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THE translation of this Theological Encyclopedia was
undertaken by appointment of the author, with whose co-
operation also the proof-sheets have been read. In the
original, this work consists of three volumes, the contents of
which are stated in Dr. Warfield’s “ Introductory Note.”
The volume here presented contains the first fifty-three
pages of Vol. I. of the original, and Vol. II. entire. The
full definition of “ Principium Theologiae ” being given on
page 341, the word “ principium ” as a technical term has
been retained in its Latin form throughout. Grateful thanks
are due to Professor B. B. Warfield, D.D., LL.D., for valu-
able assistance given. And it may also be stated here, that
profound regard for the author, and firm faith in the
standards of Calvinism which he so masterfully defends in
the Netherlands, are the motives that have inspired to the
end this effort of the

TRANSLATOR.

PRIXCETON, N.J., June 20, 1898.
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PREFACE

THE original work, a part of which only is here given in
English, consists of three volumes. These together form a
systematic whole. The first volume contains an introduc-
tion to Theological Encyclopedia, included in pages 1-55 of
this translation. This is followed by a history of Theologi-
cal Encyclopedia of about five hundred pages. No such
history had ever been written before. Brief, summary re-
views are given in some encyclopedias, but no history of
this department as such can be found. And yet the need of
it is imperative for the sake of a broad study of the position
which Theological Encyclopedia at present occupies in the
domain of science. Moreover, the writer was impelled toﬁ
undertake this task because the general history of Theology
has for the most part been interpreted in a sense which does
not agree with what he deems should be understood by
Theology. In writing so extensive a history of Theologi-
cal Encyclopedia he had a twofold purpose in view: on
the one hand of conveying a fuller knowledge of Encyclo-
pedia of Theology than had thus far been furnished, and
on the other hand of giving a review of the entire history
of Theology from his view-point. Upon this introductory
volume follows Volume II., which is here given entire in
the English translation. And then follows the third vol-
ume, almost equally large, in which the separate theological
departments find their logical division and interpretation
according to the author’s principles. In this third volume
the principles previously developed are brought to their
logical sequence, showing that only in the full acceptance
of the proper principle can a pure and correct development
be discovered for all these departments of Theology. '
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viil PREFACE

The author does not hesitate to say frankly that in the
writing of this work he occupies the Calvinistic view-point,
though this is not to be taken in an exclusively dogmatical
sense. There are primordial principles which are funda-
mental to Calvinism, and these only he defends. He is no
Calvinist by birth. Having received his training in a con-
servative-supernaturalistic spirit, he broke with faith in
every form when a student at Leyden, and then cast himself
into the arms of the barest radicalism. At a later period,
perceiving the poverty of this radicalism, and shivering with
the chilling atmosphere which it created in his heart, he
felt attracted first to the Determinism of Professor Scholten,
and then to the warmth of the Vermittelungs-theologie, as
presented by Martensen and his followers. But if this
warmed his heart, it provided no rest for his thought. In
this Vermittelungs-theologie there is no stability of starting-
point, no unity of principle, and no harmonious life-interpre-
tation on which a world-view, based on coherent principles,
" can be erected. In this state of mind and of heart he came
in contact with those descendants of the ancient Calvinists,
who in the Netherlands still honor the traditions of the
fathers ; and it astonished him to find among these simple
people a stability of thought, a unity of comprehensive in-
sight, in fact a world-view based on principles which needed
but a scientific treatment and interpretation to give them a
place of equal significance over against the dominant views
of the age. To put forth an effort in this direction has
from that moment on been his determined purpose, and
toward this end he has devoted a series of studies in The-
ology, in Politics, and in Zsthetics, part of which have
already been published, and part of which are embodied in
the acts of the Second Chamber of the States-General. To
all this, however, there was still wanting that unity which
alone can give a concentric exposition of the nature of theol-
ogy, and to supply this want he set himself the task of writ-
ing this extensive Theological Encyclopedia. Thus only
was he able to reach the heart of the question.

That the treatment of the principium of Theology, i.e. of



PREFACE ix

the Holy Scripture, is given so much space could not be
avoided. In all this controversy the Holy Scripture is the
question at stake, and the encyclopedia that places itself un-
conditionally upon the Scriptures as its basis cannot find a
plan until the all-embracing question of the Scriptures has
been fundamentally solved.

It is only natural that certain portions of this book should

bear a severely Dutch stamp. Being an enemy to abstrac--

tions, and a lover of the concreteness of representation, the
author could not do anything else than write from the envi-
ronment in which he lives. In one point only does this
require an explanation. In this book he speaks of Methodism
in a way which would have been impossible either in England
or in America, where Methodism has achieved a Church for-
mation of its own. For this reason he begsleave to state that
he views Methodism as a necessary reaction, born from Cal-
vinism itself, against the influences which so often threaten
to petrify the life of the Church. As such, Methodism had
in his opinion a high calling which it is bound to obey, and
a real spiritual significance. And it becomes subject to seri-
ous criticism only when, and in so far as, from being a reac-
tion, it undertakes to be itself an action; and when, not
satisfied with imparting & new impulse to the sleeping
Churech, it seeks to exalt itself in the Church’s stead. This,
he thinks, it is not able to do, and hence falls into serious
excesses.

In closing this brief preface he begs to offer his sincere
thanks to the Rev. J. Hendrik de Vries, who with rare
accuracy of style and language has finished the difficult and
laborious task of this translation.

ABRAHAM KUYPER.

AMSTERDAM, June 1, 1898.
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INTRODUCTORY NOTE

IT gives me the greatest pleasure to respond to the request
of my friend, the Rev. J. Hendrik de Vries, —to whom a
debt of gratitude is due from us all for putting into English
a section of this valuable treatise, —that I should in a few
words introduce its author to his American audience. It is
not often that an opportunity falls to one to make known a
thinker of Dr. Kuyper’s quality to a new circle of readers ;
and I count it a high honor to have been given this privi-
lege. For many years now Dr. Kuyper has exercised a very
remarkable influence in his own country. As leader and
organizer of the Anti-revolutionary party, and chief editor
of its organ, De Standaard, a newspaper which, we are told
by good authority, occupies not only *“a place of honor, but
the place of honor among Dutch dailies” ;1 as founder, de-
fender. and developer of the Free University of Amsterdam,
through which the people of the Netherlands are receiving
an object lesson of the possibility and quality of higher edu-
cation conducted on Christian and Reformed foundations, free
from interference from the State ; as consistent advocate in
the Church of freedom of conscience, confessional rights, and
the principles of that Reformed religion to which the Dutch
people owe all that has made them great, and strenuous pro-
moter of the great end of bringing all who love those princi-
ples together into one powerful communion, free to confess
and live the religion of their hearts; as a religious teacher
whose instructions in his weekly journal, De Heraut, are the

