication of‘v,revealed religion \
leaves him%o cholce except to,cast what, faith achieves in the present '
(i e. theodicy) into the past Philosophy can look only at where the
’ spirit has Just been. All up to now may be a reconciliatiox& of spirit |
with, its contradiction of non-spirit but it is on]y as each moment

po
. passes that we can say "all up to now is a reconciliation.” QWe are’

S P

s a past moment 'Iherefore the ob,jéct of faith as owlegge,( that 1s, the

’ theodicy as known insofar as spirit is never overwhelmed by ‘the dontra-

dictign of non—Spirit,. isﬂ encapsulated into a retrospective visionsof
. where God. has been, but now, no longer, is. The realmof the ob,jective
‘spir'it as manifested by the state and the realm/of absolute spirit are
indeed possible and accessible. Yet thig possibility and accessibility
e ’somehow tum out to belong to the past tense. Philesophy for Hegel ‘ /
exlsts on‘ly, in the past tense. Hence the problem. For&I':Iegel,‘for the '
S state ’and.absolute spirit to have'entered into our consciousness means |
. tha}t they_have ali'eady been ﬁet'e. Oonsequently, Hege‘lﬁ talks of tl?e—»
state -and of*:ithe absolute. as present before us. Ye/t that ta.lk is mere .

illusion. Hegel, being conscientious, always dissipates the illusion

. himself, nbtably in his preface to the Phdlosophy of Right and in the

.t . . . ' : A f : v, :
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always an instant ahead of "all up to now." 'Iherefore \i'all up to now" is
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Co concluding paragr'aphs of the Lectures on the Phllosophy of Religion As

over against Kant Hegel dermnstra’ces that ﬁ'eedom and God are both
possible and accessible to us (philosophica.lly) Insofar as we are \what.
God is. Yet Hegel fixes this possibility’ and accessibility into what I

| may call; the "retrospeétive capsulelz" It is as if.reality were a coin
encased in a solid plastic block, One c:‘an now see tl"ge coin from’ any ’

angle, ‘but is. the coin any longer a real coin? It it not a past coln?

/o It 1is not what Hegel thinks about freedom’and God that is defect-
ive, or ev% what he thinks about the fruth as the substance of the self-
consoiousnesg, so nuch as his imprisonment of what thought thinks about
in the retrospective cabsule. The "concrete univeréal“ can only be
apprehended as each moment oﬁts concreteness and 1ts justification is
past. "Ihrcmgh the Begriff we may see the inner reconciliation of all
trings and God's justice in it, bdt we can only see it as alreagy over.
F‘oq Hegel, man is Gﬁ-ee but what he has thought is not. 'Ihought does not
open up the world but closes it in, ) The owl of Minerva takes flight at

' dusk when the reality of the day that is to. be understood has reached
its completion. Now Hegel shog:s £Mt what thought 1s and “ghat God and .
freedom arg is one continuous reality. Hence God and freedom are - .

‘ Rossibie and a:ccessible to us, Yét;ﬂrbeca‘mse thought .for Hegel is retro-
_spective, God and freedom become a lump that falls on our head. w%‘reedom
and God bectme past possijj].li’cies only. “ |

to jettison his ‘S&Btem and return to the Kanéian dtmension of-’fai\th?

‘5 Here I f'xope to point a way beyond this severe, altemative which has

homded pnloaophical thought

Hegel's cr'iticism that l{ant's

@

If-Hegel leaves us inmprisoned in the past, 1s it then necessdry -

-

-
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efibracing of belng again 1t is objected that_although being as a final "
rwpostasisisatisﬁes the structures of ‘t‘he human nﬁhd, belng &s really
self-subsistent must pos,s.e‘ss a dimension outside the mind which does net |
‘allow 1t to be shut up in the mind qllite so conveniently. It is the.
"g%" between being-as a concept and being as being that can never be
" - overcome %y making being an hypos;fasis for being as a hypostasis is a
' ‘ 'creation of the mind, a Secondary creation which can never accomplish
the prlmary unity of being as thought with belng as "being" to which it
(aSpires Shades of Hegel' Being always flees before, behind, above or |
%demeath being as a mere concept, as a seconda.ry creation of the mind.
’Iherefor'e, ‘as Hegel perceived being as an hypost‘asis is exactly
equivale% to the concept of nothing ‘
For Voegelin, the experience of philoé;?hy is an experlence
between 'the poles of temporal and eternal bedtig.  Philosophy, he makes

