
Hegel’s Conception of Self-Knowledge
een In Conjunction ıth Augustine’s *

ege Wdas explıcıtly of the iragmentary, unsystematısed
nature Ö1 the Arıstotelıan COTDUS. “A enera|l VIEW of hıs phılosophy oes
not gıve the impression of ıts eing ın construction self-systematısed
WDOle: of which the order and connection pertaın lıkewiıise the notion
(dem Begriffe); fOr the parts ATC empirıcally selecte': and placed ogether
In such WdYy that each part 1S independently recognised 4S determınate
conception (Begri{ff), wıithout eıng taken nto the connected
of the science ”” *). Nevertheless it 15 perfectly clear that that element of
Arıstotle’s eachıng ınkıng and self-thinkıng, 1C had een
systematıcally developed Dy neo-Platonist inkıng, Was a1sSO developed
urther Dy eel, and ıle hıs interpretation m1g SCCII idiosyncratic
he WOU ave Justifıed ıt ASs eing the ogıcal completion of what
Arıstotle and Plotinus had eft incomplete.

Passages selected from the Metaphysics and the De Anıma AS

translated and commented ın the section Arıstotle In hıs Hıstory of
Philosophy reveal INany themes IC AI recogniısable A central LO

Hegel  S ınkıng the Notıion (Begrı AS ““princıpıum cognoscendı
and also princıpıum essendı1ı 7 ““the dırection of hought all kınds of
objects thus transformıng hem nto (höuehts ): that E 1Ss only in
hought that there 1 present irue harmony between objective and
subjective; that constıitutes me *: that “the unıversal 1S. LO certaın

See also Augustiniana A 1977) /70-132, 364-401 28 (1978). 83-221:;
29 1979) BT

Vorlesungen ber dıe Geschichte der Philosophıe IL, Samtlıche er (ed
DYy Glockner. Stuttgart [£:) vol 298 Translatıon ALDANE an SIMPSON,
ondon-New ork 1892-1896) [1, | 18

18, 330:; translatıon Fa Hegel’s COommMent Metaphysics A
a 30 D8) He makes Out that Arıstotle identifies the Notion ıth God er spricht als ott
aus’, plausıble f all thınkıng 15 °‘dıvıine". But behind thıs 1€e$ hıs dea that VOÜUC 1S already
VONTOV: °‘Hıer 1mM Denken ist diese Identıtät vorhanden:;: das, welches bewegt wird, und
welches bewegt, ist dasselbe‘’ (S 18, 329:; translatıon 46) d iıdentificatıon which
m1g render Arıstotle consıstent but al the 10ss of authenticıty.

18, 32 translatıon 149:; Alles denkend betrachten, ın Gedanken
verwandeln‘' Hegel’s characterıisatıon of Arıstotle’s speculatıve phılosophy).

18, 333° translatıon 150 "Nur 1mM Denken ist wahrhafte
Uebereinstimmung des Objectiven und Subjektiven vorhanden: das bın Ich’ (interpreting
Arıstotle truth 1S measured Dy the Begrıff).
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extient, In the soul iıtself AS substance’”>); that perception 1$
sımultaneously separatıon 4S ell A4AS union®); tendentious expla-
natıon of the passıve VOÜC of De Anıma I1L, 4, that ‘“the 1ideas AIC al first
only quliescent forms (ın the SOUu. nOL actıvıtlies, and Arıstotle 15 not
realist”” "); but, above all, hıs development of the iıdea of abDbsolute Gelst
from the conception of hought ıinkıng ınkıng: ‘‘ Absolute 1n
ing (he ca thıs the dıvıine voÖc), Geilst ın its absoluteness, thıs ınkıng
1S ınkıng of hat 15 best, what 1$ the ultımate end, thıs 18 precisely the
self-thıinkıng voße : Through paraphrases, iC WeTC really NC  S

interpretations and commentary, ege SaVC coherence tO the episte-
mology of Metaphysics €# and De Anıma 111 the basıs of the
complete and pre-existing identity of hought and hınker because they
WeTeC dıvıne.

The von O1C VONGEOC ofMetaphysıcs AIlL, °“ hbecame for ege sımply
(Or, ıf YOUuU wısh, mediate'‘ infinıtely ın dıalectic Wway) and ın general °the
entelechy of ınkıng" and it AaPPDPCaIs 4S such, partıcularly iın number
of places In the Enzyclopädie: the conception of the dea ASs eing ıts OW

object, and the unıon of the [WO eing absolute idea”): of “free mınd
Geıist) IC sunders iıtself into lımıtless Knowıng, and the
other hand into the object that 1S iıdentical ıth that knowing””**); of
ınkıng 1 becomes hat “lt Was only suppose be”, *self-

18, 3417% translatıon 187 Hegel’s translatıon of De Anıma IL, (on
sensatıon):222  E. Booth  extent, in the soul itself as substance””°); that sense perception is  simultaneously a separation as well as a union®); a tendentious expla-  nation of the passive voDc of De Anima III, 4, that “the ideas are at first  only quiescent forms (in the soul), not activities, and so Aristotle is not a  realist’’7); but, above all, his development of the idea of absolute Geist  from the conception of thought thinking on thinking: ‘““Absolute think-  ing (he calls this the divine voDc), Geist in ıts absoluteness, this thinking  is a thinking of what is best, what is the ultimate end, this is precisely the  self-thinking vo0c’””®). Through paraphrases, which were really new  interpretations and commentary, Hegel gave a coherence to the episte-  mology of Metaphysics XII and De Anima III on the basis of the  complete and pre-existing identity of thought and thinker because they  were divine.  The vönoıc voncswc of Metaphysics XII, ‘“became for Hegel simply  (or, if you wish, mediated infinitely in a dialectic way) and in general ‘the  entelechy of thinking’”’*) and it appears as such, particularly in a number  of places in the Enzyclopädie: the conception of the idea as being its own  object, and the union of the two being absolute idea!°); of ‘““free mind  (Geist) ... which sunders itself ... into a limitless knowing, and on the  other hand into the object that is identical with that knowing””!!); of  thinking which becomes what ‘“it was only supposed to be”, ““self-  5) SW 18, p. 377; translation p. 187: Hegel’s translation of De Anima II, 5 (on  sensation): ‘... die empfindene Thätigkeit auf das Einzelne geht, das Wissen dagegen auf’s  Allgemeine; diess aber ist gewissermassen in der Seele selbst als Substanz’. That intellectual  knowledge should pre-exist in the soul would only be possible if the soul were the divine,  timeless voDc. This position is reached at the cost of jettisoning the characteristic teaching  of De Anima III that vo©gc creates intelligibles.  °) SW 18, p. 384; translation p. 194: a comment on De Anima III, 2, 427a 9-14.  ‘“Separation’ in that each sense receives only its proper sensations; ‘union’ in that the  common sense unites them.  7) SW 18, p. 389; translation p. 199. A commentary on 429a 27-29: the soul as being  potentially (Suväpeı) the ideas. Hegel’s interpretation of ‘potentially” disregarded comple-  tely the place of the active voDgc in creating the vont4 which are then passively received:  ‘d.h. die Ideen nur erst ruhende Formen, nicht als Thätigkeiten. Aristotles ist so nicht  Realist’.  8) SW 18, 390. (The translation circa p. 200 does not correspond as it is based on a  later edition).  °) W. KeErRNn, Die Aristotelesdeutung Hegels. Die Aufhebung des Aristotelischen  “Nous’ in Hegels ‘Geist”, in: Philosophisches Jahrbuch 78, 1971, p. 258.  10) System der Philosophie (Enzyklopädie) I Die Logik, 236 and z: SW 8, p. 446;  translation (WALLACE, Oxford 1892?) p. 373-4.  11) System ... III Die Philosophie des Geistes 440 z. SW 10 p. 295; translation  (WALLACE and MILLER, Oxford 1971) p. 179.dıe empfindene Thätigkeıt auf das Eiınzelne geht, das Wıssen dagegen uf’s
Allgemeıne; dıess ber ist gewi1ssermassen ın der eele selbst als uDstanz hat intellectual
knowledge should pre-exist ın the soul would only be possıble ıf the soul WeTC the dıvıne,
timeless VOoÜc hıs posıtıon 15 reached the OSTt of jettisoning the characteristic eachıng
of De Anıma 111 that VOÜC creates intellıgıbles.

18, 384; translatıon 194 COMMentT De Anıma 111, Z 47’7a Q -
‘Separatıon' In that each reCelves only ıts DroOpCT sensatıons; ‘unıcn) In that the
COININON unıtes them

389:; ranslatıon 199 commentary 429a 2A72 the soul being
potentlally (DLVALEL) the ideas. Hegel’s interpretation of ‘potentially’ dısregarde comple-
tely the place of the actıve voÜc ın creatıng the VOonta 1C A1C hen passıvely received :

dıe een 198088 erst uhende Formen, nıcht als Thätigkeıten. Arıstotles ist nıcht
Realıs

18, 390 The translatıon CIrca 200 oes nOTL correspond it 15 ase|
ater edıt10n).

KERN, Die Arıstotelesdeutung Hegels. Dıie Aufhebung des Arıstotelıschen
"NOus In Hegels ‘Geist’, 1ın Philosophisches Jahrbuch 78, 1971, 258

10) System der Phılosophıe (Enzyklopädıe) Die Ogı1k, 236 and S, 446:
translatıon WALLACE, (Oxford 1892*) 3734

ll) System 111 Die Philosophiıe des (Gieistes 44() 295; translatıon
ALLA! and MILLER, Oxford 179
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knowing truth ” *?) But it Was longer the remote VOÜC of Arıstotle:
eiıther actually OT potentıially it WAas prepare embrace content, ın
its indıvıdualıty and unıversalıty together **).

For ege the orıgınal conception of Arıstotle had revıived In Kant'’s
unıty of apperception, 3C had the qualıty of self-thinkıng wıthout the
capacıty penetrate the realıty of thıngs cson the other sıde and
ındependent stands self-apprehending hought, the princıple of free-
dom, 1CcC ant has in COININON ıth ordınary and bygone meta-
physıcs, but emptied of all that it held, and wıthout eing able tOo gıve ıt
anythıng NneWwW 14)

OLINUS had gıven self-thınkıng VOoÜC the siımultaneous CONTientTt of
the transcendent One and the VONTA; indıvıdual thıngs WeIC rasped only
Dy wuoyxn, the emanatıon from VoÜCc For ege]l the soul Was immaterı1al,
but “the sleep of mınd the passıve VOÜUC of Arıstotle’” }1> Thıs
Ingen10us, but inauthentic, interpretatiıon of Arıstotle. Dy reducıng the
noet1ic of neo-Platonısm tOo ONC princıple wıth the nts of LWO,
lowed ıts development into {WO spheres where OLINUS Was noTt
concerned. Firstly In the relatıonshıp of Geist wıth the external materı1a]l
WOT In 16 it recognised ıtself, that ıts cognıtion of materı1a]l thıngs
Was also realısatıon of ıts self-consciousness. econdly, In ıts hıstorıical
manıfestations, that not only the tormally hıstorıically elated works
(Geschichte der Philosophie, Philosophie der eligion, and Philosophie der
Geschichte), but a1sSO the INOTEC oosely hıstorıcally elated works
(Phänomenologie des Geistes and Philosophie des Rechts, and CVCI the
non-historically elated works (Wissenscha der ogl and System der
Philosophie (Enzyklopädie)) AIc centred the DTITOCCS of Gelst comıng
NOW ıtself. ven though self-thınkıng Was developed for ege In other
dırections, neo-Platonısm Wäas of grea sıgnıfıcance for hım In Plotinus

dıistinction between hought and external (J0d 15 thus doubtless
al end’” and had he known of Porphyry’s proposals transmute

relıgıon into hat he hought it essentaliy Was phılosophıcal COIMN-

12) ib 46 / and
13) Kern (0p C1it 259) quotes dıctum of WITH 'Hege: unıted the

Arıstotelıan VOUC ıth the OYOC of the ospe of St John in the notion of aDsoOolute spiırıt‘
as Böse’, Studıen Aaus dem C.-G.-Jung-Instıitut, A, Zürich 1961, 219)

l4) System L, 8, 161:; translatıon 118
15) System I1L, 389 10, nur der Schlaf des Geistes der passıve VOÜUC des

Arıstoteles, welcher der Möpglıchkeıt ach es iıst Translatıon 29
Geschichte 1881 19, Translatıon IL, 471
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templatıon, he WOU ave en CVECN ILOIC Impressed'): but lıttle of
orphyry's wrıting Was qavaılable tO hım

Beilerwaltes has recently consıdered the relatıon of egel tO NCcCO-

Platonısm l8) He hat ege Can be elated Plotinus ın the
followıng WAdY>S X9) Fırstly, that ege] ratiıonalısed Plotinus’s conception
of SCSTasS Y there Was LO be ascent into self-thıinkıng-being nOT

ECSLASY into non-thinkıng (non-)being ın the One econdly, oug
there 1S SOINC simılarıty wıth Hegel’s conception iın the WadYy ıIn 16
Plotinus’s VOÜC unıtes dıversıty (thıinkıng objects and (thınkıng
ıtself),. the unıfiıcatıon of dıverse objects into self-thınkıng Geinst 1S DYy the
GV extendıing DVFOCESS of negatıon and synthesıs. Thırdly, that both
SYStems ATC iın WdYy speculatıve syntheses of the Arıstotelıan conception
of the dıvıne substance (thınkıng thınkıng) and Parmenides’ entity
of hought and eing In egel the Solute becomes wholly unıted ıth
ıtself though Dy dialectical PTOCCSS. In Plotinus the unıficatıon of
ınkıng and eing hrough VOoÜC 1S not commplete: it needs the actıvıty f
Soul AS well: but Geilst ın ege 1S nng everythıng nto absolute
unıty. Bejerwaltes CVEen SOCS far As Sa Y that ege]l ““recognısed the
logical-speculatıve meanıng of neo-Platonic phılosophy, and ounded hıs
OW ınkıng Z However, for ege] the past pointed the
presen(t, but dıd nOoTt determıne it: the cCcontemporary sta of phılosophy
pose the important quest10ns, 1{ G WeTC quıte unthought of 1n earlıer
times. So Plotinus had hıs place In the hıstory of phılosophy d dıd the
INOTE ıimportant Proklos but the ımportance of hıs hought has een
superseded.

l7) Vorlesungen ber dıe Phılosophıe der elıgıon 3: °dıe Philosophıe
ist ıIn der hat selbst CGottesdienst). Translatıon SPEIRS and SANDERSON London 1,

cf. ıh 3, ‘Der (ultus ist Iso überhaupt der ewıige Process des ubjects,
sıch mıiıt seinem Wesen ıdentisch setzen : translatıon @ Also, I1 126;
translatıon 1L, 2356. and ID., 1 36; translatıon ID., 267

18) BEIERWALTES, Platonısmus und Idealısmus Phılosophıische Abhandlungen
40, Frankfurt O previous work Dy K. H JONG, ege! und Plotın, Leıden 1916, 15
or study of the ex[ of the Hiıstory of Philosophy Plotinus

19) Op CI 146 f
20) Plotinus Was access1ıble especıally through the Ficıno edıtions of the Enneads,

printed In the sıxteenth CeNturYy and atfer. But ere Was undoubted revıval of interest ıIn
Hegel’s time He Was frıend of Creuzer; the edıtor of Plotinus texi Plotinus’s
relatıonshıp (joethe and Schelling has een tudıed Dy HADOT In / apport du
neoplatonısme la phılosophıe de la nature occıdent, ın Eranos Jahrbuch CR 968; and

IILLIETTE’S study Schelling: une Phiılosophıe Devenıiır, Parıs 1970, g1ves references
the contemporary knowledge of Plotinus (V CSP 1 306-7/,
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Sınce ege ıke Augustine re-interpreted the hought of OtMINUS
the question ar1ses whether he and Augustine, AS charaeceterıstıc phılosop-
ers of estern innerness and yel AS belonging seemıingly wıdely
dıfferent tradıtions wıthın it:; m1g be speculatıvely elated to each other

the ground of theır both eing interpreters of Oot1INus ege has eft
almost evidence of direct knowledge of Augustine’s writings“*). f he

21) (nven the ımportance of Augustine, d Iso the presumption of the of
Lutheran-Augustinıan tradıtıon the Tübıingen thıs 18 surprising. In personal letter

the wrıter dated June, 1973, the Dırector of the Hegel-Archiv al Bochum, Bizx
Schneıider, could ad nothıng the Tew neglıgıble references under the ‘Augustın’

in the index the OCKner edıtion, Ihe recent and comprehensıve book
Hegel’s Tübıingen theological traınıng, HARRIS, Hegel’'s Development: Toward the
Sunlıght -1801, Oxford 1972, g1ves indıcatıon of COUTISCS Augustine such,
though Cal infer that he Was not unmentioned iın the COUISCS of Chancellor Lebret
Church Hıstory and Controversıal quest10ons "De Mediils ratlae’. (0op CHt. S
Perhaps Hegel felt hımself absolved from readıng Augustine by the Jjudgements hım by
hıstorl1ans of phılosophy. For BRUCKER quamVIs homınem [u1sse, NONMN in prımo