1 Jhr. Mr. A. F. de Savornin Lohman in De Nederlander of April 1, 1807
(a8 extracted in the Gedenkboek, published in commemoration of the com-
pletion of the first twenty-five years of service by Dr. Kuyper as chief-editor
of De Standaard, Amsterdam, 1897, p. 89).
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xii INTRODUCTORY NOTE

food of hundreds of hungry souls, whose prelections in the
Free University are building up a race of theologians imbued
with the historigal no less than the systematlc spirit, and to
whose ertmgs men of all parties look for Iig hght and inspira-
tion ; in fine, as a force in Church and State in whose arm
those who share his fundamental principles trust with a
well-founded hope of victory, Dr. Kuyper is probably to-day
the most considerable figure in both political and ecclesiasti-

‘cal Holland. As long as thirteen years ago Dr. Johannes

Gloél, looking in upon the Church life of Holland from
without, thought it not too much to say that Dr. Kuyper’s
was the best known name in the land ;! and though in the
interval friends have been lost, yet doubtless also friends
have been made, and assuredly the sharp conflicts which
have marked these years have not lessened the conspicuous-
ness of the central figure in them all. It is certainly high
time that we should make the acquaintance of such a man in
America. The present volume will, naturally, reveal him to
us on one side only of his multiform activity. It isa fragment
of his scientific theological work which it gives us; indeed,
to speak literally, it is only a fragment of one of his theo-
logical works, though possibly thus far his most considerable
contribution to theological science. But the reader will not

: fail to perceive, even in this fragment, evidence of those
[ qualities which have made its author the leader of men

which he is,—the depth of his insight, the breadth of his
outlook, the thoroughness of his method, the comprehensive-
ness of his survey, the intensity of his conviction, the elo-
quence of his language, the directness of his style, the pith
and wealth of his illustrations, the force, completeness, win-
ningness of his presentation.

For anything like a complete estimate of Dr. Kuyper’s
powers and performance there would be needed a tolerably
thorough acquaintance with the whole political and religious

* life of Holland during the last third of the nineteenth cen-

tury. It would even be something of a task to undertake a
study of his mind and work in his literary product, which

1 Hollands kirchliches Leben, Wirtemberg, 1885.
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has grown to a very considerable voluminousness, and touches
upon nearly the whole circle of civil and ecclesiastical inter-
ests of the present-day Netherlands. All that exists is a
rather superficial and not very correct sketch of his life and
opinions from the pen of Jhr. Mr. Witsius H. de Savornin
Lohman.! It was written, unhappily, nearly ten years ago,
and Dr. Kuyper has not ceased to live and move in the
meanwhile; and its greater part is devoted, naturally, to
an account of Dr. Kuyper’s political program as leader
of the Anti-revolutionary party. It may be supplemented,
however, from the theological side from the sympathetic
and very informing account to be found in Dr. Hermann
Bavinck’s paper on Recent Dogmatic Thought tn the Nether-
lands, which appeared a few years ago in the pages of The,
Presbyterian and Reformed Review.? With this there may
profitably be compared, by those who like to hear both
" sides of a question, the series of papers on The Netherland-
ish Reformed Church of the Present by Professor H. G.
Klein of Utrecht, which are buried in the columns of a
Reformed journal which used to be published in Austria? .
while Dr. Kuyper himself has lifted the veil from many
of his earlier experiences in a delightful booklet which
he appropriately calls Confidences.* With these references
I may exonerate myself from attempting more here than to
suggest the outlines of his work on the theological side.

Dr. Kuyper was born in 1837, and received his scholastic
training at Leyden, as a student of literature and theology.
He obtained his theological doctorate in 1863, with a treatise
on the idea of the Church in Calvin and & Lasco. During
his university career, when he sat at the feet of Scholten (at

1 It was published as one of the issues of the series entitled Mannen van
Beteekenis in Onze Dagen, edited by Dr. E. J. Pijzel, and published at
Haarlem by H. D. Tjeenk Willink., It is a pamphlet of 72 pages, and
appeared in 1889.

2 Issue of April, 1892, Vol. IIIL. pp. 209 sq.

3 Evangelisch Reformirte Blaetter aus Oesterreich (Kuttelberg, Oesterr.
Schlesien, 1891 ; Vol. I. pp. 9 seq.).

4 Confidentie: Schrijven aan den weled. Heer J. H. van der Linden, door
Dr. A. Kuyper (Amsterdam : Héveker en Zoon, 1873). Additional sources
of information are given by both Dr. Bavinck and Dr. Klein.
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that time in his more conservative period) and Kuenen, he
had little clearness of religious insight and felt little drawing
to theological study, and gave himself, therefore, rather to the
cultivation of literature under the guidance of Professor de
Vries. At its close a great change came over him, mediated
partly by some striking experiences of providential guidance
in connection with the preparation of a prize-paper which
he had undertaken, partly by the continued and absorbing
study of Calvin and & Lasco to which the preparation of that
paper led him, and partly by the powerful impression made
upon him by Miss Yonge’s romance, The Heir of Redcliffe,
read in this state of mind. The good work thus begun was
completed under the influence of the example and conversa-
tion of the pious Reformed people of his first pastoral charge,
at the little village of Beesd, where he ministered the Word
from 1863 to 1867. Thus prepared for his work, he entered
upon it at once con amore, when he was called in the latter
year to the Church at Utrecht. From that moment, at
Utrecht and Amsterdam, in the pulpit and professor’s
chair, in the Chamber of Deputies, and the editorial page
of his journals, he has unceasingly waged battle for the
freedom of the Church of God to found itself on the Word
alone, and to live and teach in accordance with its own free
confession.

In his new enthusiasm of faith he went to Utrecht in the
highest hope, looking upon that city, in which dwelt and
taught the Corypheuses of the orthodoxy of the day, as ““a
Zion of God,” and expecting to find in them leaders whom
he would need but to follow to the reéstablishment of the
Church and of the religious life of the land on the one firm
foundation of the Word of God. He soon discovered that
there were limits, in reliance upon the Reformed principles,
and even in trust in God’s Word, beyond which the Apolo-
getical School of Utrecht was not prepared to go. I had
thought to find them,” he says,! *learned brethren, for whom
the Holy Scriptures, just as they lie, were the authority of
their lives, — who with the Word for a weapon were defend-