clear, is the experience of the tension. It 1s not objective cognitlon

either of the poles or of ‘the tension itself, ‘ ' .

From the tempora.l pole the tension 1s experienced as a loving and
hopeful urge toward the divine eternity, from the pole of eternal
being as a/call and irruption of grace. In the course of the .
experiencf neither does eternal being become Intelligible as an
object time -nor is the exgeriencing soul transfigured from
‘temporal into eternal belng.

Rl

Begause it 1s not of 1tseTf objective cogaition'of the poles or oI‘ the

“tension itself but is rather’ itselfl the tension between non—objective

* 20me concept of nothing is exactly the same as the ‘concept of

being because the concept-.of nothing is riot "real" nothing; the concept
of nothing+s "quite something." .

2lyoegelin, "Eternal Being in Time," p. 126.
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' intelligibility as a historical experience with that intelligibility as

- 183 - {'\}} . ] "
polés of being, the experience of the Metaxy &s' the source oi‘/ﬂ%ophy )
does appear to be an event in being without a subject.‘ What makes: the

event happen? It is not the human nﬂ.nd and 1t 1s not “being itself."

" The subject of philosophical experience 1s man but men at the same t:hne

: is cr:eat_ed subJect of ‘the noetlc experiencethrough the experience itself,
It is this oomplex dynamism which the Metaxy represents. . . . .

°  How does this ‘formulaltion of the Metaxy help us wjith the dichotomy
between our s‘ccess to salvific intellig‘ibility ami t.he priority of tha;c,
intelligibility to this actess, or, in more compact formulation, the
dichotomy between reason (what we seem to share with the priority of ! /
salvific intelllgibility) and faith (whaé has always turned out to be - a % ‘
the modality of our access to salvific :Intelligibility)" Through the ‘
Metaxy as the experience of the "tension nof“'bein,g " a way is formilated
in which the poles of the experience — temporality and eternity -— do

-not beccme ob.jectif‘ied but are defined by the. experience itself, And ' -

Voegelin approaches this experience hot through relating together an

ob.jectif‘ied "reason" and an objectified "falth" but through the inter-
relation of the human experience of‘ histor'y and philosophy which have been
) constitutive of what, we recognize as "reason" and "faith." Furbhemnre,

\

: if we understand\by history ‘chat which addresses itself to the realm of

access to salvific in\‘belliglbility and, by philosbphy that which addr’e&es ey,

itself to the realm of the priority of that intelligibility to, acceSs to S *

¢

it, then we will see that the interrelationship of history and philosophy
. . o] -~ )
. provides a clue to our own problem of relating our access to salv‘ific

\\

apprehended through philosophy as prior to and constitutive of that '

"~ \h
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i as 1t approaches salvific intelligibility and the domain of reason is.

.On one side,

of history. On
. ¥

Within this set of in lations Voegelin works to the conclusion

- 184 ’-‘

é.ccess itself. ‘I'ne domain of faith is really the exper'ience oi‘ history

the.' experierice of philosophy as 1t apprehends salvific intel1igibility

\ .
as 1t is In itself, " But reason does not ever come to r'eplace faith

(annjhilate histo ) as it does in.Hegel Nor does faith subsume reasori

(the ultimate option f.‘or- -the Kantian), but ‘both are rmtually constitutive - ;

Voe lin develops four relations between histor'y and philosophy .

