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—
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inquiries having been made for it since the recent lamented
death of the translator, the publishers have determined to
offer a second edition to the public, and have been advised to
give it a place in their “ English and Foreign Philosophical
Library.” It is an exact reprint of the first edition, and

they trust it will be received with equal favour.

Lonpox, June 1881.






PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION.*

—_—

THE clamour excited by the present work has not surprised
me, and hence it has.not in the least moved me from my
position, On the contrary, I have once more, in all calmness,
subjected my work to the severest scrutiny, both historical
and philosophical ; I have, as far as possible, freed it from
its defects of form, and enriched it with new developments,
illustrations, and historical testimonies,—testimonies in the
highest degree striking and irrefragable. Now that I have
thus verified my analysis by historical proofs, it is to be
hoped that readers whose eyes are not sealed will be con-
vinced and will admit, even though reluctantly, that my
work contains a faithful, correct translation of the Christian
religion out of the Oriental language of imagery into plain
speech. And it has no pretension to be anything more than
a close translation, or, to speak literally, an empirical or
historico-philosophical analysis, a solution of the enigma
of the Christian religion. The general propositions which
I premise in the Introduction are no d priori, excogitated
propositions, no products of speculation; they have arisen
out of the analysis of religion; they are only, as indeed
are all the fundamental ideas of the work, generalisations
from the known manifestations of human nature, and in
particular of the religious consciousness,—facts converted
into thoughts, 7.e., éxpressed in general terms, and thus made
the property of the understanding. The ideas of my work
are only conclusions, consequences, drawn from premisses
which are not themselves mere ideas, but objective facts
either actual or historical—facts which had not their place

* The opening paragraphs of this Preface are omitted, as having too
specific a reference to transient German polemics to interest the English
reader, .
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in my head simply in virtne of their ponderous existence
in folio. * I unconditionally repudiate absolute, immaterial,
self-sufficing speculation,—that speculation which draws its
material from within. I differ fofo e¢lo from those philo-
sophers who pluck out their eyes that they may see better;
for my thought I require the senses, especially sight; I
found my ideas on materials which can be appropriated
only through the activity of the senses. I do not gene-
rate the object from the thought, but the thought from the
object; and I hold zZat alone to be an object which has an
existence beyond one’s own brain. I am an idealist only in
the region of practical philosophy, that is, I do not regard
the limits of the past and present as the limits of humanity,
of the future; on the contrary, I firmly believe that many
things—yes, many things—which with the short-sighted,
pusillanimous practical men of to-day, pass for flights of
imagination, for ideas never to be realised, for mere chimeras,
will to-morrow, ¢.e., in the next century,—centuries in indi-
vidual life are days in the life of humanity,—exist in full
. reality. Briefly, the “Idea” is to me only faith in the
historical future, in the triumph of truth and virtue; it has
for me only a political and moral significance; for in the
sphere of strictly theoretical philosophy, I attach myself, in
direct opposition to the Hegelian philosophy, only to realism,
to materialism in the sense above indicated. The maxim
hitherto adopted by speculative philosophy: All that is
mine I carry with me, the old omnia mea mecum porto, I
cannot, alas! appropriate. 1 have many things outside my-
self, which I cannot convey either in my pocket or my head,
but which nevertheless I look upon as belonging to me, not
indeed as a mere man—a view not now in question—but as a
philosopher. I am nothing but a natural philosopher in the
domain of mind ; and the natural philosopher can do nothing
without instruments, without material means. In this
character I have written the present work, which con-
sequently contains nothing else than the principle of a new
philosophy verified practically, 4.e., in concreto, in application
to a special object, but an object which has a universal
significance : namely, to religion, in which this principle is
exhibited, developed, and thoroughly carried out. This
philosophy is essentially distinguished from the systems
hitherto prevalent, in that it corresponds to the real, com-
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x PREFACE.

itself. I, on the contrary, let religion itself speak; I
constitute myself only its listener and interpreter, not its
prompter. Not to invent, but to discover, “to unveil
existence,” has been my sole object; to see correctly, my
sole endeavour. It is mot I, but religion that worships
man, although religion, or rather theology, denies this; it
is not I, an insignificant individual, but religion itself that
says: God is man, man is God; it is not I, but religion
that denies the God who is nof man, but only an ens
rationis, — since it makes God become man, and then
constitutes this God, not distinguished from man, having
a human form, human feelings, and human thoughts, the
object of its worship and veneration.” I have only found
the key to the cipher of the Christian religion, only extri-
cated its true meaning from the web of contradictions and
delusions called theology ;—but in doing so I have certainly
committed a sacrilege. If therefore my work is negative,
irreligious, atheistic, let it be remembered that atheism—at
least in the sense of this work—is the secret of religion
itself; that religion itself, not indeed on the surface, but
fundamentally, not in intention or according to its own
supposition, but in its heart, in its essence, believes in
nothing else than the truth and divinity of human nature.
Or let it be proved that the historical as well as the rational
arguments of my work are false; let them be refuted—not,
however, I entreat, by judicial denunciations, or theological
jeremiads, by the trite phrases of speculation, or other
pitiful expedients for which I have no name, but by
reasons, and such reasons as I have not already thoroughly
answered.

_Certainly, my work is negative, destructive; but, be it
observed, only in relation to the unhuman, not to the human
elements of religion. It is therefore divided into two parts,
of which the first is, as to its main idea, positive, the second,
including the Appendix, not wholly, but in the main, negative;
in both, however, the same positions are proved, only in a
different or rather opposite manner. The first exhibits
religion in its esserice, its ¢ruth, the second exhibits it in its
contradictions; the first is development, the second polemic;
thus the one is, according to the nature of the case, calmer,
the other more vehement. Development advances gently,
contest impetuously ; for development is self-contented at
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every stage, contest only at the last blow. Development is
deliberate, but contest resolute. - Development is /ight, con-
test fire. Hence results a difference between the two parts
even as to their form. Thus in the first part I show that
the true sense of Theology is Anthropology, that there is
no distinction between the predicates of the divine and
human nature, and, consequently, no distinction between
the divine and human subject : 1 say consequently, for wher-
ever, as is especially the case in theology, the predicates
are not accidents, but express the essence of the sub-
ject, there is no distinction between subject and predicate,
the one can be put in the place of the other; on which
point I refer the reader to the Analytics of Aristotle, or
even merely to the Introduction of Porphyry. In the
second part, on the other hand, I show that the distinction
which is made, or rather supposed to be made, between the
theological and anthropological predicates resolves itself
into an absurdity. Here is a striking example. In the
first part I prove that the Son of God is n religion a real
son, the son of God in the same sense in which man is the
son of man, and I find therein the ¢rutk, the essence of religion,
that it conceives and affirms a profoundly human relation as
a divine relation; on the other hand, in the second part I
show that the Son of God—not indeed in religion, but in
theology, which is the reflection of religion upon itself—
is not a son in the natural, human sense, but in an entirely
different manner, contradictory to Nature and reason, and
therefore absurd, and I find in this negation of human sense
and the human understanding, the negation of religion.
Accordingly the first part is the direct, the second the in-
direct proof, that theology is anthropology : hence the second
part necessarily has reference to the first; it has no inde-
pendent significance ; its only aim is to show that the sense
in which religion is interpreted in the previous part of the
work must be the true one, because the contrary is absurd.
In brief, in the first part I am chiefly concerned with religion,
in the second with theology: I say chiefly, for it was impossible
to exclude theology from the first part, or religion from the
second. A mere glance will show that my investigation
includes speculative theology or philosophy, and not, as has
been here and there erroneously supposed, common theology
only, a kind of trash from which I rather keep as clear
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as possible, (though, for the rest, I am sufficiently well
acquainted with it), confining myself always to the most
essential, strict and necessary definition of the object,* and
hence to that definition which gives to an object the most
general interest, and raises it above the sphere of theology.
But it is with' theology that I have to do, not with theo-
logians ; for I can only undertake to characterise what is
primary,—the original, not the copy, principles, not persons,
species, not individuals, objects of history, not objects of the
chronique scandaleuse.

