
NOTES

AND

BIBLIOGRAPHY.



I

NOTES.

(1). On Religion. Omanfs Tr.f p. 37.

(2). Oman, p. 20.

(3). Op. cit., p. 21 .

(4). Carl Stange: Das Problem der Religion, pp. 43-47.

(5). "Alles Anschauen gehet aus von einem Einfluss des Ange-

schaueten auf den Anschauenden, von einem ursprunglichen und unab-

hangigen Handeln des erstern, welches dann von dem letzteren seiner

Natur gemass aufgenommen, zusammengefasst und begriffen wird.

Was Ihr also anschaut und wahrnehmt, ist nicht die Natur der Dinge,

sondern ihr Handeln auf Euch." Reden. pp. 55-56.

Unless otherwise stated the references to the Reden are to the first

edition, the pagination of which is given in the margin of the Edd.

both of Otto and Punjer.

"i

(6). "Alles Einzelne als einen Teil des Ganzen, alles Beschrankte

als eine Darstellung des Unendlichen hinnehmen, das ist Religion.

Reden. p. 56.
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(7). Anschauen ist und bleibt immer etwas Einzelnes, Abgeson-

dertes, die unmittelbare Wahrnehmung, weiter nichts: sie zu ver-

binden und in ein Ganzes zusammenzustellen, ist schon wieder nicht

das Geschaft des Sinnes, sondern des abstrakten Denkens. So die

Religion; bei den unmittelbaren Erfahrungen vom Dasein und Handeln

des Universums, bei den Sinzelnen Anschauungen und Gefuhlen bleibt

sie stehen; jede derselbe ist ein fur sich bestehendes Werk, ohne

Zusammenhang mit andern oder Abh'angigkeit von ihnen; von Ableitung

und Ankniipfung weiss sie nichts, es ist untetf 411 em, was ihr

begegnen kann, das, dem ihre Natur am meisten widerstrebt.

Reden. p. 58.

(8)* "Endlich, um das allgemeine Bild der Religion zu vollenden,

erinftert Euch, dass -jede Anschauung ihrer Natur nach mit einem

Gefiihl verbunden ist." 0p.. cit. p. 66.

(9). "So wie die besondere Art, wie das Universum sich Euch in

Euren Anschauungen darstellt, das Eigentumliche Eurer individuellen

Religion ausmacht, so bestimmt die Starke dieser Gefuhle den Grad
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der Religiositat." Ojd. cit. p. 68.

(10). " . . dass ich von beiden nicht anders als getrennt

reden kann* der feinste Geist der Religion geht dadurch verloren fur

meine Rede, und ich kann ihr innerstes Geheimnis nur schwanksnd und

unsicher enthullen." Op., cit* * P*

(11). "Jener . Augenblick, der bei .ieder sinnlichen Wahrnehmung

vorkommt." Ojp. cit. p. 73. Italics mine.

(12). "Wo der Sinn und sein Gegenstand gleichsam ineinander

geflossen und eins geworden sind." Op. cit. p. 73.

(13). Schleiermacherfs exposition in the present passage is as

follows: "Der einfachste Stoff zerlegt sich in zwei entgegengesetzte

Elemente: die einen treten t-roton zusammen zum Bilde eines Objekts,

die andern dringen durch zum Mittelpunkt unsers Wesens, brausen dort

auf mit unsern urspriinglichen Trieben und entwickeln ein fluchtiges j

Gefuhl." _0jd. cit.. p. 72.

(14). Anschauung ohne Gefuhl ist nichts, . . Gefuhl e&ne

Anschauung ist auch nichts: beide sind nur dann und deswegen etwas,
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wenn und well sie ursprunglich eins und ungetrennt sind." Ojd. cit»

p. 73.

(15). Siegmund-Schultze: Schleiermachers Psvchologie in ihrer

Bedeutung fur die Glaubenslehre, p. 169. Of the development from

the Reden to the Claubenslehre he says, " • dass die Wandlung

Schl.s in der Auffassung der Religion, die von vielen Seiten bei

einen Vergleich des Religionsbegriffs der "Reden" und der

"Glaubenslehre" ausgesagt worden ist, nicht sehr gross ist."

Of the various editions of the Redent "Was aber die Onterschiede

betrifft, die sich zwischen den verschiedenen Ausgaben der "Reden"

selbst feststellen lassen, so muss die Tatsache an den Anfang der

Erorterung gestellt werden, dass Schl. bei der Neubearbeitung der

VReden" nirgends die eigentliche Darstellung der Frommigkeit,

sondern nur einige peeriffe geandert hat." And so passim.

<16). lida E. Huber: Die Entwicklung des Re 1igionsbegriffs bei

Schleiermaoher. p. 55.



(17). R. A. Lipsius: Scb\,$A$jm<>Lcb$ rg EsdjgJL Vber . dlSL-E&lIg lQIL«

Jahrb. fur protest. Theol. 1875, p. 175.

(18). Cf. Huber, Op. cit.V pp. 57ff.

(19). "So beschaffen 1st die erste Empfangniss alles Lebendigen

in Eurem Leben auf jedem Gebiet, also auch auf dem der Religion."

Reden. p. 55. References to the second ed. are to Punjer. The

italics here are mine. Cf. here Huber, ojd. ci t. . p. 59.

(20). The "Mystic moment" is further characterised as "die

Geburtsstunde alles Lebendigen in der Re.ligion." Reden. 1st. ed.,

p. 75.

(21). Reden. p. 55.

(22). Glaubenslehre. 5:4. References to the Glaubenslehre are

to paragraph and section. In following notes the work will be

cited as GL.

(25). " . . dass mit gleicher Vollkommenheit jenes Wissens

sehr verschiedene Grade der Frommigkeit bestehen konnen, und mit

gleich vollkommener Frommigkeit sehr verschiedene Grade dieses
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Wissens." GL., 3:4.

(24). "Allein in alien andern eigent1icheren Gebieten des

Wissens hat die Ueberzeugung selbst kein anderes Maass als die

Klarheit und Vollstandigkeit des Denkens selbst. Soil es sich nun

mit dieser Ueberzeugung eben so verhalten: so kamen wir doch auf das

vorige zuruck, dass der, welcher die religiosen Satze am klarsten unc

vollstandigsten einzeln und in ihrem Zusammenhange denkt, auch der

frommste sein miisste." GL., 3:4.

(25). So Siegmund-Schultze: Schl.s Psvchologie. p. 186.

(26). For this whole argument vide GL. 3:4.

(27). GL. 3.

(28). GL. 3:2.

(29). Huber: ojd. ci t. . p. 291.

(30). Ib.. p. 291.

(31). lb., p. 292.

(32). "Nimmt also jemand den Ausdruck Gefuhl in einem so weiten

Sinne, dass ©r auch bewusstlose Zustande darunter begreift: so soil
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er erinnert sein, dass von dieser C-ebrauchsweise hier zu abstrahiren

i s t. " GL., 3 :2 •

(53). "So finden wir das Gefuhl als bestandig jeden Moment, sei

er nun vorherrschend denkend Oder wollend, immer begleitend. Es

scheint zu verschwinden, wenn wir ganz in einer Anschauung Oder in

einer Handlung aufgehen; aber es scheint nur. Es ist immer auch nur

begleitend. Es scheint bisweilen allein hervorzutreten und darin

Gedanke und That unterzugehen; aber dies scheint nur, es sind immer

Spuren des Wollens und Keime des Denkens Oder umgekehrt beides, wenn

auch wieder scheinbar verschwindend , darin mi tgesetzt.T? Dialektik.

quoted by 0. Ritschl: Schl e i e rmache rs Thgorie von der Fromrnigkei t«

p. 139.

(34). Psychologje. p. 67.

(35) • Op?. cit.. p. o7•

(S6). On. cit.. p. 70.

(37). Vide, the whole discussion in GL.,3:3.
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(38) . GL . , 3:3.

(39) . GL. f 3:4.

(40). GL., 4.

(41). Reden. Piinjer's ed., p. 57.

(42). "Daher scheint as unbedenklich, drei Stufen des Selbst-

bewusstseins zu unterscheiden, die thierartig verworrene, in welcher

jener Gegensatz noch nicht hervorgerufen warden kann als die

niedrigste, das sinnliche Selbstbewusstsein, welches ganz una gar

auf diesem Gegensatze beruht als die mittlere, und das schlecht-

hinige Abhangigkeitsgefuhl, in welchem diesar Gegansatz verschwindet,

und alias, dam sich das Subjekt auf der mittleren Stufe entgegen-

satzte, als mit ihm identisch zusdJnmengefasst wird, als die

hochste• GL., 5:1.

(43). Hoffding: Modern Philosophers, p. 254.

(44). 0. Kirn: Schleiermacher und die Romantik. in his Vortrage

und Aufsatze, p. 231.
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(45). Vide Hubers Die Entwicklung des Rel igionsbegri f f s bei

Schleiermacher, p. 141.

(46). "Inhaltlich ausgedruckt soli aus dem Begriff des Gefuhls

allest was an das Denken erinnert, alle Beziehung zum Objekt immer

grundlicher entfernt werden. Urspriinglich ist das Gefuhl ein

unmittelbares Erfassen der Welt (opp. vermitteltes Denken)j am

Schluss der Entwicklung ist es ein unmittelbares Erfassen des Ichs

(opp. Auffassen der Welt)." But the author goes on immediately:

"Nur das muss man noch im Auge behalten: ganz rein ist weder diese

noch jene Gefiihlstheorie je durchgefiihrt worden." Huber, 0£. cit..

p. 264.

(47) . GL., 4:4.

(48). ££. however the view of Otto Ritschl, who contends that

this extension is implicit in the exposition of the immediate self-

consciousness as not including unconscious states. This implies, i



his view, definiteness, and therefore the inclusion of a perceptive

element - a primitive "Vorsteilung" - in the very conception of this

form of consciousness. This is the opposite view from that, of Huber

quoted above. Vide 0. Ritschl: Schlelermachers Theorie von der

Frommigkeit. in The,pl,og.i.sc,hs ,S,t.udlen. Pf Wgiss dargl9,h,r.a.fih.t> pp. 146-

147.

(49). See a full treatment of this part of the subject in W. P.

Paterson: The Rule of Faith, ch. V.

(50)., C. ■Sigwart: Schleiermachers Erkenntni.sstheorie. Jahrb. fur

ds.y.t.aoA.s....ThspIreIs., 1857, p. 268.

(50). Bergson; Introduction to Metaphysics, p. 6.

(51 ) . Qs.. £11., p. 7.
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SCHLEIERMACHER f S THEORY

OF THE NATURE OF RELIGIOUS EXPERIENCE. '

The theological activity of Schleiermacher covered the entire

field of religious thought, and there is no portion of that field

in which his conceptions have not exercised a powerful and

quickening influence. But no part of his thinking is of more lasting

interest than that which is concerned with the fundamental question

of the nature of the religious experience itself. I use the

expression "religious experience" because the subject of Schleier-

macher's treatment is not religion in any of its outward or concrete

manifestations, but the religious state as such. His intention is

to elucidate the very inmost nature of religion, as a possession or

condition of the individual religious man. It is an index of this

preoccupation with the inward spiritual life, that the name of the

subject of inquiry is changed in his later works from "religion!'



to "piety" (Frommigkeit). It is also described - no.t infrequently

as "religiousness" (Religiositat). It may be stated shortly at the

outset that Schleiermacher finds the essence of religion - so

considered - in Feeling# The purpose of the present essay is to

investigate the sense in which this definition is to be taken, and

to bring out the psychology and the theory of faith or of religious

knowledge which it involves. Thereafter, some suggestions towards

a reconstructive statement of the nature and validity of religious

experience will be drawn from the critical discussion.

While certain leading thoughts, and more especially certain

leading motives remain constant throughout SchleiermacherTs

handling of the subject, he nevertheless shows greater variation in

the details, and often in more than the details, of his exposition,

than any other great thinker, and it will be necessary at certain

points to follow him with some particularity through these changes.