through which the dynainism of the Metaxy can be explicated more fully. L.
hilosophy is'both a phenamenorr of: history and a constituent

@ i . , [
e other side, history is a constituent of philosophy

and is also a field of phenomena for philosophical investigation.22

that the event of philoso hy is nd’t a discovery of objedts that until

then were mlmown, but a discover'y of "relations ‘of order in a reality ' -8

that was also known to-the pr'imary experience of the cosmos."23

* L]

. v S
The event of phtlosophy thus does not-uncover an objectified reality . h

that was previously inaccessibl‘e Phil:osophical experience ' ignifiles

these r'elations of order through its experience of "bei_ng "/ Thus we .
can approach an understanding of be gg ain not as an obJect but as a

"eontext of order in which are placed all experienced camp exes of

~re'ality after the dissoclation of the cosnbé, and which, before the

- . , , ! ., .
_dissoclation were placed in the context of the cosmic o e:r'."g-‘l4 The

o . Yy
b

T .
/

¥ 2%0egelin, "Eternal Being in Time," pp. 117-118.

231pid., p. 13b. \ o
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term being is an :Lndex of the new or-der,.lhov; achleving an or:ologicai
neaning aS\opposed to the cosmological nea:ﬁng it possessed in the cori—
text of the cosmic pr'inm'y experience

Because philosophy does not wuncover a new object but rather rela-

: tions of order already present in compact undiffer-entiated form, philos-

ophy is nothing less than the field of hilstor'y recognized as the field

of tenslon between the phenomena in which "etema.l being rec..izes itself
in time." Philosoppy is the event of being — that 15, the event in
which a relation of order between the eternal and the terrporal is dis-

covered, Within thls relation of order we now have the conceptual tool

"te constfuct the "material philosophy of history” in which Voegelin

hopés to explicate a context of order for the entire globe which now‘in
its interconnection for'ms the cor;tenpora.r'y field of tension 25

Voegelin's interrelation of philosophical and hista‘brical expevi—
ence of fers through 1ts mediating In—Between, the Metaxy, a '*orrespond—

ing interrelation of the phenomen&: of our access to sa.lvific intel—

. ligibility (history) and bhe phenonenon of that intelligibility itself
(philosophy) If we interpret Voegelin in this way, it allcws us 'co ‘

' intérpret him correct]y 45 Someone ,who has not Just retreated from the

herrors of moder'n culture 1n—to the pur:tty ,ef the classical ny.ar‘ld but as
someone who' is ver'y’ much meet:'lng the distortions of the mod%-n world on
their own ground. 'Ihﬁ’s.Voegelin's—wo'rk is Ea severe cré.tibis::z of' Hegel

and yet at the same time Voegelin;s thought 1s deeply \'l}iegelian" in that

' he,‘is as passionatelygdevoted to explicé'ti.ng the experience of -

a

) [ -
PVoegelin, "Eternal Being in Time," pp. 136-138.
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. philosophy, the experience of reasm, as a revelatory event as Hegel

ever was. Voegelin‘s work may be’ mderstq@d as an attenpt to open ‘

Hegel's thought to the mystery of the future And if we see it in this .

way then Hegel's Sittlichkeit as free ethical-sub.jectivity or as the N ) ' ‘_

realm of Phe intersub.jecti;/e becomee itself not a closed pafftem of '

experience but an open experience ‘of the Metaxy T.he realm o}‘ the o

N mtersubjective is indeed our ‘access to and test of the conten'c of rﬁe— ' B
latien: by their fruits you'shall know t"xem. " Hegel's truth of con- | - -

,. c | ’ sci.ousness is certainly the way we .approach the rea]m of the inﬁe}'—

’ subjective and also, I suspect the way 1n which we may meet the C.