If my work contained only the second part, it would be
perfectly just to accuse it of a negative tendency, to repre-
sent the proposition : Religion is nothing, is an absurdity,
as its essential purport. But I by no means say (that were
an easy task!): God is nothing, the Trinity is nothing, the
Word of God is nothing, &e. 1 only show that they are not
that which the illusions of theology make them,~—not foreign,
but native mysteries, the mysteries of human nature ; I show
that religion takes the apparent, the superficial in Nature
and humanity for the essential, and hence conceives their
true essence as a separate, special existence: that conse-
quently, religion, in the definitions which it gives of God,
e.g., of the Word of God,—at least in those definitions which
are not negative in the sense above alluded to,—only defines
or makes objective the true nature of the human word.
The reproach that according to my book religion is an
absurdity, a nullity, a pure illusion, would be well founded
only if, according to it, that into which I resolve religion,
which I prove to be its true object and substance, namely,
man,—anthropology, were an absurdity, a nullity, a pure
illusion. But so far from giving a trivial or even a sub-
ordinate significance to anthropology,—a significance which .
is assigned to it only just so long as a theology stands above
it and in opposition to it,—I, on the contrary, while reducing
theology to anthropology, exalt anthropology into theology,
very much as Christianity, while lowering God into man,
made man into God; though, it is true, this human God was

" by a further process made a transcendental, imaginary God,
remote from man. Hence it is obvious that I do not take
the word anthropology in the sense of the Hegelian or of any’

* For example, in considering the sacraments, I limit myself to two ; for,
in the strictest sense (see Luther, T. xvii. p. 558), there are no more.
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xiv PREFACE.

which the religious slides into the irreligious. Thus much
in Justlﬁcatxon not in excuse, of my analysxs of the Sac-
raments.

With regard to the true bearing of my analysis of the
Sacraments, especially as presented in the concluding chap-
ter, I only remark, that I therein illustrate by a palpable
and visible example the essential purport, the peculiar theme
of my work ; that I therein call upon the senses them-
selves to witness to the truth of my analysis and my ideas,
and demonstrate ad oculos, ad tactum, ad gustum, what I
have taught ad captum throughout the previous pages. As,
namely, the water of Baptism, the wine and bread of the
Lord’s Supper, taken in their natural power and significance,
are and effect infinitely more than in a supernaturalistic,
illusory significance ; so the object of religion in general,
conceived in the sense of this work, 4., the anthropolo-
gical sense, is infinitely more productive and real, both in
theory and practice, than when accepted in the sense of theo-
logy. For as that which is or is supposed to be imparted
in the water, bread, and wine, over and above these natural
substances themselves, is something in the imagination only,
but in truth, in reality, nothing; so also the object of re-
ligion in general, the Divine essence, in distinction from
the essence of Nature and ,Humanity,—that is to say, if
its attributes, as understanding, love, &c., are and signify
something else than these attributes as they belong to man
and Nature,—is only something in the imagination, but in
truth and reality nothing. Therefore—this is the moral of
the fable—we should not, as is the case in theology and
speculative philosophy, make real beings and things into
arbitrary signs, vehicles, symbols, or predicates of a distinct,
transcendant, absolute, %.c., abstract being; but we should
accept and understand them in the significance which they
have in themselves, which is identical with their qualities,
with those conditions which make them what they are:—
this only do we obtain the key to a real theory and practice.
I, in fact, put in the place of the barren baptismal water,
the beneficent effect of real water., How “ watery,” how
trivial! Yes, indeed, very trivial. But so Marriage, in its
time, was a very trivial truth, which Luther, on the ground
of his natural good sense, maintained in opposition to the
seemingly holy illusion of celibacy. But while I thus view
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xvi PREFACE.

or not; I only show what miracle 4s, and I show it not d
priort, but by examples of miracles narrated in the Bible
as real events; in doing so, however, I answer or rather
preclude the question as to the possibility or reality of ne-
cessity of miracle. Thus much concerning the distinction
between me and the historical critics who have attacked
Christianity. As regards my relation to Strauss and Bruno
Bauer, in company with whom I am constantly named, I
merely point out here that the distinction between our
works is sufficiently indicated by the distinction between
their objects, which is implied even in the title-page. Bauer
takes for the object of his criticism the evangelical his-
tory, t.e., biblical Christianity, or rather biblical theology ;
Strauss, the System of Christian Doctrine and the Life of
Jesus (which may also be included under the title of
Christian Doctrine), i.e, dogmatic Christianity, or rather
dogmatic theology; I, Christianity in general, 4.e, the
Christian religion, and consequently only Christian philo-
sophy or theology. Hence I take my citations chiefly from
men in whom Christianity was not merely a theory or a
dogma, not merely theology, but religion. My principal
theme is Christianity, is Religion, as it is the vmmediate
object, the immediate nature, of man. Erudition and philo-
sophy are to me only the means by which I bring to light
the treasure hid in man.

I must further mention that the circulation which my
work has had amongst the public at large was neither
desired nor expected by me. It is true that I have always
taken as the standard of the mode of teaching and writing,
not the abstract, particular, professional philosopher, but
universal man, that I have regarded man as the criterion of
truth, and not this or that founder of a system, and have
from the first placed the highest excellence of the philo-
sopher in this, that he abstains, both as a man and as an
author, from the ostentation of philosophy, 4., that he is a
philosopher only in reality, not formally, that he is a quiet
philosopher, not a loud and still less a brawling one. Hence,
n all my works, as well as in the present one, I have made
the utmost clearness, simplicity, and definiteness a law to
myself, so that they may be understood, at least in the
main, by every cultivated and thinking man. But notwith-
standing this, my work can be appreciated and fully under-
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stood only by the scholar, that is to say, by the scholar who
loves truth, who is capable of forming a judgment, who
is above the notions and prejudices of the learned and
unlearned vulgar; for although a thoroughly independent
production, it has yet its necessary logical basis in history.
I very frequently refer to this or that historical phenomenon
without expressly designating it, thinking this superfluous ;
and such references can be understood by the scholar alone.
Thus, for example, in the very first chapter, where I develop
the necessary consequences of the standpoint of Feeling, I
allude to Jacobi and Schleiermacher ; in the second chapter
I allude chiefly to Kantism, Scepticism, Theism, Material-
ism and Pantheism; in the chapter on the “Standpoint of
Religion,” where I discuss the contradictions between the

ehgmus or theological and the physical or natural-philo-
sophical view of Nature I refer to philosophy in the age of
orthodoxy, and especially to the philosophy of Descattes
and Leibnitz, in which this contradiction presents itself
in a peculiarly characteristic manner. The reader, therefore,
who is unacquainted with the historical facts and ideas
presupposed in my work, will fail to perceive on what my
arguments and ideas hinge; no wonder if my positions often
appear to him baseless, however firm the footing on which
they stand. It is true that the subject of my work is of
universal human interest; moreover, its fundamental ideas,
though not in the form in which they are here expressed, or
in which they could be expressed under existing circum-
stances, will one day become the common property of man-
kind: for nothing is opposed to them in the present day but
empty, powerless illusions and prejudices in contradiction
with the true nature of man. But in considering this
subject in the first instance, I was under the necessity of
treating it as a matfer of science, of philosophy; and in
rectifying the aberrations of Religion, Theology, and Specu-
lation, I was naturally obliged to use their expressions, and
even to appear to speculate, or—which is the same thing—
to turn theologian myself, while I nevertheless only analyse
speculation, 1.e., reduce theology to anthropology. My work,
as I said before, contains, and applies in the concrete, the
principle of a new philosophy suited—not to the schools,
but—to man. Yes, it contains that principle, but only by
evolving it out of the very core of religion; hence, be it said
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in passing, the new philosophy can no longer, like the old
Catholic and modern Protestant scholasticism, fall into the
temptation to prove its agreement with religion by its agree-
ment with Christian dogmas ; on the contrary, being evolved
from the nature of religion, it has in itself the true essence
* of religion,—is, in its very quality as a philosophy, a religion
also. But a work which considers ideas in their genesis
and explains and demonstrates them in strict sequence, is,
by the very form which this purpose imposes upon it, un-
suited to popular reading.