It will be part of our task therefore, to take into consideration,

to that extent, the development of his view. Its two main forms



may be seen in the early Reden. and in the Glaubenslehre of his

mature development. The intervening and less known works will be

referred to in this essay where such reference is necessary to th

proper understanding of the development of the theory. Of these

works, probably the most important for our particular purpose is

the Psvchologie.
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It was in the last year of the Eighteenth Century that Schleier-

macher burst upon Germany as a new intellectual and spiritual force,

with his work nUber die Religion: P.eden an die Gebildeten unter

ihren Yerachtern.M which we shall refer to shortly under the name of

the Reden. This work is strongly under the influence of the

Romantic movement, with several of the leaders of which - particularly

with Friedrich Schlegel - Schleiermacher was at this time on terms

of the closest intimacy. His Addresses are regarded as the repre¬

sentative work of Romanticism within the religious sphere. The

influence of Romanticism, along with his early religious training

in the Moravian Brotherhood^were factors which worked together

strongly to give to his religion that predominantly emotional tone

which characterises it. The Addresses are a spirited and earnest

Apologia for religion, not academic but popular, in intention at

least, though some parts of them furnish sufficiently hard reading.

In spite of the fact that they are set forth as popular addresses,

they go into the fundamental matters involved, in a way which enables

us to use the work as a source for the author's scientific ideas on
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the subject.

As we expect from a work which is influenced by the ideas of

Romanticism, the standpoint is strongly subjective, and the

emotional side of religion is emphasised. Religion is feeling.

It is an immediate possession of the soul, arising spontaneously and

subsisting for itself. And in taking up this attitude and giving

this account of religion, Schleiermacher is not merely setting forth,

the tenets of a School, he is proclaiming his own inmost conviction,

n and giving expression to his own deepest experience. The funda¬

mental position of his first work - the placing of religion upon the

emotional side of our' nature - is one from which he never afterwards

departs.

And it is well also to remember that there was another strong

influence at work in his intellectual environment, as potent as any

we have mentioned although his attitude towards it was one of sharp

reaction. This was the Aufklarung of Eighteenth Century Germany,

with its dry intellectualism, in which was no place for that

religion which he found to be his own deepest and most real



experience. This was the real point of departure of his own literary-

activity. It was to the men of the Aufklarung that he addressed this

■

eloquent plea for the validity of an entire realm of experience which

was not- "dreamt of in their philosophy."

To remember this circumstance of its origin is a help to the

understanding of the book. It is well to keep ever in mind this

practical purpose which Schleiermacher sets before himself, and

which is fundamental to his position throughout. As we have seen,

that intention is already evident in the very title of the work.

It is addressed to those cultured men of his time who in the name of

intellect look down upon religion, and the author's intention is to

set forth religion as something which takes its place, and ought to

take its place, among the normal activities or interests of a fully

rounded life. Religion is necessary to a complete culture, and it

is independent of the other parts of a complete culture. The entire

autonomy of religion is the conclusion to which he argues. .Religion

is an element of the inner life of man, which is found to be both

indispensable and irreducible. To ignore it is to cut oneself off



from the natural exercise of a normal spiritual activity: and to

confuse it with any of the other activities of the spirit is to

lose sight of its true nature altogether. The author deplores the

general disparagement of religion among the cultured of his day.

He sees that on both of the points that he raises, false ideas are

generally held, and that the contempt of religion is due to the

influence of these false ideas. Religion is not regarded as con¬

stituting a necessary part of life, nor as reigning in a kingdom

of its own. And the second mistake conduces to the first. So long

as religion is held to have no distinctive sphere apart from other

concerns of life, it will inevitably be looked upon as subordinate

to these other interests, and will in the end come to be regarded

as superfluous. The form which these false ideas take in the thought

of the time, is that of the identification of religion either with

philosophy or morality. Schleiermacher holds with conviction and

argues with vehemence that it is neither the one nor the other,

neither knowledge nor action, neither a corpus of doctrines nor a



code of morals. It is an independent spiritual activity, different

in kind from these others and having equal rights with them. A

considerable section of the second Address is taken up with the

argument that religion must be something different from those other

departments of the psychic life with which metaphysics and ethics

are concerned. It is a spiritual interest in itself and for its own

sake. "Only by keeping quite outside the range both of science and

of practice can it maintain its proper sphere and character. Only

when piety takes its place alongside of science and practice as a

necessary, an indispensable third, as their natural counterpart,

not less in worth and splendour than either, will the common field be

altogether occupied and human nature on this side complete." (1)

Against the prevalent conception of religion as the "handmaid" to

morality he argues with great force in the first of the Reden. He

refuses to join the ranks of those utilitarian apologists for

religion who use "that common device of representing how necessary

religion is for maintaining justice and order in the world.
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Which of the two is more degraded in being thus thought of together,

I shall not decide, whether justice and morality which are repre-
t

sented as needing support, or religion which is to support them, or

even whether it be not you to whom such things are said." (2) The

entire passage in which this part of his subject is developed, is

written at a white heat of comviction, and rises to a considerable

height of eloquence, and it is to be taken as expressing the very

heart of his contention. It is the central thought which controls

the entire argument. He urges that if religion is not more than this

conception makes of it, it is not worth defending, for it is not

indeed worth conserving. Law and morality on the one hand, and

science and metaphysic on the other, are quite capable in the long

run of assuming entirely to themselves the respective provinces which

belong to them, and then religion on the utilitarian theory becomes

entirely otiose. SchleiermacherTs point of departure is thus to be

found in a criticism, thoroughgoing and passionate, of the position

accorded to religion by the cultured opinion of his time. The more



positive counterpart to the negative or critical statement of his

view he sets forth in these words at the end of the first Address:

"I maintain that in all better souls piety springs necessarily by

itself; that a province of its own in the mind belongs to it, in

which it has unlimited sway; that it is worthy to animate most

profoundly the noblest and best and to be fully accepted and known

by them." (3)

Alongside of the question of the relation of Schleiermacher to

the Aufklarung, arises naturally that of his relation to Kant. This

latter relation is more clearly evidenced in connection with the

detailed discussion in the later Glaubenslehre. but the main lines

of it may be premised here. It is curious that SchleiermacherTs work

has been shown by some commentators to be independent of Kant, and

by others to be in close relation to Kant's thinking. There is no

doubt that the latter view is the correct one, as Schleiermacher was

from the first a close student of Kant's work, and the result is very

♦

evident throughout- his own thinking. Indeed it has recently been



very ably and closely argued by Stange that only in Schleiermacher

Is the critical method given a thorough-going application to the

question of the nature of the religious consciousness. (4) Stange's

argument applies specifioallry to the later development of the theory

of religion as we have it in the Glaubenslehre. which regards

religion as gp^oifically a feeling of absolute dependence, but iltt

general it might be stated thus: that, in Schleiermacher's view

feeling posits religion within the continuum of consciousness, for

it posits a certain datum which, is not conditioned by our idea of the

ordinary world, and gives it as good a voucher as that by which our

idea of the ordinary world is guaranteed. Religious experience is

an actual occurrence in consciousness, and as such is to be treated

on its merits. The method is thoroughly critical in that it bases

upon experience, and seeks to work out the implicates of

consciousness•

In another matter Schleiermacher's treatment shows an advance upon

Kant's. When Kant treats specifically of religion, he sets out, as



Schieiermacher does, to establish its autonomy. He takes common

ground with Schieiermacher in that he sees the necessity of breaking

with the conception of the Aufklarung which confused religion with

the working of the theoretic reason. But in doing so he is, from

Schieiermacher1s point of view, in danger of confusing it with the

practical reason. While therefore Kant and Schieiermacher are at

one in that they set out upon an endeavour to establish the autonomy

of religion, they part company on the question of the means by which

that autonomy is to be established. So great is the divergence which

is thus introduced into the treatment of religion by the respective

thinkers, that it has given rise, in some quarters, to the opinion

quoted above, that Schieiermacher is independent of Kant's thinking.

But he is independent only in the sense of a deliberate independence.

He would regard the procedure of Kant as almost equally unsatis¬

factory with that of those thinkers of the Aufklarung who made

religion the "handmaid" to morality. To Schieiermacher it seems as

important to establish religion independently of morality, as it is
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to free it from the bands of theory. His endeavour after the-

autonomy of religion, then, aims at being more thorough than that

of Kant, setting religion apart in its own peculiar sphere,

independent alike of the theoretic and the practical reason.

We have seen that Schleiermacher defines religion in terms of

feeling, but in interpreting that position it is necessary to bear

in mind the context of the argument. Having claimed for religion a

peculiar sphere of its own, it is incumbent upon him to indicate

•what that sphere is. He has stated very distinctly what, in his

view,it is not. It lies outwith the scope both of metaphysic and

ethic, both of doctrine and of morals. It has not its foundations

therefore either in intellect or will. There remains feeling.

Here, then, the religious life finds its inmost abode. The step is

taken, determinative for SchleiermacherTs whole conception of the

nature of religion, of identifying it with feeling. In virtue of its

being grounded in this essential part of man's nature, religion

"takes its,place alongside of science and practice, as a necessary,



an indispensable third." Whether it was necessary to identify

religion simply with feeling in this way, in order to establish the

autonomy of religion, is a matter for question, and the question

will be raised in the course of this paper. Meanwhile let us follow 1

the further development of the theory as it is set forth in the

Reden. Its exposition is contained mainly in the second Address.

SchleiermacherTs first step towards defining the nature of religior

is to abstract from all concrete expressions of it in cultus, doc¬

trine, and so on, and to seek the inner nature of it in an individual

experience. It must be looked at from within, not from without as it

is expressed in any external embodiment whatsoever. To enter into the

real nature of any spiritual phenomenon, it is necessary to regard

it from the centre, not from the periphery. This is his doctrine of

the "Mittelpunkt•" And religion, when so regarded, separates itself

out from all extraneous elements, with which it may be quite legiti¬

mately bound up in the actual concretum of life, but which do not

belong at all to its essential nature. And as it is the pure and



essential nature of religion that he wishes to reach, it is in this

separation that he treats it. "Religion," in SchleiermacherTs

{usage, is thus manifestly and confessedly an abstraction. The issues
t

which this fact involves will be dealt with in the sequel.

In the original statement of the theory, as we have it in the

first edition of the Reden. religion was stated to consist, not in

feeling simply, but in "intuition and feeling." This phrase is used ;

as a sort of compound expression, as if to indicate a composite

psychical function which no single word would cover. His use of the i

expression is precisely as though the words were hyphened together to:

form a compound. In regard to this part of the subject considerable

alterations were made in the second edition of 1806, and these

alterations are of great interest and no little importance. One of

the most conspicuous is the tendency to emphasise feeling (Gefuhl),

and to drop the element of intuition (Anschauung). The changes in i

the second edition are of sufficient importance to warrant separate

and specific inquiry, and we shall return to them after reviewing
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the main points in the earlier statement.

What then does Schleiermacher understand by feeling (Gefiihl), and

by intuition (Anschauung) respectively, in the theory as originally

stated? Intuition and feeling stand together over against Will, in

that they belong to the passive side of man's nature. On the other

hand they are together differentiated from reflective thought, in

that they are immediate (unmittelbar) mental functions. Perception

(Wahrnehmung), and immediate perception (unmitteIbare Wahrnehmung),

are terms which are also used synonymously with intuition. Intuition

therefore, though joined closely with feeling, introduces the element

of outward reference- It is directed to an object.

The mental complex upon which religion is grounded is therefore,

on this side of intuition, not altogether passive. It is more than a

mere state of the subject. It will be well to go into this part of

Schleiermacher1s psychology in some detail. Intuition in general,

in the first place, - intuition of an object - is of the nature of a

reaction of the subject to the original action upon it of the object.
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Our intuition of an object is our experience of the impression it

- /makes upon us. (5) What is given us in intuition is therefore not

the nature of the object, but its influence upon us. As it is in the

general case, so it is in the special case of religious intuition.

Religious intuition is intuition of the Whole (Anschauung des

Universums), and takes place in response to the action upon us of

the Universe or Whole. Now .the Whole acts upon us through parti¬

culars, and so we are brought to that definition or description of

religion which is most characteristic of the Reden. - Religion is an j

.

immediate perception of every particular as part of the Whole, of

every finite thing as a representation of the infinite. (6) This
*

may be taken along with the description of religion as "Anschauung

und Gefuhl," as giving the main position of the Reden. The

definition of Religion as "Anschauung und Gefuhl" states the organ

of religion; that as "Anschauen des Universums" states its content.

It is well to note that this early conception of the content of

religion is somewhat different from the later and better known



position of the Glaubenslehre% according to which religion is a

feeling of absolute dependence upon God. Under the influence of.the

Romantic movement the aarly position is, in expression at least,

much more pantheistic.