1 Gedenkboek, etc., as above, p. 68.
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ing the stronghold of the Netherlandish Jerusalem with un-
daunted valor; men who did not merely stand on the wall
and ward off assaults, but rushed forth from the gates and
drove off the foe. But what did I find? Everywhere a cry
of distressed hearts. Everybody shut up in the hold, with
no thought of anything beyond a weak defence, watching for
the shots to fall, and only when they came giving some poor
reply, while bulwark after bulwark of the faith was yielded
to the enemy.” Such an attitude was intolerable to one of
Dr. Kuyper’s ardent and aggressive spirit. Nor did he find
more comfort in the Ethical School, although he was by no
means insensible to the attractions of its “ Mediating The-
ology.”! The weakness and wastefulness of both apology
and mediation as a means of establishing and advancing
Christianity he felt, moreover, most profoundly; and, plant-
ing himself once for all squarely on the infallible Word and
the Reformed Confessions, he consecrated all his great and
varied powers to purifying the camp and compacting the
forces of positive truth. The effect of the assumption of
this bold, aggressive position was, naturally, to offend and
alienate the adherents of the more “moderate” schools.
The followers of Van Oosterzee and Doedes, of de la Saus-
saye and Gunning,—men who, according to their lights,
had wrought each a good work in the defence and propaga-
tion of the principles of the Gospel,— were necessarily left
behind, where they did not even throw themselves into the
camp of the enemy. But the result has vindicated not only
its righteousness, but its wisdom. Not merely as over
against the forces of more or less open unbelief, but also of
those timid souls who would fain pitch their tents in neutral
territory, Dr. Kuyper has raised the banner of unadulterated

1 In the Preface to the first volume of his Encyclopaedie Dr. Kuyper says :
“Brought up under the teaching of Scholten and Kuenen, in an entirely
different circle of theological ideas, and later not less strongly influenced by
the ¢* Mediating Theology,’ the author found rest neither for his heart nor
for his mind until his eyes were opened to the depth, the earnestness, and
the beauty of the Reformed Confession, which has come to us out of those

‘/ ¥

spiritaally rich days when Calvinism was still a world-power, not only in the /,/ 7

theological, but also in the social and political, realm.”
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Christianity, and the people of God have flocked to its lead-
ing. He cannot, indeed, be credited with the creation of
the Reformed party in the Church, any more than of the,
Anti-revolutionary party in the State. As the year 1§49,
when Groen van Prinsterer was elected to the Lower Cham=
ber of the States General, may be accounted the formal birth-

*day of the la.tber, so the yeal( 1842, when the Address of

Groen and his six companions Was 1aid before the Synod of
the Netherlandish Reformed Church, praying for the main-
tenance of the rights of the Reformed Confession against
the Groningen teaching, may be thought of as the formal
birthday of the former. But as it is he who has organized
and compacted the Anti-revolutionary party and led it to its
present position of power, so it is he to whom is due above
all'others the present strength of the Reformed tendency in
the religious life and thought of Holland, and to whom are
turned in hope to-day the eyes of all who truly love the
Word of God and the principles of the Reformed religion, —
that “sterling silver,” “fine gold,” “pure nard,” of Chris-
tianity, as he himself phrasés it.

In the prosecution of his self-chosen task of recovering
for the Word of God and the principles of the Reformed
religion their rightful place in the civil and religious life of
the Netherlands, Dr. Kuyper has made the most vigorous
and versatile use of every means of reaching the minds and
hearts of the people. He edits the daily political paper,
De Standaard, which he has made a veritable power in the
land. He edits the weekly religious paper, De Heraut, and
discusses in its columns in the most thorough way all live
topics of theology and religion. He is serving the State as
a member of the Lower Chamber of the States General. He
is serving the Church as Professor of Dogmatics in the theo-
logical faculty of the Free University at Amsterdam. Itisa
matter of course that he has made the freest use also of occa-
sional discussion and scientific presentation. Political pam-
phlets, devotional treatises, studies on ecclesiastical topics
and theological themes, from his pen, have poured from the
press in an almost unbroken stream. It is a somewhat
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remarkable literary product for a busy man to have pro-
duced when looked at from the point of view of mere
quantity ; when its quality is considered, whether from the
point of view of richness of style, fulness of details, wide-
ness of view, or force of presentation, it is simply a marvel.
There have been published in our day few discussions ™ of~
civil and social questions more wide-minded and thoughtful,
few devotional writings more penetrating and uplifting, few
theological treatises more profound and stimulating. Among
the more valuable of his theological writings should certainly
be enumerated the numerous addresses which have been
given permanence in print, especially the Rectoral addresses
delivered at the Free University at Amsterdam, several of
which attain the dimension of short treatises, and are fur-
nished with an apparatus of notes, while retaining the grace
of Dr. Kuyper’s spoken style. Such, for example, are those
on Present Day Biblical Criticism, delivered in 1881, Cal-
vinism and Art, delivered in 1888, and the tendency of Pan-
theizing thought towards the Obliteration of the Boundary
Lines, and the confounding of things that differ, delivered
in 1892. Among his more considerable works in scientific
theology there fall to be mentioned especially, his edition
of the Opuscala Theologica of Francis Junius, published in
1882, his copious commentary, in four volumes, on the Hei-
delberg Catechism, which bears the title of £ Voto Dor-
draceno, published 1892-95, his somewhat popular treatise
on The Work of the Holy Spirit, in three volumes, pub-
lished in 1888-89, and, doubtless we may say above all, his
Encyclopaedie der Heilige Godgeleerdheid in three volumes,
published in 1894, of which the present volume presents a
part in English.

This important work differs from other encyclopedias of
theology in several particulars. It is marked by the strict-
ness of its scientific conception of its sphere and the skill
with which its proper province is discriminated and occu-
pied. It is marked not less by the comprehensiveness of its
grasp upon its material, and the thoroughness with which it
is worked out in its details. It is especially marked by the
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attractiveness of the style in which it is written, which is
never dull, and often rises into real eloquence. It is marked
above all, however, by the frankness with which it is based
on the principles of the Reformed theology, — with which
it takes its starting-point *from what Calvin called the
semen religionis, or the sensus divinitatis in ipsis medullis et
visceribus hominis infizus,” so as to grant at once that it must
seem as foolishness to him who chooses a different point of
departure ; and with which also it builds up its structure on
the assumption of the truth of the Reformed presuppositions,
and allows at once that it separates itself by so much from
the point of view of all other systems. With so substantial
a portion of the work before the reader, however, as this
volume supplies, it cannot be necessary to speak here of its-
method or quality. It is only needful that the reader should
remember that he has before him, here, only a portion of the
whole work. In its completeness it fills three volumes of
about the size of this one. The first of these is introductory,
and treats of the name, idea, and conception of Encyclope-
dia, and then, more specifically, of the idea, divisions, and
(most copiously) the history of Theological Encyclopedia.
The second volume— the one here translated —is the gen-
eral part, and discusses, as will be seen from its table of
contents, all those questions which concern the place of
theology among the sciences, and the nature of theology as
a science with a “principium” of its own. This volume
is notable for the extended and thorough discussion it ac-
cords to the ¢ Principium Theologiae,” — involving, to be
sure, some slight breach of proportion in the disposition of
the material and possibly some trenching upon the domain of
Dogmatics, for which the author duly makes his apologies ;
but bringing so great a gain to the reader that he will
find himself especially grateful for just this section. The
third volume contains the treatment of the several divisions
of theology, which is carried through in a wonderfully fresh
and original fashion. It is to be hoped that the reception
accorded the present volume will be such as to encourage the
translator and publishers to go on and complete the work in
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its English form, and thus that this volume will prove to
be, in the literal sense of the word, but the introduction of
Dr. Kuyper to English readers. I cannot but feel assured
from my own experience that he who reads one treatise
of Dr. Kuyper’s cannot fail to have his appetite whetted for
more.