. ‘ | ' ﬂmdamental problem of ontology noted by Voegelin namely, how 1is it /

one' can date the process of the ~Metaxy without plaging the experdience .

of the Metaxy -- the& experience of the "flowing presence" of etemel

\

AR e

b ' being ‘\—7 into the*world ang its time."zét,Hese‘I, in saying that we do

Y

e
PN

© o have access to rthe spirit as it enjoys 1ts own self-consclousness, was

attempting to formulate the same tension which Voegelin attempts to

-

; _encompass ‘in this problem of ontology. But Hegel saw the whole certa_‘inty

R O
.

* of our consciousness as past and therefore the whole process was,

/

. "dated." It could do nothing else except -lapse back into our world and

[ Y

its time. | Marx carried out this progyam. Yet Voegelin, through the
E‘ ) Metaxy > +attempts to open Hegel's certainty eut (of itself end its o ,. )
1 ‘ inpléiebmnen“c'”fio the past. He argues that although the process can be a L
i S dated, it 1s a process which is open to that by which its very tempor-

ality itself 1s créated, namely, the intelligibility which is prior to

e
- g
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and constitutive of our atcess to it.

_ Therefore ‘it' 1s the Metaxy that reason provides a gr-omdifl? for :{ X ;
faith withou enlarging itself to engulf it. And falth-at the same tire / ;(
camnot "sublurate". itself at the. expense 40’1‘ the experiencé of reason
) Whicl;x it présupposes Withjn the’ structure of the Metaxy, Voegelin
discems the dynamism which shapes human consciousneés As T suggested, 1
‘1t has affinities with Hegel's own structuring of the formation of conf ' a
) sciousness For Hegel;;“"the role of the "Metaxy" v'v/as ﬁerfqrmed by thel ‘
‘ state as the realm of the ethical self—consciousness ~The state 1s the

intemediate reality between subjective spirit« and absolute spirit:

subJecti\&e spirit ° - objective’ spir':Lt -~ absolute spirit , |
(Individual - - - - (the statk) ; : ‘ : {
_ self-consctousness) ' ‘ o . - -

For Hegel, the- staé was the In-Between iri which the human world and. the

" divine world met. Voegelin thus does not invent an original str'ucture ‘

for the fométion of consciousness. Rather, he wrests the Hegelian

el 1

structure out of its inpriscmment to an hypostasized self—consciousness -
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and therewlth out of its imprisonment to the past.°!

The Recovery of Faith

% 5

In conclusion, I would also like to point out thit Lonergan and
Habermas have their owmn "In-Between". whole structure manifests diffi-
culties which Voegelin avoids. I identify within Lonergan a triadic
structure composed of the three elements

% the material; . - : \ ‘

whatever is: — the subject — God .

constituted by e - - ~ :

the empirical

residue

. . ‘ .
wherein the subjett mediates between the poles of the imperfectly intel-

ligible (the sensible) and the perfectly intelligible. Lonergan sees

~ -
. 27About human political reality (Voegelin's chief concem),
Voegelin makes the - following programmatic statement:
The experience of conerete~-human: order, too, is not mgﬂledge of an
object but itself a tenslon, insofar as man experiences himself as
ordered through the tension to the divine ground of hls existence.
("The Consclousness of the Ground," in Anamnesis, p. 147;. )
Now this remark abgut'the state is very reminiscent of Hegel's own phil-
osophy of the state as a dimension transcending confessional and reli-
glous barriers yet at the same time as a dimension orientated t
réity mofe "absolute" than itself. Voegelin's theory, just as much
as Hegel's, s beyond the reality we know as the "secular state." This
prospéct may seem shocking, but if Habermas is correct, the secular state,
which after all did need some legltimation from the capital of its °

traditional values, will be brought increasingly into.crisis as the power .