It follows from the description given of intuition that, in

Schleiermacher1s view, intuition is sufficient in and for itself.

It might be described as insight. It is the flash of that

immediat perception by which the infinite Whole becomes visible to\

us in the finite particular. Each intuition or feeling contains its

truth and value in itself. No part of that truth or value can be

derivative. It is not dependent on the relation of the intuition to

any other intuition, or to anything else. It would not be possible,

nor if it were possible would it be advantageous, to reduce our

intuitions to any sort of system of dependence or relation one to

another. This naturally follows from the immediacy of intuition.(7).



So much for the part played by intuition. Feeling takes.its place

as the invariable accompaniment of intuition. (8) The action upon us

of the object - which is the Whole (das Universum) - produces,

along with our immediate perception of the object, an alteration in

ourselves, an impression upon us which is feeling. This is the

personal or subjective counterpart of that same psychic event which,

in so far as it refers us to the cause which produces the event in

us, is an intuition or immediate perception of that cause. Intu¬

ition and feeling are each impossible without the other, and whereas

the particular kind of our religion consists in the way in which the

infinite is represented to us in intuition, the strength of the

accompanying feelings determines the degree in which we are

religious. (9)

There remains one further'development to complete the exposition

of SchleiermacherTs treatment of the subject in this place. The

passage is a very difficult one, and perhaps it is impossible to
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to find perfect clearness and consistency in it, in the form in which

it stands here, but it is of such importance to the disentangling

of the various strands of thought that are woven together into

Sc&leiermacherfs conception of religion, that it is essential to

consider it closely. When the author has brought the exposition to

the point we have now reached, a doubt seems to suggest itself to

him as to the correctness of a treatment which operates with a dual

conception like intuition and feeling. It introduces a division

into the very definition of that which is in its nature one and

undivided. It is, he argues, by reason of a limitation of our

though-t that we are thus compelled to separate two elements which,

apart from one another, are nothing. It is not in this separation

that they take their rise in consciousness. And by treating them,

as we unfortunately must, in distinction from one another, the best

and most essential spirit of religion is lost. (10)
'

The difficulty here indicated is therefore inevitably created,
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according to Schleiermacher, by the very nature of consciousness in

the form in which we directly know it. For it is in its complete

form that we know it, in the sense of observing it. And the

essential characteristic of consciousness, in that complete form,is

complexity, or rather duality. It is cleft bR the subject-ob ject

distinction. And the reduction of the difficulty is to be found,

according to Schleiermacher, in the theory that this duality is a

development in consciousness, and does not characterise its origin.

1 *

There is a primitive simplicity of consciousness underlying the

duality. In its origin consciousness is one and undivided. The

primitive form of experience, one might say, is, according to this

view, one which has not yet acquired objectivity, and with the

Requisition of objective significance, primitive unity'and^simpli¬

city depart. There is an original, momentary experience, from which

the elements of awareness of self and reference to an object are not

yet separated out, and out of this first simple consciousness these
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two elements of complete consciousness take their rise. In "that

mystic moment" (jener geheimnisvolle Augenblick), knower and known

are one. And it is important to note that this is set forth as an

account of perceptive consciousness in general. (11) In this

original and momentary experience, " sense and its object are merged

into one."^Then this first simple consciousness, so fleeting that it

cannot be demonstrated by simple observation, is immediately broken up

into the elements of a complex consciousness. Part of it acquires an

objective reference and becomes a perception or intuition* part of it

remains, as Schleiermacher puts it elsewhere, "an alteration in the

self," - a feeling, running its whole course within the subjective

sphere. (13)

And so religion is not divided, though, speaking in terms of

reflective thought, we are compelled to describe it as though it

were so. Neither intuition nor feeling is anything in itself, each

requires the other, with which it was originally one. ( l/f) Religion

is this very unity of intuition and feeling, of self and object,



which we find in the first form of consciousness. "Dieser Moment ist

die hdchste Blute der Religion."

It'is obvious that the description of religion given in this

section is very different from that given in the immediately

preceding part of the same address. The extent of the difference

. 'I
.will require investigation, and for convenience of treatment we shall!

refer to the Earlier part as A. (pp. 55-71), and to the later as
i

B. (pp. 72-75). The difference between the bearing of the respec¬

tive passages may be summed up thus, that while in A. religion is
.

grounded in feeling as a definite and recognisable element in

ordinary consciousness, in B. it is grounded in a hypothetical and

homogeneous state of the subject, out of which consciousness, in

its known form, springs.

It will now be necessary to look into the changes made by

Schleiermacher in the second edition of the work, which appeared

in 1806. Some of these are of little account for our purpose, being



changes merely in form or expression. And indeed, in view of the

very strong emphasis which recent criticism and exposition of

Schleiermacher has laid upon the changes which marked the stages

in the development of his views, it is necessary to point^that in

later editions of the Reden Schleiermacher has not altered the

essentials of his presentation, however greatly that presentation

may sometimes seem to be modified. This is SchleiermacherTs own

contention in the elucidations which he added to the text in later

editions of the Reden. and it is not without strong ground.

Siegmund-Schultze, in his illuminating discussion of the subject

has kept well in view this continuity of thought throughout the

development of SchleiermacherTs theory, not only from one edition to

another of the Redep. but also from the Reden to the Claubenslehre.

(15) But at the same time certain of the, changes do represent a

change of view which it is necessary to take into consideration.

The most significant change is a tendency to depart to some extent
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$

•

from that very definition of religion which seemed fundamental to the

position of the first edition,- the definition of religion as

Both "intuition".-: and "Universe" are now

regarded as unsatisfactory terms, and avoided where possible. The

change is not indeed thorough-going, but it is extensive enough to

be held quite significant. Huber finds that in forty cases

selected as a test, the term "Anschauung" was dropped in thirty and

retained in ten. He finds that "Universum" remains in rather more

than half the cases in which it was originally used. In exactly

half the cases in which "Universum" is changed, it is replaced by

"God" (Gott), or "deity" (Gottheit). In the paragraphs which are

added, or altogether recast, in the second edition, the religious

function is stated to be simply feeling (Gefuhl). (16) The

alteration thus extends to the definition both of the organ of

religion (intuition and feeling), and of the content of religion

Lipsius has maintained that this alteration in the terminology
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represents a fundamental change in SchleiermacherTs conception of

God. In the first edition God was pantheistically identified with

the world, or Universe, while in the sacond a distinction is

recognised. "1st Gott von der Welt unterschieden, so kann man ihn

nbch in Gefuhl, aber nicht mehr in der Anschauung haben." (17)

But Schleiermacher himself does not recognise any fundamental change

in his idea of God. And it is fatal to the view of Lipsius that in

a number of instances the old term "Anschauung" is retained, and in

some we find even the term "Wahrnehmung" still used as its synonym.

Huber has advanced another explanation of the change. It was, as

we have seen, a main practical interest with Schleiermacher to

emphasise the distinction between religion and philosophy. He now

found that the development of Schelling's philosophy, with its

doctrine of the "intellectual intuition" (Intellektuelle

Anschauung), came too near his own exposition of the nature of

religion, and so endangered the distinctive position which it was his
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aim to accord to the religious experience. In order to ensure to

religion its own definitive sphere, therefore, he falls back upon

feeling as its sole organ. (18) While it is improbable that the

appropriation of the term "Anschauung" by Schelling would in itself

have been sufficient to cause Schleiermacher to discard it, never¬

theless the use made of the term in Schelling's metaphysical specu¬

lations may have helped to lead Schleiermacher to the belief, that,

in allowing an intuitional element in the ground-work of religion,

he had failed to make the religious life completely secure against

the danger of bondage to the intellect. So far there is doubtless

a measure of truth in HuberTs offered explanation. But a simpler

and more general explanation of the changes seems sufficient: viz.,

that while "Anschauung" tended to be used in a more and more

objective sense, Schleiermacher was becoming ever more fully

convinced that religion in its essence was a state of mind or soul,

and as such, he reasoned, a subjective condition.
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It is noteworthy that although theTt is, as we have seen, a

tendency to reduce the duality of the definition of religion by the

discarding of one of the terms of the dualism, nevertheless the

passage which in the first edition was necessitated by that duality

the exposition of the "mystic moment" of immediate consciousness,

which we refer to as B. - is retained. At the same time thets? is a

tendency to depart from that earlier view in which religion was

Identified simpliciter with this moment of undeveloped but

immediate consciousness. It is no longer set forth as itself "die

hochste Blute der Religion," but is common to all experience, of

which religious experience is a part. (19) This modification of

course, if strictly carried out, would entirely alter the bearing

of the passage. These, then, constitute the main alterations in

the second edition, so far as they bear upon our subject.
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Before going on to review the position laid down in the Glaubens-

lehre t it may be well to discuss the relation of the passage which

we have called B to the main theory of the second Rede. as set forth

in A.

It is necessary, for convenience of argument, to have a name for

the "mystic moment" of immediate self-identical consciousness, this

hypothetical undifferentiated experience in which feeling and

intuition are still "one and undivided." One might, without much

practical danger of confusion, call it simply feeling? as it is9

according to the account given of it, simply the mass of subjec¬

tively conditioned consciousness, out of which a special perception

has not yet been disentangled; but as feeling has already been

appropriated to one special side of consciousness after resolution

into different elements has taken place, it is well to seek another

expression. One may borrow an expression from the Claubenslehre.

and call it "immediate selfconsciousness" (unmittelbares

Selbstbewusstsein), or simply, as the self is not yet defined any
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more than the object, the immediate consciousness.

The criticism to which the passage is open is that in it religion

and the immediate consciousness are equated as a simple identity.

This gives an entirely new sense to religion, and constitutes a

definite breach with the preceding exposition, for indeed it

stultifies the authorTs own endeavour to win for religion a unique

position and a sphere of its own. What difference now remains

between religious consciousness and consciousness in general?

Granted that perception takes its rise in the way indicated, namely

from a more primary experience in which the- objective reference is

... !
not yet awakened (this point is not here discussed), yet this, in

so far as it is a description of the origin of perception, applies

to perception in general. What then remains as the differentia of

relisious intuition? According to this theory, religion, so far from

receiving a province of its own in which to reign supreme, is

relegated to a sort of underlying substratum of life in its vaguest

generality.
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And this identification of religion with the hypothetical

immediate selfconsciousness is expressly made. "Dieser Moment ist

die hochste Blute der Religion." (20) It is put beyond the reach of

doubt that in the authorTs meaning, religion is this moment of the

identity of sense and its object, this "lying upon the bosom of the

infinite." Religion as occupying a special province in the spiritual

life, having equal claims with other spiritual activities, has

disappeared, and in its place we have a religion which is simply

identical with the vague raw material out of which definite con¬

sciousness springs; a religion which loses its "finest spirit" and

its "innermost secret" and indeed necessarily ceases to exist in so

far as consciousness becomes clear. This new theory gives an entirely

altered sense to the statement that religion is a necessary part of

life. Religion in this new acceptation is necessary not in the sense

that it alone conduces to the fullest and worthiest life, and is

therefore to be chosen, but in the sense that it is inevitably bound
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up with our consciousness as such, and therefore no matter of our

choice. It follows that it is the same in all, and has nothing to

do with our individuality. This theory, if accepted, proves not

that religion has a unique and special region of life as its own, but

that all perception is fundamentally religious in its nature and

/

origin.

And further, we are face to face with the very awkward conclusion

that religion becomes a product of the utterly vague and undeter¬

mined. If it resides in the undeveloped consciousness, then, in so

far as consciousness becomes developed, religion necessarily

disappears. Religion must be supposed to evaporate, the moment that

consciousness issues into clarity. It is difficult to avoid the

paradoxical conclusion, that, if every man is not equally religious,

then he is most religious whose lucid moments are the fewest.

Nor will it serve to save the situation, to say that the primitive

selfconsciousness, and with it religion, may persist along with
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the definite consciousness to which it gives birth. For even then,

granted that consciousness m&y be at any given moment, or continu¬

ously, a compound of the undifferentiated selfconsciousness and.the

developed consciousness, the seat of religion is still in the former,

and none of the arguments against the theory have been removed by

the mere positing of a definite consciousness alongside of the

indefinite consciousness in which religion is supposed to have its

being.