ın Ecclesıiaphılosophorum ordıne numerandum demonstravıt, manebiıt ingens
memorI1a’ (Hıstorıia Crıtica Phılosophıiae 1L, Leipzıg 1 /43, 507) And TIEDEMANN
consiıdered hım lesser otinus Plotin un seiner Nachfolger225  Hegel’s Conception of Self-Knowledge  Since Hegel like Augustine re-interpreted the thought of Plotinus  the question arises whether he and Augustine, as characteristic philosop-  hers of Western innerness and yet as belonging to seemingly widely  different traditions within it, might be speculatively related to each other  on the ground of their both being interpreters of Plotinus. Hegel has left  almost no evidence of direct knowledge of Augustine’s writings**). If he  21) Given the importance of Augustine, as also the presumption of the presence of a  Lutheran-Augustinian tradition at the Tübingen Stift, this is surprising. In a personal letter  to the writer dated 1 June, 1973, the Director of the Hegel-Archiv at Bochum, Dr.  H. Schneider, could add nothing to the few negligible references under the entry ‘Augustin’  in the index to the Glockner edition, SW 24. The recent and comprehensive book on  Hegel’s Tübingen theological training, H.S. HARRIS, ‘Hegel’s Development: Toward the  Sunlight 1770-1801’, Oxford 1972, gives no indication of courses on Augustine as such,  though we can infer that he was not unmentioned in the courses of Chancellor Lebret on  Church History and Controversial questions ‘De Mediis Gratiae’. (op. cit., pp. 89-90).  Perhaps Hegel felt himself absolved from reading Augustine by the judgements on him by  historians of philosophy. For J. BRUCKER *... quamvis se hominem fuisse, non in primo  in Ecclesia  philosophorum ordine numerandum demonstravit, manebit tamen ingens  memoria’ (Historia Critica Philosophiae IIT, Leipzig 1743, p. 507). And D. TIEDEMANN  considered him a lesser Plotinus: ‘Plotin und seiner Nachfolger ... Mit seiner Alexandriner  setzt Augustinus als ausgemacht voraus  .” (Geist der Spekulativen Philosophie III,  Marburg 1793, pp. 462-3). Surprising though it may seem there may be in Hegel’s theory of  grace a trace of Augustine’s thought. Although he gives a conventional view of grace in a  way which crudely represents his thinking: ‘something foreign to consciousness ... which  man has to acquiesce in as something foreign to his own nature, and his relation to which is  of a passive sort (fremd ... die der Mensch als ein Fremdes sich gefallen lassen müsse und  gegen die er sich passiv verhalte’ Religion II, SW 16, p. 195; translation E.B. SPEIRS and  J.B. SANDERSON, London 1895, II, p. 332), it seems as if he attempted to formulate the  Augustinian idea in a better way than this in which the element of ‘foreignness’ were  removed, though the basis of the idea preserved. ‘In this way the external divine existence,  as something divorced from existence within the subjective spirit, is abrogated, and thus  God is, as it were, called to mind within the sphere of subjectivity’ (Dadurch also ist das  äusserliche göttliche Daseyn als ein Getrenntseyn vom Daseyn im subjectiven Geist  aufgehoben und somit Gott in die Subjectivität hinein erinnert. ib. SW 16, p. 126;  translation II, p. 256). cf. ‘it is possible also from the standpoint of consciousness to reach  this subjectivity, this feeling that the object is not foreign to consciousness’ (ib., p. 195;  translation p. 332). The original formulae of Augustine did not envisage such an immediate  opposition to be overcome, but rather a profound continuity between man’s action and  God’s. In this way Hegel’s formula is more Augustinian than its conventional represen-  tation. cf ‘In (bonis) etiam (Deus) operetur et velle  . Subventum est igitur infinitati  voluntatis humanae, ut divina gratia indeclinabiliter et inseparabiliter ageretur’ (De  Correptione et Gratia XI1, 38; PL 40. 939-40). Much more likely than Hegel knowing  Augustine is the occurrence of comparable themes arising in both from a common source in  St. Paul, as argued by E. DE' NEGRI, L’elaborazione hegeliana di temi agostiniani, in:  Revue Internationale de Philosophie 6, 1952, pp. 62-78. e.g. ‘Entäusserung’ may derive from  the Lutheran translation of ‘exinanivit’ in Phil. 2. 7: ‘sondern äusserte sich selbst’ (version  of G.F. SEITER, Erlangen 1781) (op. cit., p. 67). But de’ Negri’s suggestion that Hegel could  have found the idea in Augustine’s commentaries on St. Paul (ib., p. 68) is not so  convincing.Miıt selner Alexandrıner

Augustinus als ausgemacht VOTauUs (Geıist der Spekulatıven Philosophie IIL,
Marburg 1793, eSurprising though ıt MaYy SCCII there INa y be In Hegel’s theory of

of Augustine’s thought. Although he g1ves conventional 1eW of In
WaY which crudely represents hıs ınkıng: ‘somethıng foreıgn CONSCIOUSNESS225  Hegel’s Conception of Self-Knowledge  Since Hegel like Augustine re-interpreted the thought of Plotinus  the question arises whether he and Augustine, as characteristic philosop-  hers of Western innerness and yet as belonging to seemingly widely  different traditions within it, might be speculatively related to each other  on the ground of their both being interpreters of Plotinus. Hegel has left  almost no evidence of direct knowledge of Augustine’s writings**). If he  21) Given the importance of Augustine, as also the presumption of the presence of a  Lutheran-Augustinian tradition at the Tübingen Stift, this is surprising. In a personal letter  to the writer dated 1 June, 1973, the Director of the Hegel-Archiv at Bochum, Dr.  H. Schneider, could add nothing to the few negligible references under the entry ‘Augustin’  in the index to the Glockner edition, SW 24. The recent and comprehensive book on  Hegel’s Tübingen theological training, H.S. HARRIS, ‘Hegel’s Development: Toward the  Sunlight 1770-1801’, Oxford 1972, gives no indication of courses on Augustine as such,  though we can infer that he was not unmentioned in the courses of Chancellor Lebret on  Church History and Controversial questions ‘De Mediis Gratiae’. (op. cit., pp. 89-90).  Perhaps Hegel felt himself absolved from reading Augustine by the judgements on him by  historians of philosophy. For J. BRUCKER *... quamvis se hominem fuisse, non in primo  in Ecclesia  philosophorum ordine numerandum demonstravit, manebit tamen ingens  memoria’ (Historia Critica Philosophiae IIT, Leipzig 1743, p. 507). And D. TIEDEMANN  considered him a lesser Plotinus: ‘Plotin und seiner Nachfolger ... Mit seiner Alexandriner  setzt Augustinus als ausgemacht voraus  .” (Geist der Spekulativen Philosophie III,  Marburg 1793, pp. 462-3). Surprising though it may seem there may be in Hegel’s theory of  grace a trace of Augustine’s thought. Although he gives a conventional view of grace in a  way which crudely represents his thinking: ‘something foreign to consciousness ... which  man has to acquiesce in as something foreign to his own nature, and his relation to which is  of a passive sort (fremd ... die der Mensch als ein Fremdes sich gefallen lassen müsse und  gegen die er sich passiv verhalte’ Religion II, SW 16, p. 195; translation E.B. SPEIRS and  J.B. SANDERSON, London 1895, II, p. 332), it seems as if he attempted to formulate the  Augustinian idea in a better way than this in which the element of ‘foreignness’ were  removed, though the basis of the idea preserved. ‘In this way the external divine existence,  as something divorced from existence within the subjective spirit, is abrogated, and thus  God is, as it were, called to mind within the sphere of subjectivity’ (Dadurch also ist das  äusserliche göttliche Daseyn als ein Getrenntseyn vom Daseyn im subjectiven Geist  aufgehoben und somit Gott in die Subjectivität hinein erinnert. ib. SW 16, p. 126;  translation II, p. 256). cf. ‘it is possible also from the standpoint of consciousness to reach  this subjectivity, this feeling that the object is not foreign to consciousness’ (ib., p. 195;  translation p. 332). The original formulae of Augustine did not envisage such an immediate  opposition to be overcome, but rather a profound continuity between man’s action and  God’s. In this way Hegel’s formula is more Augustinian than its conventional represen-  tation. cf ‘In (bonis) etiam (Deus) operetur et velle  . Subventum est igitur infinitati  voluntatis humanae, ut divina gratia indeclinabiliter et inseparabiliter ageretur’ (De  Correptione et Gratia XI1, 38; PL 40. 939-40). Much more likely than Hegel knowing  Augustine is the occurrence of comparable themes arising in both from a common source in  St. Paul, as argued by E. DE' NEGRI, L’elaborazione hegeliana di temi agostiniani, in:  Revue Internationale de Philosophie 6, 1952, pp. 62-78. e.g. ‘Entäusserung’ may derive from  the Lutheran translation of ‘exinanivit’ in Phil. 2. 7: ‘sondern äusserte sich selbst’ (version  of G.F. SEITER, Erlangen 1781) (op. cit., p. 67). But de’ Negri’s suggestion that Hegel could  have found the idea in Augustine’s commentaries on St. Paul (ib., p. 68) is not so  convincing.which
INan has acquıiesce In somethıng foreıgn hıs OW nature, and hıs relatıon which 1S
of passıve SOTrt (fremd225  Hegel’s Conception of Self-Knowledge  Since Hegel like Augustine re-interpreted the thought of Plotinus  the question arises whether he and Augustine, as characteristic philosop-  hers of Western innerness and yet as belonging to seemingly widely  different traditions within it, might be speculatively related to each other  on the ground of their both being interpreters of Plotinus. Hegel has left  almost no evidence of direct knowledge of Augustine’s writings**). If he  21) Given the importance of Augustine, as also the presumption of the presence of a  Lutheran-Augustinian tradition at the Tübingen Stift, this is surprising. In a personal letter  to the writer dated 1 June, 1973, the Director of the Hegel-Archiv at Bochum, Dr.  H. Schneider, could add nothing to the few negligible references under the entry ‘Augustin’  in the index to the Glockner edition, SW 24. The recent and comprehensive book on  Hegel’s Tübingen theological training, H.S. HARRIS, ‘Hegel’s Development: Toward the  Sunlight 1770-1801’, Oxford 1972, gives no indication of courses on Augustine as such,  though we can infer that he was not unmentioned in the courses of Chancellor Lebret on  Church History and Controversial questions ‘De Mediis Gratiae’. (op. cit., pp. 89-90).  Perhaps Hegel felt himself absolved from reading Augustine by the judgements on him by  historians of philosophy. For J. BRUCKER *... quamvis se hominem fuisse, non in primo  in Ecclesia  philosophorum ordine numerandum demonstravit, manebit tamen ingens  memoria’ (Historia Critica Philosophiae IIT, Leipzig 1743, p. 507). And D. TIEDEMANN  considered him a lesser Plotinus: ‘Plotin und seiner Nachfolger ... Mit seiner Alexandriner  setzt Augustinus als ausgemacht voraus  .” (Geist der Spekulativen Philosophie III,  Marburg 1793, pp. 462-3). Surprising though it may seem there may be in Hegel’s theory of  grace a trace of Augustine’s thought. Although he gives a conventional view of grace in a  way which crudely represents his thinking: ‘something foreign to consciousness ... which  man has to acquiesce in as something foreign to his own nature, and his relation to which is  of a passive sort (fremd ... die der Mensch als ein Fremdes sich gefallen lassen müsse und  gegen die er sich passiv verhalte’ Religion II, SW 16, p. 195; translation E.B. SPEIRS and  J.B. SANDERSON, London 1895, II, p. 332), it seems as if he attempted to formulate the  Augustinian idea in a better way than this in which the element of ‘foreignness’ were  removed, though the basis of the idea preserved. ‘In this way the external divine existence,  as something divorced from existence within the subjective spirit, is abrogated, and thus  God is, as it were, called to mind within the sphere of subjectivity’ (Dadurch also ist das  äusserliche göttliche Daseyn als ein Getrenntseyn vom Daseyn im subjectiven Geist  aufgehoben und somit Gott in die Subjectivität hinein erinnert. ib. SW 16, p. 126;  translation II, p. 256). cf. ‘it is possible also from the standpoint of consciousness to reach  this subjectivity, this feeling that the object is not foreign to consciousness’ (ib., p. 195;  translation p. 332). The original formulae of Augustine did not envisage such an immediate  opposition to be overcome, but rather a profound continuity between man’s action and  God’s. In this way Hegel’s formula is more Augustinian than its conventional represen-  tation. cf ‘In (bonis) etiam (Deus) operetur et velle  . Subventum est igitur infinitati  voluntatis humanae, ut divina gratia indeclinabiliter et inseparabiliter ageretur’ (De  Correptione et Gratia XI1, 38; PL 40. 939-40). Much more likely than Hegel knowing  Augustine is the occurrence of comparable themes arising in both from a common source in  St. Paul, as argued by E. DE' NEGRI, L’elaborazione hegeliana di temi agostiniani, in:  Revue Internationale de Philosophie 6, 1952, pp. 62-78. e.g. ‘Entäusserung’ may derive from  the Lutheran translation of ‘exinanivit’ in Phil. 2. 7: ‘sondern äusserte sich selbst’ (version  of G.F. SEITER, Erlangen 1781) (op. cit., p. 67). But de’ Negri’s suggestion that Hegel could  have found the idea in Augustine’s commentaries on St. Paul (ib., p. 68) is not so  convincing.dıe der Mensch als eın Fremdes sıch gefallen lassen musse und

dıe sıch passıv verhalte Reliıgion : 16, 195:; translatıon SPEIRS and
SANDERSON, London 1895, ı, 532); ıt d ıf he attempted Oormulate the

Augustinıan idea ın better WdYy than hıs ın which the Jement of ‘foreıgnness’ WEIC

removed, though the basıs of the iıdea preserved. In hıs WdYy the external dıvıne existence,
somethıng divorced from existence wıthın the subjective spırıt, 1S abrogated, and thus

God S, ıt WEIC, called mınd wıthın the sphere of subjectivity' (Dadurch Iso ist das
ausserlıche göttliche Daseyn als e1in etrenntseyn VO Daseyn 1Im subjectiven e1s
aufgehoben und somıt ott ın dıe Subjectivitäat hıneın erinnert. ıb 16, 126;
translatıon In 256) cf. ‘“ ıt 1S possıble Iso from the standpoınt of CONSCIOUSNESS reach
thıs subjectiviıty, thıs feelıng that the object 1$ nOoTL foreıgn CONSCIOUSNESS’ (1D5 195 ;
translatıon 332) The orıgınal formulae of Augustine dıd NnOT enviısage such immediate
opposıtıon be but rather profound continulty between man’s actıon anı

In thıs WadYy Hegel’s ormula 1S INOTEC Augustinıan than ıts conventional 11-
tatıon. cf In bonıs) et1am (Deus) operetur velle Subventum est igıtur infınıtatı
voluntatıs humanae, ut dıvına gratia iındeclıinabiılıter el inseparabılıter ageretur' (De
Correptione el Gratia XIL, 38; 939-40). Much LLLOTC lıkely than ege knowıng
Augustıine 1S the ((GECHTTEHNGE of comparable themes arısıng In both from COININON SOUTCEC In
St Paul, argued by EGRI,; L’elaborazıone hegelıana d1 tem1 agostinıanı, In
Revue Internationale de Philosophie 6, 1952, O28 ‘Entäusserung’ MaY derıve from
the Lutheran translatıon of ‘“exinanıvıt' In hil “sondern ausserte sıch selbst’ (versıon
of SEITER, Erlangen (0pD CIl 6/) But de Negrı's suggest1on that ege could
ave found the idea In Augustine’s commentarıes St Paul (1b., 68) 15 nOoTt

CONVINCINZ.
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had read and understood the Augustinıan critique of OLINUS ın the WdYy
In 1iCc ıt unequıvocally asserted the independence of the indiıvıdual ıt
m1g ave sharpened hıs AaWAaTENECSS of the ambiıvalence (necessary ıIn the
dıalectic of the indıvıdual and the unıversal) of the Arıstotelian-Plotinian
VOÜC ASs OTIC and yel IManYy, IC Was taken Ver into hıs conception of
Geilist Gıiven the historical aX10M of the processive self-disclosure of
Geist ıt 1S lıkely that he WOU. ave re-ınterpreted the ınkıng of
Augustine d contaınıng Man y elements poılntıng toward phılosop-
362 posıtion of1 he hımself held the key Plotinus’s transcendent
ıinkıng identified human Geilst and absolute Geıist ; but there WEIC other
H621 6T OUTITCCS of thıs kınd of totalıty-thinking wh' WeTITeC far INOTEC

important pinoza_ ıIn partiecular“*)) 1 dıd nOL, ASs Plotinus, fınd
ealıty graduated from the noetic 4S MOSLT real {O the mater1al d least
real. Hegel conception of the end of hought and the end of hıstory Was
of complete refusion of mınd and matter 1C spurned such grad-
atl1ons. Hence hıs insıstence that Geinst and the WOTr WEIC nOot strangers
{O each other5); and hıs phılosophisıng objective forms taken by
Geilst (rıghts and ropertYy, famıly, C1vıl soclety and State) AdIc quıte
foreıgn Plotinus’s conception of hat Was important.

Concentration theır COINIMON ground WOU IUn the rısk of
neglecting the materı1a] interests of egel, LO>Augustine’s practical

A 1CAaTeTr than Plotinus’s desıre 18 CSCaAaPDC from the body
hılst noting hat both Augustine and ege re-interpreted SOMEC
Plotinian themes, it better undertake dırect comparıson
between them And the MOSstT convenıent WaY of carryıng thıs Out 1S {O
PTODOSC the interpretation of Augustine’s posıtıon self-knowledge
IC ege hımself WOU ave made. The egelıan reflections self-
Knowledge, In theır richness and su  eLY, Can fiınd place for the
Augustinıan sStatement

22) terıle debate Can be found In eıghteenth cCentury hıstories of phılosophy VCI
whether Plotinus Was Spinozıst. The CONLTOVeETSYy INa Y be pursued from the references in
Bıblıotheca (Giraeca of Fabricilus, edıted by HARLES, Va Hamburg 1746,

693-4
23) cf. Phänomenologıie des* Geıistes, 2 336: translatıon London-

New ork 1949*) 458 ‘(*Geıist’) 18 the self of the actual CONSCIOUSNESS, whıich Gelıist)
stands Opposed, rather which AaDDCAaISs VOI agaınst itself, objective world that has
lost, however, all of Sstrangeness for the self (für das Selbst alle Bedeutung eınes
remden), Just the self has ost all of havıng dependent independent existence
Dy ıtself, Cut off and separated Irom that world’”
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Bre 1S dıfficulty in outlınıng the hermeneutic of
Augustine whiıch ege WOU have made. woul ave Jjudged hıis
conception of ınkıng, self-thınkıng and ınkıng of God d somethıng
which later speculatıve inkıng had surpassed, but whose true elements
it would be wiıllıng incorporate. WOU. doubtlessly ave the
generosıty indıcate the elements ın hıs hought C mıg ave
become elated {O each other and developed nto ‘modern' System of
inkıng. Incompletion hrough inapproprIiate search fOor rans-
cendent princıple and unnatural turnıng AWdYy from the worl nto
self-enclosed innerness, the soul ıIn Augustinian hought Was OoOun
the frustratiıon of not comıng ıts unıon wıth the truth for which ıt Was

by ıts inner nature destined And hıs woul explaın the of aılure
of Augustine IC he felt OVCI hıs ınabılıty define continulty
between the image of God ın the Ssoul and ıts creator 24) The frustration
of the Notıion because ıt had een unable fulfıl the law of ıts unıversal
nature! No ou ege WOU. insıst hat the experlıence of hought In
Augustine Was ımıted past and circumscer1ıbed VIEW, whiılst ıt WAas

ax1iomatıc that °‘modern' ınkıng coul explaın and absorb ql that Was

sıgnıfıcant ın hım

HEGEUAN ER  IC ÄUGUSTINE

General Considerations

The foremost question here 1s the hıstorical Context of Augustine’s
ınkıng He elonge per10d when epistemologıca problems WeTC

problems about the objective worl partıcularly about the STatus of
unıversal ideas, whereas ın modern times thıs problem had een SupD-
planted Dy other problems 1C seemed INOTC ımportant, ıf far INOTEC

dıfficult, 1C follow from the prevıously not deeply analyse
of the subjectivıty of the knower.