Lastly, as a supplement to this work with regard to many
apparently unvindicated positions, I refer to my articles
in the Deutsches Jahrbuch, January and February 1842,
to my critiques and Charakteristiken des modernen After-
christenthums, in previous numbers of the same periodical,
and to my earlier works, especially the following:— P.
Bayle. Ein Beitrag z2ur Geschichte der Philosophie wund
Menschheit, Ausbach, 1838, and Philosophie und Christen-
thum, Mannheim, 1839. In these works I have sketched,
with a few sharp touches, the historical solution of Chris-
tianity, and have shown that Christianity has in fact long
vanished, not only from the reason but from the life of
mankind, that it is nothing more than a fized idea, in
flagrant contradiction with our fire and life assurance
companies, our railroads and steam-carriages, our picture
and sculpture galleries, our military and industrial schools,
our theatres and scientific museums,

LUDWIG FEUERBACH.

Brucksere, Feb. 14, 1843.
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THE

ESSENCE OF CHRISTIANITY.

CHAPTER L
INTRODUGTION,

§ 1. The Essential Nature of Man.

RELIGION has its basis in the essential difference between
man and the brute—the brutes have no religion. It istrue
that the old uncritical writers on natural history attributed
to the elephant, among other laudable qualities, the virtue
of religiousness; but the religion of elephants belongs to
the realm of fable. Cuvier, one of the greatest authorities
on the animal kingdom, assigns, on the strength of his
personal observations, no higher grade of intelligence to
the elephant than to the dog.

But what is this essential difference between man and
the brute? The most simple, general, and also the most
popular answer to this question is—consciousness :—but
consciousness in the strict sense ; for the consciousness im-
plied in the feeling of self as an individual, in discrimination
by the senses, in the perception and even judgment of out-
ward things according to definite sensible signs, cannot be
denied to the brutes. Consciousness in the strictest sense
is present only in & being to whom his species, his essential
nature, is an object of thought. The brute is indeed con-
scious of himself as an individual-—and he has accordingly
the feeling of self as the common centre of successive
sensations—but not as a species : hence, he is without that
consciousness which in its nature, as in its name, is akin to

A
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THE ESSENTIAL NATURE OF MAN. 3

infinite is nothing else than the consciousness of the infinity
of the consciousness; or,in the consciousness of the infinite,
the conscious subject has for his object the infinity of his
own nature.

‘What, then, 7s the nature of man, of which he is con-
scious, or what constitutes the specific distinction, the
proper humanity of man ?! Reason, Will, Affection. To
a complete man belong the power of thought, the power of
will, the power of affection. The power of thought is the
light of the intellect, the power of will is energy of char-
acter, the power of affection is love. Reason, love, force
of will, are perfections—the perfections of the human
being—nay, more, they are absolute perfections of being.
To will, to love, to think, are the highest powers, are the
absolute nature of man as man, and the basis of his exist-
ence. Man exists to think, to love, to will. Now that
_ which is the end, the ultimate aim, is also the true basis
and principle of a being. But what is the end of reason?
Reason. Of love? Love. Of will? Freedom of the will
We think for the sake of thinking; love for the sake of
loving ; will for the sake of willing—i.e., that we may be
free. True existence is thinking, loving, willing existence.
That alone is true, perfect, divine, which exists for its own
sake. But such is love, such is reason, such is will. The
divine trinity in man, above the individual man, is the
unity of reason, love, will. Reason, Will, Love, are not
powers which man possesses, for he is nothing without
them, he is what he is only by them ; they are the consti-
tuent elements of his nature, which he neither has nor makes,
the animating, determining, governing powers — divine,
absolute powers—to which he can oppose no resistance.?

How can the feeling man resist feeling, the,loving one
love, the rational one reason ? "'Who has not experienced
the overwhelming power of melody ? And what else is the
power of melody but the power of feeling? Music is the

.

1 The obtuse Materialist says: ‘‘ Man is distinguished from the brute
only by consciousness—he is an animal with consciousness superadded ;"
not reflecting, that in a being which awakes to consciousness, there takes
place a qualitative change, a differentiation of the entire nature. For the
rest, our words are by no means intended to depreciate the nature of the
lower animals. This is not the place to enter further into that question.

? “Toute opinion est assez forte pour se faire exposer au prix de la
vie.”—Montaigne.



4 THE ESSENCE OF CHRISTIANITY.

language of feeling; melody is audible feeling—feeling
communicating itself. 'Who bas not experienced the
power of love, or at least heard of it? Which is the
stronger—love or the individual man? Is it man that
possesses love, or is it not much rather love that possesses
man? When love impels a man to suffer death even joy-
fully for the beloved one, is this death-conquering power
his own individual power, or is it not rather the power
of love? And who that ever truly thought has not ex-
perienced that quiet, subtle power—the power of thought ?
‘When thou sinkest into deep reflection, forgetting thyself
and what is around thee, dost thou govern reason, or is it
not reason which governs and absorbs thee? Scientific
enthusiasm—is it not the most glorious triumph of intellect
over thee ? The desire of knowledge—is it not a simply
irresistible, and all-conquering power? And when thou
suppressest a passion, renouncest a habit, in short, achievest
a victory over thyself, is this victorious power thy own
personal power, or is it not rather the energy of will, the
force of morality, which seizes the mastery of thee, and
fills thee with indignation against thyself and thy indi-
vidual weaknesses ?

Man is nothing without an object. The great models of
humanity, such men as reveal to us what man is capable
of, have attested the truth of this proposition by their
lives. They had only one dominant passion—the realisa-
tion of the aim which was the essential object of their
activity. But the object to which a subject essentially,
necessarily relates, is nothing else than this subject’s own,
but objective, nature. If it be an object common to several
individuals of the same species, but under various con-
ditions, it is still, at least as to the form under which it
presents itself to each of them according to their respective
modifications, their own, but objective, nature,

Thus the Sun is the common object of the planets, but
it is an object to Mercury, to Venus, to Saturn, to Uranus,
under other conditions than to the Earth. Each planet
has its own sun. The Sun which lights and warms Uranus
has no physical (only an astronomical, scientific) existence
for the Earth; and not only does the Sun appear different,
but it really is another sun on Uranus than on the Earth.
The relation of the Sun to the Earth is therefore at the
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THE ESSENTIAL NATURE OF MAN. 9

It follows that if thou thinkest the infinite, thou per-
ceivest and affirmest the infinitude of the power of thought;
if thou feelest the infinite, thou feelest and affirmest the
infinitude of the power of feeling. The object of the in-
tellect is intellect objective to itself; the object of feeling
is feeling objective to itself. If thou hast no sensibility,
no feeling for music, thou perceivest in the finest music
nothing more than in the wind that whistles by thy ear,
or than in the brook which rushes past thy feet. What,
then, is it which acts on thee when thou art affected by
melody ? What dost thou perceive in it? What else
than the voice of thy own heart? Feeling speaks only to
feeling; feeling is comprehensible only by feeling, that is,
by itself—for this reason, that the object of feeling is
nothing else than feeling. Music is a monologue of emo-
tion. But the dialogue of philosophy also is in truth only
a monologue of the intellect; thought speaks only to
thought. The splendours of the crystal charm the sense, but
the intellect is interested only in the laws of crystallisation.
The intellectual only is the object of the intellect.!