Turning now to the passage in the second edition which corresponds

to B in. the first, we find, as we have already observed, a change

which, were it consistently carried through, would entirely alter

the bearing of the passage. It is not now contended that religion

is the mystic moment there described, but only that religious

experience shares with all other experience in this origin from an

immediate and undivided state of consciousness. It may be noted that

this presentation of the matter obviates the criticisms we have
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brought against the former statement of>it, as confining religion to

a vague and hypothetical region of consciousness, grounded in a

vanishing moment which is annulled by the emergence of distinct

consciousness. Our former criticism was not of course directed

against Schleiermacher1s analysis of perceptive experience, which is

another matter. The criticisms we have made have been urged against

the identification of this assumed first consciousness with the

seat of religion. SchleiermacherTs derivation of the perceptive

consciousness, with its subject-object distinction, from a more

primitive consciousness of mere awareness without reference to an

object, is a theory which calls for separate discussion, and which

stands or falls on its merits as an adequate and necessary hypothesis

for the explanation of the known facts of consciousness. We have not

discussed the value of the passage on these grounds at all; such a

discussion is irrelevant to our immediate purpose. We have merely

set aside as a source of confusion the further identification of this

hypothetical "moment" of consciousness with religion. When, therefore
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we find that in the second edition this identity is no longer

explicitly asserted, it seems as though the occasion for such criti¬

cism as we have made were withdrawn. There would be more force in

this consideration, were it not for the fact that this altered

position is in the course of the author's subsequent thought again

implicitly revoked. *

But apart from this it is obvious that the removal of the false

equation between relifeion and the assumed immediate consciousness,

while it obviates the criticisms we have made, at the same time

renders the theory useless for Schleiermacher's purpose. What that

purpose requires is a unitary mental function upon which to found

religion. It is nothing to the point that perception and feeling

in general spring from a common origin in a more fundamental and

unified form of consciousness, unless. as the first form of the

theory asserted, religion is, or resides in this consciousness.

Otherwise the theory proves too much for SchleiermacherTs purpose,



for it demonstrates nothing concerning the simplicity and immediacy

of religion, which does not hold equally of the simplicity and

immediacy of consciousness in general. The theory in its first form

was found untenable? in its second form it is shown to be irrelevant

I have criticised the theory that religion resides in a primitive

immediate consciousness, in some detail at this stage, in order to

clear the issue by showing that Schleiermacher gives signs at least

of more than one theory of religion. I have taken pains, therefore,

to demonstrate that the theory under review is out of accord with

thjri position from which the author himself sets out. By definitely

setting aside the theory which we have just examined, we shall the

better concentrate upon the main position, and shall the better sum

up its weakness and its strength. But we shall find when we come to

deal with the Glaubenslehre. that the same discrimination has again

to be made between discrepant elements in the argument, which

indicate the presence of two distinct, but not properly distin-

guished^ways of conceiving that feeling in which religion resides.



One of these ways is that which we have just criticised and laid

aside. The other remains for discussion.

The main position, then, with which we are left when we dismiss

the doctrine of the "mystic moment" or primitive consciousness

theory, is that religion is grounded in that part of our experience

which we call feeling, as over against both knowledge and will, and

that this faculty gives us a grasp of the existence of the infinite

in finite things, of the universal in the particular. This does

not come, so far as the religious experience is concerned, by

intellectual means. It is, so to speak, "sensed" through feeling.

In a famous phrase, religion is "Sinn und Geschmack furs Unendliche.

(21). This is the theory which, in one form or another, runs

throughout SchleiermacherTs thinking on the subject, and constitutes

his characteristic contribution to the theory of the nature of

-religion.

This is the position set up in the passage which we have called A

The question cannot fail to suggest itself at this point: How is it
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been considered necessary .What happen's is therefore this; the

main theory, set forth in A is found involved in contradictions,'

the secondary theory is evolved in B; to solve these contradictions,

then finally the result of B is, as we have seen, to contradict

still further the whole aim and purpose of A.

Heavily as we have had to criticise the doctrine of the "mystic

p
moment, therefore, it is impossible to treat it as a mere excres¬

cence upon the theory. The difficulties of the main position do in

fact lead up to it. The discussion takes us back to the very root-

principle of the theory - the founding of religion upon a single

faculty or function of the soul. This principle is bound up with,

and is an outcome of, the idea that religion in its purity or

essence is only to be found in abstraction from that mixed form in

which it occurs in the actual complex of life. Schleiermacher1s

initial assumption is that, religion is in its nature elementary.

Only a homogeneous phenomenon or entity can be conceived as pre¬

senting a central point (Mittelpunkt), viewed from which its nature
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macher's position seem to indicate that religion is not after ail

such a simple phenomenon. If this be a just conclusion, then

religion will not yield its secret to this method of definition and

explanation by abstraction. To abstract from the living moment with

all its complexity is a false simplification, which merely evaporates

the essence it is intended to distil. SchleiermacherTs position is

involved continually in the dilemma that, whereas on the hypothesis

that religion is simple he must ground it on ^ single faculty, there

is no single faculty which affords an adequate basis for the facts.

In particular, feeling, chosen as guaranteeing the immediacy of

religion, provides no sufficient security for the validitv of the

religious experience. The form which this dilemma takes in the

present instance is this: Religion, considered as a simple pheno¬

menon, is grounded upon a single mental function. Feeling in itself

is too narrow a basis for an experience which includes a knowledge -

which does lay claim to grasp reality - and so intuition is

associated with it. The homogeneous and essentially simple
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phenomenon to be explained, is therefore traced after all to a

ground in human nature which is not simple but composite. Hence

the attempt, introducing further confusion, to show.that that

ground is simple, -the two mental functions which constitute it being

originally "one and undivided."
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We pass now to the consideration of SchleiermacherTs later

statement of his theory as we have it in the Claubensiehre. The

position from which the theory of the Reden sets out is again the

starting-point. And here we have one main contention which remains

. )
constant throughout the course of SchleiermacherTs thought. Reli¬

gion is neither a mode of acting nor a way of thinking. Quite as

little is it a mixture of the two. Religion is a determination of

the self, which is feeling.

The first point to be observed is that the factor of intuition,

which in the Reden was co-ordinated with feeling in the definition

of religion, is here eliminated. In the development of Schleier-

macher's ideas between the Reden and the Glaubenslehre. intuition

had come to be placed more and more upon the objective side of

expedience, while feeling was regarded as the subjective faculty.

Equating the immediate with the sub.iectlve. and strongly desiring to

safeguard the immediacy of religion, he tends to refer religion
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solely to the subjective faculty. Intuition can therefore no longer

serve as a description of religion, and though the term is loosely

used in the first edition erf the Glaubenslehre. it practically

disappears subsequently•

To prove that religion consists in feeling, Schleiermacher argues,

it is only necessary to show that it does not consist either in

knowledge or in action. The proof that it does not consist.in

knowledge is short. If religion were knowledge, then the measure of

knowledge would be the measure of piety, but this is not so. The

man who knows most is not the most religious man. Even he whose

knowledge of religious subjects is most complete (der beste Inhaber

der christlichen Glaubenslehrei (22), is not necessarily the most

religious man. Equal knowledge may be accompanied with very diffe¬

rent grades of piety. (23)

But it may be contended that it is "certainty" which constitutes

the essence of religion: not the content of knowledge, but the
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strength of conviction with which it is held. Piety will then be

equivalent to the certitude attending a specific content of knowledge.

This view is strengthened by the consideration that strong conviction

js necessary to religion. But, Schleiermacher argues, an analogous

argument holds against this view also, for now he who should hold

religious doctrines with the clearest and compietest understanding

would be the most religious man. (24) In this argument "strength of

conviction" is made equivalent to "clearness and completeness of

comprehension." It has been pointed out that Schleiermacher here

fails to recognise that those who find in certitude the essence of

religion, do not mean by it the completeness and definiteness with

which beliefs are held, but "an element which is very near akin to

feeling." (26) But if certitude be taken in this way to signify

the emotional tone accompanying a belief, then it is no longer in any

sense knowledge, and falls outside the scope of Schleiermacher1s

argument in this place. That argument is intended to show that



45.

religion cannot consist in knowledge, nor in an intellectual certi¬

tude related to knowledge.

At the same time there is great force in the criticism of

Siegmund-Schultze, that even if it he argued that certitude is a

feeling-element, and that therefore religion, so far as it consists

in certitude, is still feeling, the possibility has not been faced

that certitude may be regarded as a combination of feeling and

knowledge, in which religion is to be found. Schleiermacher, this

critic urges, by the absolute division of the psychological func¬

tions and the placing of religion in one of these functions alone,

has missed the opportunity of dealing with any explanation of

religion which does not found likewise upon a single mental function.

(26)

And religion, on the other hand, cannot consist in action (Tjun).

Schleiermacher adopts the Kantian idea that every action is deter¬

mined not only by its content but by its motive. Now, he argues,
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actions the least significant as well as the greatest, the worst as

well as the best, may proceed from religion. The character of the

piety cannot be judged simply by the action, but by the motive which

lies behind it. We are forced back therefore to the origin of the

action. Now the impuse to action goes back to a determination of
t

the selfconsciousness, and once more we are back to feeling.

To this negative proof is added a positive proof that religion

consists in feeling. In contradistinction to the other functions,

the function of feeling is such that we can indicate certain feelings

which, quite apart from accompanying circumstances, can be called

pious, such as repentance, contrition, trust and joy in God. (26).

Religion having been pliced in feeling, feeling is straightway

pronounced synonymous with "immediate selfconsciousness." The

determinative statement of the Glaubenslehre runs as follows:

"Die Frommigkeit • . ist rein fur sich betrachtet weder ein

Wissen noch ein Thun, sondern eine bestimmtheit des Gefuhls oder

des unmittelbaren Selbstbewusstseins." (27). As selfconsciousness,
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in this case, is identical with subjective consciousness, being

grouped with the entirely inward mental processes, and consisting of

a state of the subject, it is necessary to distinguish it carefully

from another form of consciousness which is described as "conscious¬

ness of self" in which the self becomes an object of knowledge, and

which belongs to the side of objective consciousness. In other

words the mediate or objective knowledge of the self is to be

clearly distinguished from that immediate selfconsciousness which

is a pure state of the subject-

It has been pointed out already that the "immediate selfconscious¬

ness" of the Ciaubenslehre and the "mystic moment" of the Reden are

described in very similar terms, and used for the same purpose.

They are both regarded as the special seat of religion. In view of

this factj therefore, a-s has been said in connection with the second

edition of the Reden. the withdrawal in the latter of the expres¬

sions equating religion to this form of consciousness is diminished
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in significanceT There is an important change, however, in the

conception as it is set forth in the G-laubenslehr#. The immediate

selfconsciousness is not here described as an actual moment of

conscious life, subsisting by itself, though momentary in duration

and indescribable in quality. That was a view which it was impos¬

sible to maintain. A mental state which vanished the moment that

consciousness ceased to be absolutely vague, could not bear the

weight of significance which it was desired to carry. At the same

time, though in the Glaubenslehre the immediate se1fconsciousness

accompanies (begleitet) the several momenta of consciousness

(thought and will), in the totality of any conscious state, it may

also exist momentarily without them, inasmuch as there are moments

"in denen hinter einem irgendwie bestimmten Selbstbewusstsein alles

Denken und Wollen zurucktritt." This implies that though the
A

immediate self consciousness or feeling is now looked upon as only an

element in the total consciousness, nevertheless it may at times
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constitute the entire consciousness, or at least the main feature

of consciousness. It would seem, however, that this only means that

at certain moments the other parts of consciousness may become very

subordinate.

Some critics of Schleiermacher have advanced the criticism that

the immediate self consciousness, whether in the form set forth in the

C-laubenslehre. or in that represented by the ''mystic moment" of the

Reden. is not a psychological ens at all, but a purely abstract and

transcendental principle of explanation, a "ground" of experience,

itself outside experience. Huber, je. has raised this objection.