of its traditionally grounded values 1s increasingly exhausted. The
"secular state" as we have known it — and it has been the best, although
inperfect, embodiment of human autonomy and freedom that the world has
experienced — 1s confronted with increasingly insoluble contradictions

in accounting for the purpose of*its existence. Voegelin therefore at
least provided a programmatic statement of hope which takes the problem
of order beyond Hegel's nérrow theory of the state as the ultimate
dimension of concrete human order into a philosophy of political order
whose contemporary field of tension 1s the whole earth itself. It is'a
philosophy of order, moreover, which offers an alternative to the secular
state which does not abandon us-to despotism, or, even worse, cybemetilc
control. If human beings are constltuted by their participation in reason
as a revelatory event, then 1t is not an advance 1n order to replace, N
oppres‘s:Lon with terror

e a

- - e - e dwbnat nan L d e i




late. By, placing the. sub.ject in the central position, Lonergan makes
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the subject as launched out *of the iﬁtersub.j ective world of inmediacy

and even beyond the soclal surd, should intelligibility undo- its grasp

Y)et by enlarging the subject to f111 the "In-Bstween" (rather than as
with Voegelin, the ‘mutual participation of human In divine and divine in
human) Lonergari tends to -preserve rathér than overccme the mutual ‘ﬂ) o~ - -

sition between material werld and God whieh the Metaxy 1s meant to sub—

his Metaxy an anistorical reality, for the subJect appears to be lamched
out of the dimension of histor'y., It 1s not that Lonergan denies a his~
torical formation for the subject. It 1s Just that this for-matim never
rea.lly takes on a positive role Lonergan s subject/appeers a solitary
figure .He makes 1t on his own as he strengthens his intelligent
faculties over against his intersubjective conditioning if-f"amily, '

friends, and.nation, all of which produce his individudl and social bias.

«

USRS AU,

- 'The subject's pure desire to know leads him beyohd the realm of ero-
“‘Eortionate being gEhe subJect may find help fram philosopny, art, ete.\

. but it is he who st measure these achievements over against the ]

' )

objective of the' pyre desire to know (being). . . . ‘ Loy

Lonergan's d:ifficult,ies in gr'anting hi’ory a positive rale may o . i
reside in his stmctur_mg the movement of, existence as a movement ' ’
towards fuller intelliglbility The -difficulty with construing-the sum
total of existence as the fullness of intelligibility is that the ques-\
‘tion then .arises why there ever should .be‘ i;rperfect mtelligibility.
I-légel gave an answer and accounted 1t a theodicy: the spirit comes to ¥ >
selfé‘consc.iousnéss\ through its imperfect perticular realizations.

Lonergan does.,“not wish to pay the Hegelian price. He refuses the . - e l '
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.question, far the ixrperfe_ctly‘intelligihg.e obviously is .not open to full

_passage out of histgry, Whilch, after all, must always remain conditioned

" 1igibility, fér.ﬂ-f;isl a consciousness that has been achieved within |

refusal to respond t6 the.pull of the source tow. this intelligibility. e
- Human degtiny is undone just as much by all the re s as by the "
"intentional® crimes. ‘Therein ‘lies both our despair and maybe the hope

© source of intelligibility. - . S 't

Y -y
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intelligible exp}ication. Yet the question camnot be denied,’ for it is
a question we perversely keep on -asking, and the reason we keep on ask-

ing’ it 1s because the Metaxy does not include only our passage out of ~

28 - : ‘ i

history bug our passage within ht&tory.° We therefore ask about the . ;

-sigruficancg;*of the whole process in both its unintelligible and intel—

ligible aspectg alike.\ We ask after the significa.nce of history as the
whole which 1s the %i_‘@_ of the un:!.ntelligible and intelligible,

Because Lonég@.n Jsees the Metaxy as filled by "the sub.ject’f in its

by the. imperfectly sensible, Lonergs.n never fully accords man's
cumulativeNalstorical achlevement a positive value in itself. Yet it is
fyom this cumulative achievement that "the subject" has emerged. The {—

commrity of ndetic consclousness is not Just an ahistorical intel-"

histor:y it is this his’corical aspect of consciousness which is lost .
~

when the Metaxy is conceived as a moment“in tension between degrees of

intelligibllity, Rather, the Metaxy must enconpass both man's intel—
ligibility and his history at the same time This is why Voe"hi‘ﬁ sees

it as a rrree’cing of all of man with the divine. The subject; never

<

-

28Evil then for Voegelin is nottso much a refusal of intelligibil—
1ty before which being as proportionate to human knowledge is helpless o