All therefore which, in the point of view of meta-
physical, transcendental speculation and religion, has the
significance only of the secondary, the subjective, the
medium, the organ—has in truth the significance of the
primary, of the essence, of the object itself. If, for ex-
ample, feeling is the essential organ of religion, the nature
of God is nothing else than an expression of the nature of
feeling, The true but latent sense of the phrase, “ Feeling
is the organ of the divine,” is, feeling is the noblest, the
most excellent, 7.e., the divine, in man. How couldst thou
perceive the divine by feeling, if feeling were not itself
divine in its nature ? The divine assuredly is known only
by means of the divine—God is known only by himself.
The divine nature which is discerned by feeling is in truth
nothing else than feeling enraptured, in ecstasy with itself
—feeling intoxicated with joy, blissful in its own plenitude.

It is already clear from this that where feeling is held
to be the organ of the infinite, the subjective essence of
religion,—the external data of religion lose their objective
value. And thus, since feeling has been held the cardinal

! *“The understanding is percipient only of understanding, and what
proceeds thence.” —Reimarus (Wahrh. der Natiirl. Religion, iv. Abth. § 8).
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principle in religion, the doctrines of Christianity, formerly
so sacred, have lost their importance. If, from this point
of view, some value is still conceded to Christian ideas, it
is a value springing entirely from the relation they bear to
feeling ; if another object would excite the same emotions,
it would be just as welcome. But the object of religious
feeling is become a matter of indifference, only because
when once feeling has been pronounced to be the subjective
essence of religion, it in fact is also the objective essence
of religion, though it may not be declared, at least directly,
to be such. I eay directly; for indirectly this is certainly
admitted, when it is declared that feeling, as such, is
religious, and thus the distinction between specifically
religious and irreligious, or at least non-religious, feelings
is abolished—a necessary consequence of the point of view’
in which feeling only is regarded as the organ of the divine.
For on what other ground than that of its essence, its
nature, dost thou hold feeling to be the organ of the infinite,
the divine being? And is not the nature of feeling in
general also the nature of every special feeling, be its object
what it may ? What, then, makes this feeling religious ?
A given object ? Not at all; for this object is itself a
religious one only when it is not an object of the cold
understanding or memory, but of feeling. What then ?
The nature of feeling—a nature of which every special
feeling, without distinction of.objects, partakes. Thus,
feeling is pronounced to be religious, simply because it ig
feeling ; the ground of its religiousness is its own nature—
lies in itself. But is not feeling thereby declared to be
itself the absolute, the divine ? If feeling in itself is good,
religious, 4., holy, divine, has not feeling its God in itself ?

But if, notwithstanding, thou wilt posit an object of
feeling, but at the same time seekest to express thy feeling
truly, without introducing by thy reflection any foreign
element, what remains to thee but to distinguish between
thy individual feeling and the general nature of feeling;—
to separate the universal in feeling from the disturbing,
adulterating influences with which feeling is bound up in
thee, under thy individual conditions? Hence what thou
canst alone contemplate, declare to be the infinite, and
define as its essence, is merely the nature of feeling. Thou
hast thus no other definition of God than this : God is pure,
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unlimited, free Feeling. Every other God, whom thou
supposest, is a God thrust upon thy feeling from without.
Feeling is atheistic in the sense of the orthodox belief, which
attaches religion to an external object; it denies an
objective God—it is itself God. In this point of view
only the negation of feeling is the negation of God. Thou
art simply too cowardly or too narrow to confess in words
what thy feeling tacitly affirms. Fettered by outward
considerations, still in bondage to vulgar empiricism, in-
capable of comprehending the spiritual grandeur of feeling,
thou art terrified before the religious atheism of thy heart.
By this fear thou destroyest the unity of thy feeling with
itself, in imagining to thyself an objective being distinct
from thy feelmor “and thus necessarily sinking back into .
the old questlons and doubts—is there a God or not?—
questions and doubts which vanish, nay, are impossible,
where feeling is defined as the essence of religion. Feeling is
thy own inward power, but at the same time a power distinct
from thee, and independent of thee ; it is in thee, above thee;
it is itself that which constitutes the objective in thee—thy
own being which impresses thee as another being; in short,
thy God. How wilt thou, then, distinguish from this ob-
Jective being within thee another objective being? how wilt
thou get beyond thy feeling ?

But feeling has here been adduced only as an example.
It is the same with every other power, faculty, potentiality,
reality, activity—the name is indifferent—which is defined
as the essential organ of any object. Whatever is a sub-
Jective expression of a nature is simultaneously also its
objective expression. Man cannot get beyond his true
nature. He may indeed by means of the imagination con-
ceive individuals of another so-called higher kind, but he
can never get loose from his species, his nature ; the con-
ditions of being, the positive final predicates which he gives
to these other individuals, are always determinations or
qualities drawn from his own nature—qualities in which he
in truth only images and projects himself. There may cer-
tainly be thinking beings besides men on the other planets
of our solar system. But by the supposition of such beings
we do not change our standing point—we extend our con-
ceptions guantitatively not qualitatively. For as surely as
on the other planets there are the same laws of motion, so

~
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surely are there the same laws of perception and thought
as here. In fact, we people the other planets, not that we
may place there different beings from ourselves, but more
beings of our own or of a similar nature.!

§ 2. The Essence of Religion Considered Generally.

‘What we have hitherto been maintaining generally, even
with regard to sensational impressions, of the relation be-
tween subject and object, applies especially to the relation
between the subject and the religious object.

In the perceptions of the senses consciousness of the
object is distinguishable from consciousness of self; but in
religion, consciousness of the object and self-consciousness
coincide. The object of the senses is out of man, the
religious object is within him, and therefore as little for-
sakes him as his self-consciousness or his conscience ; it is
the intimate, the closest object. “God,” says Augustine,
for example, “is nearer, more related to us, and therefore
more easily known by us, than sensible, corporeal things.” 2
. The object of the senses is in itself indifferent—independent
of the disposition or of the judgment; but the object of
religion is a selected object; the most excellent, the first,
the supreme being; it essentially presupposes a critical
judgment, a discrimination between the divine and the non-
divine, between that which is worthy of adoration and that
which is not worthy.? And here may be applied, without
any limitation, the proposition: the object of any subject
is nothing else than the subject’s own nature taken objec-
tively. Such as are a man’s thoughts and dispositions,
such is his God; so much worth as & man has, so much
and no more has his God. Consciousness of God is self-
consciousness, knowledge of God is self-knowledge. By his
God thou knowest the man, and by the man his God ; the
two areidentical. Whatever is God to a man, that is his heart
and soul; and conversely, God is the manifested inward

1 ‘“Verisimile est, non minus quam geometrie, etiam musice oblectationem
ad plures quam ad nos pertinere. Positis enim aliis terris atque animalibus
ratione et auditu pollentibus, cur tantum his nostris contigisset ea voluptas,
que sola ex sono percipi potest ?”-——Christ. Hugenius (Cosmotheor., 1. 1.).

2 De Genesi ad litteram, 1. v. c. 16.

3 ¢ Unusquisque vestrum non cogitat, prius se debere Deum nosse, quam
colere.”—M, Minucii Felicis Octavianus, c. 24.
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14 THE ESSENCE OF CHRISTIANITY.

that it is nothing else than the antithesis between the
human nature in general and the human individual; that,
consequently, the object and contents of the Christian
religion are altogether human.

Religion, at least the Christian, is the relation of man to
himself, or more correctly to his own nature (i.c., his sub-
jective nature);! but a relation to it, viewed as a nature
apart from his own. The divine being is nothing else than
the human being, or, rather, the human nature purified,
freed from the limits of the individual man, made objective
—1.¢., contemplated and revered as another, a distinct being.
All the attributes of the divine nature are, therefore, attri-
butes of the human nature.?