He contends that Schleiermacher here leaves the ground of psycho-
.

logical fact altogether, and takes the discussion into the region

of the transcendental. The immediate consciousness which Schleier¬

macher postulates as the special sphere of religion is, on this

showing, strictly speaking not consciousness at all, nor any real

part of it. It is not a conscious state, but an extra-conscious

presupposition of consciousness. The "feeling" of the Claubenslehpe
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"1st nur zu verstehen, wenn man es als das inhaltlich bestimmte

transszendentale Ich erkennt." (29) As for the mystic moment of

the Redep. "es 1st nichts anders als die unbewusste Bedingung des

Bewusstseins geschildert." (50) Throughout the development && this

postulated selfconsciousness remains not properly speaking a

consciousness at 'all', but "die transszendentale Bedingung des

geistigen Lebens uberhaupt." (51) There is indeed much in the

course of Schleiermacherfs exposition, especially perhaps in the

Dialektlk* which gives colour to this interpretation. But it may be

questioned whether it is the interpretation which that exposition,

taken as a whole, inevitably suggests. Ruber's criticism is made

in the midst of an argument tending to show that Schleiermacher used

the term "religion" in two very diverse senses. This is undoubted.

We have seen that there are already two clearly distinct senses of

the term in,use in the Redep. and Schleiermacher himself recognises

in the Phi 1osophische Ethik a "wider" and a "narrower" use of the
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term, the former corresponding to the sense of the passage B in the

second Rede * and the latter to the sense of the passage A. It seems 1

to the present writer a very relevant argument against Schleiermacher

to urge that the distinction is not always clearly drawn, and is

never embodied in a terminology that would evidence instead of

obscuring the fact that there is any distinction to draw. To

identify religion with the "immediate selfconsciousness" is indeed to

use it in so wide a sense as to obscure its real nature. But this is

one argument, and the contention that the "immediate"Selfconscious¬

ness" is a mere metaphysical hypothesis, a non-conscious precondition

of experience, is another. Huber seems here to f/se the two argu¬

ments together, but the truth of the one is not necessarily bound

up with or conditioned by that of the other in the way which such a

procedure implies. We have already seen .good reason for accepting

the former argument: there seems to be some ground for holding the

latter in question.

It must at least be borne in mind that, though in the g-laubens-

lehre the immediate selfconsciousness is not looked upon as



necessarily subsisting by itself in the form of a concrete moment

as in the Reden, yet the new conception does not rule out the

possibility of its forming a large part of a given concrete state of

mind in which other mental constituents are very much in the back¬

ground. Such a position would be impossible did not the author look

upon the immediate se1fconsciousness as a strictly psychological

factor. But it i/ not necessary to surmise as to'Schleierniacher's

position in this matter. He has stated it very explicitly. He uses

the word selfconsciousness in addition to feeling expressly to

obviate the possibility of anyone taking the latter in so wide a

sense as to include the unconscious. (32)

The true statement would seem to be that Schleiermacher adduces

the immediate selfconsciousness both as a psychological fact and as

a scientific hypothesis, and finds it both inhering in consciousness

in its most complex forms, and constituting by itself or nearly by

itself the simplest mental states. Its use as a scientific hypo¬

thesis in the explication of the nature of experience, does not
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is certainly a point at which psychological analysis and epistemo-

logical theory become inextricable. Nor is it a necessary condition

of its being real, that it ever occur alone. It is evident therefore

that the argument that the immediate selfconsciousness of the

Glaubenslehre is not a psychological factor but a transcendental

hypothesis, is not borne out by the passage which sets it forth.

That it is retained both as a fact and as a theory is in accordance

with the necessities of the case. There are undoubtedly moments of

conscious life in which definite thought and will are as it were at

rest, or rather very subordinate, and the consciousness is almost

entirely an immediate state of the subject. This immediate state is

here rightly identified with feeling. In any given moment it may

approximate to pure feeling. The actual occurrence of this state as

a psychological reality is in fact a gyeat part of the justification

of its use as. a scientific hypothesis in the analysis of more
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complex states. This exposition of the Glaubenslehre. according to

which the immediate selfconsciousness or feeling can either accom¬

pany or occftr during the partial abeyance of thought and will, is

closely connected with that in the Dialektik. That work figures

the psychic life as a continual passage (Ubergang) from thought to

will, or from will to thought. There is a moment of transition in

which they are identical, and in that moment we have the immediate

selfconsciousness, which is therefore describable as "the relative

identity of thought and will." But at the same time feeling is the

constant accompaniment of the other momenta of consciousness. Some¬

times it appears to vanish while thought or will dominated the sphere

of consciousness; sometimes it appears to possess the field to the

exclusion of thesej but in either case the eclipse is not total but

partial. (53)

In the main, therefore, the immediate selfconsciousness of the

Glaubenslehre is a real psychological function, and can fitly take

its place as co-terminous with feeling. Schleiermacher, moreover,
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psychological elements. This is an endeavour which may be traced

'*-••• • • •

back from the GlaubftRgjghrs, to the Psychologies

In the Psvchologie Schleiermacher seeks to work out an analysis

of his own, largely independent of the tripartite division,which, in

his day as in our ow$, was the accepted one. The main distinction

between mental states in the Psvchologie is that between sensibility

and activity (Empfanglichkeit una Selbsttatigkeit)• Another pair of

co-ordinates very much in use, and corresponding very nearly to the

former pair, is receptivity and spontaneity. But another division

still, somewhat different in character from those, is of even greate

interest, as it reappears largely in the Glaubenslehre. that, namely

into two functions which he terms "Insichbleiben und Aussichheraus-

trdten des Subjekts." He recognises in consciousness, that is to

say, an inward and an outgoing function. The latter includes such

mental activities "welche ein Verhaltnis des lebendigen Einzelwesens

zu dem Ausserihm setzen," and they are distinguished thus from, the
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former which are "rein immanenten Tatigkeiten, die innerhalb des

lebendigen Einzelwesens selbst verlaufen." (54) The immanent

function of consciousness also includes such mental activities as

"mit leiblichen Erregungen beginnen und in geistigen Funktionen

ihr Ende erreichen, oder umgekehrt mit geistigen Funktionen anfangen

und in leiblicher Bestimmung endigen." (55) The body is here

included in the subject or individual.

The inclusion of the body in the "Ich" brings even the immanent

functions into a certain relation with the outward world. The

human soul is for Schleiermacher a unity of spiritual and organic

activities: it is that manifestation of spirit which is possible

only in conjunction with a certain organised form of matter.

Organisation is indeed the working of the spirit upon matter. It

would appear, therefore, to be impossible, in such a view, to speak

of "purely immanent" activities. In another place Schlei^macher

comes to the conclusion that the entire being of the individual is
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not self-existent, but a relation of the spirit and the outward

world. We cannot strictly speak of an TTI ns i chbl eiben^ the ref ore , in

this connection. Viewed thus the proper antithesis to Aussich-

heraustreten would be Insicheinnehmen. This would bring the

division into line with the other divisions which are used in the

Psvchologie. It would correspond quite closely with that into

receptivity and spontaneity. And indeed this is the form in which

the distinction is used by Schleiermacher, so far at least as the

Psvchologie is concerned, for he modifies it finally into a division

between TTmehr-aufnehmenden" and "mehr-ausst romenden Tatigkeiten•"

(56)

When we compare the account of the mental life offered in the

Psvchologie with the argument of the Glaubenslehre. we find that

somewhat different ground is taken up in the latter. The function of

feeling, so all-important in the Glaubenslehre. is co-ordinated

not with any of the bipartite divisions of the Psvchalogie. but with

the traditional tripartite division into thought, feeling, and will,
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which the Psvchoiogie ignores. One of the earlier bipartite

divisions, however, that into Insichbleiben and Aussichheraustreten,

is introduced in a secondary way into the discussion of the Glaubens-

lehre. as underlying-the.tripartite division. This is obviously an

attempt to co-ordinate his own original psychological investigation

with the traditional terminology. It is noteworthy that of the

bipartite divisions of the Psvchologie. that which is carried over

into the Claubenslehre. probably because of its greater affinity with

the usual tripartite division, is precisely that one which is found

I least satisfactory in the earlier work, and^for that reason is very

materially modified within that work itself.

Life then is represented in the Glaubenslehre as an interaction

of inward and outgoing activities of the subject, and this account

of it is co-ordinated with the ordinary psychology as follows. The

Insichbleiben, or inward activity is identical with consciousness,

and it is manifested in the two forms of feeling and knowing.

Within feeling the subtle distinction is then made between
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Bewegtwerden and Bewegtwordensein, and feeling in both these forms

is cast upon the side of sensibility, the inward form of conscious¬

ness. Knowledge, on the other hand does not belong entirely to the

inward form. A distinction is made in knowledge, analogous to that

which is made in feeling, and knowledge is inward only in one of

these divisions - Erkannthaben. The other part - Erkennen - belongs
r

to the side of outgoing activity. Erkennen, that is to say, is a

real activity. a doing (Tun). Feeling is therefore represented as
A

purely inward, action as purely outgoing,/and knowledge as partly

the one and partly the other. Feeling in both its forms is inward,

because it is not caused (bewirkt) by the subject, but only takep

piice (kommt zu Stande) in the subject. Schleiermacher here falls

back upon the "purely immanent" function, which is out of accord

with the other division into spontaneous and receptive activities.

But a good many of the confusions that arise in the Glaubenslehre

between these various methods of classification of the mental

functions, are due to the attempt to find a sort of via media
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between his own psychology and the ordinary psychology based upon

the tripartite division. Meanwhile, the really fundamental division

of the Psychologie. that into sensibility and activity (Empfanglich-

keit und Selbsttatigkeit) is made in the Glaubenslehrg very

secondary. (37)

It is evident that in this division, inward is not to be taken as

equivalent to sub.iect.ive in the epistemological acceptation of that

term. And it is important that this be noted, and kept well in mind

when Schleiermacher's epistemological groundwork of religion is

being considered. For-there the question inevitably arises, how far

the mental function of feeling upon which he founds religion, and

which he insists on calling subjective and inward, can attest the

reality of a religious world. If it cannot, then religion is cut

off from truth, and the theory is found subjective in the full sense

of the word. But when we find, as we do here, that not only is

feeling classed as an in-ward function, but knowledge also, except

in so far as it is active, it becomes obyious that "inward" does not



signify "subjective" in the sense named above. Epistemologically

considered, knowledge is as thoroughly objective whether it be

Erkennen or Erkannthaben. For any experience is objective in the

epistemological sense, which has a reference beyond itself to a

reality which it constitutes to the mind. And it is quite open to

an experience which is "inward" in the sense of being passive,

receptive, antithetic to action, to be at the same time objective

in the epistemological sense.

In view of Schieiermacher' s insistence upon the factor of filing

asv constituting the essence of religion, it is well to remember that

in the midst of all this psychological analysis he did not lose sight

of the elementary fact that, in actual life, and at any given moment,

the whole self is evident. He did not represent the soul as

energising by departments. He continually insists upon the reverse.

It is a main point in the Psvchologie. in which he declares that the

whole soul is active throughout the conscious life, and while

different modes of activity may predominate at different times,
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position of the Claubenslehre on this point is summed up in these

words: "Jeder wirkliche Moment des Lebens seinem Gesamtgehalte nach

ist ein zusammengesetztes aus jenen zweien (Insichbleiben und

Aussichheraustreten de=s Subjekts) oder dr^ien (Wissen, Thun, Gefuhl),

wenngieich zweie davon immer nur als Spuren oder Keime vorhanden

sein werden."^ In declaring religion to be neither knowledge nor.

action but a determination of feeling, he is not therefore to be

understood as severing it from these other spiritual activities, but

only as distinguishing it from them. He is careful to guard

himself against such a possible misrepresentation. Religion, though

distinct from these other activities of life, is inevitably bound

up with them in life's total activity. "Jeder Moment, in welchem

uberwiegend die Frommigkeit hervortritt, wird beides oder eines von

beiden als Keime in sich schliessen. . . Denn ware es anders,

so konnten sich ja die frommen Momente mit den ubrigen nicht zu

♦ r «« "
ginem Leben verbinden, sondern die Frommigkeit ware etwas fur sich
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ohne alien Einfluss auf die ubrigen geistigen Lebensverrichtungen."

(39) The power of religion, in Schleiermacher1s view, therefore con¬

sists in the very fact that it is thus bound up with the rest of

life.

Again,, the definition of religion is not meant to imply that

feeling as such is religious. A distinction is created within

feeling, by the recognition of specific feelings as religious: .e. £.

penitence, contrition, trust, and joy in God. It is impossible to

maintain this point in strict consistency with the view that the

differentia of religion, that which bestows upon it its own peculiar

nature and quility, is its being grounded, not with ethics in will,

nor with science in cognition, but by itself apart in feeling. But

whether consistently or not, the distinction is made between

religious and non-re 1igious feelings.