BENJAMIN B. WARFIELD.

PRINCETON, June 16, 1898.
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DIVISION I
THEOLOGICAL ENCYCLOPEDIA

—— 0 00—

CHAPTER I
THE NAME ENCYCLOPEDIA

§ 1. Significance of the Name

Since the encyclopedic, scientific and theological view-
point of this Theological Encyclopedia differs in more than
one respect from the ideas that are most widely accepted in
our times, even among ‘ believing ’ theologians, clearness
demands that we indicate this difference and give an account
of it. The conception of ‘ Theological Encyclopedia™ itself
should therefore be investigated first, and this investigation
should be preceded by the definition of the general concep-
tion of Encyclopedia.

This definition starts out with the etymological explana-
tion of the word which is used as the name of this depart-
ment of science. Not as evidence from etymology; this is
excluded by our plan: but because the indication of the
first activity in the human mind which has given rise to the
origin of any department is frequently found in the his-
torical choice of the name. This is not always so. To
our Western consciousness Algebra is a meaningless term,
however capable it may be of an etymological explanation
in its original. Metaphysics originated by mere accident.
Anemology is an artificially fabricated term. But as a rule
there is a history in a name, which it will not do to pass
by. And this is the case in a special sense with the name

1
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Encyclopedia. To exclude arbitrariness, and to keep our-
selves from ideal subjectivity, the conservative path must
again be discovered, at least to this extent— that no defi-
nition of any conception should be admitted, which does
not take account of what went on in the human spirit (even
though with no very clear consciousness) when the germ
of this conception first originated. (See Dr. Georg Runze,
Die Bedeutung der Sprache fir das wissenschaftliche Er-
kennen, Halle, 1886.)

§ 2. Use in the Greek Classics

As for most scientific conceptions, the germ of the con-
ception of “ Encyclopedia ” also is found among the Greeks.
They were the people who, in contrast with the intuitive
powers of the Eastern nations on the one hand, and in dis-
tinction from the limited form of the life of the spirit in
Rome on the other hand, were divinely endowed with the
disposition, tendency and talent of extricating its thinking
consciousness from the world of phenomena and of soaring
above it on free wings. And yet, as far as we know, the
word Encyclopedia in its combination was unknown to them.
The first trace of this combination is discovered in Galen,
the physician and philosopher, who died about two hundred
years -after the birth of Christ.! The Greeks left the two
parts of the word standing side by side, and spoke of "Eyxu-
x\ios Tacdela.

The sense of waidela in this combination needs no further
explanation. Ila8e/a means instruction, training, educa-
tion; that by which a mais becomes an évijp. The difficulty
lies in the definition which makes this mraidela, éyxdnhios.
In its simplest sense, éyxinlios is all that which presents
itself to you as being included in a xixMos, i.e. a ring or
circle. But this idea admits of all sorts of shades, accord-

11In his Ilepl Siairis Stéwr, ie. de victus ratione in mordis acutis, c. II.
I have named Galen as the first Greek writer. It is also found already in
Pliny, Natur. hist. § 14 : iam omnia attingunt, quae Graeci rijs éyxvkhoraidelas
vocant, et tamen ignota aut incerta ingeniis facta, alia vero ita multis prodita
ut in fastidium sint adducta.
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ing as it indicates something that forms a circle by itself;
something that lies in a sphere or circle, or within a certain
circumference, and is thus included in it; or something that
moves within such a circle. A round temple was called iepow
éyxvriov, because such a temple forms a circle. The dlkata,
or common civil rights, were called éyxuxAia, because they
reside in the circle of citizens, and confine themselves
to its limits. In Athens, the Aeirovpylac were called éy-
xixhat, and they spoke of éyxikMa avarwpara, éyxdrxliac
Samdvat, éyxielia Saxorjuara, ete., to indicate services in the
interest of the state which are rendered in turn, expenses that
returned periodically, or activities that constantly changed
after a fixed programme of rotation. Aristotle (Polit. 1I.,
p- 1269%, 35) calls even the daily, and therefore periodically,
returning task, 7d éyxvkha. Thus unconsciously the idea
of that which was of a daily occurrence, and in a certain
sense ordinary and normal, was included under éyxixhios;?
and it was in this process of thought that éyxixios was
added to mraidela by which to indicate that kind and that
measure of instruction or knowledge which was deemed
indispensable for a normally developed Athenian citizen ;
in part, therefore, in the same sense in which Demosthenes
calls the legal rights that are common to all citizens, éyxvx\ia
Sikata (XXV. T4)2 or, in a better sense still, Aristotle
wrote his éyxikMa ¢ihocodrjuara, i.e. popular philosophy.
It is a mistake, therefore, to interpret éyxvxlios maidela as
a group of sciences which in the abstract formed a circle
or a whole, and it is equally ill-advised to understand by
it nothing more than “everyday matters of knowledge.”
The idea of a circle or rotation must certainly be main-
tained ; only the definition of what falls within this circle
must not be derived from the mutual connection of these
departments of knowledge as such, but from their connec-
tion in relation to the forming of the young Greek.

The explanation of Quintilian (I. 10): ordis doctrinae,

1 Isocrates describes it even a8 7a xara THv quépar éxdaryy yiyrduera (111, 22),
2 5 yap otde TOw lodv 08¢ TO¥ éykukNwy dikalwy perovolay iddaciy ol ¥éuo:,
ovros T@» dmxéoTwy érépovs alrios ylyrerar ovr 6pfds k.7 .\
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quem Graeci éyxikhov mwaidelav vocant, is based on a mis-
understanding, as is also that of Vitruvius I. 6, praef., and
1. 2, encyelios disciplina uti corpus unum ex his membris com-
positum est: in so far as both evidently argued from the
general significance of the word éyxvxAios, instead of asking
themselves the question how it was actually used by the
Greeks in connection with maidela. This use referred
chiefly to what was normal, as Hesychius also interprets it
by saying, Té éyxvkhovueva Tp Blp xal avmifn; and Strabo,
who writes that we should not call “him who is wholly
uneducated a statesman, but him who partakes of the all-
round and customary training of freemen.” We should
say: the normal measure of knowledge which a civilized
citizen has at command. But Quintilian and Vitruvius
were correct in so far as they showed themselves im-
pressed with the fact that there was a reason why the
Athenians did not speak of ovwijfns maidela, but purposely
spoke of éyxixhios maidela. The Greek language was not
a crystallized one, like the Latin. A Greek understood and
saw through the word éyxvalios, and, when he used it in the
sense of normal, he did not abandon the original significance
of xixhos. With reference to his conception of it, the use
of this word in connection with waidela plainly shows:
(1) that from the knowledge of his times taken as a
whole he separated certain parts; (2) that he did not
choose these parts arbitrarily, but that he arranged them
after a given standard; and (3) that he derived this stand-
ard from a circle of life, and that, in connection with this
circle of life, he grouped his separated parts of human knowl-
edge so as to form one whole. And this threefold action of
his mind assumed, at the same time, that he had more or less
objectified for himself the whole of human knowledge.