In relation to the attributes, the predicates, of the Divine
Being, this is admitted without hesitation, but by no means
in relation to the subject of these predicates. The nega-
tion of the subject is held to be irreligion, nay, atheism;
though not so the negation of the predicates. But that
which has no predicates or qualities, has no effect upon
me ; that which has no effect upon me has no existence
for me. To deny all the qualities of a being is equivalent
to denying the being himself. A being without qualities is
one which cannot become an object to the mind, and such
a being is virtually non-existent. Where man deprives
God of all qualities, God is no longer anything more to him
than a negative being. To the truly religious man, God is
not a being without qualities, because to him he is a posi-
tive, real being. The theory that God cannot be defined,
and consequently cannot be known by man, is therefore the
offspring of recent times, a product of modern unbelief.

As reason is and can be pronounced finite only where
man regards sensual enjoyment, or religious emotion, or
sesthetic contemplation, or moral sentiment, as the absolute,
the true; so the proposition that God is unknowable or un-

1 The meaning of this parenthetic limitation will be clear in the sequel.

3 « Les perfections de Dieu sont celles de nos &mes, mais il les possede sans
bornes—il y a en nous quelque puissance, (luel ue connaissance, quelque
bonté, mais elles sont toutes entiéres en Dieu.”—Leibnitz (Théod. Preface).
*Nihil in anima esse putemus eximium, quod non etiam divinee naturs
proprium sit—Quidquid a Deo alienum extra definitionem anims.”—St.
Gregorius Nyss. “Est ergo, ut videtur, disciplinarum omnium pulcherrima
et maxima se ipsum nosse ; si quis enim se ipsum norit, Deum cognoscet.”
—Clemens Alex. (Peed. 1. iii. c. 1),
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definable, can only be enunciated and become fixed as a
dogma, where this object has no longer any interest for the
* intellect; where the real, the positive, alone has any hold
on man, where the real alone has for him the significance
of the essential, of the absolute, divine object, but where at
the same time, in contradiction with this purely worldly
tendency, there yet exist some old remains of religiousness,
On the ground that God is unknowable, man excuses him-
self to what is yet remaining of his religious conscience for
his forgetfulness of God, his absorption in the world: he
denies God practically by his conduct,—the world has pos-
session of all his thoughts and inclinations,—but he does
not deny him theoretically, he does not attack his existence ;
he lets that rest. But this existence does not affect or in-
commode him; it is a merely negative existence, an existence
without existence, a self-contradictory existence,—a state of
being which, as to its effects, is not distinguishable from
non-being. The denial of determinate, positive predicates
concerning the divine nature is nothing else than a denial
of religion, with, however, an appearance of religion in its
favour, so that it is not recognised as a denial ; it is simply
a subtle, disguised atheism. The alleged religious horror of
limiting God by positive predicates is only the irreligious
wish to know nothing more of God, to banish God from the
mind. Dread of limitation is dread of existence. All real
existence, <.¢., all existence which is truly such, is qualita-
tive, determinative existence. He who earnestly believes
in the Divine existence is not shocked at the attributing
even of gross sensuous qualities to God. He who dreads
an existence that may give offence, who shrinks from the
grossness of a positive predicate, may as well renounce
existence altogether. A God who is injured by determinate
qualities has not the courage and the strength to exist.
Qualities are the fire, the vital breath, the oxygen, the salt
of existence. An existence in general, an existence without
qualities, is an insipidity, an absurdity. But there can be
no more in God than is supplied by religion. Only where
man loses his taste for religion, and thus religion itself
becomes insipid, does the existence of God become an
insipid existence—an existence without qualities,

There is, however, a still milder way of denying the
divine predicates than the direct one just described. It is
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admitted that the predicates of the divine nature are finite,
and, more particularly, human qualities, but their rejection
is rejected; they are even taken under protection, because it
is necessary to man to have a definite conception of God,
and since he is man he can form no other than a human
conception of him. In relation to God, it is said, these
predicates are certainly without any objective validity; but
to me, if he is to exist for me, he cannot appear otherwise
than as he does appear to me, namely, as a being with attri-
butes analogous to the human, But this distinction
between what God is in himself, and what he is for me
destroys the peace of religion, and is besides in itself an
unfounded and untenable distinction. I cannot know
whether God is something else in himself or for himself
than he is for me ; what he is to me is to me all that he is,
For me, there lies in these predicates under which he exists
for me, what he is in himself, his very nature; he is for me
what he can alone ever be for me. The religious man finds
perfect satisfaction in that which God is in relation to him-
self; of any other relation he knows nothing, for God is to
him what he can alone be to man. In the distinction above
stated, man takes a point of view above himself, ..., above
his nature, the absolute measure of his being; but this
transcendentalism is only an illusion ; for I can make the
distinction between the object as it is in itself, and the
object as it is for me, only where an object can really
appear otherwise to me, not where it appears to me such
as the absolute measure of my nature determines it to
appear—such as it must appear to me. It is true that I
may have a merely subjective conception, .., one which
does not arise out of the general constitution of my species;
but if my conception is determined by the constitution of
my species, the distinction between what an object is in
itself, and what it is for me ceases; for this conception is
itself an absolute one. The measure of the species is the
absolute measure, law, and criterion of man. And, indeed,
religion has the conviction that its conceptions, its predi-
cates of God, are such as every man ought to have, and
must have, if he would have the true ones—that they are
the conceptions necessary to human nature; nay, further,"
that they are objectively true, representing God as he is.
To every religion the gods of other religions are only notions



THE ESSENCE OF RELIGION. 17

concerning God, but its own conception of God is to it God
himself, the true God-—God such as he is in himself.
Religion is satisfied only with a complete Deity, a God
without reservation ; it will not have a mere phantasm of
God; it demands God himself. Religion gives up its own
existence when it gives .up the nature of God; it is no
longer a truth when it renounces the possession of the true
God. Scepticism is the arch-enemy of religion; but the
distinction between object and conception—between God
as he.is in himself, and God as he is for me—is a sceptical
distinction, and therefore an irreligious one.

That which is to man the self-existent, the highest being,
to which he can conceive nothing higher—that is to him
the Divine.Being. How then should he inquire concerning
this being, what he is in himself ? If God were an object
to the bird, he would be a winged being: the bird knows
nothing higher, nothing more blissful, than the winged
condition, How ludicrous would it be if this bird pro-
nounced : To me God appears as a bird, but what he is in
himself I know not. To the bird the highest nature is the
bird-nature ; take from him the conception of this, and you
take from him the conception of the highest being. How,
then, could he ask whether God in himself were winged ?
To ask whether God is in himself what he is for me, is to .
ask whether God is God, is to lift oneself above one’s God,
to rise up against him.

‘Wherever, therefore, this idea, that the religious pre-
dicates are only anthropomorphisms, has taken possession
of a man, there has doubt, has unbelief, obtained the
mastery of faith. And it is only the inconsequence of
faint-heartedness and intellectual imbecility which does
not proceed from this idea to the formal negation of the
predicates, and from thence to the negation of the subject
to which they relate. If thou doubtest the objective truth
of the predicates, thou must also doubt the objective truth
of the subject whose predicates they are. If thy predicates
are anthropomorphisms, the subject of them is an an-
thropomorphism too. If love, goodness, personality, &c.,
are human attributes, so also is the subject which thou
presupposest, the existence of God, the belief that there
is a God, an anthropomorphism—a presupposition purely
human. Whence knowest thou that the belief in a God

B
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at all is not a limitation of man’s mode of conception ?
Higher beings—and thou supposest such—are perhaps so
blest in themselves, so at unity with themselves, that they
are not hung in suspense between themselves and a yet
higher being. To know God and not oneself to be God, to
know blessedness and not oneself to enjoy it, is a state of
disunity, of unhappiness. Higher beings know nothing of
this unhappiness ; they have no conception of that which
they are not.