As all feeling is not religious, the question next arises: What

is the special quality or character of religious feeling? And here
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we come upon the distinguishing feature of the theory of the

G1aubenslehre . It is to be noted - and the observation is of the

utmost importance for the determination of SchleiermacherTs theory -

that the distinction is effected by giving to religious feeling, not

a special qualitv only, but what can hardly be described otherwise
.

than as a special content. The fundamental religious feeling is one

of absolute dependence* This is stated to be equivalent to saying

we feel ourselves to be in relation to God. The determinative state¬

ment of the position runs thus: Das sich selbst gleiche Wesen der

Frommlgkeit 1st dieses, das wir unsrer selbst als schiechthin

abha'ngjg« oder. was dassolbe sagen will, als in. B.ezj.ehung. .mi t Gott

bewusst slfld." (40) Though it is obvious how far-reaching the

consequences of this modification of the position are, it is never¬

theless the outcome of a continuous development of thought, and
v■-M

indeed it only brings into explicit recognition what is implicit in

Schleiermacher' s thinking from the first,. There is certainly a greati

deal in the course of the evolution of the author's view which is

, • • /
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opposed to the position here laid down. We are here very far indeed

from the opinion expressed in the second edition of the Reden that

all feelings are religious in so far as they be not pathological

(krankhaft). (41) Yet, although this is so? and although it is only

in the Psvchologie that religious feeling begins to be differentiated

and specialised in the form of a feeling of absolute dependence, it

is nevertheless true that this is merely a development of that which

was implicit even in the position of the Reden. For that perception

of the infinite in the finite which is set forth in the Reden as the

religious attitude, is itself nearly related to, if not identical

with,the feeling of absolute dependence on which the 01aubens!eh re

fixes as yielding the essence of religion.

A further point remains to be marked, in order to complete the

statement of the main lines of the theory in its developed form.

This is the new conception of grades (Stufen) of consciousness. The

introduction of this conception constitutes an important difference

between the earlier and the later statements of the theory. The
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the animal (thierisch), which in human life is exemplified in infancy

and dreams, and in which the antithesis between subject and object

has not yet arisen and all is vague and confused; the sensuous

(sinnlich), which is dominated by this antithesis; and the religious.

in which the antithesis again disappears, subject and object coming

together as one in an immediate experience. (42) This new statement

of the matter makes a considerable difference in this respect: that

whereas in the Reden (in the first edition) the primitive was

identified with the religious consciousness, now they are not only

distinguished from one another, but separated by the whole diameter

of mind. They have this in common, that they are both undivided by

the subject-object antithesis, but they differ in this respect, that

in the former the division has not yet taken place, while in the

latter it has been resolved and transcended. This highest stage is

now equivalent to the sense of absolute dependence in which religion
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possessed of feelings of partial or relative dependence and inde¬

pendence. The second and third stages subsist together. To be

religious is to have our sensuous, determinate experience pervaded

by this higher consciousness, in which we feel ourselves to be

absolutely dependent.

It is a question whether in actual experience there 'ij. such a form

of consciousness as a mental state which dispenses with the charac¬

teristics of clear thought, and which is yet distinct from the

primitive, undeveloped form of consciousness described here as the

lowest stage. Is the attempt to mount above the mediate knowledge

of the intellectual process not one which defeats itself! Is it not

possible that we fall back again into the indefiniteness of the

first stage, when we think we are advancing to the new powers

of the third? If it is otherwise, then the existence of this third

stage must be described more fully, so that we shall recognise it as
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intellectual differs from the infra-intellectual. It must be shown

wherein the third stage is a transcendence of the second, not a

declension from it upon the first. SchleiermacherTs treatment

bestows upon it a transcendence only in name. When he comes to

characterise this higher of consciousness, he does so, as we

have already seen, by bestowing upon it a special content-: it is a

sense of dependence upon God. This is a content clearly cognisable

and indeed clearly cognised, and as such it derives from the second

stage of consciousness in which such clear cognition has its seat.

That is to say, the only characterisation of the superior conscious¬

ness which is offered, is a gift from consciousness in its super¬

seded form. If a way of knowing exists, which is "higher" than the

ordinary way of knowing, there is great need for an exposition of

its method and its results, which shall show in what it differs from

the vagueness of the first form of consciousness, and in what it

advances beyond the second.



This is not a new matter, nor one which is confined to Schleier-

macherTs exposition* It arises in connection with every form of

mysticism* Every "mystic" experience is really an attempt to

"transcend" the cognitive form of consciousness, and without denying

the reality of the mystic state, it must be urged that some justifi- j

cation of its claim to superiority is a desideratum* Only by such

a justification can the suspicion be dispelled that in seeking to

overcome the limitations of ordinary knowledge, we are in danger of

a

"Vaulting ambition, which oTerleaps itself

And falls on the other."

An analogous case arises in connection with the epistemology of

Bergson, to whom Hoffding has thrown out the challenge to make clear

"the relation between intuition as the necessary condition for all

psychical activity (or rather its first result) and the intuition

which munt constitute the summit and conclusion of the work of



thought, being as it is the supreme union of instinct and intelli¬

gence." (43)

It will be observed that the content of religion as stated in the

definition which is now before us, has been made much fuller and

more definite than in the statement of the Reden. The vague feeling

of the infinite in all finite things has given place to a more

definite relation to God. In passing from this general review of

the sections of the Glaubenslehre which set forth the author's

theory of the nature of religion, it will suffice here simply,to

notice how much richer and more definite the content of religion has

become. And it must be obvious that it requires a very extended

use of the term "feeling" to enable us to credit it with a content

of such definiteness and complexity. As we shall see, Schleier-

macher is compelled to admit, in view of this consideration, that

religion, in this acceptation of its content, includes an idea

(Vorstellung) of God, over and above mere immediate consciousness

in feeling.



But greatly as the scope of the definition of religion has been

extended, it is still inadequate. The characteristically religious

experience is not exhausted in a sense of absolute dependence. And

we cannot but think that Schleiermacher is thus limited in his

characterisation of religion by the limited ground in psychology to

which he confines religion. He begins with the psychological

limitation, and is inevitably limited thereby when the matter of the

essential content of religion requires to be set forth. The truer

method would be to begin with the full and concrete manifestation

of religion in the actual religious consciousness, and to work from

that empirical datum to the psychological ground-work which it'

implies. A much wider ground-work would then be found necessary

than that from which Schleiermacher sets out.



Any estimate of SchleiermacherTs work is of value only as it

succeeds in doing justice to the epoch-making significance of his

thought. The questions which he raised and the positions which he

advanced gave a new impetus to theology, and his suggestive handling <

of the issues vitalised religious thought throughout the succeeding

century, and is of the utmost import still. For the problems he

faced were central to the religious life, and one form of the attempt

to solve them finds its classic expression in his work. As regards

that part of his thinking which lies within the bounds of the present

subject, the forms in which Schleiermacher has cast his theory have

proved in many ways untenable, and the amount of space necessarily

occupied in this essay with a somewhat thorough-going criticism of

his argument may seem to do less than justice to the fruitfulness of

his discussion and the lasting service which he rendered to religious

thought. But SchleiermacherTs thought is supremely worth criticising

simply because the heart of it is of supreme vitality and moment.
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In passing to what may seem a somewhat critical estimate of the

position now before us, our ultimate object will be the clearer

elucidation of that in it which is of lasting worth.

The greater number of SchleiermacherTs most epoch-making contri¬

butions to theology lie in other parts of the field than that which

comes here under our review. They belong to the region of Christian

dogmatic theology. Two of the furthest-reaching of these may just

be mentioned here for the bearing which they have indirectly upon

our subject. Perhaps the two most characteristic features of

Schleiermacher1s restatement of Christian doctrine are the centrality

for his theology of the Person of Christ, and the place allowed to

the body of belief, the general consensus of the Christian Church,
.

as the mine from which the theologian may, and indeed must, quarry

the materials of his theological structure. These two points are

mentioned here as evidence of the peculiar feature by which his'

dogmatic system is most strongly characterised, namely the firmness



with which it is grounded in the historical and the concrete. That

is net a feature for which one is prepared by the general theory of

religion which we have now under consideration. That very fact

however indicates that the statement of the theory needs revision.

It means that Schleiermacher himself did not find that the theory

allowed him sufficient room for his own theological construction.

It required for its central fact a personality which, being presented

in history, must be objectively posited, and it demanded a method

which should take into consieration not only the feelings of the
A,

individual, but the body of doctrine which constituted the collective

belief of the Church. These are facts which must be taken into

consideration in estimating the effect of his theory of religion.

As one example of the application of SchleiermacherTs theory, may

be mentioned his treatment of the concept of revelation. In spite

of much inadequacy in detail, his theory has here proved vitalising.

It follows from his conception of religion that revelation, 1jg which
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God communicates himself to men, cannot be in any sense a bestowing
%

of knowledge. The content of revelation cannot be a body of

objective truth. Revelation is indeed bound up with the religious

experience as such. It is not only concerned with religion, it is.

religion. It is identical with the religious experience itself.

Revelation is through the religious consciousness# 'and can Only be

apprehended by the religious man.

The content of revelation then cannot be doctrine, but rather the

personality of the Being who holds communion with us in religious

experience. A body of doctrine does not require a supernatural

origin. Doctrine can therefore be regarded as supernatural only in

a secondary sense, as containing a description or setting forth of

the divine personality who enters into relation with us in the

religious experience. The real revelation is not doctrinal but

experiential', not theological but religious in character.

This application of his thought brings out the real achievement



of SchleiermacherTs theory. It was a mistake to limit religion to

feeling alone, but it was a real gain to establish once for all the

position that religion is an experience by itself, a first-hand or

immediate experience, as distinct from a reflective after-thought

upon that experience, in whatsoever way immediate experience may be

determined. Schleiermacher erred in identifying it with feeling

alone, thereby unduly narrowing it. But .while setting aside this

error, we must retain the fundamental conception of the nature of

religion which underlies it, and thereby secure that religion be

recognised as belonging not ike thought but to life.

Inasmuch as Schleiermacher insists to the end that religion

consists and consists exclusively in feeling, the two criticisms that

we have advanced as against the position of the Reden reouire still

to be urged. These criticisms concern 1) the abstract conception of

religion which the theory involves, and 2) the narrow foundation for



religion which it provides* by limiting it to the single mental

function of feeling. With regard to the former point, the Claubens-

lehre again sets up the pure abstraction of a religion "rein fur

sich betrachtet." According to this assumption* religion can only be

discovered in its essential nature by being wrested from reality.

This criticism stands even after all that is said in the C^aubens-

lehre and the Dialektik as to the entire soul in ail its faculties

functioning as- a whole in every moment of conscious life. Religion,

it is allowed in the CIaubens1 eh re. is closely bound up with the rest

of life, and from that fact its power and influence are derived.

And the immediate selfconsciousness, or feeling, in which religion

is grounded, is part of a mental context in which it is closely

interwoven with the other strands of conscious life. However

strongly Schleiermacher may seek to emphasise the uniqueness of

religion by grounding it upon a unique mental function, he does not

thereby commit himself to a facu1ty-theory of consciousness, which



would conceive the religious activity as operating separately in the

concrete. But we may allow all that, only to find the difficulty put

a little further back. It scarcely seems worth the author's pains

to insist so strongly upon the fact that religion is an^ integral part

of life, when the only account of religion which he is prepared to

offer sublimates the reality of the vital complex in which consists

its very life. The fact upon which Schieiermacher's theory goes to

pieces is the fact that the essence, the real nature of religion is

not to be sought apart f rom but jji the vital complex in which it

really occurs. The differentia by which religion is to be distin¬

guished from other spiritual activities, must be sought, not in a

narrow delimitation of the mental ground which it is allowed to

occupy, but rather in the different objects toward which it is

directed, and in a certain characteristic attitude of the whole

person toward the realities it enfolds. Schleiermacher's argument

is indeed a necessary step in the elucidation of the nature of
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religion, but the point to which he brings us is simply the

recognition that the necessary condition of a fruitful discussion is

that the subject-matter of that discussion be the very c one return

of experience from which he abstracts. The difficulties/and contra¬

dictions in which SchleiermacherTs theory involves him, are largely

traceable to the exclusiveness with which he attempts to debar

religion from all participation in any but * the., life of feeling.