1

but Is a refusal to recognize the’ context of order (being) which is. - o —
revealed through the divine pull an human noetic consciousness. It is a. -
refusal also of -intelligibility, but of intelligibllity as a result of N

the, divine pull on our noetic consciousness. rst of all a - ‘ ‘ .

for corporaté healing through the very per'sistencé“of the patience of the - 1
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. approaches the divine or the "further intellifibility" as an isolated

nnnad but as é, member of ; noetic community. His approach i1s always
formulated in the constructs of that noetic coni-mmity. Lonergan, for
exaxrple, detei’mines his own approach within the constructs of the
noetic c&mmnity of Western consciousness, particularly as elucldated
by Kant. 'Ihe sub,ject of' course is not confined wi’chin this noetic com=
munity, but neverthéless only within its questions’ can he'form his own
questions abow‘c the further intelligibility Lonergan in fact makes
the commmity of full noetic consciousness the domain not of the
intelligibility proper to proportionate being but of the "further
intelligibility n If is the domain of post;-scholastic theology. Yet
this domain must, also be seen,as historically, mediated for it provides
the presuppositions for thQJ;stion af'ter further intelliglbility.

By making "the subject" as such the content of the Metaxy, Lonergan in
fact obscures the fact Yat 1t is within the Metaxy 1tself that the
noetic commmity is constit\f,ed It is constituted through the Very
meeting of rational self-consclousness with the domain of "f‘ur-ther‘

intelligibllity" so that the falth that results is grounded. "The

subject" does not fill the Metaxy, but rather the unity of subjects in

. g .
the conmunity of their noetic consciousness. The commmnity .i's formed
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through the openness of human life to the divine.29

‘Habermas also possesses a triadic structure whose middle term’

serves as a "Metaxy." e struéture can be construed as
the real commnity © argumentative ideal community
off language —  reasoning —_— of language
‘ life praxils .
*of social . ' \
¢ systems) )
or, in another forrrmiation, ' : »

29L<:vner'g;an defines bejng hy its relation to intel]igence. The
idea of being 1s the content of an.unrestricted. act of undersfanding
t primarily understood itself and consequently grasped every other
telligibility. (Insight, p: 657). Thus the idea of being leads to
thednotion of God and the afﬁrmation of his existehce. Lonergan's
conception of God is thaf,of &n unrestricted act of understanding: In
Thomlst terminology he chooses Go6d as ipsum intelligere to be logically
prior to God as ipsum esse subsistens. (Insight, p. 677).

. Voegelin, as we saw, makes being-not a relation to intelligEnce
but a context of order, an index of the new order as apprehended by
philoscophy out of the primary cosmic experience. Being then is an
infusion of intelligence, but from a "beyond" intelligence. In Thomist
terminclogy, Voegelin seems to choose God as ipsum esse subsistens to

" be logleally first among the divine attributes, Our reflections tend

'to swport this side of the Thomlst debate. # Lonergan makes the state-
ment: :
For the real is being; and apart f‘rom beling there 1s nething.
Being 1s not known without reasonable affirmation, and existence
1s. the respect in which being 1s known precisely inasmuch as it
is affirmed reasonably. Hence it is one and the same thing. to
say that God is real, that he is an object of reasonable affirm-
ation, and that he exists. (Insight, p. 669). .

1

Being is no& known without reasonable affirmation but the question is,

does reasonable affirmation endompass it as if ltvwere an "object?"
Surely thls 1s the debate between Anseim and Thomas. Voegelin argues
that being is not an object hut rather a context of order. The formu-
lation of God as pure esse as opposed to pure intelligibility 1s pre- -
cisely an attempt to affirm God not as an object. of thought but as the’

" non-obJectlve ‘origin of objects of thought (entia).