§ 8. Transition among the Fathers

In every distinction lurks an antithesis. The éyxvxdios
wadela, which was also called éyxvnhia pabjuara, maided-
pata, or more simply still 7a éyxixiia, did not stand in
antithesis to what was beneath it,—he who had no éyxv-



Cuar. I § 3. TRANSITION AMONG THE FATHERS 5

x\os madela was simply called amaidevros, — but to the
higher development of the philosopher and the knowledge
necessary for a given profession or calling. This excelled
the common xvxAos of the life of the citizen. Thus éyxvxAios
wadeia was the lower and ordinary in antithesis to what was
reached by kigher knowledge.

When the Aigher knowledge of the Christian Religion came
out of Israel into the Roman-Grecian world, it was but natu-
ral that Christian scholars should class the entire heathen-
classical development with what was lower and common, in
antithesis to the higher yv@ois of the Holy Scriptures. This
readily explains the fact that, as we are told by Suicer (see
his Thesaurus in voce), in the Greek of ecclesiastical liter-
ature éyxvxAios maidela gradually obtains a modified signifi-
cance and comes to mean the knowledge or science which
covered the entire circle of the heathen-classical life ; over
against which stood feoloyla, fewpia, or yvdows as higher
knowledge. Suicer infers this from what Eusebius writes
in his Church History, VI. 18, concerning Origen; viz.
that he trained the youth'in rd 7is éfwfev ¢pihogopias and
instructed them in the éyxivxhia, showing them the subse-
quent benefit they should derive from this later on for
sacred studies. In the same sense Hesychius would explain
éyxvxha as being ta &w ypdupara, which means that the
éyxuxhios Tardela formed a circle to the Aeathen Greek, in
which he himself was included and of which he formed the
centre ; while to the Christian Greek Td éow were the mys-
teries of the Christian religion, and the éyxinhios maidela
came to him &wlfev, i.e. from without his circle of life.
Thus, if a closer investigation confirms us in this view,
this transition was gradual and led to éyxixhios maidela,
no longer signifying the common instruction given to the
ordinary citizen, but the whole realm of worldly science in
distinction from Sancta Theologia. As Zonaras states it:
“Simply every art and science.”
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§ 4. Usage in the Period of the Reformation

With the decline of Greek culture the use of éyxixAios
mwawdela in its pregnant sense fell away. In the scholastic
and ecclesiastical use of the word, which formed itself under
Western influence, the original conception of the éyxvrdsos
maidela was expressed by Trivium et Quadrivium; and the
later conception of 7d éfw ypdupata either by litterae pro-
JSanae or artes liberales. We read nothing of Encyclopedia
in the Middle Ages. In ordinary conversation, even in that
of the *“clergy,” the word was lost, and only after the rise of
Humanism in the sixteenth century does it appear again;
and then according to the interpretation of Quintilian, as the
circle of sciences. Thus Elyot writes, in 1536 : * Whiche of
some is called the worlde of science, of others the circle of
doctrine, whiche is in one word of Greke: Encyclopedia.”
(The Gouvernor, quoted in the Encyclopedia Britannica, un-
der the word Encycl.) Evidently the use of the word by
the Greeks is here not inquired into; the sense of the word
is indicated by the sound; and in the wake of Quintilian,
Elyot also does not understand the xixAos to be the circle
of citizens, but the circle of sciences, — the orbis doctrinae.

This cleared the way for a new transition of meaning.
In the latter part of the sixteenth and beginning of the
seventeenth century the name Encyclopedia passed from
the world of science to the book in which this “world of
science” was contained. The naive assumption that the
knowledge of the several sciences was already as good as
complete easily accounts for the several efforts that were
made during the Middle Ages to embody in one single
volume the collective knowledge with which they were sat-
isfied and for which they were grateful. This sort of book
was given the name of Speculum, Compendium, Syntagma, or
Systema; and the effort to give manuals of this sort a
methodical arrangement met with increasing success. And
when attention was again called to the word Encyclopedia,
and this was taken as the Orbis doctrinae, it was but natural
that Encyclopedia should be considered a very proper name
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for such a vade-mecum. Ringelberg seems to have been the
first to choose it as such for the title of his Lucubrationes vel
potius absolutissima xvehomaidela, published at Basle in 1541.
After him the Hungarian, Paul Scalichius de Lika (Paulus
de Scala), used it for the title of his work : Epistemon Ency-
clopediae s. orbis disciplinarum tum sacrarum tum profanarum
Bas. 15669. And when it was once adopted, Encyclopedia
seemed to meet with so much favor for manuals of this sort
that when, in 15684, the Margarita philosophica by Reisch,
which had been published in Freiburg in 1503, went through
a second edition, the editor inserted also the name of Ency-
elopedia on the title-page of this work. Matthias Martinius,
the well-known Reformed theologian of Bremen ($1630), imi-
tated at once the example of the publishers of Basle in his
Idea methodicae et brevis Encyclopediae sive adumbratio uni-
versalis (1606). And when also the Reformed theologian,
Ioannes Henricus Alstedt, chose the same name for his Cursus
philosophicus, especially for his renowned quarto of over 2000
pages, the modified use of the word Encyclopedia became
established. In a smaller form this work was published as
early as 1608, but was republished on a much larger scale in
1620, at Herborn, and received the title, Cursus philosophi-
cae Encyclopediae ; the third volume of which also appeared
separately under the title, Septem artes liberales. This work
of Alstedt was for many years the standard work for the
study of general science, which is the more evident from
the fact that in 1649 it was reprinted, at Leyden, in four
octavo volumes. The edition of 1620 was dedicated to the
States-General of the United Netherlands.