As we have seen in connection with the Reden, to do so is to

simplify falsely. It confines religion to a sphere too narrow.

Religion is not confined within the limit's of any single function of

the mind; it is founded broadly in the psychic life, complete and

complex.

At this point, therefore, the two criticisms which we have made

*

upon the theory coalesce. For if we are to take religion in the

concrete, to accept, as we have suggested, the actually occurring

religious experience as the material of our investigation, we shall

■VJ; 4
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be compelled by that very psychological fact which Schleierrnacher

himself signalises - that of the compos!te being of each actual

moment of conscious life - to abandon the identification of religion

with any single factor of that complex consciousness. It was with a

true consistency to his equation of religion with feeling, that

Schl'eiermacher tended, in one strain of his thought, to make religion

a mere factor in a psychological analysis. This thoroughly abstract

use of it is the consistent logical outcome of its limitation to

one psychic function. For the psychic functions of thought, feeling,

and will, are themselves abstractions, results of psychological

analysis subsequent to the experience out of which they are

analysed, and to bind up religion with one of them is necessarily to

reduce it to the tenuous and abstract grade of existence to which

the factors of scientific analysis belong.

Further, there is an inconsistency in admitting a distinction

between religious and non-religious feelings. For if religion,
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ex hvtothesi. finds its peculiar distinction in that it is a

determination of feeling,- conversely feeling is that mental function

which appertains peculiarly to the religious sphere. If feeling is
*

the differentia of religion, then strictly speaking a non-religious

feeling ought to be a contradiction in terms. In view of this conse-

. --- . i

quence of his theory, Schieiermacher at one time, as we have seen -

namely in the second edition of the Reda-n - did state in so many

"words that all feelings are religious in quality: an extreme position

from which he again departed. But nevertheless such is the consis¬

tent outcome of his theory. It is later explained that it is

feeling of a very special kind which constitutes religion, but in

the very act of specialising it he changes the criterion of religious

experience from feeling to something else that is capable of setting

-

I
up a distinction among feelings. This he does by introducing a

specified content into the feelings which he accepts as religious.

That is to say, he introduces a defining factor, which can hardly



be other than a perceptive or reflective element. The distinctive

nature of religion cannot now be said to be bestowed upon it by

virtue of its being a feeling-experience, when the division between

religious and non-religious runs right through the realm of feeling

itself. The principle of division and of definition is in that case

taken from feeling and given to. that which serves to create the

distinction between feelings. Indeed if there be religious and non-

religious feelings, then religion must first be defined apart from

feeling. m*,ithim.m/w/mwnmn/w/tmmuti///

But beyond these considerations, the question may be raised

whether Schleiermacher1s own most general definition of the content -

of religion does not require a broader conception of its nature.

Granting.that "absolute dependence upon God" is a good statement of

essential religion, - and we have seen grounds for thinking it



inadequate - we may ask the question whether it is possible.to

regard this as given in feeling* and not as mediated partly through

reflection. It is necessary to go into this question somewhat

thoroughly* in order to make clear what is SchleiermacherTs position

with regard to it. For it is a question which continually arises

out of his treatment, whether or not "feeling" in his use of the

term has an objective reference, or in other words, enfolds a

definite content. We have already remarked how definite and how

complex is the content of religion as stated in his final definition.
•

And not only in the Claubenslehre but throughout Schleiermacher's

works there is always posited an "other" of some sort with whom
/

religion brings us into relation. Let us take up the two questions, I
%

1) Does feeling, in SchleiermacherTs usage, enfold an object, and

so become practically a kind of knowledge? 2) Does feeling, even

in SchleiermacherTs own view, really exhaust the religious faculty?

On. the first question there is a considerable amount of variation
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in SchieiermacherTs own treatment. He begins, in the first edition

of.the Reden. by linking intuition - a definitely perceptive

function - with feeling, making the two a joint religious faculty.

It is extremely significant that he should have done so. In some

ways he gave no better expression, throughout his subsequent

theological activity, to. the point of view for which he stood. Kirn

has maintained, with some force, that it was not an improvement but

the reverse to* drop the element of intuition from his later state¬

ments of the theory. (44) And certainly, if feeling is to be taken

in a purely subjective sense, the dropping of the intuitive or

7

perceptive element from the definition of religion would be fatal.

Religion would then be shut up to pure subjectivity. It may be asked

Why all this insistence upon feeling as the sole organ of religion,

unless it is meant that religion is in its nature entirely subjec¬

tive? But it is the immediacy of feeling, not primarily its sub¬

jectivity, which inclines Schieiermacher to regard it as the



religious faculty. He wishes to ground religion upon an immediate

consciousness of its object, and hence to secure a place for it

outside and distinct from philosophical or scientific Knowledge.

Hence the insistence upon feeling is not sufficient in itself to r

warrant its acceptance in a purely subjective sense. The original

statement, including the intuitive element, while safeguarding the

immediacy of religious experience, guarded against its unqualified

subjectivity.

But from many considerations it may be concluded that even the

dropping of intuition from.the definition in the second edition of

the Reden and subsequently, is not so significant as it might appear.

In the Philosophische Ethik. written in 1812 (subsequently to the

second edition of.the Reden) thought and feeling are distinguished as

"objective and subjective knowledge" (Erkennen). Feeling then, in

spite of its subjectivity, is a kind of knowledge. The dropping of

intuition from the definition therefore does not mean that the

perceptive element is dispensed with. And indeed the whole treatment



of the subject in the Recien is not greatly altered on account of the

omission of intuition, nor, as we have seen, is that omission

thorough-going.

In the later works feeling becomes identical with "immediate

selfconsciousness," and this has been interpreted as meaning that

objective reference is necessarily precluded. But Schleiermacher

does not favour that conclusion, and in the Christliche Sitte of

1822 he sets forth an argument by which he hopes to obviate the

difficulty, and retain a certain objectivity for the content of

the immediate consciousness, while still regarding that conscious¬

ness as in some sense a subjective experience. The object, according

to this development, becomes p^rt of the feeling subject, and the

content of the feeling is still the self, though the self enlarged

by the absorption of the object. (45) This looks like an attempt to

trick himself into the belief that he can have it both ways. That

the argument seems so far-fetched may perhaps be taken as a measure .



of SchleiermacherTs anxiety to conserve, in the religious interest,

a certain degree of objectivity in feeling, almost in spite of his

theory. *

Huber sees a tendency to a more and more subjective interpretation

of feeling, beginning with the extrusion of intuition and leading up

to the identification of feeling with immediate selfconsciousness.

(46) But, as he at the same time recognises, there is a great deal

that makes against this generalisation* It seems to the present

writer that one would have more justification in drawing the con¬

clusion that from beginning to end Schleiermacher is "in a strait

betwixt two:" he wishes - in the interest of religion - to differen¬

tiate as strictly as possible between the religious function of

feeling and the philosophical function of thought, and on the other

hand he is anxious - also in the religious interest - not to cut off

the religious faculty from objective reality and imprison it in

pure subjectivism. In answer to the question whether feeling, in



Schieiermacher1 s use of it, enfolds an object, and so ceases to be a

purely subjective function, we can only say that he never brought the

matter to a sufficiently definite and explicit decision, but that his

treatment again and again implies a certain objectivity in feeling.

Perhaps it would be a truer way of putting the same conclusion to say

that he leaves an inconsistency in his treatment, asserting on the

one hand the subjectivity of feeling, and with it of religion, while

on the other hand he will not forego the element of objective

reality which, strictly speaking, feeling alone cannot give.

With regard to the second question: Does feeling, even on the

showing of SchieiermacherTs own treatment, really exhaust the

religious faculty? we can reach a somewhat more definite conclusion.

SchieiermacherTs own thinking takes him beyond the limits of his

wh* theory. M/Mft/tWi/W/MWtt/M/m/fMI/MtmM//

He is brought in the course of the discussion to the admission that

his definition of religion contains an "idea" (Vorstellung) of God



89

v over and above the mere feeling of dependence, and that only by the

accession of such an element of thought can the immediate self-

consciousness become in the slightest degree definite. But it is

only the "most immediate reflection" and"the most primitive idea"

that we have implied in the definition, and there is no idea of God

presupposed which depends upon previous knowledge or reflection.

(47) This seems to take us beyond the limits of the theory in its

strict acceptation. (48) And further it is a consideration of great

weight that in the working out of his system of Christian doctrine,

his statement of the actual content of Christian faith, he is com-
v • ■ •' - c . 1

pelled, as we have seen, to have recourse to elements of truth which

are not given in immediate consciousness, and to methods that are

at variance with the subjective theory of religion. The historical

■

realities of the Christian faith, which it is his distinction to

have reinstated in their rightful place, can in no sense be regarded

V .

as given in the individual experience by itself. These truths are
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historically mediated, and on that side are as objective as they

can be. True, they can only be religiously apprehended in so far as

they are incorporated into the context of an individual experience

which endows them with a peculiar meaning and worth. That is to

say that religious apprehension must always have a strong subjective

/ :

reference. But that a truth is subjectively appreciated, does not

preclude its being objectively posited as well. The task upon which

Schleiermacher sets out in his doctrinal statement therefore, that of

showing the entire body of Christian truth as a result of reflection

upon the data given in devout experience alone, is one that breaks

down. He may go through the form of deducing his doctrinal system

from this primary source, but it is perfectly obvious during the

entire process that he can only get out of his source what the whole

history and education of the Church has put into it. (49)

It was historically inevitable that SchleiermacherTs protest

against the bare intellectualism of his time should be characterised



by a certain degree of antithetic over-statement. Nevertheless that

protest stands as one of the landmarks of modern thought. His vindi¬

cation of the rights of feeling makes it impossible for the emotional

life in the future to be either ignored or despised as it was in the

current philosophy of his time. More especially, the rightful and

inevitable claim of feeling to a place in the religious life can no
.

■

"

longer be set aside. The over-statement of the theory of Schleier-

macher consists in its making feeling all in all. But while the

present writer has maintained the thesis that this theory, strictly

interpreted, has proved untenable, the fact remains that feeling,

though not the whole of religion, is a factor in the religious life.

Its place as such a factor has been secured beyond question by

Schleiermacherfs insistent and arresting presentment of its claims.

But it is not only as the vindicator of feeling, it is as the

assertor of the Immediacy of religious experience that Schleiermacher

maintains his place in the history of thought. This part of his



contention is not to be lightly set aside. The assertion of an

element of immediate knowledge is certainly the trend of a great

part of Schleiermacherfs thinking, for even feeling, as we have seen,

is often identical with an intuitive or immediate form of knowledge.

And this seems to me his most significant contribution to the theory

of religious knowledge.

If this 'is, as the writer believes it to be, the proper interpre¬

tation of one whole tendency in Schleiermacher1s thinking, the study

of his thought is exceedingly relevant to the philosophical situation

at the present time. Schleiermacher proves here the forerunner of

some of the most modern movements of thought. BergsonTs insistence

upon a large and important element of intuition and instinct in life

is strikingly analogous to Schleiermacher's theory of the immediate

selfconsciousness. Schleiermacher's attempt to appropriate

immediate experience entirely to the religious sphere is of course

one which is quite aside from the purpose of the intuitional school
^

of epistemologists. Their object is to establish an intuitional



element in experience in general. But if intuition or immediate

knowledge forms a larger part of life in general than philosophy has

been inclined at times to allow, we may well conclude that there is

no part of life in which we could more readily accord it a place

than in the realm of religious experience. For many of the most

undoubted experiences of that life are such as we describe, without

scientific exactitude but with 4 fairly definite notion of what we
*

-

. .. •

mean, as inspiration, as revelation, as insight. These experiences

are not of course constituted ijx vacuo. They are not independent

of reason and the ordinary channels of knowledge, but just as little

are they quite dependent upon these channels. The saint has a deep

understanding that is not mediated by philosophic skill. There are

gates to the spiritual city, of which logic is not the key.



Here therefore Schieiermacher has established a position of

enduring value, which might well form.the starting point for a

reconstructive statement of the psychology and epistemology of

faith. It must suffice here to suggest a few main lines of such a

statement as they emerge from the foregoing discussion.

The task which falls upon us as an outcome of Schieiermacher*s

thinking, is to give such an account of religious experience as

shall secure its autonomy, and at the same time do justice to the

objective validity and the concrete reality of that experience.