These reflections lead me to adgue for a continuity of thought
~ from Augustine-Anselm-Kant-Lonergan insofar as they see inteiligibility

. as groundgd not in being but in a further intelligibility which itself -

grounds eing ; and a line of cmt:l,nuity through St. Thomas-Hegel-
Voegelin insofar as they see intellligibllity as grounded 1n.being-as a
non-objectifiable source of intelligibility, -that-is, as respecti\gely
esse, or Geist, ar being-as a context of order.

8
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" distorted intersubjectivity — Speeth Act — pure 1ntersub.jectivity
{fascism?)

I suggest’ that the idea.l speech situation draws on human speakers much in

the sanjy as the{ vine draws on human seekers after truth in Voegelin,

Habermas gdso of the fgnticigation of the fdeal speech ‘situation

and the redemption of truth claims., Habermas presents this structure, of

oourse, as. fully Immanent and continuous. The two outer“oles seen in
Hegel, that of particular subjectivity (subjective spirit) #nd of the
universal subject (absolute sbirit) are collapsgd'intq the ylddle term
of intersubjectiv:lty which is made;inclusive of all reallty. \The price
of this immanentization, however, seems to be granting the fdamental
norms of rational speech a hypostatic quality. When all reality is
collapsed into the middle, term, when the middle ten‘n 1s made the content
and boundary of r-evelation rather than the approach to and test of
revelation, -then some quality, be 1t reason, oOr rationality, or tradi-—

tion, or even the Metaxy 1tself assumes a covertly divinized form. In

Lonergan's terms, it is a counter-position which because of s o \)

inherent seIf—contradiction ihvites reversal

Similarly, our n:a,jor cri’cicism of the."po¥itical theologlans" is
that they tend to work exclusive]y in the dimensi ur access to
salvif‘ic intelligibility to the exclusion of the "beyond," that is, the
S‘Burce of tha.t intelligibility itself Thus on the Protestant side,
Moltmann works at the inmanence of the ’I‘rinitarian,experience and .

3

Parmenperg at the ‘accessibility' of theology as a science.' Yet the «
question of the grounding f‘or the :!mnanence of the ‘I‘rjnity and for .

. science is not raised as 1f t;he experience of reason were a tota.lly

1rmanent affair, Similarly s on the Catholic side, Peukert and Metz

b
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workrfor the full stature and being of the "subject" and both, it is ‘

tr'ue, keep the subject open to the transcendent But that dimensicn is

_eithQ' oﬁstmed negatively (the question of the loss of our communica-
- tive partners for Peukert) or is extraneous:ly and irrationally intro-
duced (Metz s rehabilitation of apocalyptic) and is not embedded in the
ver-y corrmmicative str'ucture which supports the subject on his joumey

’

towards the tr'anscendent as constitutive ofhis tenporel human being.,

It is not that these theoj,ogians neglect this dimension 50 much as pose
questions about how it ‘is to'be integrated as a constitutive moment

(grounded) in their own expositions of human being as encountering the. . . |
“ - ) - . g ' B - ! :
. presence of God in our temporal 1ife ’ , : l

Voegelin‘s perception that human consciousness has been consti-

tuted within the dynamlsm of the Metaxy between human “and divine does,

J I feel help us to reconstruct a gr'ounding for- faith Voegelin'

structure provides us with the paradign of how noetic consciousness -
reason - "works"‘: it forms itself within the tension between two poles,
'how'ever conceived. But the formal paradigm itself mist not be mistaken

for all of reality. It is not the paradigm that is important so much as

A the experience on which it impos an order. -This experience is the
) \\\/‘\Histori'cal f “tion/ of human consciousness. Refiecti-on on the divine
A ' aspect of the experi/ence of the Metaxy is the 'task of theology.: Reﬂec-—
. tion on 1ts human aspect is the task of the “human sciences." Both
obviously cannot be:-.done in isolation i"r*om each other.’ And neither‘one
can anded to sut'?s‘ume the»other.‘ Faith can be grounded, then, as
| long as both faith and reason are recognized as mutually validating in , -

the amism of the Metaxy.
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In other words, as aga;.net the political theolggi‘ahs, theology can—

not be completely immanentized without the loss of its basic referent.