Hegel’s posıtıon thıs matter Can be SCCI) ın the first part Öf the
Enzyclopädie OgI1IC where he g1ves criıt1que of three former attıtudes

the question of objectivity and subjectivity after 16 he
hıs OW solutıion.

24) De Iriınıtate 26, 45 ın 1DSO intellectu conatum senserım magıs
habuilsse quam effectum227  Hegel’s Conception of Self-Knowledge  There is no enormous difficulty in outlining the hermeneutic of  Augustine which Hegel would have made. It would have judged his  conception of thinking, self-thinking and thinking of God as something  which later speculative thinking had surpassed, but whose true elements  it would be willing to incorporate. It would doubtlessly have the  generosity to indicate the elements in his thought which might have  become related to each other and developed into a ‘modern’ system of  thinking. Incompletion through an inappropriate search for a trans-  cendent principle and an unnatural turning away from the world into a  self-enclosed innerness, the soul in Augustinian thought was bound to  the frustration of not coming to its union with the truth for which it was  by its inner nature destined. And this would explain the sense of failure  of Augustine which he felt over his inability to define a continuity  between the image of God in the soul and its creator**). The frustration  of the Notion because it had been unable to fulfil the law of its universal  nature! No doubt. Hegel would insist that the experience of thought in  Augustine was limited to a past and circumscribed view, whilst it was  axiomatic that ‘modern’ thinking could explain and absorb all that was  significant in him.  A HEGELIAN HERMENEUTIC OF AÄUGUSTINE  1) General Considerations  The foremost question here is the historical context of Augustine’s  thinking. He belonged to a period when epistemological problems were  problems about the objective world particularly about the status of  universal ideas, whereas in modern times this problem had been sup-  planted by other problems which seemed more important, if far more  difficult, which follow on from the previously not deeply analysed  presence of the subjectivity of the knower.  Hegel’s position on this matter can be seen in the first part of the  Enzyclopädie on logic where he gives a critique of three former attitudes  on the question of objectivity and subjectivity*°), after which he  proposes his own solution.  28 „DeTrinitate XNV;:26; 45 }  in ipso intellectu conatum me senserim magis  habuisse quam effectum ... tria unius personae non sicut humana possit intentio, tribus illis  personis convenire potuerunt’.  25) System I, Vorbegriff, A, B, and C; translation chapters I1, III, IV and V.trıa un1us NO sıcut humana possıt intent10, trıbus 1$
personI1s convenire potuerunt .

25) System 1, Vorbegrıiff, A, B, and 5: translatıon chapters 1, L: and



228 Booth

The fırst attıtude Was the pre-Kantıan °°old metaphysıcal system ,
characterised by “finıtude) and ‘abstraction), In 16 the object Was
consıdered the only important ıng and ıth e hought must
ıdentify ıtself In order be iIrue The second attıtude, exemplıfıed by
Kant, Was per1ılously subject from object : ıt Was be oun
In scepticısm and, ıts seemıng opposıte, transcendental iıdealısm. The
t  1r of Hegel’'s romantıc contemporarıes, WdsS tOo o0k insıde oneself
discover there the truth ırectly present(, thereby safe from the possıble
deceptions tO 10 ant had drawn attention. TIThen ollows fourth
possı1bılıty : Hegel’s development of suggest10ns pul Oorward by Fichte
and Schelling : that the total truth of materıal object that gıven it
Dy mınd because the ratıio essend!i and the Fatio cognoscendi of the ıng
WEIC the SAadJIne 26) Idea 15 truth In iıtself and for sln the absolute
unıty of the notion and Objectivity- <'%). And nOoT only 1S the certaınty, but
also the condıtıon of the certainty rooted In self-knowledge: “aruf 1S
contaıned In the certainty of spiırıtual DUIC self-conscı10usness, and 1S
inseparably identical]l wıth 7Ern 28) “It 15 manıfest that behind the SO-Calle'
curtamm. IC 1S hıde the inner wor there 1S nothıng be SCCMH
unless ourselves g behind there. ASs much In order that INaY
thereby SCC, d that there INa Y be somethıng behınd there 16 Can be
seen . As CONSCIOUSNESS 15 self-conscıiousness 30) sel{f-
CONSCIOUSNESS wıll take nto itself”’ the determinatıons belonging the
object ö# CONscClousness *}) and > untıl it produce those
elements Out of ıtself and hereby reinstated them ONCEC INOTC ASs objects of
CONSCIOUSNeEeSS)’ 32)

26) 5Supposedliy present In ARISTOTLE, Z
27) System @ AA S, 423; ranslatıon Ea cCi. ID., 1T7 T228  E: Booth  The first attitude was the pre-Kantian ‘‘old metaphysical system”,  characterised by ‘finitude’ and ‘abstraction’, in which the object was  considered the only important thing and with which thought must  identify itself in order to be true. The second attitude, exemplified by  Kant, was perilously to separate subject from object: it was to be found  in scepticism and, its seeming opposite, transcendental idealism. The  third, of Hegel’s romantic contemporaries, was to look inside oneself to  discover there the truth directly present, thereby safe from the possible  deceptions to which Kant had drawn attention. Then follows a fourth  possibility: Hegel’s development of suggestions put forward by Fichte  and Schelling: that the total truth of a material object was that given to it  by mind because the rafio essendi and the ratio cognoscendi of the thing  were the same*°®). “The Idea is truth in itself and for itself — the absolute  unity of the notion and objectivity””?’). And not only is the certainty, but  also the condition of the certainty rooted in self-knowledge: “Truth is  contained in the certainty of spiritual pure self-consciousness, and is  inseparably identical with it’’?®). ‘“It is manifest that behind the so-called  curtain, which is to hide the inner world, there is nothing to be seen  unless we ourselves go behind there, as much in order that we may  thereby see, as that there may be something behind there which can be  seen ?):  As  every Consciousness  1s  self-consciousness  30)  self-  consciousness ‘“will take into itself”” the determinations belonging to the  object of consciousness*!) and go on until it ‘“had produced those  elements out of itself and thereby reinstated them once more as objects of  CONSCIOUSNESS” °?).  ?6) Supposedly present in ARISTOTLE, v. supra: p. 221.  7) System L.213. SW 8, p. 423; translation p. 352. cf. ib., 172.z: “Truth ... lies in.the  coincidence (Uebereinstimmung) of the object with itself, that is with its notion’: SW 8,  p. 372; translation p. 305.  2) Religien L, SW. 15,. p. 223;  in der Gewissheit des geistigen reinen  Selbstbewusstseyns die Wahrheit selbst enthalten und untrennbar identisch mit ihr ist’;  translation I, p. 213.  ?9) Phänomenologie. SW 2, p. 138; translation p. 212.  >°) Religion I, SW 15, p.221: ‘denn jedes Bewusstseyn ist Selbstbewusstseyn’;  translation I, p. 211. cf. Phänomenologie, SW 2, p. 137: ‘dass nicht allein das Bewusstseyn  vom Dinge nur für ein Selbstbewusstseyn möglich ist, sondern dass diess allein die  Wahrheit jener Gestalten ist’; translation p. 211-2.  >') Phänomenologie. SW 2, p. 527: ‘sie durch sein Thun sich vollkommen angeeig-  net’; translation p. 697.  >?) ib. SW 2, p. 612: ‘sie aus sich erzeugt und damit für das Bewusstseyn zugleich  wieder hergestellt hat’; translation p. 800.lıes In the

coincıdence (Uebereinstimmung) of the object ıth ıtself, hat 1S ıth ıts notion): S,
S72 translatıon 305

28) Relıgion IS D 2236 In der Gewissheit des geistıgen reinen
Selbstbewusstseyns dıe Wahrheıt selbst enthalten und untrennbar iıdentisch mıt ıhr ISta:
Translatıon 3

29) Phänomenologıe. Z 138; translatıon DE
30) Relıgion DD ‘denn jedes Bewusstseyn ist Selbstbewusstseyn’:

translatıon I cf. Phanomenologıe, SA 137 "dass Nn1ıIC alleın das Bewusstseyn
VO Dınge L1UT für eın Selbstbewusstseyn moöglıch Ist, sondern ass diess alleın dıe
Wahrheıit jener (ijestalten ist'; translatıon E

31) hänomenologıe. 2 A SIE uUurc se1ın hun sıch vollkommen angee1g-
Net-: translatıon 697

32) iIh P 612 sıe AUS sıch erzeugt und amı für das Bewusstseyn zugleich
wıeder hergestellt hat’: translatıon 0101
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Because “°CONSCIOUSNESS dıstinguıshes ıtself from somethıng tO 16
al the Same time ıt relatese [WO thıngs aT®e involved in the
ınkıng PTOCCSS of 16 pre-Kantıan metaphysıcs dıd nOoTL CONcelVve.
Firstly, there 15 AaWaTeNCSsS that knowledge, AS ell AS makıng for
unıon between,. subject and object, a 1sSO esta  1shes d dıscontinulty
between them, that knowledge longer has about it the iInnocence of
immediacy. econdly, the mınd has deeper nto ıts ‘“iınner GCEHE229  Hegel’s Conception of Self-Knowledge  Because ‘“consciousness distinguishes itself from something to which  at the same time it relates itself””?%), two things are involved in the  thinking process of which pre-Kantian metaphysics did not conceive.  Firstly, there is an awareness that knowledge, as well as making for a  union between, subject and object, also establishes a discontinuity  between them, so that knowledge no longer has about it the innocence of  immediacy. Secondly, the mind has to go deeper into its ‘““inner core ...  (of) self-conscious consciousness” *+*) to discover that the real truth of the  object is the notion, which it has grasped at first obscurely, and at the  same time to realise that when the notion is grasped it is ‘‘a moment of a  connected whole’””?5°). And this connected whole is not an abstract  identity: opposition and contradiction as well as any kind of difference  can only exist because Geist, having created these differences, now holds  them together in order to resolve them. ‘“Mind endures contradiction  because it knows that it contains no determination that it has not posited  itself, and consequently that it cannot in turn get rid of””*?®. “It is the  essential nature of subjectivity to unite opposite principles within itself ...  that they are set free”?”), for it is in the nature of mind both to create  opposition and to reconcile it at depth*®). So there is a correspondence  between the degree of externalisation and degree of difference of the  objects united and the degree of interiorisation in which the unity comes  about2):  33) :1b: SW: 2 p.: 75 translation p 139-.  34) ib. SW 2, p..271; ‘deren Inneres und Wesen es selbst ist (Selbstbewusstseyn)”.  BAILLIE’s translation (p. 374) is probably justified.  35) Religion II. SW 16, p. 159; ‘als Moment eines Zusammenhanges fassen’;  translation II, p. 291.  36) System III, 382 z. SW 10, p. 32: ‘Der Widerspruch wird aber vom Geist ertragen,  weil dieser keine Bestimmung in sich hat, die er nicht als eine von ihm gesetzte und folglich  als eine solche wüsste, die er auch wieder aufheben kann’; translation p. 16.  37) Religion II. SW 15, p. 438-9: ‘... in sich zu vereinen ... diesen Widerspruch zu  ertragen und in sich aufzulösen ... dass sie losgelassen werden’; translation IT, pp. 86-7.  38) jb. III. SW 16, p. 280: ‘der Geist ist das sich Unterscheiden, das Setzen von  Unterschiedenen’ ; translation III, p. 70. ib., p. 212:‘Geist ist nur diess selbst, im Gegensatz  unendlich zu erfassen’; translation II, p. 352. (The development of a systematised  conception of knowing based on the Aristotelian analysis of the common sense will be  recognised behind the second quotation though not behind the first). For ‘depth’ (Tiefe) of‘  opposition v. ib., p. 270; (translation III, p. 59) and p. 277 (translation III, p. 66). Geist  also becomes mediation between the extremes in the triadic tradition (/b., p. 315;  translation III, p. 107).  39) Wissenschaft der Logik II. SW 5, p. 349: ‘Jede neue Stufe des Aussersich gehens  ist auch ein in-sich-gehen  .’; translation (JOHNSTON and STRUTHERS, London-New  York 1929, II, p. 483). cf. Phänomenologie. SW 2, p. 191; translation p. 282.(of) self-cConscCI10us CONSCIOUSNESS’’ 34) discover that the real truth of the
object 15 the notion, 1CcC ıt has grasped al fiırst obscurely, and at the
SaInle time realıse that when the notion 1S grasped ıt 15 .. mMmoOoment of
connected whole’””*>). And thıs connected ole 1S not abstract
identity: opposıtıon and contradıection AS ell 4S Aln y kınd of dıfference
Can only ex1ist because Geıist, havıng created these dıfferences, NO

them together In order resolve them ‘Mınd endures contradıction
because ıt knows that it contaıns determıinatıon that ıt has nOT posıted
tself; and consequently that ıt cannot In turn gel rıd OF’ S6 “It 1S the
essentı1al nature of subjectivity unıte opposıte princıples wıthın iıtself
hat they ATC seit free”?7); fOor it 1S In the nature of mınd both create

opposıtıon and LO reconcıle it al depth ): So there 1S correspondence
between the degree of externalısatıon and dESTEE of dıfference of the
objects unıted and the degree of interlior1ısatıon In 37& the unıty
about” ):

33) iın d I9 translatıon 139
34) ıh y S ‘deren nneres und Wesen selbst ist (Selbstbewusstseyn)'.

BAILLIE’S translatıon (p 3/4) 1S probably Justifıed.
35) Relıgion I1 16, 159:; als oment eines Zusammenhanges fassen’:

translatıon I1 291
36) 5System II TD 10. "Der Wiıderspruch wırd ber VO €e1s5

weıl dıeser keine Bestimmung In sıch hat, dıe nıcht qals eiıne VO ıhm un! folgliıch
als eıne solche wusste, dıe uch wıeder ufheben kann’: translatıon
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hıs interliorıisatıon 15 partıcular charaecterıistıic of the modeın
spirıt : ““the grandeur of the modern world230  E. Booth  This interiorisation is a particular characteristic of the modern  spirit: “the grandeur of the modern world ... (is) the going down of the  subject into itself whereby the finite (das Endliche) knows itself to be  infinite (unendliches)’”*°). But this process of subjectivisation also  creates its problems. The principal one is that it has to find a properly  subjective content for its objective data, and here the old epistemology  cannot help it. ‘“... (philosophy formerly) created an experience per-  meated through and through by universals. In modern times, however,  an individual finds the abstract form ready made ... the production of  the universal is abridged .... Nowadays the task before us (is) ... the very  opposite: it consists in actualising the universal and giving it spiritual  vitality by the power of breaking down and superseding fixed and  determinate thoughts’””*!). There is also the reverse problem of ‘“translat-  ing subjective purpose into objectivity””*?), for mere inwardness or mere  self-consciousness is insufficient and one-sided, as among other reflec-  tions, a number of figures of the Phenomenology shows. And “a  personality (which is) ..  inherently infinite and universal (in sich  unendlich und allgemein)” just cannot stand over against the world: it  must ‘““cClaim that external world as its own  ”43).  But the perfection of self-consciousness is not obtained just by the  fact of adjusting this one-sidedness and recognising itself in the external  world: self-consciousness has to take possession of itself. ‘““This taking  possession (Besitznehmen) of oneself ... is the translation into actuality  of what one is according to one’s concept .... In that translation one’s  self-consciousness for the first time becomes established as one’s own, as  one’s object also and distinct from self-consciousness pure and  simple  ”44).  +0) Religion III. SW 16, p. 212; translation II, p. 351.  *+1) Phänomenologie. SW 2, p. 35: ‘... durch das Aufheben der festen bestimmten  Gedanken das Allgemeine zu verwirklichen und zu begeisten’; translation p. 94.  *2) Grundlinien der Philosophie des Rechts o 8: SW 7, p. 61; translation (KNox,  Oxford 1952) p. 24.  +3) ib. @ 39: SW 7, p. 61; translation p. 38. (For an explanation of the self as  universal v. System I, 24 z., and as infinite (by virtue of being self-related) :b., 95 and 96 z.  +4) Recht o 57: SW 7, pp. 110-111; translation pp. 47-8. Some of the other  incomplete forms of self-consciousness may be mentioned. Empirical self-consciousness: ‘I  am thoroughly immersed in determinateness, and am in the strict sense of the word  subjective only, without objectivity and without universality’, Religion I. SW 15, p. 139;  translation I, p. 127. cf. Wiss. Log. II. SW 5, p. 266; translation II, p. 418. Also, Religion  II. SW 16, pp. 122-3; translation p. 253. Abstract self-consciousness which ‘isolates itself  from itself” ... ‘an inward trembling” (nur ein Zittern in sich ist), /. II. SW 16, p. 151;1S) the g0o1ng oWwn of the
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indıvıdual 1n the abstract form ready made230  E. Booth  This interiorisation is a particular characteristic of the modern  spirit: “the grandeur of the modern world ... (is) the going down of the  subject into itself whereby the finite (das Endliche) knows itself to be  infinite (unendliches)’”*°). But this process of subjectivisation also  creates its problems. The principal one is that it has to find a properly  subjective content for its objective data, and here the old epistemology  cannot help it. ‘“... (philosophy formerly) created an experience per-  meated through and through by universals. In modern times, however,  an individual finds the abstract form ready made ... the production of  the universal is abridged .... Nowadays the task before us (is) ... the very  opposite: it consists in actualising the universal and giving it spiritual  vitality by the power of breaking down and superseding fixed and  determinate thoughts’””*!). There is also the reverse problem of ‘“translat-  ing subjective purpose into objectivity””*?), for mere inwardness or mere  self-consciousness is insufficient and one-sided, as among other reflec-  tions, a number of figures of the Phenomenology shows. And “a  personality (which is) ..  inherently infinite and universal (in sich  unendlich und allgemein)” just cannot stand over against the world: it  must ‘““cClaim that external world as its own  ”43).  But the perfection of self-consciousness is not obtained just by the  fact of adjusting this one-sidedness and recognising itself in the external  world: self-consciousness has to take possession of itself. ‘““This taking  possession (Besitznehmen) of oneself ... is the translation into actuality  of what one is according to one’s concept .... In that translation one’s  self-consciousness for the first time becomes established as one’s own, as  one’s object also and distinct from self-consciousness pure and  simple  ”44).  +0) Religion III. SW 16, p. 212; translation II, p. 351.  *+1) Phänomenologie. SW 2, p. 35: ‘... durch das Aufheben der festen bestimmten  Gedanken das Allgemeine zu verwirklichen und zu begeisten’; translation p. 94.  *2) Grundlinien der Philosophie des Rechts o 8: SW 7, p. 61; translation (KNox,  Oxford 1952) p. 24.  +3) ib. @ 39: SW 7, p. 61; translation p. 38. (For an explanation of the self as  universal v. System I, 24 z., and as infinite (by virtue of being self-related) :b., 95 and 96 z.  +4) Recht o 57: SW 7, pp. 110-111; translation pp. 47-8. Some of the other  incomplete forms of self-consciousness may be mentioned. Empirical self-consciousness: ‘I  am thoroughly immersed in determinateness, and am in the strict sense of the word  subjective only, without objectivity and without universality’, Religion I. SW 15, p. 139;  translation I, p. 127. cf. Wiss. Log. II. SW 5, p. 266; translation II, p. 418. Also, Religion  II. SW 16, pp. 122-3; translation p. 253. Abstract self-consciousness which ‘isolates itself  from itself” ... ‘an inward trembling” (nur ein Zittern in sich ist), /. II. SW 16, p. 151;the production of
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of hat ONC 18 accordıng one’s concept230  E. Booth  This interiorisation is a particular characteristic of the modern  spirit: “the grandeur of the modern world ... (is) the going down of the  subject into itself whereby the finite (das Endliche) knows itself to be  infinite (unendliches)’”*°). But this process of subjectivisation also  creates its problems. The principal one is that it has to find a properly  subjective content for its objective data, and here the old epistemology  cannot help it. ‘“... (philosophy formerly) created an experience per-  meated through and through by universals. In modern times, however,  an individual finds the abstract form ready made ... the production of  the universal is abridged .... Nowadays the task before us (is) ... the very  opposite: it consists in actualising the universal and giving it spiritual  vitality by the power of breaking down and superseding fixed and  determinate thoughts’””*!). There is also the reverse problem of ‘“translat-  ing subjective purpose into objectivity””*?), for mere inwardness or mere  self-consciousness is insufficient and one-sided, as among other reflec-  tions, a number of figures of the Phenomenology shows. And “a  personality (which is) ..  inherently infinite and universal (in sich  unendlich und allgemein)” just cannot stand over against the world: it  must ‘““cClaim that external world as its own  ”43).  But the perfection of self-consciousness is not obtained just by the  fact of adjusting this one-sidedness and recognising itself in the external  world: self-consciousness has to take possession of itself. ‘““This taking  possession (Besitznehmen) of oneself ... is the translation into actuality  of what one is according to one’s concept .... In that translation one’s  self-consciousness for the first time becomes established as one’s own, as  one’s object also and distinct from self-consciousness pure and  simple  ”44).  +0) Religion III. SW 16, p. 212; translation II, p. 351.  *+1) Phänomenologie. SW 2, p. 35: ‘... durch das Aufheben der festen bestimmten  Gedanken das Allgemeine zu verwirklichen und zu begeisten’; translation p. 94.  *2) Grundlinien der Philosophie des Rechts o 8: SW 7, p. 61; translation (KNox,  Oxford 1952) p. 24.  +3) ib. @ 39: SW 7, p. 61; translation p. 38. (For an explanation of the self as  universal v. System I, 24 z., and as infinite (by virtue of being self-related) :b., 95 and 96 z.  +4) Recht o 57: SW 7, pp. 110-111; translation pp. 47-8. Some of the other  incomplete forms of self-consciousness may be mentioned. Empirical self-consciousness: ‘I  am thoroughly immersed in determinateness, and am in the strict sense of the word  subjective only, without objectivity and without universality’, Religion I. SW 15, p. 139;  translation I, p. 127. cf. Wiss. Log. II. SW 5, p. 266; translation II, p. 418. Also, Religion  II. SW 16, pp. 122-3; translation p. 253. Abstract self-consciousness which ‘isolates itself  from itself” ... ‘an inward trembling” (nur ein Zittern in sich ist), /. II. SW 16, p. 151;In that tranislatıon one’s
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231egel's Conception of Self-Knowledge

Self-conscıio0usness dıscovers ıts identity wıth LCASON (Vernunft)*>)
and that ‘“when conscı0usly certaın of tself, ıt 15 q ]] reality  . paralle
princıple 1s gıven In terms of ‘““dıe reine Personlichkeıit : hıghest and
acutest pomnt 15 sımple personalıty, 16 by vıirtue alone of the absolute
dıaleectic 1C 1S ıts nature, qualliy olds and comprehends everythıng
wıthın iıtself because ıt perfectly lıberates ıtself becomes sımplıcıty
1C 15 first immedıiacy and universalıty ’ * ').

1S then able exercıse ıts unıversalıty and fulfıl ıtself In
accordance ıth 1ts notion of makıng explıcıt the cognıtional unıon of
iıtself ıth everythıng else. “ Self-conscı1o0usness then purıfıes ıts object,
content and a1m and ralses them universalıty ” *®): ıt communıcates ıts
OW unıversalıty to ıts object*): hıs unıversalıty 18 INOTEC than the
Arıstotelıian conception of unıversalıty, rg1 qualıty created Dy the
understandıng (Verstand) somethıng that 1S merely held in COMMMON

abstract and contentless °*), COMMIMMON characteristic ?*), somethıng
merely deseriptive, of classıfication ?*). As the unıversal 15

translatıon 11, 283 Wıth hıs COMDAIC ID 111 16, 267, translatıon H. 56: Iso
“self-cOnsSCIOuUusSNeESS ın the of are nıt of the DECISON231  Hegel’s Conception of Self-Knowledge  Self-consciousness discovers its identity with reason (Vernunft)*°),  and that ‘‘when consciously certain of itself, it is all reality”’*°). A parallel  principle is given in terms of ‘‘die reine Personlichkeit””: ‘*“The highest and  acutest point is simple personality, which, by virtue alone of the absolute  dialectic which is its nature, equally holds and comprehends everything  within itself because it perfectly liberates itself — becomes simplicity  which is first immediacy and universality”’*”).  It is then able to exercise its universality and fulfil itself in  accordance with its notion of making explicit the cognitional union of  itself with everything else. ‘““Self-consciousness then purifies its object,  content and aim and raises them to universality””*®): it communicates its  own universality to its object*?). This universality is more than the  Aristotelian conception of universality, a rigid quality created by the  understanding (Verstand): something that is merely held in common>°),  abstract and contentless5!), a common characteristic°?), something  merely descriptive, a means of classification °*). As the universal is  translation II, p. 283. With this compare 7b., III. SW 16, p. 267, translation III, p. 56; also  “self-consciousness in the sense of a bare empty unit of the person ... empty universality”  (  als das reine leere Eins der Person  . leere Allgemeinheit’) Phänomenologie. SW 2,  p- 369; translation p. 503. Compare also the various more or less deliberate withdrawals  from the world: ‘it is ... the very nature of (Geist) to develop itself, to differentiate itself  until it reaches the worldly sphere’ (bis zur Weltlichkeit) (Religion III. SW 16, p. 342;  translation III, p. 137); ‘I can withdraw into myself ... in chains I can be free’ (Recht o 48  comment: SW 7, p. 102; translation pp. 43-44); Stoicism and scepticism as forms of self-  consciousness (Phänomenologie. SW 2, pp. 158 ff; translation pp. 242 ff); the unhappy  consciousness of unreconciled religious attitude (7/b., pp. 166 ff; translation pp. 251 ff); the  ‘beautiful soul’ which flees all contact with reality: ‘its light dims and dies within it, and it  vanishes as a shapeless vapour dissolving into thin air’ (£/b., p. 504; translation p. 667).  *45) Phänomenologie. SW 2, p. 183; translation p. 272.  46) jb., p. 301: ‘in der Gewissheit seiner selbst alle Realität zu seyn’; translation  p: 414.  +7) Wiss. Log. II: SW 5, p. 349; translation II, p. 483.  48) Recht o 21 comment: SW 7, p. 73; translation p. 30.  49) Religion I. SW 15, p. 31: ‘Den Gedanken, Vorstellungen, die ich mir zu eigen  mache, denen gebe ich die Bestimmung, die ich selber bin’ (that is, as universal: ‘Ich, als  einfach allgemein...’ (loc. cit.). The sequel is undoubtedly an allusion to the Aristotelian  subjectivity structure of De Anima III, 2, 427a 9-14: ‘Ich bin dieser einfache Punkt und das,  was für mich ist, will ich in dieser Einheit erkennen’. Translation p. 13.  50) System I, 163'z. 1: SW 8, p. 358; translation p. 292.  51) Religion I, p. 205; translation I, p. 195. The context is of God, but the principle  applies to any universal which is known.  52) Recht o 24 comment: SW 7, p. 75: ‘die Gemeinschaftlichkeit oder die Allheit’;  translation p. 31.  53) Phänomenologie. SW 2, p. 193; translation pp. 244-5.unıversalıty"
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known In the partıcular 54) complete knowledge of the unıversa]l MUuUst
rıng the indıvıdual and the unıversal together In the “concrete
unıyversal °>). For example, self-consclousness In both unıversal
(ın Hegel  S sense) and bartıcllar?®):

The end of the DTOCCSS of knowledge, the arrıvıng al the truth ıIn the
notıion, 1S the recreation of A ımmedıacy deeper than that IC the
DIOCCSS of self-conscilo0us cogniıtion T self-conscio0usness has
Incorporated all otherness nto ıtself and it Can NO CÄDTICSS thıs
unseparated Content In objective form SOlute knowledge 18 the
perfect unıon of subjectivıty and the objectiviıty 16 self-consciousness,
wıth delıberatıon, has created from ıtself. In the relıg10us sphere
SOlute relıgıon 1S descr1bed ASs “infinıtely substantıal subjectiviıty 1C
makes ıtself both object and content > %).

Augustine’s De Irinitate 1S, by Hegel  S Critera. metaphysıcal
tireatment of self-knowledge ıke hIs OW not empiırıcal treatment>):
And yvel,; fOr al the comparable interest 1ın self-knowledge In human
knowıng and ıIn the Godhead, Augustine’s analysıs WOU ave be
ocated In the inıtıal stages of Hegel  S dıalectica approach. For ın
Augustıine, the dıvine and the human remaın dıstinguishable, the human
NOT eing aDSOT DE nto unıty wıth the dıvıne, and the human mınd
remaınıng al the f INZeENUOUS immediacy: UuN4aWaTe that ıts object
1S ın fact hought, and therefore, fOor ql ıts self-knowing, really un-self-
CONSCIOUS. The dıalectica DTOCCSS IC COUuU produce absolute
knowledge has noTt made the first detachment of iıtself from 1ts object
attention Intent1i0 1S not much of makıng thıs Tenan AS

setting OC s1ıde al the ACLies MentLıs the clamourıng other demands
itself. Therefore., accordıng Hegel  S poıint of VIEW, self-conscliousness In
Augustine woul NOLT really ave egun POSSCSS iıtself. 5o, Augustıine,
the MOST inter10r and subjective of the athers of the Chrıstian Church:

54) Relıgion I1 S: 331 1m Endlıchen das Unendlıche, 1M Eınzelnen das
Allgemeıne wlissen’ : translatıon L, 374

55) ci. Phänomenologıe. Z 2729232  E. Booth  known in the particular°*), a complete knowledge of the universal must  bring the individual and the universal together — in the ‘““concrete  universal”” °°). For example, every self-consciousness in both universal  (in Hegel’s sense) and particular >°).  The end of the process of knowledge, the arriving at the truth in the  notion, is the recreation of an immediacy deeper than that which the  process of self-conscious cognition broke up; self-consciousness has  incorporated all’otherness into itself and it can now go on to express this  unseparated content in an objective form. Absolute knowledge is the  perfect union of subjectivity and the objectivity which self-consciousness,  with deliberation, has created from itself. In the religious sphere  Absolute religion is described as ‘“infinitely substantial subjectivity which  makes itself both object and content”’>”).  Augustine’s De Trinitate is, by Hegel’s criteria, a metaphysical  treatment of self-knowledge like his own: not an empirical treatment 58).  And yet, for all the comparable interest in self-knowledge in human  knowing and in the Godhead, Augustine’s analysis would have to be  located in the initial stages of Hegel’s dialectical approach. For in  Augustine, the divine and the human remain distinguishable, the human  not being absorbed into unity with the divine, and the human mind  remaining at the stage of ingenuous immediacy: unaware that its object  is in fact thought, and therefore, for all its self-knowing, really un-self-  conscious. The dialectical process which could go on to produce absolute  knowledge has not made the first detachment of itself from its object:  attention — intentio — is not so much aware of making this break as  setting on one side at the acies mentis the clamouring other demands on  itself. Therefore, according to Hegel’s point of view, self-consciousness in  Augustine would not really have begun to possess itself. So, Augustine,  the most interior and subjective of the fathers of the Christian Church,  5*4) Religion II. SW 15, p. 331: ‘im Endlichen das Unendliche, im Einzelnen das  Allgemeine zu wissen’; translation I, p. 324.  55) cf. Phänomenologie. SW 2, p. 229: *... jene wahre Allgemeinheit auf die Seite der  Einzelheit, die dadurch eine lebendige ist’; translation p. 324: “True universality (is) ...  organic concrete singleness’.  >°) Recht 7 comment: SW 7, p. 57; translation p. 23.  57) Religion III. SW 16, p. 197; translation II, p. 334.  58) System III, 377 and z.: SW 10, pp. 9ff; translation pp. 1-2: ‘the knowledge ... of  man’s genuine reality — of what is essentially and ultimately true and real — of mind as the  true and essential being ... (and not the knowledge of) the peculiarities, passions and foibles  of other men’.Jene wahre Allgemeinheıt auf dıe Seıite der
Eınzelheıt, dıe dadurch ıne lebendige ISf= translatıon 374 "ITrTue unıversalıty 18)232  E. Booth  known in the particular°*), a complete knowledge of the universal must  bring the individual and the universal together — in the ‘““concrete  universal”” °°). For example, every self-consciousness in both universal  (in Hegel’s sense) and particular >°).  The end of the process of knowledge, the arriving at the truth in the  notion, is the recreation of an immediacy deeper than that which the  process of self-conscious cognition broke up; self-consciousness has  incorporated all’otherness into itself and it can now go on to express this  unseparated content in an objective form. Absolute knowledge is the  perfect union of subjectivity and the objectivity which self-consciousness,  with deliberation, has created from itself. In the religious sphere  Absolute religion is described as ‘“infinitely substantial subjectivity which  makes itself both object and content”’>”).  Augustine’s De Trinitate is, by Hegel’s criteria, a metaphysical  treatment of self-knowledge like his own: not an empirical treatment 58).  And yet, for all the comparable interest in self-knowledge in human  knowing and in the Godhead, Augustine’s analysis would have to be  located in the initial stages of Hegel’s dialectical approach. For in  Augustine, the divine and the human remain distinguishable, the human  not being absorbed into unity with the divine, and the human mind  remaining at the stage of ingenuous immediacy: unaware that its object  is in fact thought, and therefore, for all its self-knowing, really un-self-  conscious. The dialectical process which could go on to produce absolute  knowledge has not made the first detachment of itself from its object:  attention — intentio — is not so much aware of making this break as  setting on one side at the acies mentis the clamouring other demands on  itself. Therefore, according to Hegel’s point of view, self-consciousness in  Augustine would not really have begun to possess itself. So, Augustine,  the most interior and subjective of the fathers of the Christian Church,  5*4) Religion II. SW 15, p. 331: ‘im Endlichen das Unendliche, im Einzelnen das  Allgemeine zu wissen’; translation I, p. 324.  55) cf. Phänomenologie. SW 2, p. 229: *... jene wahre Allgemeinheit auf die Seite der  Einzelheit, die dadurch eine lebendige ist’; translation p. 324: “True universality (is) ...  organic concrete singleness’.  >°) Recht 7 comment: SW 7, p. 57; translation p. 23.  57) Religion III. SW 16, p. 197; translation II, p. 334.  58) System III, 377 and z.: SW 10, pp. 9ff; translation pp. 1-2: ‘the knowledge ... of  man’s genuine reality — of what is essentially and ultimately true and real — of mind as the  true and essential being ... (and not the knowledge of) the peculiarities, passions and foibles  of other men’.Oorganıc CONCcrete sıngleness’.
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WOU noOoTt ave COMMNC Cal the end of the evolutiıon of self-consc10usness
16 ege hought poss1ıble and desirable!

ege himself Wds VEIY CONSCIOUS of the change of attention from
objectivity subjectivity and of ıts sıgnıfıcance fOr relıgıon and the-
0)(07°A%4 object of eology AS generally understood 15 gel LO know
the merely objective God. who 15 absolutely separated from the ubject-
1ve CONSCIOUSNESS, and 1s thus outward object Just AS the SUN, the Sky,
etC! ATIC objects of CONSCIOUSNESS, and GTE the object 1S perfectly
characterıised d other, 4S somethıng external. In {O thıs the
notion of the a DSOlute relıgzıon Can be presented ASs suggest that
what ave goL do 15 noTt anythıng of thıs external SOTT, but relıg10n
tself, ve the unıty of the dea 1C call God wıth the CONSCIOUS
subject (dıe Eıinheıt dieser Vorstellung, dıe WIT Gjott heıssen, mıt dem
ubjiect).... We cannot NOW God ASs object OT gel rea] knowledge of
hım, and the maın 1ng, what AL really concerned about, 1S merely
the subjective INAaNDNCcI of knowıng hım and OUT subjective relıg10us
condıtıon. We INAdYy recognıse hıs standpoınt A deser1ibed in what has
Just een sa1ıd. 1S the standpoınt of the aARC, but al the SdIllcC time ıt
represents MOST ımportant advance Dy 1C infınıte moment has
had ıts due value recognised, for it ınvolves the recogniıtion of the
CONSCIOUSNESS of the ubject ASs constituting absolute moOoment The
SaJmInle content 15 scCcCn tO ex1ist ın both sıdes, and it 1s thıs potentıal OTL Irue

eıng of the [WO sıdes which 1S relıgıon. The X advance 16 marks
OUT time consısts In the recognıtıon of subjectivıty A4AS absolute
moment, and thıs 1S therefore essentially determıinatıon OT charaecterI1s-
atıon (Bestimmung). The OieE quest1ion, however, how
subjectivıty 1S determıiıned OT characterised”’ >?).