In the first place, the discussion has abundantly shown that the

method of abstraction from the concrete complex of life is one which

affords small promise. Religion is not a simple essence which can

/

be theoretically extracted from the vital complex which constitutes

the psychological real, and then examined in the abstract. We must

set no artificial limit to the psychological ground on which it

shall be based. We must not attempt at all to state a priori



what that psychological ground shall be. Instead of setting out,

as Schleiermacher does, from the presumption that religion shall be <

identified with, and l^m^/ted to, a certain function of consciousness,

namely feeling, and proceeding thence to examine its nature, we must

begin with the actually manifested religious experience, in all its

fulness and complexity, and base our investigation upon that. In

this sense the procedure must be empirical. In this sense religion

demands the full benefit of the critical method. The religious

experience must be taken as it actually occurs, and its real

significance exhibited.

When this is made the starting point religion will be found to be

not a simple but a highly complex experience. No other experience

indeed more entirely occupies the whole self. It includes, as we

have seen, that element of feeling which Schleiermacher asserted,

we have seen some reason to believe that it contains an element of

immediate apprehension, it incorporates the results of thought and



leads to thought again, and pre-eminently it is an attitude, and as

such a conation.

Approaching the matter thus, we find the djtffeyentia of religion

not in the formal but in the concrete. The religious interpretation

of the world is that which finds Cod in it. The religious experi¬

ence is that which is dominated by the consciousness of God. And

thus the concept of personalitv becomes determinative. This is an

aspect which receives scanty recognition in Schleiermacherfs theory.

As we saw in connection with his account of revelation, the aspect

of personality is not completely lost sight of. The content of

revelation is, for him, not a body of truth but a living personality

who enters into communion with men. God's personal communication

of himself constitutes revelation. And not only here but throughout

SchleiermacherTs theology, the Person of Christ is normative for

Christian life and faith. Indeed it may truly be urged that

SchleiermacherTs insistence upon feeling has behind it his recog-



nition of the very fact that intellectual cognition of itself is

inadequate to the apprehension of a personality. He regarded feeling

as a way of fuller and more intimate approach. But, taken by itself,

feeling is equally inadequate, so much so that in his setting forth

of his theory of religion, this very aspect of personality drops out

of sight.

True, the feeling of absolute dependence in which religion is

found to consist, is identified with a "relation to Bod." To this

extent Schleiermacher's definition does display religion as a

relation of personalities. But what must be insisted on, in order

that it may be avoided, is the fact that the original limitation

set upon religion by the theory confines it even here to the one

aspect of that personal relation which the procedure has pre¬

determined. It is not the case that the feeling of absolute

dependence is here made equivalent to a personal relation to God,

but rather that the personal relation to God is made identical with,



and so limited to, a feeling of absolute dependence. As has been $4!

said, the starting-point ought to be found in the reality of concrete

experience, which is now seen to be the experience of a personal

relation. If we do not start with it we shall miss it altogether.

We cannot work back to it from premises which we have selected else¬

where. The feeling of absolute dependence to a great and strongly

characteristic element in that relation between our personality and

the divine, which constitutes religion, but it does not exhaust that

relation. Assert only the feeling of absolute dependence, and the

other aspects of the relation may drop out of sight, the very fact £

that it is a personal relation which is in question may drop out of

sight. But assert the full and complete communion of the Divine

Person with the human soul, and the feeling of absolute dependence

takes its place along with all other aspects of the relation.

This presentation of the matter finds room for a specifically

religious knowledge. Religion is saved from the vagueness and pure
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subjectivism of the feeling-theory, and given a definite content.

But while this is so, there is, on the other hand, no danger of that

confusion which Schleiermacher dreaded between religion ana theoretic

knowledge. An. element of knowledge is introduced into the religious

experience, but it is quite definitely not a theoretic knowledge.

Its object is not a body of truth, nor a system of things. We are

placed in. touch*with the world of religious reality, neither by

argument nor by information. It is inwardly experienced. It is

directly known. It is 1ived. We are greatly in want of a word which

should translate the verb erleben. Religious truth is only known

as. it is lived or experienced. The religious man is positively

certain of a reality which is incommunicable, because it is

irreducible to propositional form. We cannot really have a theoretic

knowledge of a reality which .is through and through personal. Our

knowledge of such a reality is identical with that experience in

which our personality comes into contact with another personality.



Such a contact is impossible within the bounds of reason and cog¬

nition alone.

Neither reason nor perception can apprehend religious reality as ^

such, but this is not to assert that we can have n£ reasoned know¬

ledge of it. We must here make an all-important distinction. We

might put it thus: that the intellect cannot apprehend that reality

religiouslv. When we turn from direct experience to argument or

description, we may still have before us the same object, but we are

living in another sphere. We have passed, as Schleiermacher

desired to make plain, from religion to theology. Intellect can

deal with religious matters« but it cannot take the place of

religious apprehension. When we say, therefore, that religious

reality is irreducible to propositional form, we do not deny the $$$$

possibility of a theology, we but state the indubitable truth that

a theology is not a religion. Reduce religious truth as well as

may be to a reasoned system, and the result may be the perfect



equivalent of all but that which made the truth specifically

religious. The religious experience is conditioned therefore by ^

personality, and in religion we know, not in the sense in which we

form a judgment or understand a proposition, but in a sense analogous

to that in which we are acquainted with a friend.

While the account of religion which is here put forward

differentiates as clearly as does the theory of Schleiermacher

between the religious and the theoretic apprehension of truth, it

c&n be shown, on the other hand, that it does not delimit an

impassable frontier between the two. Religion and theology are

distinct, but they are not unrelated. Sigwart passed the criticism

upon Schleiermacher, not without a measure of justice, that in

distinguishing religion from theology, he. had drawn such a rigid line

of demarcation between them as to deprive the self-expressions of

the religious consciousness of all significance.^ The relation

between religion and theology must be kept in mind, even when they
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are most clearly recognised as entirely disparate spheres. To

deprecate theology is to disserve religion. Religion and theology 'ft

are not hostile, but mutually helpful activities of the spirit.

Indeed it is^after all^but the truth^that theology is part of

religion, just as more generally philosophy is part of life. Intel¬

lectual apprehension has its place within the manifold experience

wherein Cod is known. At all events, religion finds natural outcome

in theological activity, and in turn receives stimulus from the

results of theological thought. That a truth is religiously

apprehended is no reason why it should not be given intellectual f'^ff

expression as well, nay it is a very good reason why it should. And

again, theology is a useless exercise unless it is in close touch f

with the world of religious reality which it seeks to set forth after

its own manner.

As it has been claimed that the religious experience is charac¬

terised by a real knowledge which is distinguished from the operation
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of intellect and reason, it may be asked what form then religious

knowledge assumes. To a certain extent we have attempted to charac¬

terise it, in as much as it gives direct contact with the reality

it apprehends. How is this direct contact to be construed! Are we

to describe it as a simple intuition? Let us in the mean time

accept the designation intuition as a convenience,

rejecting the term "simple" as a question-begging epithet.- The term

intuition will then connote immediacy of experience; whether it is a

faculty of a simple nature or not is a matter for discussion. For

the difficulty which must be recognised in this way of presenting thej

matter, is the recurring difficulty off!piacing" this function of

intuition in the psychological field. Are we to assume it as an

additional element of consciousness, a simple and irreducible mental

function to be placed alongside the other ultimates of thought,

feeling, and will? Or in what terms of known psychological functions

are we to describe it?



Bergson, in setting forth his doctrine of intuition, has started

from the old distinction between two kinds of knowing; between

direct knowledge oX^and indirect knowledge about. In the latter we

know the object from without, by accumulation of detail, or by

closeness of investigation. In the former we know it, as it were,

from within. This is the true and the direct knowledge. It may not

always be possible, but the other can never take its place. The

direct or inside knowledge he calls intuition, and he describes it

as "the kind of intellectual sympathy by which one places oneself

within an object in order to coincide with what is unique in it

and consequently inexpressible." The opposite of intuition is ^

analysis. which is "the operation which reduces the "object to

elements already known, that is, to elements common both to it and

to other objects." (51).

The account of intuition given here corresponds very closely to

the conception we have reached of direct apprehension in religious
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knowledge. And it will be very generally agreed that there is

something in oonsciousness to which this description applies. The

two different kinds of knowledge have always been recognised, and it

is a commomplace that the distinction between them is more or less

engrained in language. It is when we ask a psychological account of

intuition that the difficulty arises. What is intuition? Is it a

new and unique mode of experience? Is it a psychological ultimate?

Bergson says in the passage from which we have already quoted,

"Intuition, if intuition is possible, is a simple act." (52) But

howsoever this may be from a metaphysical or epistemological stand¬

point, it may be held an open question whether there be a psycho¬

logically simple act of intuition.

Be that as it may in the sphere in which Bergson is here working,

I am inclined to the view that in the case of religious knowledge*

the central and inclusive intuition by which we apprehend the

Divine personality which is over against us^is not a psychological
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simple, but the most highly complex and all-inclusive mental energy

of which our souls are capable. It is an act of apprehension which

occupies the whole self. It is an act which knits the whole

personality together into a single apperceptive organ. The sim¬

plicity which belongs to it is not the simplicity of an isolated pi

mental faculty, but that of a united personality gathered up into a

comprehensive act of rapport. This state is not always equally

complete, possibly is never quite complete, but according to its

completeness is our intuition perfect. A high state of insight or

of communion fuses the powers of the mind together into a higher

gift of understanding.

And again, in so far as we can speak of an intuition of specific

truths of religion, we should regard it, in conformity with this

view, as a kind of recognition. The specific truth would then be

religiously known when it was "apperceived" into a unity which is
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our religious world. It would be recognised as belonging to our

total apprehension of the divine.

Once admitted as a possibility, and there seems to be no

insuperable difficulty in the way of the admission, this conception

of the nature of religious intuition gives promise of being an

extremely useful hypothesis, as a factor in the elucidation of the

psychology and epistemology of faith. It would require a detailed ^

working out in order to test its tenability and usefulness to the

full - an undertaking which lies outwith the scope of the present

work. But at the outset at least, the theory gives an explanation

of religious knowledge which obviates the difficulties of the

simple-intuition theory, and at the same time attempts to take

account of the distinction between mediate and immediate knowledge.

Further, the theory might do service in explicating the relation

between the objective and subjective elements in religious belief,

the historical and the spiritual elements in the content of faith,



the objecti've datum which forms an element in all religion,, and the

personal response of the individual spirit. True faith must ever be

determined by these two co-ordinates. In the theory put forward here

the subjective element of th.e individual, personal response to the

truth is not likely to b$ overlooked. The very nature of religious

apprehension, on this rendering of it, constitutes it a function of

the entire spiritual life. The given reality is truly made part of

the soul who religiously apprehends it. The saving nature of

religious truth can find no better expression,. But the objective

side must be as strongly insisted upon. All the higher religions <f.if

are historical religions - Christianity pre-eminently so. The
■*

objects of its faith are historically posited, and it is through

the channels of history that they are mediated to the individual.

Only by co-ordinating the individual experience with these objective

realities of the faith can the vagaries of mysticism and subjecti¬

vism be avoided. These historical and objective contents of faith,
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being historical and objective, are naturally apprehended by the

ordinary way of intellectual cognition. But they are then taken up f

by the religious consciousness and incorporated in the world of

faith, and thus belong to both orders of knowledge. Hence the

necessity we have insisted upon that distinct as are the two kinds

of knowledge, they are not opposed.

This theory has a further bearing upon the vexed question of

religious certitude. This was undoubtedly in the mind and purpose of

Schleiermacher in separating religion from reasoned knowledge. He

saw that religion must not be left in a position of dependence upon

the dictates of reason alone. And in the position which we have

laid down we have sought to conserve the gain which Schleiermacher

won, in the assertion for religion of a sphere of its own, with

its own order and criterion of certitude. And we have sought to

constitute the distinction between the religious and the theoretic

forms of knowledge in such a way as to show that, truly conceived,
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the distinction ought not to mean the mutual exclusion of the two

activities. Above all it ought not to stand for the limiting of

religion. It ought to stand for the truth that religion is moye than

theology, as life is more than philosophy. And if religion is more

than theology it must have a sanction and a certitude within itself,

a sanction and a certitude conferred in some more immediate
♦

apprehension of the truth. SchleiermacherTs discussion of the

nature of religious experience achieves this as its highest result,

the vindication for religion of an inheritance in its own right.