A short sketch of Alstedt’s work is here given, so that
it may be clearly seen what was understood by Encyclo-
pedia in this third significance. First we have a Compen-
dium Encyclopediae philosophicae, or a catechetical résumé
of the whole work. Then follows the first volume of
the real work, which is a treatise on the four Praecognita
philosophica, to wit: (1) Archeology, or the doctrine of prin-
ciples; (2) Heziology, or the doctrine of intellectual charac-
teristics ; (8) Technology, or the doctrine of the sciences; and
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(4) Didactics, or the doctrine of methods. These constitute
the prolegomena, and then come in turn the sciences them-
selves, divided into theoretical, practical and poetical. The
theoretical are twelve in number, to wit: Metaphysica, Pneu-
matica, Physica, Arithmetica, Geometria, Cosmographia, Ura-
noscopia, Geographia, Optica, Musica and Architectonica. The
practical sciences are these five: Kthica, Oeconomica (the
doctrine of the family), Politica, Scolastica (pedagogy)
and Historica. And finally the disciplinae poeticae, or the
Arts, are seven in number: (1) Lezica, (2) Grammatica,
(8) Rhetorica, (4) Logica, (5) Oratorica, (6) Poetica,
(7) Mnemonica.

From this sketch it is evident that under the name of
Encyclopedia Alstedt virtually embraced all the sciences,
and was bent on establishing them mutually in technical re-
lations. What he offers is no medley or hodge-podge, but
a well-ordered whole. And yet this systematizing of the
several disciplinae is merely accidental with him. His real
purpose is to collect the peculiar contents of these sciences in
a short résumé, and that to such an extent that in the divi-
sion Lezica he places before you successively a Hebrew, Greek
and Latin dictionary; that under the rubric Historica he
furnishes a fairly extensive universal history ; and that under
the title of Mathematica, Musica, etc., he presents you on
each occasion with a brief manual of these sciences. But
being a man of systematic thought, he presents these col-
lected contents not merely in a well-ordered succession,
but even with an introduction that throws light upon
the character of the department and upon its relation to
the other departments. When, for instance, he passes on
from E'thica to Oeconomica, Politica and Scolastica, he directs
your attention to the fact that the three last named together
form the Symbiotica, i.e. the disciplinae of social life, and
how they flow from the principles of Ethica. And since
from the comprehensiveness of the book the impression of the
relation of the several parts is of necessity somewhat lost, he
introduced the work itself with his Compendium Encyclopediae,
in which he treats exclusively the mutual relations of the
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whole and the parts. For which reason Alstedt’s Encyclo-
pedia stands for his times really very high. It is evidently
his purpose to exhibit before our eyes the body of the sciences
(Corpus Scientiarum) as one whole; and he seeks to reach
this end on the one hand by giving us a description of the
members of the body, but also on the other hand by direct-
ing our attention to the skeleton and the network of nerves
and veins that unite these parts.

But even with Alstedt the word Encyclopedia as such has not
received a pregnant significance. In his introduction he him-
self tells us that his Encyclopedia has the same end in view
a8 was held by Petrus Ramus in his Professio regia, by Gre-
gorius Tholosanus in his Syntazis artis mirabilis, and by
Wower in his Polymathia. To him, therefore, Encyclopedia
is but a convenient name for what had been furnished by
others before him. With Alstedt Encyclopedia refers rather
to the ezhaustive scope than to the organic coherence of his
work ; what Martinius called adumbratio universitatis. This,
however, did not prevent him from unconsciously attaching
a double significance to the name: (1) that of a book which
comprehended in brief the results of the most widely known
sciences, and (2) that of a study of the mutual relations of
the sciences. Alstedt had a systematic nature, and his
organic interpretation of science is already evident from his
announcement that it is his purpose to furnish a * description
in one exhibit of the whole estate of the kingdom of phi-
losophy.” To work methodically was to him an outspoken
necessity. Thus in his introduction he writes: ¢ That the
foundation of all philosophy may be presented in one view
to systematic minds eager for learning.”

§ 5. Use of the Word after the Seventeenth Century

In the second half of the seventeenth and in the course of
the eighteenth century, the systematic conception in the use
of the word Encyclopedia retires still more into the back-
ground than with Alstedt. It is still used as the title for
more or less systematic reviews of the contents of separate
sciences, and medical and juridical compendiums are published
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under the name of Encyclopediae, but in general Encyclopedia
acquires more and more the stamp of a Polyhistory. Finally
the idea of a systematic collocation of the sciences is entirely
abandoned, and, in order to condense the ever-increasing quan-
tity of material in a convenient form, refuge is taken in the lexi-
cographical form. Somewhat in the spirit of Suidas the alpha-
bet takes the place of the organic system, and the so-called
Alphabetical Real-Encyclopedia holds its triumphant entry.

First came Jablonski with his Allgemeines Lezicon der
Kiinste und Wissenchaften, Lpz. 1721, and Zedler with
his Grosses vollstindiges Universallezicon aller Wissenchaften
und Kiinste, 1732-1750, in 68 volumes; followed by the
Deutsche Encyclopaedie, oder allgemeines Worterbuch aller
Kiinste und Wissenschaften in 23 volumes; and, finally, the
still unfinished work of Ersch and Griiber begun in 1818.
The name of Encyclopedia came especially into use for this
kind of Real-Lexicon through the Encyclopédie of Diderot
and d’Alembert and the Encyclopaedia Britannica, or a uni-
versal dictionary of arts and sciences. Till, finally, Pierer,
Meyer, and Brockhaus undertook to let this Real-Lexicon
run a continuous course, and for a small price to furnish a
Conversationslexicon or Real-Encyclopaedie, which keeps the
people informed of the progress of scientific investigations.
These general Real-Lexica have found favor also in the
domain of the separate sciences, so that now there are such
alphabetical Encyclopedias for almost all departments and
sciences, partly for the learned and partly for the general
public. And in this sense, the present meaning of the word
Encyclopedia is: A work which embraces briefly, and in alpha-
betical order, the most important particulars thus far known
of each of the subjects that belong either to a single depart-
ment of science or to the domain of science at large. The
distinction between the non-theological and theological
sciences is here utterly lost from view. Already, in 15659,
this antithesis had been abandoned by Paulus de Scala.
Martinius and Alstedt had still respected it. But when
the Polyhistory excluded all system from Encyclopedia, of
itself this antithesis also fell away.
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§ 6. Usage of the Word in our Century

The understanding of Encyclopedia, as a brief résumé of
the results of a science, was still held in our century in so
radical a sense, that in the Introduction to his Encyclopaedie
und Methodologie der Philologischen Wissenschaft, Lpz. 1877,
p- 86, Boeckh writes that the conception of Encyclopedia lies
in its being ‘“a general presentation,” and then adds: “A
logical scheme is not necessarily involved in it, seeing that
it might be constructed simply as an Alphabetical Encyclo-
pedia. I do not mean to say that an Encyclopedia should
be devoid of all logical character, but only, as an Encyclo-
pedia it i8 mot necessary.” All idea of system is thus ex-
cluded from the conception attached by him to the name.
To him it is no orbiz doctrinae, as it was to Elyot, nor
a “description of the estate of the kingdom of sciences”
(delineatio latifundii regni scientiarum) as it was to Alstedt.
To him no system follows from the idea of Encyclopedia.
From its very nature it needs but to be an agglomerate ;
and if it has any connection, that flows from its general
character, and not from its nature as Encyclopedia.