And as against the Kantian solutiofi; theology cannot 'be directed towards

a purely transcendent referent, for such*lia. referent 1s simply not' avall-

able except as a tote.lly vacuous en'titgr which can be of no help* for the

;‘orination of human ﬁfe an consciousness. Now nohe“of he theologians

Ihave dibscussed falln Into such a simple cha.racteﬁ‘zation Both Lonergan

and the politica_'L theologians do not let themselves be confined to the

model they seem to adopt as their point of departure. They are not

always aware, however of what they are struggling to- escape. My x{

is that we do become more self—conscious about the constructs of‘ Stir

-

basic starting points. .

' Faith can be grounded, then, not by its expdnsion to cover a reais .

1ty which then 'becomes: all 1ts own (Kantian extreﬁxe) nor by the expahsion

of its ground (reason) to subsume what it is meant to support (Hegelian

extreme). Either position taken as absolute "invites reversal." Rather,
o k

reason as,"living" in the dimension of the Metaxy camot expand to fill
the whole of the structure between human and divine, but as it serves in

the creatiori of consciousness it faces a dimension which it grounds but

.. never subsumes — the dimension of faith as human consciousness looks in

hope to what is to come, Otherwlse, if reason prevails, death Becomes

the great evil in 1ife. Death as'the prospect before:us (1t's all that
reason can see vafrfn/;t looks fotward) takes on all-encompassing propor-
tions and humanﬂ 1ife then ’bec'omes structured upon doing everything to ’
flee from it: If faith prevalls as grounded by reason, however, sih,'

not death, becomes the great evil in life. .Then we do not take to-flee
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" its fuller expression. S
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the terms of exlstence or the "order of being" but tr'y' to co}rme closer to -
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)

demands the price of guilt, it 1s true, and' ’
gullt is very unfashionabl ‘in'the‘ world of reason. Yet guiit 'is the
very first benighted std:r'r" of hope.
For ‘this reason, ‘then, We. find Voegelin's reconstruction of the
Metaxy hel;'.)ful in pointirig out the way beyond the'i_mpasse represented by
Lonergan's and Habemas's Jphilosophy, ‘an impasse between the Kantian anci

{
Hegellan models. Voegelin himself returns us from the abstruse. reality

"of the "intersﬁb,jective"'tq'the question of what constitutes human com-

'mun,ity. As he points out, we must be wary of the words we adopt.

"Altrulsm" for example was Comfce'spterminologr for love debased to; é,
purely immanent reality. 30 "Inter-subjectivity" strikes me as a simi\laf »
debasement of the reality Of human commmity. ‘ Situated wi)ﬂ.n the
dm1anzic reality of the Metaxy, we hope intersubjectivity may leave off
1ts spectral condition gnd take on the‘ flesh \ahnd blood of ‘hyman com—
mnity. Seeing‘Hegel"s defic,iencie§ in the 1ight qf‘ Voegelin's recovery
of the, classi‘ca.l experience neason, we 'hepe,that a gr'ounding for faith
is shown te be not orly 4 feasible but a cr'ucialenter'prise for htmén ‘
e)tistence ‘Ihere is no quest on today of dismantling Kant or Hegel.
Rather, the task, is to win through the deficiencies of their thought to |

\
a more secure a}taq.mnent and retention of the very goals they set them-

‘selves,

LN

30 Voegelin, "Ersats Religion: The Gnostic Mass Movements of
Our Time," Science, Politics and Gnosticism (Chicago Henry Regnery Co.,
A Gateway Editlon, 1968), p. &5.
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