By Hegel  S standards Augustine’s ookıng for ıimages of the Trinıty
ın the soul ıIn terms of ınkıng and wiıllıng WOU be subjective
investigatıon much ıke hıs OW But Dy the SAaINec standard Augustine
WOU. ack the subjective AaWAaTeNCSsSsS of what he Was O1Ng, and ıt would
therefore nOoL be surprisıng that he cshould be discontented wıth hıs
incomplete interrelationshıp between the mınd and God In COMMMMON

wıth pre-Kantıan thınkers Augustine dıd not notıice that the God whom
he descr1ibed AdSs eıng ‘*sıne indıgentlia creatorem  ”60). Was already In that
sStatement reconstructed In hıs mınd wıth relatıonshıp creatiıon 1C

59) elıgıon 111 16, 94-5; translatıon IT 330-1
60) De I riıniıtate Y L,
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Was not put Oout of S1g perhaps put Out of S12 The egelıan
crıt1que WOU. poımnt oOut that already God and creation, the {WO
opposıtes, had een noetically unıted ; and recognıition of the fact of thıs
already unıtıve ınkıng WOU ave provıde the of interrelation-
shıps between (j0d and INan rather, WOU ave een discovery of the
existence in mınd of hıs interrelationshıp. ven In the matter of worshıp,
IC both Augustine and egel SS A the practical WaY In 16 thıs
unıon 15 attaıned, whereas Augustine’s speculatıon before the
incomprehensıble, Hegel’s speculatıon SCCS unıon ın Geist ° *): TIThat thıs
facılıty WOU. ave een obtaıned al COST C Augustine WOU nOoTL
ave een wiılling to DayYy, and al place 1 happens tO be the
vulnerable point of egelıan dıalectic, SCI  €

Particular Questions
1) The Cogito and Mens el notitia Sl

The of the Cog1ıto In Augustine’s ınkıng WOU ou
ave put ege] In mınd of ıts AaPPCATANCEC in Descartes, from whom he
ate the beginnıng of the NEeEW per10d of philosophy®*). But tO IN it
merely provıde AdSSUTance agaınst the temptatıon complete
scepticısm and NOT AdSs princıple 1C establıshed the transcendent
certaınty of ınkıng WOU. ave een ave faıled DUTIrSUuC the
princıple ıts completeness®©*).

Augustine’s assertion of the identity iın equalıty of mınd, self-
knowledge and self-love WOU ave provıde the chance of regardıng
mınd and self-knowledge dS equıvalents. hıs should ave made possıble
the efinıng of INCMNS ıIn ıts self-conformity throug self-knowledge) 4S

unıversal and infınıte. Augustine’s lıne of argumen 1C ea| the

(>l) cf. ib AL 1, ‘cultus De!I sapıentla est hominıs). ege! Relıgion I,
'Der Cultus ist Iso überhaupt der ewıge Process des Subjects, sıch mıt selınen Wesen

ıdentisch setzen ; translatıon L, cf. ID., 771 “diese CONCcrete Eıinheit hervorzub-
ringen’; translatıon 1L, 210 Iso 126; translatıon IL, 250° and ID., 136
‘der ensch IN UuSss e1ım Empfang der Gabe dıe Negatıon des subjectiven
Selbstbewusstseyns leisten‘’; translatıon 267; Phänomenologıe. 2 411 uUurc das
Aufheben des sinnlıchen Wiıssens und uns das Bewusstseyn der Eıinheıit mıiıt dem an-und-
fürsıchseyenden Wesen hervor’;: translatıon 556

62) esCcC Phıl 111 1 E 334 mıt Descartes beginnt dıe Cu«c Epoche der
Philosophie); translatıon 1, Z

63) ID., 338 “Ich hat dıe Bedeutung als Denken, nıchts FEınzelheit des
Selbstbewusstseyns’; cf. translatıon (of another edıtıon) B By Con(irastl, Augustine’s
cCog1to oes certif y the self ın its singleness.
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statement that CONSCIOUSNESS T'  S self-conscı1o0usness m1g then
be regarded 4S nsıght nto the unıversal nafture of the Mens and the
relatiıonshıp of all knowledge to ıts infıinıte capacıty. But the reasonıng of
Augustine would ave seemed hesıtant : INOTE intuıtive than thoroughly
analysed.

So there would aDPCaT fOo be [WO princıples capable of provıdıng the
foundatıon of system of subjectivity, but 1C remaıned d dıscon-
nected ragments ıf thıs development Was not made both princıples
themselves could be SCCI1 4A5 pominting Out the path that Geinst Was takıng,
ully wıthın the central stream of ıts tradıtion.

11) The necessity of centre of CONSCIOUSNESS and the place of INCINOT Y

ven though Hegel’s commentar De Anıma IIL, In the
Geschichte der Philosophie about perceptions comıng together 4S al

point °*) o€es nOT extend the princıple intellectua knowledge
ave SCCI1 that he o€es elsewhere  65). The eed of centre of reference

relate dıfferent objects, CVEOMN opposıtes together, not absent from
Arıstotle, INOTE greatiy preoccupied ege who DBaVC thıs matter

thoroughly systematıc dialectical development. But ıle ege
spected the dıistiınctness of sensatıon from thought, hıs comprehensıve
treatment dıd NOL sShow hesıtatıon al theır dıvısıon: the unıon of
knowledge of sıngulars wıth knowledge of unıversals Was made be
INOTITC penetratıve Lype of intellectual knowledge Sense perception 15
raısed nto the hıgher degrees of cognition®°). But Geilst ıtself ..  18 NOT

abstractly sımple entity, but System of DTOCESSES  7 and In the ast
resort ıt 15 Geilst tself, embracıng al dıfferences and contradıctions and
all experience, yel processual and not unmoved, 1C 1 the place where
all knowiıng becomes interrelated untıl it 1S total In ep and extension.
Geist 1S the locus of meanıngful knowledge because it 1S the place of the

64)
65)
66) elıgıon I1 118 als aufgehobenes |JDer Gedanke soll für dıe

Anschauung SCYMN Was geoffenbar wırd, ist einerseıts dıe sinnlıche Weıse, und dasjenıge,
WdsSs wahrgenommen wiırd, ist zugleıch der Gedanke. das Allgemeıne’ ; translatıon I1, 248
cf. Phänomenologıe. Ya 337 bisherigen Gestalten des Bewusstseyns sınd
Abstrakıonen desselben Geıist)Hegel’s Conception of Self-Knowledge  235  statement that consciousness presupposes self-consciousness might then  be regarded as an insight into the universal nature of the mens and the  relationship of all knowledge to its infinite capacity. But the reasoning of  Augustine would have seemed hesitant: more intuitive than thoroughly  analysed.  So there would appear to be two principles capable of providing the  foundation of a system of subjectivity, but which remained as discon-  nected fragments. Still, if this development was not made both principles  themselves could be seen as pointing out the path that Geist was taking,  fully within the central stream of its tradition.  ii) The necessity of a centre of consciousness and the place of memory  Even though Hegel’s commentary on De Anima III, 2 in the  Geschichte der Philosophie about sense perceptions coming together as at  a point®*) does not extend the principle to intellectual knowledge we  have seen that he does so elsewhere®®). The need of a centre of reference  to relate different objects, even opposites together, not absent from  Aristotle, more greatly preoccupied Hegel who gave this matter a  thoroughly systematic dialectical development. But while Hegel re-  spected the distinctness of sensation from thought, his comprehensive  treatment did not show hesitation at their division; the union of  knowledge of singulars with knowledge of universals was made to be a  more penetrative type of intellectual knowledge. Sense perception is  raised into the higher degrees of cognition®°). But Geist itself ““is not an  abstractly simple entity, but a system of processes’’°”), and in the last  resort it is Geist itself, embracing all differences and contradictions and  all experience, yet processual and not unmoved, which is the place where  all knowing becomes interrelated until it is total in depth and extension.  Geist is the locus of meaningful knowledge because it is the place of the  S*) v.supra n 6.  65) v. supra n. 49.  °@) Religion 11 SW.16; p 118750  als aufgehobenes ... Der Gedanke soll für die  Anschauung seyn was geoffenbart wird, ist einerseits die sinnliche Weise, und dasjenige,  was wahrgenommen wird, ist zugleich der Gedanke, das Allgemeine’; translation II, p. 248.  cf. Phänomenologie. SW 2, p. 337: ‘Alle bisherigen Gestalten ‚ des Bewusstseyns sind  Abstrakionen desselben (Geist) ... Der Geist ist also Bewusstseyn überhaupt, was sinnliche  Gewissheit Wahrnehmen und den Verstand in sich begreift’; translation p. 459.  67) Phänomenologie. SW 2, p. 254: ‘der Geist selbst nicht ein Abstrakt-einfaches ist,  sondern ein System von Bewegungen’; translation p. 353. cf. Recht o 343: SW 7, p. 447:  ‘(Geist) ist nur, was er that’; translation p. 216.Der Geist ıst also Bewusstseyn überhaupt, W ds$s sinnlıche
Gewissheit ahrnehmen und den Verstand In sıch begreift ; translatıon 459

67) Phänomenologıe. Z 254 ‘der Geist selbst NnıC eın Abstrakt-einfaches ist,
sondern eın System VO Bewegungen) ; translatıon an cf. ecC %  % 343 7 44 7
‘(Geıist) ist NUr, WasSs at‘: translatıon 216



236 Booth

unıficatıon of all experlence. But, accordıng 28l total experlıence
nOt only unıty but negatıon and dıstıiıncection iın Geıist, I6 must

nOotLt be hought of A apar from Its OW PTOCCSSCS. System of
centralisation ö% knowledge d In the COININON OI the MCMOTY of
Augustine en INOTEC wıth how eXperience oug tO COMNC together, ın
hazıly conce1ved otherness: it dıd noTt ear the mark of the dıistinguıishıng
and contrastıng 1C characterised the rea]l DTOCCSSCS of hought, and ıt
WdsSs NECCSSaATY beyond it The WaY ın IC experiıence should be
iınterrelated Was nOT (ın the egelıan sense) °a bstract‘ and ın terms of
imagıned CGEeRWTE, but processual.

Yer. CVEn ıf it 1S processual the PTOCCSS needs {O be internalısed. And
ere Hegel’s remarks INCINOT y ‘"Erınnerung' de ave SOTIIIC

remarkable ıkeness tO Augustine’s mMmemor14a. Thıs 1S oun In the
secti1ons Erinnerung, Eınbildungskraft and Gedächtnıis In the AT
part of the Enzyclopädie®®): partıcularly In the former. In the treatment
of Gedächtnis he 1S LNOTC concerned LO consıder the relatıonshıp of
remem bbered words theır hought content;: and thıs 111 be consıdered
later

As ıth Augustine’s memor1d, the DTOCCSS of Eriınnerung 1$ noTlt Just
the PTOCCSS of recollection. 1S concerned ıth the incorporation of
external object wıthın the knower that ıt Can be consıdered ..  1ın
and time of the subject’s) 27  OWN 81011 In “the partıcularıty of and
time tO 16 In ıts immediıiacy it 18 t1ed and ıe L LOO,
dependent In feelıng and intuıition. * ). 50, AS In Augustıine, reception of

object nto the INCINOTI y 1S nOT dıstinguıished from the inıtıal cognıtıon,
and 1S made the begınnıng of knowledge Though INCIMNOTL Y 15 not the
overall cenftre of cognıtion wıth egel, ıt has be remem bered hat 1ts
functions continue In ıts sublatıon nto Geist And further. ıle
accepting the exıstence of external CASUG of tıme, ege has SOILNC

interesting remarks subjectıve time relatable Plotinus’s CONCEPUON,
A4AS also {O Augustine’s, of time ASs distensi0 AanımAaEe. Thus, “al that
happens DOSSCSSC duratıon for us only when it 1S taken Dy intellıgence
(vorstellende Intelligenz), whereas whatever happenıings AT deemed
unworthy of eing taken become thıngs wholly of the DASt.... In
intuıtion (Anschauung time becomes short fOor us when VE plenty

DEICEIVE: but long when the lack of g]ven content drıves us LO the

68) System 111, 452 f 10, 33() ff translatıon 203 1
69) ID., 457 translatıon 203
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contemplation of subjectivity237  Hegel’s Conception of Self-Knowledge  contemplation of empty subjectivity ... conversely, in mental represen-  tation (Vorstellung), those things, those times in which we were occupied  in various different ways appear long to us, whereas those times in which  we were not very busy seem to be short”” ’°). In much the same way as in  the thought of Plotinus and Augustine, lack of concentration and  dissipation of attention are linked with a wearisome passage of time.  Hegel expresses the same pattern in a more general way, and adds to it  the human observation that experience does not seem to be like this from  outside.  In his examination of the laws of association in the imagination ’!)  he gives more than the formal account in Aristotle and Augustine ’?): the  fundamental fact of the identity of self-consciousness with all reality  gives the possibility of making an explanation of why there should be any  association at all.  ii) Self-Knowing as a Basis of Consciousness  It will be recalled that in Augustine, self-knowledge was stated to be  the condition of any knowledge, and this was because of the identifi-  cation of mens and notitia sui ’*), Augustine’s humanistic location of self-  knowing voDc.  The interrelation of consciousness and self-consciousness is of  cardinal importance for Hegel, and is a constant theme. The essence of  the position in the Phänomenologie des Geistes ıs as follows. From the  infinitude of its capacity for knowing there comes about in mind a virtual  unification of itself with its object — of which the distinction which  consciousness makes between itself and its object is a contradiction in the  self-consciousness which knows itself to be all things’*). Yet in fact it  needs this otherness of being all things : ‘“When for self-consciousness the  distincetion (of itself from the world of sense and perception) does not  have the shape of being, it is not self-consciousness. For self-  consciousness, then, otherness is a fact, it does exist as a distinct  moment; but the unity of itself with this difference is also a fact for self-  79) ib. Translation pp. 203-4.  71) ib., o 455: p. 335 ff; translation p. 206 ff.  72) v. De Memoria et Reminiscentia 2; De Trinitate XIX, 4, 7 and XIl, 14;23:  73) De Trinitate IX, 4, 5: *... non amor et cognitio tamquam in subjecto insunt menti,  sed substantialiter etiam ista sunt sicut ipsa mens’.  74) Phänomenologie. SW 2, p. 136-7: ‘es ist Unterscheiden des Ununterschiedenen,  oder Selbstbewusstseyn’; translation p. 211.conversely, ın mental n-
tatıon (Vorstellung), those thıngs, those times ın 1C WEeEIC Ooccupıed
In Varlıous dıfferent WaYyS AaDDCAal long LO usS, whereas those times ın 1C

WeTC nOoTt VEIY bDusy SCCIN tO be Shört” *°). In much the SaJmne WaY 4S ın
the hought of Plotinus and Augustine, ack of concentratıon and
dissıpatıon of attention dIcC Iınked wıth wearısome PasSsagc of time.
ege CXDTESSCS the SaJIne pattern In d INOTEC general WAdY, and adds tO it
the human observatıon that experiıence oes not Sseeml be ıke thıs from
outsıde.