The use of the word Encyclopedia came, however, to
stand in direct opposition to this under the influence of
modern philosophy, after Hegel chose the name of Ency-
clopedia as title for his systematic review of philosophy
(Encyclopaedia der Phil. Wissenschaft, Heidelb. 1817, 1827,
1830, Berlin, 1840 and 1843. Sdmmtl. Werke, Bd. 6, Ta and
78). Before Hegel, Klugel, G. F. Reuss, J. G. Buhle, K.
Ruef, W. J. G. Krug, E. Schmid and others had used the
name of Encyclopedia for their expositions of the relations of
the sciences or of the departments of any one science. Mur-
sinna and Clarisse did the same in theology, J. S. Piitter in
law and Boerhaave in medicine. But the idea of system in
the conception of Encyclopedia came to the foreground with
full consciousness only when Fichte took science itself to be
an object of science, and when Hegel, in the same track,
wedded the name of Encyclopedia to this idea. Science, as
such, now became an object of scientific investigation ; the
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idea of system became the chief aim in Encyclopedia; and from
the material of each science so much only was taken as was
necessary for the proper understanding of its organic life.

This idea, which answered so fully the need of our time,
extended itself, though slowly, from science in general to
the individual sciences. Special Encyclopedias also ceased
to be compendia, and more and more took the form of sci-
entific investigation into the nature of these special sciences.
There were differences in the proportionate treatment of
what was formal and material in a science. In several
Encyclopedias the résumé of the general data of a science
was still very extensive, while from other Encyclopedias
it almost entirely disappeared. But, even with this by no
means insignificant difference, the idea of system came more
and more to be viewed by almost every one as the distin-
guishing mark of the Encyclopedical treatment. Thus,
while with Alstedt Encyclopedia is still the name of a book,
it has come to be more and more the name of a separate
science.

§ 7. Conclusion

This brief review of the use of the word Encyclopedia
leads to the following result. The use of this word has
passed through five stages. (1) Originally the Greek
attached the significance to it of a certain group of subjects
of knowledge whose scope was determined by the circle of
the life of the Athenian citizen. (2) The rise of Christian
Theology extended this significance to the entire heathen-
classical science in distinction from Theology. (3) Reviving
Humanism used it in the sense of Compendium, and, with a
weak effort to furnish a systematic exposition, it embraced
under it the entire Humanistical knowledge. (4) During
the most flourishing period of Polyhistory, Encyclopedia
became the name for an alphabetical agglomerate of what
was noteworthy in every subject in general, with the exclu-
sion of almost all conception of system. And, finally (5),
through the rise of the newer philosophy the word Encyclo-
pedia became the name of an independent science, which has
for its object of investigation all other science.
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Thus the word Encyclopedia serves successively to indi-
cate a part of human knowledge ; then profane science ; then,
it i8 used as the name of a book, taken partly as compendium
and partly as an alphabetical agglomerate ; and, finally, as the
name of an independent science.

But however different these five interpretations may seem,
the fundamental significance, that led to the formation of the
word Encyclopedia, is not lost. By his éyxixhios maideia
the Greek divided the whole of human knowledge; i.e. he
objectified it, analyzed it, and brought a certain order into it,
while by his éyxvxdios he bound the separated part to a given
circle. The Christian writers did this same thing; only
with this difference, that the part separated by them was
larger, that it was bound to a more extended circle, and that
this circle was determined by another principle as its centre.
The Humanists put the content of this part of human knowl-
edge in the place of the abstract conception of it, and tried
to fix the boundary of the circle, in which this part of
knowledge moved, not by the persons with whom it be-
longed, but by the organic coherence of this knowledge
itself. Polyhistory and Real-Encyclopedia in the alpha-
betical form gave, like the Compendia of the Humanists,
the content of the knowledge itself, but under the two
restrictions, that that only would be taken up which was
of importance either to the circle of the learned or of the
public at large, and that the circle in which one moved
was not bound to the science itself, but, as with the Greek,
to the “learned” or educated public. And finally the latest
interpretation, which gives the name of Encyclopedia to an
individual science that takes all the other sciences for the
object of its investigation, turns from the content of the
Humanists and of Polyhistory to the well-ordered concep-
tion of the Greeks, i.e. to a norma for the grouping; only
with this difference, that it interprets this ordering, for-
mulating and grouping organically, and so on the one hand
extends them to the whole realm of science, and on the other
hand causes them to be governed by the principle of science
itself.



14 § 7. CONCLUSION [Drv. I

The reason which has led to the repeated resumption of
the word FEncyclopedia, and which finally implanted this
organic sense in it, lies in the conception of the xivxhos.
That the Greek took this word to define the watdefa, shows
that there was present in his mind the idea of what belonged
together within the realm of human knowledge and grouped
itself about one common centre. The Polyhistor and the
alphabetical Real-Encyclopedist weakened this conception.
The writers of the old Compendia, and they who at present
seek in Encyclopedia chiefly the idea of organic relation,
cause this original motive of the Greeks to assert itself
again, and also enlarge upon it. Quintilian already con-
ceived something of the rich development of which this
motive of the xixAos was susceptible when he interpreted
Encyclopedia by ¢orbis doctrinae.”

This motive will ever maintain the supremacy in the
meaning of the word, even though the sense has lost for
us something of the riches attached to the xivxtos by the
Greek, especially in relation to the o¢aipa (see Plato,
de Legibus, X., p. 898 a). If it is not possible for science
to be anything but a unit, if it has an inner impulse which
determines its course, and if in this course it is fastened
or bound to a fixed point, as a circle to its centre, there
can be no reason to question the propriety of the devel-
opment of the meaning of this word “Encyclopedia,” by
which it has come to mean the investigation of the organ-
tsm of science. To avoid confusion of speech, therefore,
it would be well, if from now on the alphabetical collection
of separate articles would call itself nothing but Lezicon, —
either Real-Lezicon in a general, or Lezicon for Arts and
Sciences in a special, sense,—so that Encyclopedia might
be exclusively used as the name of that science which has
science ttself as its object of investigation.