Thou believest in love as a divine attribute because thou
thyself lovest; thou believest that God is a wise, bene-
volent being because thou knowest nothing better in thy-
self than benevolence and wisdom ; and thou believest that
God exists, that therefore he is a subject—whatever exists
is a subject, whether it be defined as substance, person,
essence, or otherwise—because thou thyself existest, art
thyself a subject. Thou knowest no higher human good
than to love, than to be good and wise ; and even so thou
knowest no higher happiness than to exist, to be a subject;
for the consciousness of all reality, of all bliss, is for thee
bound up in the consciousness of being a subject, of exist-
ing. God is an existence, a subject to thee, for the same
reason that he is to thee a wise, a blessed, a personal being.
The distinction between the divine predicates and the
divine subject is only this, that to thee the subject, the
existence, does not appear an anthropomorphism, because
the conception of it is necessarily involved in thy own
existence as a subject, whereas the predicates do appear
anthropomorphisms, because their necessity—the necessity
that God should be conscious, wise, good, &c.,—is not an
immediate necessity, identical with the being of man, but
is evolved by his self-consciousness, by the activity of his
thought. I am a subject, I exist, whether I be wise or
unwise, good or bad. To exist is to man the first datum;
it constitutes the very idea of the subject; it is presup-
posed by the predicates. Hence man relinquishes the
predicates, but the existence of God is to him a settled,
irrefragable, absolutely certain, objective truth, But,
nevertheless, this distinction is merely an apparent oue,
The necessity of the subject lies only in the necessity of
the predicate. Thou art a subject only in so far as thou
art a human subject; the certainty and reality of thy
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existence lie only in the certainty and reality of thy human
attributes. 'What the subject is lies only in the predicate ;
the predicate is the ¢ruth of the subject—the subject only
the personified, existing predicate, the predicate conceived
as existing, Subject and predicate are distinguished only
as existence and essence. The negation of the predicates
is therefore the negation of the subject. What remains of
the human subject when abstracted from the human attri-
butes ? Even in the language of common life the divine
predicates—Providence, Omniscience, Omnipotence —are
put for the divine subject.

~ The certainty of the existence of God, of which it has
been said that it is as certain, nay, more certain to man
than his own existence, depends only on the certainty of the
qualities of God—it is in itself no immediate certainty.
To the Christian the existence of the Christian God only
is a certainty; to the heathen that of the heathen God
only. The heathen did not doubt the existence of Jupiter,
because he took no offence at the nature of Jupiter, be-
cause he could conceive of God under no other qualities,
because to him these qualities were a certainty, a divine
reality. The reality of the predicate is the sole guarantee
of existence.

‘Whatever man conceives to be true, he immediately
conceives to be real (that is, to have an objective exist-
ence), because, originally, only the real is true to him—
true in opposition to what is merely conceived, dreamed,
imagined. The idea of being, of existence, is the original
idea of truth; or, originally, man makes truth dependent
on existence, subsequently, existence dependent on truth.
Now God is the nature of man regarded as absolute truth,
—+the truth of man; but God, or, what is the same thing,
religion, is as various as are the conditions under which
man conceives this his nature, regards it as the highest
being. These conditions, then, under which man con-
ceives God, are to him the truth, and for that reason
they are also the highest existence, or rather they are.
existence itself; for only the emphatic, the highest exist-
ence, is existence, and deserves this name. Therefore,
God is an existent, real being, on the very same ground
that he is a particular, definite being; for the qualities of
God are nothing else than the-essential qualities of man
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‘himself, and a particular man is what he is, has his exist-
ence, his reality, only in his particular conditions. Take
away from the Greek the quality of being Greek, and you
take away his existence. On this ground it is true that
for a definite positive religion—that is, relatively—the
certainty of the existence of God is immediate ; for just as
involuntarily, as necessarily, as the Greek was a Greek, so
necessarily were his gods Greek beings, so necessarily were
they real, existent beings. Religion is that conception of
the nature of the world and of man which is essential to,
te., identical with; a man’s nature. But man does not
stand above this his necessary conception ; on the contrary,
it stands above him; it animates, determines, governs him.
The necessity of a proof, of a middle term to unite qualities
with existence, the possibility of a doubt, is abolished.
Only that which is apart from my own being is capable of
being doubted by me. How then can I doubt of God, who
is my being? To doubt of God is to doubt of myself.
Only when God is thought of abstractly, when his predi-
cates are the result of philosophic abstraction, arises the
distinction or separation between subject and predicate,
existence and nature—arises the fiction that the existence
or the subject is something else than the predicate, some-
thing immediate, indubitable, in distinction from the pre-
dicate, which is held to be doubtful. But this is only a
fiction. A God who has abstract predicates has also an
abstract existence. Existence, being, varies with varying
qualities.

The identity of the subject and predicate is clearly evi-
denced by the progressive development of religion, which
is identical with the progressive development of human
culture. So long as men is in a mere state of nature,
.80 long is his god a mere nature-god—a personification
of some natural force, 'Where man inhabits houses, he
also encloses his gods in temples. The temple is only a
manifestation of the value which man attaches to beauti-
ful buildings. Temples in honour of religion are in truth
temples in honour of architecture, With the emerging of
man from a state of savagery and wildness to one of culture,
with the distinction between what is fitting for man and
what is not fitting, arises simultaneously the distinction
between that which is fitting and that which is not fitting
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for God. God is the idea of majesty, of the highest dignity:
the religious sentiment is the sentiment of supreme fitness.
The later more cultured artists of Greece were the first to
embody in the statues of the gods the ideas of dignity, of
spiritual grandeur, of imperturbable repose and serenity.
But why were these qualities in their view attributes,
predicates of God? Because they were in themselves
regarded by the Greeks as divinities. Why did those
artists exclude all disgusting and low passions? Because
they perceived them to be unbecoming, unworthy, un-
human, and consequently ungodlike. The Homeric gods
eat and drink ;—that implies eating and drinking is a
divine pleasure. Physical strength is an attribute of the
Homeric gods: Zeus is the strongest of the gods. Why?
Because physical strength, in and by itself, was regarded as
something glorious, divine. To the ancient Germans the
highest virtues were those of the warrior; therefore their
supreme god was the god of war, Odin,—war, “the original
or oldest law.” Not the attribute of the divinity, but the
divineness or deity of the attribute, is the first true Divine
Being, Thus what theology and philosophy have held to be
God, the Absolute, the Infinite, is not God ; but that which
they have held not to be God is God : namely, the attribute,
the quality, whatever has reality. Hence he alone is the
true atheist to whom the predicates of the Divine Being,—
for example, love, wisdom, justice,—are nothing; not he to
whom merely the subject of these predicates is nothing.
And in-no wise is the negation of the subject necessarily
also a negation of the predicates considered in themselves,
These have an intrinsic, independent reality ; they force
their recognition upon man by their very nature; they are
self-evident truths to him; they prove, they attest them-
selves. It doesnot follow that goodness, justice, wisdom,
are chimaras because the existence of God is a chimsra,
nor truths because this is a truth. The idea of God is
dependent on the idea of justice, of benevolence; a God
who is not benevolent, not just, not wise, is no God ; but
the converse does not hold. The fact is not that a quality
is divine because God has it, but that God has it because
it is in itself divine: because without it God would be a
defective being, Justice, wisdom, in general every quality
which constitutes the divinity of God, is determined and
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known by itself independently, but the idea of God is
determined by the qualities which have thus been pre-
viously judged to be worthy of the divine nature ; only in
the case in which I identify God and justice, in which I
think of God immediately as the reality of the idea of
justice, is the idea of God self-determined. But if God as
a subject is the determined, while the quality, the predicate,
is the determining, then in truth the rank of the godhead is
due not to the subject, but to the predicate.