In hıs examınatıon of the aws of asSsOoc1latıon ın the imagination ’*)
he g1ves INOTEC than the ormal aCCOunNT In Arıstotle and Augustine ’*): the
fundamental fact of the entity of self-conscio0usness wıth all ealıty
g1ves the poss1ıbılıty of makıng A explanatıon of why there should be an Yy
assoclatıon at all

111) Self-Knowıing d Basıs of Consciousness

ıll be recalled that 1ın Augustine, self-Knowledge Was stated be
the condıtiıon of anı y knowledge, and thıs Was because of the iıdentifi-
catıon of Mens and notitia Sl 73)’ Augustine’s humanıstıc locatıon of self-
Knowıng VODC

The interrelatıon of CONSCIOUSNESS and self-consc10usness 15 of
cardınal ımportance for egel, and 1S CONstian theme The ESSCIICC of
the posıtıon In the Phänomenologte des Geistes 1S d ollows ToOom the
infinıtude of ıts capacıty for knowıng there about 1n mınd vırtual
unıficatıon of ıtself wıth ıts object of 1C the dıistıiınction 1C
CONSCIOUSNESS makes between ıtself and ıts object 1S contradıction In the
self-consc10usness 1C knows iıtself be all (hin2s ”), Yet ıIn fact ıt
needs thıs otherness of eıng all thıngs “When for self-consc1i0usness the
dıstinetion (of ıtself from the WOT of and perception o€es NOT
ave the shape of eing, it 1S nOt self-consc1o0usness. FOor self-
CONSCIOUSNESS, then, otherness 1S Tact. it oes ex1ist A dıstinct
oment; but the unıty of ıtself wıth thıs dıfference 15 also fact for sel{f-

70) ıb Translatıon 203-4
71) ID., 455 335 4S translatıon 206 F
72) De Memor1a el Reminıiscentia Z De I rinıtate AlL, 4, and AIl, Z
73) De Irinitate 1 4,237  Hegel’s Conception of Self-Knowledge  contemplation of empty subjectivity ... conversely, in mental represen-  tation (Vorstellung), those things, those times in which we were occupied  in various different ways appear long to us, whereas those times in which  we were not very busy seem to be short”” ’°). In much the same way as in  the thought of Plotinus and Augustine, lack of concentration and  dissipation of attention are linked with a wearisome passage of time.  Hegel expresses the same pattern in a more general way, and adds to it  the human observation that experience does not seem to be like this from  outside.  In his examination of the laws of association in the imagination ’!)  he gives more than the formal account in Aristotle and Augustine ’?): the  fundamental fact of the identity of self-consciousness with all reality  gives the possibility of making an explanation of why there should be any  association at all.  ii) Self-Knowing as a Basis of Consciousness  It will be recalled that in Augustine, self-knowledge was stated to be  the condition of any knowledge, and this was because of the identifi-  cation of mens and notitia sui ’*), Augustine’s humanistic location of self-  knowing voDc.  The interrelation of consciousness and self-consciousness is of  cardinal importance for Hegel, and is a constant theme. The essence of  the position in the Phänomenologie des Geistes ıs as follows. From the  infinitude of its capacity for knowing there comes about in mind a virtual  unification of itself with its object — of which the distinction which  consciousness makes between itself and its object is a contradiction in the  self-consciousness which knows itself to be all things’*). Yet in fact it  needs this otherness of being all things : ‘“When for self-consciousness the  distincetion (of itself from the world of sense and perception) does not  have the shape of being, it is not self-consciousness. For self-  consciousness, then, otherness is a fact, it does exist as a distinct  moment; but the unity of itself with this difference is also a fact for self-  79) ib. Translation pp. 203-4.  71) ib., o 455: p. 335 ff; translation p. 206 ff.  72) v. De Memoria et Reminiscentia 2; De Trinitate XIX, 4, 7 and XIl, 14;23:  73) De Trinitate IX, 4, 5: *... non amor et cognitio tamquam in subjecto insunt menti,  sed substantialiter etiam ista sunt sicut ipsa mens’.  74) Phänomenologie. SW 2, p. 136-7: ‘es ist Unterscheiden des Ununterschiedenen,  oder Selbstbewusstseyn’; translation p. 211.NO  —_ INOT Cognit10 (amquam ıIn subjecto insunt menti,

sed substantıalıter et1am ista sunt sicut 1psa mens’.
74) Phänomenologıe. A 2657 es ist Unterscheiden des Ununterschiedenen,

der Selbstbewusstseyn ; translatıon FE}
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CONSCIOUSNESS, and 1S second dıstinct moment Wıth the fırst momen(,
self-conscı10usness OCccupıles the posıtıon of CONSCIOUSNESS and the ole
CXPANSC of the world of 1S conserved A ıts object, but al the Samlle

time only as elated the second moment, the unıty of sel{f-
CONSCIOUSNESS ıth itself”” ’°). And he 15 able tO produce hıs OW

foundatıon, substantıally In aCCcord wıth that of Augustıine, and, ıke hıs,
derıving from the Arıstotelıan legacy of VONO1C VONCEOC.

. not merely 15 CONSCIOUSNESS of ıng only possıble for
self-consc10usness, butE. Booth  238  consciousness, and is a second distinct moment. With the first moment,  self-consciousness occupies the position of consciousness and the whole  expanse of the world of sense is conserved as its object, but at the same  time only as related to the second moment, the unity of self-  consciousness with itself””’°). And he is able to produce his own  foundation, substantially in accord with that of Augustine, and, like his,  deriving from the Aristotelian legacy of vönoıs voNcEOC.  “ .. not merely is consciousness of a thing only possible for a  self-consciousness, but ... this self-consciousness alone is the truth  of those attitudes. But it is only for us (who trace this process) that  this truth is actually present; it is not yet so far the consciousness  immersed in the experience”” 7®).  The process is described in greater clarity in the Enzyclopädie :  “I have in the one and same consciousness myself and the world  in the world I find myself again,  and conversely, in my  consciousness I have what is, what possesses objectivity””.  Upon this realisation, the first reaction is to suppose that self-  consciousness is something distinct from the outer world, and is  confined to self-knowing: ‘“abstract self-consciousness is the first  negation of consciousness’” ’®). From this realisation arise two  processes: the abstract self-consciousness which has detached itself  from the outer world must give itself content and objectivity, and it  must shed any sensuous aspects (Sinnlichkeit) from its knowing in  order to identify the object with itself. ‘“The two processes are one  and the same, the identification of consciousness and self-  consciousness’’7’?); and so “self-consciousness thus reaches the  stage where it does not have consciousness alongside it, is not  externally connected with it, but truly pervades it and contains it  disselved within it’’®°).  The Augustinian self-consciousness was never self-consciously  aware that its object as thought was always noetically related to and  75) Phänomenologie. SW 2, p. 141; translation pp. 219-220.  76) ib., p. 137. BAILLIE’s translation (pp. 211-2) which makes ‘“für uns”, a normal  expression in Hegel, stand for the philosophic investigator is unnecessarily restrictive. *...  nicht allein das Bewusstseyn vom Dinge nur für ein Selbstbewusstseyn möglich ist, sondern  dass diess allein die Wahrheit jener Gestalten ist. Aber für uns nur ist diesse Wahrheit  vorhanden, noch nicht für das Bewusstseyn’. cf. Religion I. SW 15, p.221: ‘jedes  Bewusstseyn ist Selbstbewusstseyn’; translation I, p. 211.  77) System III, 424 z: SW 10, p. 273; translation p. 165.  78) jb., 425: p. 273; translation ib:  79) ib., p. 274; translation p. 166.  © DEthıs self-consc10usness alone 1S the truth
of those attıtudes. But it 1S only for us who Ta! thıs process) that
thıs truth 15 actually present; it 15 not yel far the CONSCIOUSNESS
immersed iın the experience” ’°).

The PTOCCSS 1S descr1ibed in greater larıty 1n the Enzyclopädie :
“I ave In the ONC and Samnlec CONSCIOUSNESS myself and the world

iın the world fiınd myself agaın, and conversely, iın IN Y
CONSCIOUSNESS ave what 1S, hat POSSCSSCS objectivity””.

Upon thıs realısatıon, the first reaction 15 SUDDOSC that self-
CONSCIOUSNESS 1S somethıng dıstinct from the Ou wOor and 15
confined self-knowing: ‘“abstract self-conscı1o0usness 1s the first
negatıon of CONSCIOUSNESS  ’78). TOM hıs realısatıon arıse {WO
DTOCCSSC5 . the abstract self-conscı10usness which has etache‘ ıtself
from the OUuU world must give ıtself content and objectivity, and it
must shed Aalıy aspects (Sınnlıchkeıit) from ıts knowing ın
order entify the object wıth iıtself. {[WO PTOCCSSCS aAaTC ONC
and the Samıc, the iıdentificatıon of CONSCIOUSNESS and self-
consciousness’’ ’?); and ‘“self-consc10usness thus reaches the
sta where ıt O€es not ave CONSCIOUSNESS alongsıde 1t, 1S not
externally connected wıth f but ruly pervades it and contaıns it
disselved wıthın i °8).

The Augustinıan self-conscio0usness Was self-consc10usly
that ıts object ASs hought Was always noetically elated and

75) Phänomenologıe. Z 141 : translatıon 219-.)2720
’76) ID., ST BAILLIE S translatıon (pp 1 -2) which makes ‘“*für UnS: :  “a normal

expression ın egel, stand for the philosophic investigator 15 unnecessarıly restrictive.
nıcht alleın das Bewusstseyn VO: ınge NUTr fuür eın Selbstbewusstseyn möglıch ist, sondern
ass dıess alleın dıe Wahrheıt jener Gestalten ist ber für uns 1U ist dıiesse Wahrheıt
vorhanden, och nıcht für das Bewusstseyn . ci. Relıgion 13; F7E ;jedes
Bewusstseyn ist Selbstbewusstseyn ; translatıon I

77) System 1L, 4724 10, 279 translatıon 165
78) Ib., A 273 translatıon ıh
79) ID., 274: translatıon 166
80) ID.,
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AaDSOTDE! Dy ıtself. So ıt remaıned condition of the knowledge of other
thıngs, nNnOTL the substance of that knowledge. Certamly it dıd not find iıtself
in the materı1al WOTr The self-conscio0usness of the trıads of self-
KNowI1ng, both the deep, underlyıng ONC of self-remembering, self-
knowıng and self-lovıng, d ell as the knowıng of ıtself A object In actT,
reach further, ın egelıan erms, than abstract self-consciousness.
ven when self-consciousness realıses that f has NOT known ıtself”,
the other-than-self 15 not A factor in ıts discovery 1C 18 purely inward-
turnıng; and therefore thıs self-conscıiousness 1S steadfastly orıentated by
egelıan standards posıtıon of incompleteness.

The posıtıon of ege that self-consciousness knows ıtself implicıitly
iın the object of ıts CONSCIOUSNESS has [WO developments that ATIC of
interest In comparıson ıth Augustıine.

Fırstly, Hegel  S conception that self-consciousness 1N! ıtself ıIn ıts
object g1Vves place for function of the wiıll, wıth possıble extension to
nclude love**). Both ‘Begierde’ and TIrıeb) have the function of
correcting the “one-sıdedness’ of subjectivity when self-conscıiousness has
discovered ıts underlyıng unıty wıth 1ts object Ihus hrough ‘Begierde’
the seemımıng iındependence’ of the object 1S nullıfıed because ıt ..  1S, ıIn fact,

eing 1C neıther meriıts NOT 15 capable of existence of ıts OW: but
must succum h tO the real W! of the subject *X: And Irneb., assured
that the mınd’s “°cContents 216 al ONMNCC potentially exIistent and ATeC the
mınd  ’  N ;  OWN brings ıt about both that the cContent of knowledge 15
objective and in the knower, and what ıt CONCEIVeESs COINC about
objectively ®*). So ere AL number of subhtle varıants of triadıc
epıstemic pattern, somewhat INOTEC psychologically conce1ved than
Augustine’s. More 111 be saıd eIOW of Augustine’s triıads d OLO-
dıalectical structures ın Hegel’s But ıt 1S worth pausıng {O consıder
the implications of Hegel’s eachıing ‘Begıerde and Irıeb) If absolute

81) Hegel’s conceptions of desıre, ll and an Yy er conception 1C Can be elated
Augustine’s ıdea of love ATC distinguished by the degree of self-Consc10us CONSCIOUSNESS

involved. hus ‘Begıierde’ (appetitıve instinctıve desıre) 15 elated CONSCIOUSNESS
(System 11L, 426 10, 276 : translatıon 107 whıiılst “Trıeb) (impulse) 1S denıed

CONSCIOUSNESS, but 15 iın fact attrıbuted mınd both theoretical (ın ıts cravıng
KNOW) and practical lle ıt objectifies ıts subjective determinations (2b., 443
Br 302 f translatıon 185) Wıth love Hegel’s thought 18 primarıly unıon ıth another
(et. “‘selne sıch empfindende Eınheıt, dıe Liebe)’: Recht 158, 7} AT Al translatıon

110); ıth Augustine self-love 18 the condıtıon of love of another
82) System IL, 476 10, ZErG translatıon 168
83) ID., 443 and ID., 302-3; translatıon 84-5
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Geilst WeTITC become present 1ın the WOT. in the otalıty of ıts self-
CONSCIOUS CONSCIOUSNESS, there WOU be lımıts 1ts unıversal A
of knowıng and lovıng, and ıt would unıte iıtself whatever ıt wıshed
Unıiversalıty of knowıng and unıversalıty of satısfıed desıre In COIN-

would entaiıl complete unıficatıon In the SaJmInle absolute
thought-being, together wıth everythıng else. Augustine clearly rejeete:
sımılar unıficatıon In the thought-being of Plotinus, but, tO egel the
poıinters tO thıs development WOU lready exıst ıIn Augustine. The
entity of Mens wıth ıts notitia Sl establıshed ıts infinıtude, ıth 1C
ıts UuMOor Sl WOU be COMMEeENsSuUrate

econdly, it sShows interest In ATCa where phılosophically
Augustine reveals NONC, though he treats the Sa|ImIne ealıty In the setting of
charıty and the nature of the Church That 1S {O 5SdY, that the unıversalıty
of the iıdentificatıon of self-knowledge ıth other object has
nclude other self-consci10usness. Ihus ‘self-conscI10us recognıtion’ das
anerkennende Selbstbewusstseın) 1S taken ASs basıs for soc1al lıfe, such
hat the mutual recognıtıion of self-consci10usness SOCS, parı9 wıth
the development of indıvıdual self-consci1o0usness.

“III the of unıversal freedom, ıIn eing FETIBCIe into myself,
immediately reflected nto the other PETrSON, and conversely,

In relatıng myself nto the other PCIrSON immediately self-
related” 84)

1V) The knowledge trıads A proto-dıialectical
structures

On the grounds that ıt oes nOotL take nto AaCCOUNLT ““the actıvıty of the
Notion actıvıty which ıt 1S implıcıtly but not consciously” (nur
sıch ist. aber nıcht für SIC. ege] sets hımself agaılnst Arıstotelıan
princıple ..  nı est ıIn intellectu quod 1O  — fuerat ın sensu ” 16 he
resta ASs ..  nı ın quod NON fuerat ıIn intellectu’’ ®°). He explaıns

84) ID., 436 ID., 290; translatıon 76-7 cf. Phänomenologıe. B, 146:;
translatıon 226 ‘self-conscıo0usness only attaıns satısfactıon In another self-
CONSCIOUSNESS’ ; elıgıon 111 16, 239 and tranalatıon 1L, DE In frıendshıp
g1ve aDbstrac personalıty and recelve ıt back Concrete personalıty. FOr ege:
the love of the ‘Spirıtual Communlıity’, which transcends the partıcularıty of friendship,
ID.., and translatıon 105 .

85) System I. 226 Ö, 436; translatıon 364
86) ID., 5 translatıon
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In Geschichte der Philosophie hat the opposıte dıctum m1S-
represents Arıstotle’s true posıtıon, and 1S but ONEC xample how ell-
known examples and dıicta supposedly drawn from Arıstotle do not
contaın the ole truth

Hıs translatıon of De Anıma 1I1L, “Now ıt has Jlready een saı1d
that passıvıty 15 determıiıned that understandıng 18 ıIn potentialıty al
that hought 15 exercıised but Ar the SAadIinlec time ıt 15 In actualıty
nothıng before the exerc1ıse of hought”, allows hım LO make the
interpretation, ““thought 1S implıcıtly the content of the object of hat 1S
hought, and In comıng nto existence ıt only coincıdes ıth ıtself”’ 88) I
the ege translatıon coul be llowed, hıs dialectical interpretation of
knowıng would be lıttle INOTIC than the meanıng of Arıstotle: the
dıfference between ubject and object 15 sublımated iınto the pre-existing,
implıcıt unıty 1ın hought The basıs of the dialectica relatiıonshıp
between ubject and object “I relate myself object but
CONSCIOUSNESS 1S al the SAadIillc time the relatıon of these [WO independent
thıngs each other, relatıon ın which they apPCal A one  29 88„) 15 the
d1scovery Dy the subject that it 1S$ JIready ıIn the object °“ T here 1S
somethıng ıIn ıts object concealed from CONSCIOUSNESS ıf the object 1S fOor
CONSCIOUSNESS somethıng e  other  s OT somethıng alıen, and ıf CONSCIOUS-
Ccs$s oes nOoLt NOW the object A itself ” +2).