Not until several, and those contradictory, attributes are
united in one being, and this being is conceived as personal
—the personality being thus brought into especial promi-
nence—not until then is the origin of religion lost sight of,
is it forgotten that what the activity of the reflective power
has converted into a predicate distinguishable or separable
from the subject, was originally the true subject. Thus the
Greeks and Romans deified accidents as substances ; virtues,
states of mind, passions, as independent beings. Man,
especially the religious man, is to himself the measure of
all things, of all reality. Whatever strongly impresses a
man, whatever produces an unusual effect on his mind, if
it be only a peculiar, inexplicable sound or note, he per-
sonifies as a divine being. Religion embraces all the
objects of the world: everything existing has been an
object of religious reverence; in the nature and conscious-
ness of religion there is nothing else than what lies in the
nature of man and in his consciousness of himself and of the
world. Religion has no material exclusively its own. In
Rome even the passions of fear and terror had their
temples. The Christians also made mental phenomena into
independent beings, their own feelings into qualities of
things, the passions which governed them into powers
which governed the world, in short, predicates of their own
nature, whether recognised as such or not, into independent
subjective existences. Devils, cobolds, witches, ghosts,
angels, were sacred truths as long as the religious spirit
held undivided sway over mankind.

In order to banish from the mind the identity of the
divine and human predicates, and the consequent identity
of the divine and human nature, recourse is had to the
idea that God, as the absolute, real Being, has an infinite
fulness of various predicates, of which we here know only
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a part, and those such as are analogous to our own ; while
the rest, by virtue of which God must thus have quite a
different nature from the human or that which is analogous
to the human, we shall only know in the future—that is,
after death. But an infinite plenitude or multitude of
predicates which are really different, so different that the
one does not immediately involve the other, is realised
only in .an infinite plenitude or multitude of different
beings or individuals, Thus the human nature presents
an infinite abundance of different predicates, and for that
very reason it presents an infinite abundance of different
individuals. Each new man is a new predicate, a new
phasis of humanity. As many as are the men, so many are
the powers, the properties of humanity. It is true that
there are the same elements in every individual, but under
such various conditions and modifications that they ap-
pear new and peculiar. The mystery of the inexhaustible
fulness of the divine predicates is therefore nothing else
than the mystery of human nature considered as an
infinitely varied, infinitely modifiable, but, consequently,
phenomenal being. Only in the realm of the senses, only
in space and time, does there exist a being of really infinite
qualities or predicates. Where there are really different
predicates there are different times. One man is a distin-
guished musician, a distinguished author, a distinguished
physician; but he cannot compose music, write books,
and perform cures in the same moment of time. Time,
and not the Hegelian dialectic, is the medium of uniting
opposites, contradictories, in one and the same subject. But
distinguished and detached from the nature of man, and
combined with the idea of God, the infinite fulness of
various predicates is a conception without reality, a mere
phantasy, a conception derived from the sensible world, but
without the essential conditions, without the truth of sen- .
sible existence, a conception which stands in direct con-
tradiction with the Divine Being considered as a spiritual,
.6, an abstract, simple, single being ; for the predicates of
God are precisely of this character, that one involves all the
others, because there is no real difference between them.
If, therefore, in the present predicates I have not the future,
in the present God not the future God, then the future God
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qualities and passions; that it may not be something, it is
rather nothing,

Now, when it is shown that what the subject is lies
entirely in the attributes of the subject; that is, that the
predicate is the true subject; it is also proved that if the
divine predicates are attributes of the human nature, the
subject of those predicates is also of the human nature. But
the divine predicates are partly general, partly personal.
The general predicates are the metaphysical, but these serve
only as external points of support to religion ; they are not
the characteristic definitions of religion. It is the personal
predicates alone which constitute the essence of religion—
in which the Divine Being is the object of religion. Such
are, for example, that God is a Person, that he is the moral
Lawgiver, the Father ¢f mankind, the Holy One, the Just,
the Good, the Merciful. It is, however, at once clear, or it
will at least be clear in the sequel, with regard to these and
other definitions, that, especially as applied to a personality,
they are purely human definitions, and that consequentiy
man in religion—in his relation to God—is in relation to
his own nature ; for to the religious sentiment these predi-
cates are not mere conceptions, mere images, which man
forms of God, to be distinguished from that which God
is in himself, but truths, facts, realities. Religion knows
nothing of anthropomorphisms; to it they are not anthropo-
morphisms. It is the very essence of religion, that to it
these definitions express the nature of God. They are pro-
nounced to be images only by the understanding, which
reflects on religion, and which while defending them yet
before its own tribunal denies them. But to the religious
sentiment God is a real Father, real Love and Mercy ; for
to it he is a real, living, personal being, and therefore his attri-
butes are also living and personal. Nay, the definitions which
are the most sufficing to the religious sentiment are precisely
those which give the most offence to the understanding,
and which in the process of reflection on religion it denies.
Religion is essentially emotion; hence, objectively also,
emotion is to it necessarily of a divine nature. Even anger
appears to it an emotion not unworthy of God, provided only
there be a religious motive at the foundation of this anger.

But here it is also essential to observe, and this pheno-
menon is an extremely remarkable one, characterising the
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very core of religion, that in proportion as the divine
subject is in reality human, the greater is the apparent
difference between God and man; that is, the more, by
reflection on religion, by theology, is the identity of the
divine and human denied, and the human, considered as
such, is depreciated.! The reason of this is, that as what is
positive in the conception of the divine being can only be
human, the conception of man, as an object of consciousness,
can only be negative. To enrich God, man must become
poor; that God may be all, man must be nothing. But he
desires to be nothing in himself, because what he takes
from himself is not lost to him, since it is preserved in God.
Man has his being in God; why then should he have it
in himself ? Where is the necessity of positing the same
thing twice, of having it twice ? What man withdraws
from himself, what he renounces in himself, he only enjoys
in an incomparably higher and fuller measure in God.

The monks made a vow of chastity to God ; they morti-
fied the sexual passion in themselves, but therefore they
had in heaven, in the Virgin Mary, the image of woman
—an image of love. They could the more easily dispense
with real woman in proportion as an ideal woman was an -
object of love to them. The greater the importance they
attached to the denial of sensuality, the greater the import-
ance of the heavenly virgin for them : she was to them in
the place of Christ, in the stead of God. The more the
sensual tendencies are renounced, the more sensual is the
God to whom they are sacrificed. For whatever is made
an offering to God has an especial value attached to it; in
it God is supposed to have especial pleasure. That which
is the highest in the estimation of man is naturally
the highest in the estimation of his God; what pleases
man pleases God also. The Hebrews did not offer to
Jehovah unclean, ill-conditioned animals; on the contrary,
those which they most highly prized, which they them-
selves ate, were also the food of God (Cvbus Dei, Lev. iii.

1 Inter creatorem et creaturam non potest tanta similitudo notari, quin
inter eos major sit dissimilitudo notanda.—Later. Conc. can. 2. (Summa
Omn. Conec. Carranza. Antw. 1559. p. 326.) The last distinction between
man and God, between the finite and infinite nature, to which the religious
speculative imagination soars, is the distinction between Something
and Nothing, Ens and Non-Ens ; for only in Nothing is all community
with other beings abolished.



Fooro(r (e | #

# #

# ' &Y T I#D & !
Sl HRI&L ) &' -l *H1 %
#
!

Lo wo( !
wa(l # ( L*x
Lo o#e S # & |
* &l # &#( #
! #( (¥ $
LTI S B B
#o( (& #= " & $ %
"0 & H& HT H # -1
$ O #lHE # L# LM
(T#LSIE T 1T 1 &
oo g 4 && !
T S B G 7> B (
Ll#E # 1# () && T H# L #

& &# &# '$# $&( / *
I# #1&& H#HE&H#"! & 1#S$ #
#1O# # L S# L #
Ls#( ! o# 1M & H#H(! #

oo

(I LSIECL L &
2 S # # # " (! %

$1 ( oS H# # ) #
Lo (0t T
#OH(SH#H&  $(H LSHHE M "%
BV (1 L #o# o #
#OCHISVH # & VH*H B Y
" kg L $ IH #

+" $# $ LB #H
9 (1& "1 ' =t % (*

(, &(+ (* & &(+ (*$L 1 &
L&)+ % . & $ %+ & $)(H 7048%  *(+
& &!)-1 & %! &+ 3 +11 9P<BYPR



# =" ! # *&( (
& $' (VLI # s
ol s 2> B # &
$#HH # # # I "'&
I $'"## # Hit & E "
! #*&I(C" "H 'S (1* &
& L L1 g $'E
Coa " & .o
*O#L& " # & # E - §
" ('9 " ! Io*

'& Sl # "#o( # "
#l & S #Hl & & 'H# (#& &
! L ## + " !

S H#H +# ( ( "# O+ #(
! # D PLo##

$ ' ## ! or&L ##
#" ( *&! o '

B # & & & "

S 4 # "HSH ! "%

& # " # " # &
# " Srt# &!

"H &S H# "H O H# #
# (! "o & %S A

( $! (= v #((
&& 'S "'# (& 8 $! 9* &l

I# & #'$& "'# & (#
& H#&  x1 " "

& # &S S o
Hoo(# " &S (M &%
H& #" & H& H"( H# " !

N = "(& &!
& & # ##( "™ &
& '& oL 0l #("
# oot # & '&%
Lo# (&# " # 1 $(! %
$ # # + & ( $
L& * S # # '7 $ #
& ### " TH( D ! + #H##H
$ 1 + #H# !
# t#" L # Lg!]
& 1 S H## 7% # '#

I #& $#  #



THE ESSENCE OF RELIGION. 29

indirectly, in a mystical, that is, a religious form.! For
that which is given to man’s God is in truth given to man
himself; what a man declares concerning God, he in truth
declares concerning himself. Augustinianism would be a
truth, and a truth opposed to Pelagianism, only if man had
the devil for his God, and, with the consciousness that he
was the devil, honoured, reverenced, and worshipped him
as the highest being. But so long as man adores a good
being as his God, so long does he contemplate in God the
goodness of his own nature.

As with the doctrine of the radical corruption of human
nature, so is it with the identical doctrine, that man can
do nothing good, .., in truth, nothing of himself—by his
own strength. For the denial of human strength and
spontaneous moral activity to be true, the moral activity
of God must also be denied; and we must say, with the
Oriental nihilist or pantheist : the Divine being is absolutely
without will or action, indifferent, knowing nothing of the
discrimination between evil and good. But he who defines
God as an active being, and not only so, but as morally
active and morally eritical,—as a being who loves, works,
and rewards good, punishes, rejects, and condemns evil,—
he who thus defines God only in appearance denies human
activity, in fact, making it the highest, the most real activity.
He who makes God act humanly, declares human activity
to be divine; he says: A god who is not active, and not
morally or humanly active, is no god; and thus he makes
the idea of the Godhead dependent on the idea of activity,
that is, of human activity, for a higher he knows not.

Man—this is the mystery of religion—projects his being

1 Pelagianism denies God, religion—isti tantam tribuunt potestatem
voluntati, ut pietati auferant orationem. (Augustin de Nat. et Grat. cont.
Pelagium, c. 58.) It has only the Creator, i.e., Nature, as a basis, not the
Saviour, the true God of the religious sentiment—in a word, it denies God ;
but, as a consequence of this, it elevates man into a God, since it makes
him a being not needing God, self-sufficing, independent. (See on this
subject Luther against Erasmus and Augustine, L c. c. 33.) Augustinian-
jsm denies man ; but, as a consequence of this, it reduces God to the level
of man, even to the ignominy of the cross, for the sake of man. The former

uts man in the place of God, the latter puts God in the place of man;

th lead to the same result—the distinction is only apparent, a pious
jllusion. Augustinianism is only an inverted Pelagianism ; what to the
latter is a subject, is to the former an object.
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into objectivity,! and then again makes himsélf an object
to this projected image of himself thus converted into a
subject; he thinks of himself is an object to himself, but
as the object of an object, of another being than himself.
Thus here. Man is an object to God. That man is good
or evil is not indifferent to God; no! He has a lively,
profound interest in man’s being good; he wills that man .
should be good, happy—for without goodness there is no
happiness. Thus the religious man virtually retracts the
nothingness of human activity, by making his dispositions
and actions an object to God, by making man the end of
God—for that which is an object to the mind is an end in
action ; by making the divine activity a means of human
salvation. God acts, that man may be good and happy.
Thus man, while he is apparently humiliated to the lowest
degree, is in truth exalted to the highest. Thus, in and
through God, man has in view himself alone. It is true
that man places the aim of his action in God, but God has
no other aim of action than the moral and eternal salvation
of man: thus man has in fact no other aim than himself;
The divine activity is not distinet from the human,

How could the divine activity work on me as its object,
nay, work in me, if it were essentially different from me;
how could it have a human aim, the aim of ameliorating
and blessing man, if it were not itself human? Does not
the purpose determine the nature of the act? When man
makes his moral improvement an aim to himself, he has
divine resolutions, divine projects; but also, when ‘God
seeks .the salvation of man, he has human ends and a
bhuman mode of activity corresponding to these ends.
Thus in God man has only his own activity as an object.
But for the very reason that he regards his own activity
as objective, goodness only as an object, he necessarily
receives the impulse, the motive not from himself, but
from this object. He contemplates his nature as external
to himself, and this nature as goodness; thus it is self-

1 The religious, the original mode in which man becomes objective to
himself, is (as is clearly enough explained in this work) to be distinguished
from the mode in which this occurs in reflection and speculation ; the latter
is voluntary, the former involuntary, necessary—as necessary as art, as
splqeqh. With the progress of time, it is true, theology coincides with
religion, .
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evident, it is mere tautology to say that the impulse to
good comes only from thence where he places the good.

God is the highest subjectivity of man abstracted from
himself; hence man can do nothing of himself, all good-
ness comes from God. The more subjective God is, the
more completely. does man divest himself of his subjec-
tivity, because God is, per se, his relinquished’ self, the
possession of which he however again vindicates to himself.
As the action of the arteries drives the blood into the ex-
tremities, and the action of the veins brings it back again,
as life in general consists in a perpetual systole and diastole;
80 is it in religion. In the religious systole man propels his
own nature from himself, he throws himself outward ; in the
religious diastole he receives the rejected nature into his
Leart again. God alone is the being who acts of himself,—
this is the force of repulsion in religion; God is the being
who acts in me, with me, through me, upon me, for me, is
the principle of my salvation, of my good dispositions and
actions, consequently my own good. principle and nature,—

- this is the force of attraction in religion.

The course of religious development which has been gene-
rally indicated consists specifically in this, that man abstracts
more and more from God, and attributes more and more to
himself. This is especially apparent in the belief in reve-
lation. That which to a later age or a cultured people is
given by nature or reason, is to an earlier age, or to a yet
uncultured people, given by God. Every tendency of man,
however natural—even the impulse to cleanliness, was
conceived by the Israelites as a positive divine ordinance.
From this example we again see that God is lowered, is
conceived more entirely on the type of ordinary humanity,
in proportion as man detracts from himself. How can the
self-humiliation of man go further than when he disclaims
the capability of fulfilling spontaneously the requirements
of common decency ?* The Christian religion, on the other
hand, distinguished the impulses and passions of man
according to their quality, their character; it represented
only good emotions, good dispositions, good thoughts, as
revelations, operations—that is, as dispositions, feelings,
thoughts,—of God; for what God reveals is a quality of
God himself: that of which the heart is full overflows the

1 Deut, xxiii. 12, 13.

























































































































































































































































































































































































































