OUug. the PTOCCSS of cognition Cal be expressed ıIn 4C
do not ınvolve the will, it Can be INOTEC UlNLYy expressed 1n thıs Wdy ın

87) Second edıtıon of Hegel’s Werke (Berlın 840-44), Geschichte der Phılosophıe
IL, vol 14, 341-3:; translatıon (which ollows thıs edıti1on) O32

88) [D., 3472 "Nun en WIT das Leıden vorhın überhaupt estimmt, ass der
erstian der Möglıichkeıit ach es edachte ist ber zugleıich der Wırklıiıchkeit ach
nıchts. ehe gedacht worden)’: translatıon 196 KERN has tudıed Hegel’s translatıon of
De Anıma IIL, 4-5 and nclude: transcer1ption of handwrıtten ranslatıon found
Hegel’s DapcCrIs ın hıs doctorate dissertation: Hegels Arıstoteles- Vorlesungen (Pontificia
Uniiversıtas Gregorlana) Rome 955 The SadIne wrıter has drawn attention the s1gnıf1-
ant alteratıon which ege made Arıstotle  N thought Dy hıs Omı1ıssıon of NOC 1ın
SOINC WaYy OUS 18 all noeta , Sa yS Hegel in 819 But O€es nOT Arıstotle 5Sd Y the
SdadIine MX VTa MNOC EGTL NAVTOA? Just thıs NO whiıich Ca for modiıficatıon has
een omıtted Dy ege And Iso the VOÜUC NAONTLKOC 15 essentlally elated the
materı1al WOT. whıich condıtions 1fs receptivıty (a sıgn of which 15 ıts changeableness).
gaın 1t 1$ nOoL sa1d that the VOUC whiıich 1S unıversally able recelve all thıngs 1$
identical ıth the raisıng into unıversalıty of hat 1S potentıal into the actıvıty of Ge1lst’
(Die Arıstotelesdeutung241  Hegel’s Conception of Self-Knowledge  in Geschichte der Philosophie 11®’) that the opposite dictum mis-  represents Aristotle’s true position, and is but one example how well-  known examples and dicta supposedly drawn from Aristotle do not  contain the whole truth.  His translation of De Anima III, 5 — “Now it has already been said  that passivity is so determined that understanding is in potentiality all  that thought is exercised on: but at the same time it is in actuality  nothing before the exercise of thought”, — allows him to make the  interpretation, ‘“thought is implicitly the content of the object of what is  thought, and in coming into existence it only coincides with itself””®®). If  the Hegel translation could be allowed, his dialectical interpretation of  knowing would be little more than the meaning of Aristotle: the  difference between subject and object is sublimated into the pre-existing,  implicit unity in thought. The basis of the dialectical relationship  between subject and object — “I relate myself to an object  but  consciousness is at the same time the relation of these two independent  things to each other, a relation in which they appear as one”” ®%) — is the  discovery by the subject that it is already in the object: ““There is  something in its object concealed from consciousness if the object is for  consciousness something ‘other’, or something alien, and if conscious-  ness does not know the object as itself”” ®?).  Although the process of cognition can be expressed in terms which  do not involve the will, it can be more fully expressed in this way: in an  87) v. Second edition of Hegel’s Werke (Berlin 1840-44), Geschichte der Philosophie  IL, vol. 14, pp. 341-3; translation (which follows this edition) pp. 193-7.  88) jb., p. 342: ‘Nun haben wir das Leiden vorhin überhaupt so bestimmt, dass der  Verstand der Möglichkeit nach alles Gedachte ist: aber zugleich der Wirklichkeit nach  nichts, ehe gedacht worden’; translation p. 196. KERN has studied Hegel’s translation of  De Anima IL, 4-5 and included a transcription of a handwritten translation found among  Hegel’s papers in his doctorate dissertation: Hegels Aristoteles-Vorlesungen (Pontificia  Universitas Gregoriana) Rome 1955. The same writer has drawn attention to the signifi-  cant alteration which Hegel made to Aristotle’s thought by his omission of ‘ndc’ — ‘in  some way’. “The nous is all noeta””, says Hegel in 1819. But does not Aristotle say the  same : } QvXT Övta xg Eortı mavıta? Just this ‘ndc’ which calls for a modification has  been omitted by Hegel. And also the vobs rxanNtıKÖG is essentially related to the  material world, which conditions its receptivity (a sign of which is its changeableness).  Again it is not said that the vodc which is universally able to receive all things is  identical with the raising into universality of what is potential into the activity of Geist”  (Die Aristotelesdeutung ..., p. 254).  88%) Religion I. SW 15, p. 120; translation I, p. 107.  82) Phänomen9]ogie. SW 2, p. 577; translation p. 759.254)

88a) elıgıon K3 120; translatıon P 107
89) Phänomenologıe. Z SLE translatıon 759
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AGi of delıberate identificatıon of subject ıth object, IC mplıes d

ell recognıtıon of theır separatıon. . the separatıon of ubject and
object makes ıts first AaDPCATANCEC 4S wıll” (im Willen)?°). ege
partıcularly sensıtive description of the nature of attention
(‘Aufmerksamkeıt the equıvalent of Augustine’s Intent1i0 though the
comparable sıtuatıon Augustine’s (where there 1S eed tOo f1x the
attention somethıng else 4S ONe’s OW  ® wıth the implıcatıon that it 15
other) merıts the descrıption of attention ASs mental, 1.e€ abstract,
externalıty242  E. Booth  act of deliberate identification of subject with object, which implies as  well a recognition of their separation. ‘‘... the separation of subject and  object makes its first appearance as will”” (im Willen)?°). Hegel wrote a  particularly  sensitive  description of  the  nature  of attention  (‘Aufmerksamkeit”), the equivalent of Augustine’s infentio — though the  comparable situation to Augustine’s (where there is a need to fix the  attention on something else as one’s own, with the implication that it is  other) merits the description of attention as ‘“a mental, i.e. an abstract,  externality ... that is still quite formal, without content””?!). But having  broken up the immediacy of knowledge by its assertion of a separation  between subject and object, the will ‘““annuls the contradiction between  subjectivity and objectivity””??); and at a later stage, through its  collective realisation in society and the state, translates subjectivity into  objectivity?®).  The Augustinian cognitional triad depends on the distinct existence  ofthe will as well as the distinct existence of subject and object, in a unity  which, especially in external cognition, was admittedly imperfect, an  aggregation of factors. The interrelation of will and mind by Hegel was  more nuanced. According to him, they are separate from each other in  ordinary thinking?*). But, unlike ordinary consciousness, the higher  philosophical consciousness sees their identity in what is the reverse of  the sublation of will into mind by Plotinus: ‘“thought determines itself  into will and remains the substance of the latter”’*>). It does not matter  for the Hegelian process that will should be distinct from the mind at the  level of ordinary consciousness and united with it at a higher level, and  that the clearcutness of the distinction between object and subject should  be both posited and then sublated. But it is necessary for the Augustinian  process that subject, will and object should be distinct if they are to make  up an image of the divine Trinity. This pattern demands that they should  remain a paradoxical unity iın division; and its resemblance to a  dialectical unity, because it is also triadic, is only superficial: the basis of  the dialectical unity in the Hegelian sense is absent — the self-conscious  90) Religion I. SW 15, p. 220; translation I, p. 210.  91) System III, 448 z: SW 10, p. 322; translation p. 198.  92) Recht 6/28:'SW' 7, p: 78: translation‘p. . 32.(cf. /Wiss: Log+ 11 SW/S; p 2755  translation II, p. 425.  93) Recht o 109: SW 7, p. 168; translation p. 77. cf. @ 110-113.  94) System III, 468 z: SW 10, p. 364; translation p. 228.  9%). &b., of. Recht @5:that 1S s{l quıte ormal, wıthout content J. But havıng
broken the iımmediacy of knowledge Dy ıts assertion of separatıon
between subject and object, the ıll “annuls the contradıction between
subjectiviıty and objectivity 7*): and al later hrough ıts
collective realısatıon In socıety and the state, translates subjectivity into
objectivity 93)

The Augustinıan cognıtional trıad depends the dıstınct existence
of the ıll ASs ell d the dıstiınct existence of ubject and object, in unıty
1C especılally In external cognıtıion, Was admıttedly imperfect,
aggregatıon of factors. The interrelatıon of 111 and mınd Dy egel] Was

INOTE nuanced. Accordıiıng fO hım, they dIC para Irom each other 1ın
ordınary thinking?*). But, unlıke ordınary CONSCIOUSNESS, the hıgher
phılosophiıcal CONSCIOUSNESS SCCS theır entity in hat 1S the CVEOETISC of
the sublatıon of ll into mınd by Plotinus: “thought determiınes iıtself
into 11] and remaıns the substance of the jJätter : ?): O€s not matter
for the egelıan DIOCCSS that 111 should be dıstinct from the mınd AA the
eve of ordınary CONSCIOUSNESS and unıted ıth it al hıgher evel, and
that the clearcutness of the dıstiınction between object and subject should
be both posıted and then SuDblate: But ıt 1S NCCCSSaAT y for the Augustinıan
PTOCCSS that subject, 111 and object should be dıstinct ıf they dIc make

image of the dıvıne Irınıty hıs pattern demands that they should
remaın paradoxıca unıty ıIn dıvısıon; and ıts resemblance
dıalectica unıty, because it 1S aIsSO triadıc, 1S only superficıal : the basıs of
the dıalectical unıty In the egelıan 15 absent the self-consc10us

90) Relıgion 1 E} 220; translatıon E 210
91) System 111, 44 10, Al translatıon 198
92) Recht IR I 78; translatıon cf. Wıss. LOg I1 9i 279

translatıon IL, 425
93) ec %  \}  © 109 A 168 translatıon cf. 1102113
94) System 11L, 468 10, 3 translatıon 228
95) ID., cf. ec
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CONSCIOUSNESS of mınd nto IC pre-existing unıty, ubject and object
resolve.

The turnıng pomt ıIn Augustine’s De TIrinitate from trıads of
outward cogniıtion (wıth internal trıad of memory) {O inner cogniıtion 15
the of triads ofal 15 only after them hat Augustine
triads of purely speculatıve ınkıng, and ultımately (stıill ıIn speculatıve
and not fideistic WAaYy) fOo cogniıtional trıads which ave God AS object
ven the speculatıve triads ATIC nOotTt divorced from the phenomena of
al Ihe cognitional triads, 1C- become INOTEC unıtary relatıve theır
degree of interlor1satıon, ave the relıg10us aspect of ringıng Out

increasıngly ın the knower the image of God The of the De
Iriniıtate 1S the Samne d Hegel’s: speculatıve reflection nto the dıvıne
object of Christian al and the dıvıne elements ‚{ arıse ın human
nature Though they SCCI1I arranged accordıng tO sımple schema of
increasıng unıfiıcatıon, and interlorisatiıon, there 1S evidence ın the text

warrant interpretation of the trıads of the De Iriınıtate Dy IC
they woul be connected dıialectically wıth each other: there 15 nothıng
INOTC interrelate them than the COUISC of typıcal Augustinıan
‘“elevatıon)'. hat the al trıads ave the place they do, and hat they ATC

ollowe Dy the trıad of self-knowledge, oe€es not INCAall that subjectivıty
arıses 1n dialectica WaYy out of abstractly objective conception of
God Rather they 1Irm, al the appropriate place ın thıs elevatıon, that
q]] that ollows about the inner INan should be SCCI ın the context of
belıef, and hat interlorıty wıthout rea] belıef 1S incomplete
interlorı1ty.

hat the first [WO trı1ads ofal distinguısh between °the INCHMOT Y of
the sound of words’ ın 1760 ıt 1S embodied and ‘the understandıng of
the meanıng of those words’ constıtutes paralle ege 15
sometıimes assumed Dy wriıters both Augustine and ege alı that
the word 1S sufficıent ın ıtself, 4S vehiıcle of meanıng and hought Yet In

Augustine’s ınkıng the nature of the verbum Cordis, PTECUTFSOT of the
verbum OFIS, 15 such that ıt eed not be complex of words. 15 often saıd
of ege that for hım there 1S$ thinkıng outsıde of the mediıum of
wrıtten, spoken 0)4 hought words. 1$ 4S ell know that ege
explıcıtly consıders the Case when words ATIC used but thought-content
o€es not automatıcally become present:

“Just d the tirue thought 1S the VEr Y ıng tself, LOO 1S the ord
when it 1S employe Dy genulne hıinkıng Intellıgence, therefore, In
fıllıng iıtself wıth the word reCcelves nto iıtself the nature of the
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ng But thıs reception has, al the Samne tıme, the meanıng that
intellıgence hereby takes the nature of ıng and such
degree that subjectiviıty, In ıts dıstiınctness from the 1ng, becomes
quıte mpLY, mındless confusıon of words, that 1S, mechanıcal
MemOrYy. ©).

So ıIn the DaASSagc nto inwardness ıt 1$ Irue that Augustine o€es cshow
passıng interest In what 1S ıIn fact problem of subjectivıty. But the
Contiras between the inner triads that follow and the subjectivity
Siruüueture of egel]l COU nNOL be grealer. For egel, subjectivıty 1S ONC-

S1' untiıl ıt has re-created objective content for ıtself : In Augustıine
subjectivıty ıts back O the WOT objectivity. However
Augustine’s inner trıads do {iınd dıfferent kınd of objectivity: the INOTEC

developed of the aı trıads find theır object of knowledge and ove in
the God, whose eing ‘beyond’ knowledge ege rejects; but the purely
speculatıve approac falters, and Augustine confesses h1s of aılure

al hıs inabılıty, speculatıvely, the dıvıde 1 al has
already crossed.

Augustine’s trıad of self-knowledge In De Iriınıtate AIV, NL oe€es
ave SOINC approximatıon dıalectica form In far AS exıisting
self-knowledge 15 presupposed”? ’); ıt 1S the nearest he In hıs trıads

the of separated thıngs eing unıted ogether DYy the W! of
mınd, explanatıon offered In order 18 x hıbıt the essentıal sımplıcıty of
the self, CVCMN In the Act of self-knowledge, agaınst the neo-Platonist
dualıty But ıts signıfıcance In the egelıan scale 1S imıted ıts product 1S
only abstract self-conscıio0usness. By delıberate intention ıt has d ıts
Content ıtself d S separ. from the external WOT But accordıng egel
thıs delıberate self-restriction WOU prevent it from experlencing ıts OW

unıversalıty the full Thıs kınd of self-knowledge 1S NnOTL mınd takıng
possession of ıtself In self-consci1o0usness. 1S merely ““self-certainty

“Il'l it self-consc10usness has arrıved al CONSCIOUSNESS of 1ts
OW substance. At the SaJIne tıme, A fiınd self-consc10usness
here, ıt 15 CONSCIOUSNESS of Its substance 1C has arısen, and
hence 18 immediate: and thıs 1S the specıfic WdYy ıIn 1 fiınd

96) System I9 462 10, 355-6; translatıon FE
97) "Nec ıta Sydalıc gigniıt istam notıt1am sUuamll INECNS, quando cogıtando intellecCctus

conspicıt, (amquam s1ıbı nte Incognıta fuerıit
98) Phänomenologıe. Z 310 Nnur dıe Gewiissheıt seıner selbst In ihrer

Wahrheıt’: ranslatıon 478
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spırıt al the present S ıt has nOot reached ıts ruly rea]
substance” 99)

That 1S, it has not realısed ıts ın everythıng; In partıcular, it has
nOotL realısed the nature of ıts LO other self-consc1o0usnesses ıIn the
g1ving and rece1ving of recognıtion. hat Augustine CeXPECIS the 1N-
dıvıidual SUDDOSC that others ATC ıke hımself rather han OW theır
recognıtion of hım ıIn socılety tO contrıbute hıs OW development
would be taken Dy ege AdS indıcatıon of faulty orl]ıentatıon 100)_

In the hıghest and mMOST god-lıke trıad In 16 Ial 00 not al

hımself but al God Augustine’s analysıs everts LO the trıad of AaCTS of
MCIMMOTY, intellıgence and wiıllıng IC he OUN! first ın the trıad of inner
self-knowledge ***). Augustine seemed be developıng hıs hought
under the ıimpetus of desıire establısh the continulty DIE human
actıvıty wıth the dıvıne cCounterparts wıth 1C ıt corresponded, untıl he
realısed that thıs would ead hım nto heretical]l posıtıon, approprlatiıng
the three actıvıties LO separate Persons and thus makıng theır Personalıty
incomplete  102)_ ese. reilecte precısely thıs problem, and it Was

integral part of hıs SysStem that Geilst Was In fact relatıng and thus unıtıng
the human and dıvıne In continulty 16 woul be quıte clear LO

ruly self-conscCI10us CONSCIOUSNESS ; he rejecte the ex1istence of Far
sensı1ıble DE  nd’ ASs °the of one-sıded, ratiocinatıiıon’ 103)
characteristically imıted and abstract creation of the understandıng 104).

FOor hım, it WAas NECCECSSATY understand hat God and I1Nan ATC

opposıtes who ATC be elated each other hrough Ge1ist For : (GEISE)
1S nOoTt somethiıng havıng siıngle exıistence. but 1S Geıist) only In eing
objective ıtself and beholdıng iıtself In its Other‘ ds itself” *22). “It
relates ıtself A wıthın iıtself ıtself, and it relates ıtself thıngs, 16
thıngs An fOor ıt unıversal independence  ’106). But Gelst and 1ts other
have be brought together.

“In far ASs NOW certamly that God 1S, knowledge 1S
connection between myself and thıs CONTtENT:;; ASs certaıly ASs ex1ist

99) ID., 315 translatıon 431
100) Unde nım INeNs alıquam mentem nOovıt S1 910)8! novıt) (De I rinıtate 1 X
101) Ihe trıad 1$ found In De Iriniıtate AIV, Z | 5 an X 20,
102) Ih 26 45
103) ec (Vorrede): %e 324337 translatıon
104) Phänomenologıe. Z 186 translatıon 686
105) elıg10n, Einleitung: IS translatıon
106) Ih I1 359; translatıon I Thıngs attaın independence DYy existing

INn self-consc1i0usness In unıversal WdYy and therefore freely.
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certaminly o€es God ex1ıst. My eing and the eing of God AT
hus connected together 1ın ONC, and the relatıon 15 eing; thıs
eıng 15 sımple, and al the Samne time double ÖT wo-fold’”’ 107)‚

1S irue that there AT Man y eX: In egel In 1U} thıs eing 1s
descr1bed A sımple, wıthout ıts simultaneous dualıty, thus ‘“(Geıst) 1S
accordıingly the lıvıng DTOCCSS by IC the implıicıt unıty of dıvıne and
human natures becomes actual and ave definıte eX1S-
tence’’ 108)_ But the edge of pantheıstıc accusatıon 1S blunted when it 1S
SsSCCNH that the dialectical relatıonshıp ınvolves dıfference as ell AS

identity: 1S self-conscıo0usness, He knows hımself In CONSCIOUS-
( 16 1S distinct from hım246  E. Booth  so certainly does God exist. My being and the being of God are  thus connected together in one, and the relation is Being; this  Being is simple, and ät the same time double or two-fold””1°”7).  It is true that there are many texts in Hegel in which this being is  described as simple, without its simultaneous duality, thus ‘“(Geist) is  accordingly the living process by which the implicit unity of divine and  human natures becomes actual and comes to have definite exis-  tence”’198), But the edge of pantheistic accusation is blunted when it is  seen that the dialectical relationship involves a difference as well as an  identity: ‘“God is self-consciousness, He knows himself in a conscious-  ness which is distinct from him ... Finite consciousness knows God only  to the extent to which God knows himself in it’”!°?). The dialectical unity  in duality is ambiguous by the standards of older metaphysics, but yet it  is an insistence on the necessary diversity of objects within subjectivity,  correlative to their unity at a point in consciousness which is the  structure we have followed from Aristotle through neo-Platonism: for  Hegel the opposition between objects in knowledge is as essential as the  point which unites them. Refusing to accept ‘abstract’ entities outside the  processes of mind, ıt follows that infinite Geist ‘needs’ its opposite,  finitude, in order to be what it is, and must have this opposite within  itself!!°). Quite aware of the paradox, Hegel’s intention was in itself  unambiguous: it was to propose a way in which mind binds differences  together, and therefore to make possible an understanding of what  would otherwise be independent and therefore meaningless and  unintelligible.  107) ib. I, pp. 172-3; translation p. 161: *... diess Seyn ist ein einfaches und zugleich  ein zweifaches’. The whole of the Hegelian ambiguity rests in this sentence: not some  recondite thought, but an expression of the dialectical principle of his system. From texts  like those quoted below the charge of ‘pantheism’ has arisen, which, in an oriental sense,  would be wide of the mark, and also the charge of ‘panpsychism’”, which is nearer. But to  give Hegel the justice of a complete presentation it is necessary to point out that unity of  and division between God and man exist together. A. CHAPELLE, has collected the texts in  which Hegel makes a distinction between God and man — reassuring for orthodox  believers, but not giving Hegel the justice of a complete account (v. Hegel et la Religion III.  Paris 1971, pp. 131-135 and Notes, especially Note 74).  108) zb. IL, p. 210; tränslation p. 349.  109) jb. III. SW 16, p. 192: ‘Gott ist selbstbewusstseyn, er weiss sich in einem von  ihm verschiedenen Bewusstseyn’; translation II, p. 327.  110) Phänomenologie. SW 2, p. 53; translation p. 115.Finıte CONSCIOUSNESS knows God only

the extent IC (GJ0d knows hımself In lt77 109)_ The dialectica unıty
iın dualıty 15 ambıguous Dy the standards ofer metaphysıcs, but yel it
1S insıstence the NCCCSSaT y dıversıty of objects wıthın subjectiviıty,
correlatıve theır unıty al point In CONSCIOUSNESS 1 15 the
StructiLure ave followed from Arıstotle hrough neo-Platonism: for
ege the opposıtıon between objects In knowledge 1S as essentıal ASs the
poınt 1C unıtes hem efusıng accept “a bstract‘’ entıities outsıde the
DTOCCSSCS of mınd, it ollows that infinıte Geilst “needs’ ıts opposıte,
finıtude, In order be what it 1S, and must ave thıs opposıte wıthın
ıtself**9). Quite of the paradox, Hegel intention Was ın iıtself
unambıguous: ıt Wds PTODOSC WdYy ıIn 1c mınd INn dıfferences
together, and therefore make possıble understandıng of what
WOU otherwiıse be independent and therefore meanıngless and
unıntellıgıble.

107) Ib E 72-3; translatıon 161246  E. Booth  so certainly does God exist. My being and the being of God are  thus connected together in one, and the relation is Being; this  Being is simple, and ät the same time double or two-fold””1°”7).  It is true that there are many texts in Hegel in which this being is  described as simple, without its simultaneous duality, thus ‘“(Geist) is  accordingly the living process by which the implicit unity of divine and  human natures becomes actual and comes to have definite exis-  tence”’198), But the edge of pantheistic accusation is blunted when it is  seen that the dialectical relationship involves a difference as well as an  identity: ‘“God is self-consciousness, He knows himself in a conscious-  ness which is distinct from him ... Finite consciousness knows God only  to the extent to which God knows himself in it’”!°?). The dialectical unity  in duality is ambiguous by the standards of older metaphysics, but yet it  is an insistence on the necessary diversity of objects within subjectivity,  correlative to their unity at a point in consciousness which is the  structure we have followed from Aristotle through neo-Platonism: for  Hegel the opposition between objects in knowledge is as essential as the  point which unites them. Refusing to accept ‘abstract’ entities outside the  processes of mind, ıt follows that infinite Geist ‘needs’ its opposite,  finitude, in order to be what it is, and must have this opposite within  itself!!°). Quite aware of the paradox, Hegel’s intention was in itself  unambiguous: it was to propose a way in which mind binds differences  together, and therefore to make possible an understanding of what  would otherwise be independent and therefore meaningless and  unintelligible.  107) ib. I, pp. 172-3; translation p. 161: *... diess Seyn ist ein einfaches und zugleich  ein zweifaches’. The whole of the Hegelian ambiguity rests in this sentence: not some  recondite thought, but an expression of the dialectical principle of his system. From texts  like those quoted below the charge of ‘pantheism’ has arisen, which, in an oriental sense,  would be wide of the mark, and also the charge of ‘panpsychism’”, which is nearer. But to  give Hegel the justice of a complete presentation it is necessary to point out that unity of  and division between God and man exist together. A. CHAPELLE, has collected the texts in  which Hegel makes a distinction between God and man — reassuring for orthodox  believers, but not giving Hegel the justice of a complete account (v. Hegel et la Religion III.  Paris 1971, pp. 131-135 and Notes, especially Note 74).  108) zb. IL, p. 210; tränslation p. 349.  109) jb. III. SW 16, p. 192: ‘Gott ist selbstbewusstseyn, er weiss sich in einem von  ihm verschiedenen Bewusstseyn’; translation II, p. 327.  110) Phänomenologie. SW 2, p. 53; translation p. 115.diess Seyn ıst eın einfaches und zugleich
eın zweıfaches)’. TIhe ole of the egelıan ambıguilty rests In hıs entence nOtL SOINC
recondıte hought, but eXpression of the dialectical principle of hıs Ssystem. From
ıke ose quoted eliO0OwW the charge of ‘pantheısm' has arısen, 1C. In orjıental 'g
would be wıde of the mark, and Iso the charge of 'panpsychısm), whıich 18 NeAaTET But
g1ve egel the Justice of complete presentatıon it 1$ NCCECSSaATY poımınt Out that unıty of
and dıvisıon between (J0d and INan exıist together. CHAPELLE, has collected the In
1C egel makes dıstıncetion between G0d and INa  — reassurıng for orthodox
belıevers, but nOoTt 21Vving ege the jJustice ofa complete aACCOunt (v ege! la Relıgion I11
Parıs 1971, 1315135 and otes, especıally ote /4)

108) ıh IL, 210 translatıon 349
109) ib I1T 16, 192 Gott ıst selbstbewusstseyn, WEISS sıch In eınem VO  —_

ıhm verschiedenen Bewusstseyn’; translatıon IL, AA E
110) Phänomenologıe. Ü 53r translatıon 115
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V) Speculatıve theorıes about the Trinıty
In hıs speculatıve acCcount of the Irıinity, Augustine sed famılıar

conceptions tırstly, fOr Cadsons of instruction, 18 TawWw analogıes wıth
quıte basıc and ell known aspects of the human mınd, and secondly, for
Ca4sons of orthodoxy, because the fiXIty of these conceptions INCINOTY,
understandıng, ıll WeTITC approprılate for expressing In image the
dıstınctness of the Persons. ven 5 the paradoxıcal quasıi-dıialectical
unıty In dıversıity achıeved Was greater than ın the neo-Platonist sub-
ordınationısm. Hegel’s princıple AaCCOuntT of the Trinity begıns wıth
sStatement the lIımıtations of the understandıng (Verstand) and ıts rıg1d
categorIies: “the absolute iındependence of the nıt OT hıs dea of
absolute separatıon and Füblure . ). The hermeneutic dıvıde between
Augustine and ege anYy certaın parallels eing drawn between
the [WO TIrıiınıtarıan SysStems. The dıstıiıncetion between the dead, classıfyıng
actıvıty of the Verstand and the creatıvıty of the Vernunft Was quıte
unknown Augustine, and In place of dıalectica unıtyjWas the
product of Geist revealıng the unıty In dıvısıon IC 1t already
contaıined, actıvıty perfectly In conformity wıth ıts nalture, Augustine’s
trıads WEeTC, from the poımint of VIEW of theır unıty, INeETEC paradoxes. If
anythıng, Augustine’s terminology woul tend tO the rıgidity which
ege hought that Geilst al ıts hıghest woul transcend; and thıs rıgıdıty
matched the eed of hıs SYstem 18 regard the divıne PCTSONS AS really
dıstinect. For example, when Augustine spoke of DCISON he
dıstıinct ınkıng eiIng; but when ege spoke of DECTSON he emphasısed
the qualities 1C WeIC the opposıte of thıs f 18 the nature (3 character
of what INCan Dy DCISON 0)8 subject {O bolısh ıts isolatıon, 1fs
separateness

Thıs 1S understandable only In SYStem of ınkıng, ıIn 1C the
indıvıdual 1S conce1ved ofas unıversal self-conscı10usness, communiıcatıng
hıs OW unıversalıty tO everythıng he knows. Partıicularly it DT'  [
what Augustine fOor moment entertained, that there 1S absolute
Geist 1C 11] ultımately contaın a]] determinations wıthın ıtself

11 elıgıon 111 especılally 236 9 translatıon u cf. ıIn I1 Ba
44% (translatıon AB 97); iIh 468 (translatıon p. 118); ıh (translatıon I1
176); iIb 111 16, 308 (translatıon IL, 99-100); Y 1A5 (translatıon
107):; Phänomenologıe. 2 410 (translatıon 554); ID., 583 (translatıon
767):; 5System 1L, 383 Au (translatıon 1 /)

112) elıgıon 111 16, 238; translatıon 111, 23
113) ID., 239; translatıon
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IC all dıvisıons, but al the SaJmIne time has the W of reunıtiıng
them wıthın iıtself. For Augustine the presupposıtion 1S that there AT

INanYy sens1ıble and supra-sens1ıble objects 1C happen LO be known ın
thought. They AdIc all created, but they ave existence In themselves,
and though they INAaY g1ve rıse ınkıng Dy partıcular indıvıdual, they
remaın etiacne from ıt Thus, the trınıtarıan theory of eoel
realıties and categorıes C went beyond the ubject matftter of
Augustıine and mental experlences of 16 he had conce1ved.
oug the hermeneutica]l dıvıde between them V  n meanıngful
complete comparıson eing made there 1S ( respect ıIn c theır
reflections ave SOTILNC equıvalence, though In Augustine thıs (DECULS In the
first part of the De Iriınitate, before that 1C has een ooked al In
detaıl 1S the notion of the Holy Spirıt AS OVve unıtiıng the other LWO
Persons.

The conception of the Son A Verbum Patrıs Was VCLY much
developed Dy Augustine: nNnOot surprisingly, for it Was deeply Bıblical
theme the Father A mınd, the Son ASs the hought of Hımself. In thıs
conception, NO become quıte commonplace In the tradıtiıon of Chrıstian
eology ege Sa  < the charaeceteriıstic of Geist hat ıt NCW iıtself ıIn ıts
Other., 1C In thıs Casec Wds stil ıtself and therefore COU ST1 be
dıfferent from the other °other‘’ of Creation). ). If Geilst always knows
itself In its other the basıs of unıty In dıversıty 1S there In thıs
dıstınguıishıng between ıtself and 1ts other,1Was yel dıstınguish-
Ing, the love of the Spiırıt, AS ıt o€es In Augustine, ınk the
dıstıngulshed, yel undıstingulshed, elements together : ). 5o, “the dıf-
ference 1S actually shown be dıfference, and thus the One 1S al OmMe
wıth ıtself In ıts er The fact that thıs 1S 1S Just what 1S DYy
Geıist), OT expressed In terms of feelıng, by eternal OVe The Holy Spirıt
1S eternal Ove For OVve iımplıes dıstinguıishıng between LWO, and yel
these [WO AIC, dAS matter of fact, noTt dıstinguishe irom ONC another.
Love, thıs of eıng outsıde of myself, 18 the feelıng and CONSCIOUS-
C6cs$5 of thıs ıdentity. My self-conscliousness 1S noTt In myself, but iın
another: but thıs er In whom alone find satısfactıon and al

wıth myself248  E. Booth  which poses all divisions, but at the same time has the power of reuniting  them within itself. For Augustine the presupposition is that there are so  many sensible and supra-sensible objects which happen to be known in  thought. They are all created, but they have an existence in themselves,  and though they may give rise to thinking by a particular individual, they  remain detached from it. Thus, the trinitarian theory of Hegel proposes  realities and categories which went beyond the subject matter of  Augustine and mental experiences of which he had never conceived.  Although the hermeneutical divide between them prevents a meaningful  complete comparison being made there is one respect in which their  reflections have some equivalence, though in Augustine this occurs in the  first part of the De Trinitate, before that which has been looked at in  detail. It is the notion of the Holy Spirit as Love uniting the other two  Persons.  The conception of the Son as Verbum Patris was very much  developed by Augustine: not surprisingly, for it was a deeply Biblical  theme: the Father as mind, the Son as the thought of Himself. In this  conception, now become quite commonplace in the tradition of Christian  theology Hegel saw the characteristic of Geist: that it knew itself in its  other, which in this case was still itself (and therefore could still be  different from the other ‘other’ of creation)!!*). If Geist always knows  ıtself. mn its other the.basıs of a unity, in diversity. ıs. there:: In . this  distinguishing between itself and its other, which was yet no distinguish-  ing, the love of the Spirit comes, as it does in Augustine, to link the  distinguished, yet undistinguished, elements together!!5). So, ‘“the dif-  ference is actually shown to be no difference, and thus the One is at home  with itself in its Other. The fact that this is so is just what is meant by  (Geist), or expressed ın terms of feeling, by eternal love. The Holy Spirit  is eternal love.... For love implies a distinguishing between two, and yet  these two are, as a matter of fact, not distinguished from one another.  Love, this sense of being outside of myself, is the feeling and conscious-  ness of this identity. My self-consciousness is not in myself, but in  another; but this Other in whom alone I find satisfaction and am at  peace with myself ... just because it is outside of me, has his self-  consciousness in me”’11°®),  114) v. supra notes 105 and 106.  115) y De: Trinitate NS T  116) Religion III. SW 16, pp. 226-7; translation III, pp. 10-11.ust because it 1S outsıde of 1981 has hıs self-
CONSCIOUSNESS 1ın me  29 16)

114) notes 105 and 106
115) De Irinitate VI, %%
116) Relıgion I1I1 16, 226-7; translatıon IL, I04}
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The egelıan conception of the Trinıty SUOCS much urther than thıs,
but CeVECN STFE ıt ll be SGCGH that he CONCE1IVES of self-knowledge ıIn
dıfferent WaY from Augustine. A-nis dıfference from dıfferent Wdy>S
of explainıng how self-thinkıng takes place Augustine insısts the
ex1istence of the unıty iın the SadInNle self between ubject known and object
KNOWN: ege] insısts the eed of the ınkıng subject ave
OtHer: ıth which it 15 already unıted. In the first Casc there 1S XaC

equıvalence hrough ıdentity; In the second there 1S diıalectica dıvısıon
and unıty.

VI) The Dıyıne-human relatıonshıp
In wıth the Augustinıian dıvıde between the perfection of

the dıvıne transcendent mınd and everythıng else (includıng the human
mın e 1S elated {O ıt In Platonist ASs partıcıpatıon,
Hegel’s SysSstem 1S development of the Arıstotelian conception of the
dıvıne VOOC: elevatıng everythıng known unıversal mode of ex1istence
ıke ıts OW wıthın which actıvıty the free mınd, A self-conscCI0us ICAaSON,
progressıively diıscovers that ıt 1S ıdentical wıth everythıng else : nOTt the
remoteness of Arıstotle’s dıvıne orıgınal hought ınkıng ınkıng,
but cContent 1C embraces everythıing. bears the contradıctions
1C ıt has orıgınally created between ONEC and INanYy, self and other.
unıversal and indıvıdual, ıIn order rıng them back nto unıty. Its work
1S towards the creation of otalıty notLt the sıngle substance-totalıty of
Spinoza, but process-totalıty ın1 contradıctions d1C resolved Dy
deepenıing internalısatıon In 1C nothıng 1S destroyed but everythıng 1S
incorporated nto and raised {O the unıversal self-consc10usness In 17
ıt 1N! its place and fulfiılment

TOmM thıs conception of theoretical self-knowledge ar1ses CONCCD-
t10n ÖT thıcal ıfe altogether System of hought wıth applıcatıon
problems1 Augustine consıdered, and ıIn categorıes of16
he conce1lived. By the egelıan CAaSsuTc Augustine’s hought hardly
DG strayed Out of uncritical immediacy and the barely ECVENn O_
diıalectica contemplatıon of the paradoxes of certaın rng1 dıverse
Conceptions In unıty : 11OI could it, because the basıc postulates of
subjectivıty In self-conscı10usness, AS interpretatiıon of vOonO1C VONGEOC
ıth the ultımate incorporatıon of realıty nto self-conscCI10us
CONSCIOUSNESS., Wds unknown hım The VONO1LC VONOEOC IC he
NEW Was hat of neo-Platonised Arıstotellanısm nOTt suppose TAaW
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everythıng nto ıts OW immanence A Hegel  S Geist, but TaW
everythıng nto the hıghest intellectual transcendence GVr conceıved.

Fragıle Dy comparıson oes Augustine’s speculatıon self-
CONSCIOUSNESS SCCIH able to be swallowe: Dy greater whole, tO
1 SOINC of ıts elements COUuU be interpreted 4S seemmıng poınters.

Yet the De Irinitate, such comparatıvely IngenuOuUs work though
analogous ın ıts speculatıve treatment of Christian dogma Hegel  S,

has nNOTL much hermeneutical crıtique1 ıt Can make In return ASs A

poınt 1C it makes hrough its ingenuously sımple wıtness. Augustıine
dıd nOoTt sShow a4aWAaTEeNECSS that h1s data WeTiIC known to hım only ASs

incorporated nto thought, and thereın subject development by the
aws of hought ven ıth the resolution of h1s pre-conversion aDsolute
scepticısm In the Cog1ıto he dıd not ave the kınd of phılosophical self-
CONSCIOUSNESS 1Q egel approprıates LO the per10d after ant But
partıcularly 1ın the ATCAa of speculatıon, the ıdealısm f ege] wıth ıts
development of objects hrough theır sublımatıon into ınkıng depends

the of SUOUICCS, such ASs Augustine, 1C ave the IngenuOuSsS-
6cs$s5 nOoTt question whether hey ATC dealıng wıth thıngs independent in
themselves OT d reconstructed In the mınd  14  s OW WaY and replace in the
mınd  S  s OW relatıonshıps. Unless such OUTITCCS exI1st, though there m1g
be OgI1C there COUu not ave een an Yy egelıan eology OT Ceven

speculatıon mınd. hılst angıble thıngs MaYy be accepte: wıthın the
mınd from ıts Contact ıth what 1S outsıde tself, the num bber of
phılosophiıcal reflections ; 04 MaYy be derıved from wıthın the mınd
ıtself 1S, In fact, VCLY few

EDWARD BOOTH