CHAPTER II
THE IDEA OF ENCYCLOPEDIA

§ 8. The First Appearance of this Idea

The historic career of the idea of Encyclopedia is different
from that of the name. Much of what falls under this idea
bore a different name, while on the other hand the name
Encyclopedia has repeatedly been used for what was entirely
foreign to the idea of it. The idea of Encyclopedia lies in
the conception that the several parts of human knowledge
are related to each other, and that it is possible and neces-
sary for our mind to penetrate into this relation and to expli-
cate it. When a group of phenomena reflects itself in a
mirror, man is compelled to investigate not merely those
phenomena, but also the reflected image, by means of Optics.
And what Optics effects for the image presented to sight,
EBncyclopedia designs to do for the reflection of what exists
in our science. There lies a majesty in the human mind by
virtue of which it cannot rest until it has acquired full domin-
ton in the world of thought. It cannot bear the suggestion
that there should still be something in that world of thought
that has withdrawn itself from the power of its sceptre.
This impels it to scan not merely the whole horizon of
phenomena with its knowledge, but the field of knowledge
itself with its thought. An atomistical science offends the
unity-sense of its own mind, or, by the pulverizing of the
cosmos, robs that mind of confidence of step in its walk.
And therefore it is bound to presume a relation between
the parts of its knowledge also, nor can it rest until it has
seen through that relation organically, because in this way
only can science harmonize with the organic unity of its own
thinking, as well as with the organic unity of the Kosmos.

16
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But the human mind does not subject ¢kis field of knowl-
. edge to its greatness all at once. At best it is a process of
slow growth. A space of twenty-three centuries separates
Plato from Fichte’s Wissenschaftslehre and Hegel’'s Encyclo-
paedie, and Real-Encyclopedia still stands only at the very
beginning of its clearer development. If Diogenes Laertius
(IV. 1, 5) can be believed, Plato already ventured upon a
somewhat systematic classification of the several parts of our
knowledge in a lost work, Atdhoyor T@V mepl THY wpaypuaTelay
opolwy. The same is said of Speusippus, Plato’s kinsman, in
his “Opoe, and of Aristotle in his Ilepl émiomudv; but since
these writings have not been preserved, it is not possible to
judge of the tendency of these studies. So much, however,
is certain, that in those circles serious thinking was already
begun upon the 7atdela in general and the émiorijnar as such,
but it took at once a more practical course. Aristotle indeed
defined the boundary and the task of the several sciences.
And Varro and Pliny actually put together the contents of
different parts of knowledge. The organism itself of the
plant was not reached; flowers were picked and tied to-
gether as bouquets, but in such a way that the relation was
found at first almost solely in the cord that was twined
about the stems, and a harmonious arrangement of flowers
after their kinds is scarcely yet suggested. Varro’s Rerum
humanarum et divinarum antiquitates and his Disciplinarum
libri IX have both been lost, and Pliny’s Historia naturalis
is the only treatise that enables us to form any idea of the
defectiveness of these first efforts.

With Hugo of St. Victor ($1141) and Vincent of Beau-
vais ($1264) the eye is opened to this harmony in classifica-
tion. That which Marcianus Capella (+406) gives us in his
Satyricon, Cassiodorus ($+562) in his Institutio divinarum
litterarum, Isidore of Seville (+636) in his Origines, and
Hrabanus Maurus ($856) in his De universo libri XXII.
strives indeed after unity, as may be seen from Hraba-
nus’ title, but succeeds only in the presentation of a dis-
tasteful and overdone bouquet. Hugo of St. Victor, on the
other hand, seems to have an eye for the inner relation of
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the sciences when in his Fruditio didascalia he gives us a
descriptio et partitio artium, in which he endeavors to show
quomodo unaquaeque disciplina contineat aliam et ab alia con-
tineatur. But even his systematic talent did not reach far.
He divides the disciplinae into three groups: (1) the theorica
contra ignorantiam (to wit: theology, physics and mathe-
matics); (2) the practica contra vitium (to wit: ethics,
oeconomics and politics); and (3) the mechanica contra in-
firmitatem (to wit: mechanica, to which the ¢rivium is added).
Vincent followed chiefly the division of Hugo, which (with
the exception of the change of mechanica into poetica) held
its ground till the seventeenth century, but he gave it a more
enduring phase by the division of his giant work into specu-
lum historiale, naturale and doctrinale, to which was added
at a later date a speculum morale by one of his followers.
The mutual relation of the sciences is grasped somewhat
more firmly already by Bonaventura (+1274) and by Thomas
Aquinas (+1274). Excellent suggestions are given by Louis
de Vives ($15640) in his XX books de caus. corrupt. art.
de trad. discipl. et de ortibus; but this relation was grasped
for the first time as organic by Bacon of Verulam ($+1626),
who in his work de dignitate et augmentis scientiarum (Lond.
1624), and more yet in his organon scientiarum (1620), divided
the sciences organically, i.e. after a principle derived from
those sciences themselves. The development of this idea
could follow only when the task of collecting the contents
of ready knowledge gave place to reflection on the relations
of what had been collected. No doubt, only those who have
never looked into Alstedt’s Encyclopedia can dispute the
fact that this gigantic systematician had the systematizing
talent ; but the material to be collected began to be too ex-
tensive for the handling of it all and the deeper study of its
relations to lie within the reach of a single scholar.

§ 9. Development of the Organic Idea

Since from the days of Plato the human mind has been
dimly conscious of the fact that the several parts of our
knowledge form one body (cdua); since it has been sought
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in every way to give expression to this consciousness by the
actual collection of the several fragments of this one knowl-
edge in one work, or more correctly by reflecting it in one
speculum ; and since the arrangement of this crude mass of
itself demanded an account of the manner in which these
members of this one body were related, — the ever-increasing
burden of ready knowledge needed to be thrown from the
shoulder before the human mind could be sufficiently free,
with ever more definiteness of purpose, to choose this rela-
tion as the object of investigation. Two phenomena hastened
this process. On the one hand, the advent of the alphabetici,
who, for the sake of making their books usable, purposely
abandoned the systematic track and at an early period sought
the Ariadne-thread for the labyrinth of their articles in the
abc; and on the other hand the revival of the philosophical
tendency that marks the second half of the eighteenth cen-
tury. When the alphabetici cast the systematic method over-
board, it was natural for others to fish it up. And when the
philosophical tendency everywhere went, by way of the trunk,
down to the root, the duty lay at hand of finding a principle
according to which the sciences themselves might be divided.
For a long time the remembrance of the word Encyclopedia
was altogether lost. Used to a material encyclopedia, men
thought that the encyclopedic domain was abandoned as soon
as they withdrew from the bazaar for the sake of the exclu-
sive study of the invoice of the goods on hand. The real-
lexicographers, who had abandoned the Encyclopedic idea,
were reputed the only persons still entitled to the name of
Encyclopedists, while the actual Encyclopedists, who gave
themselves to the study of the organism of the sciences, did
not dream of taking possession of their title.

Johann August Ernesti wrote under the title of Initia doc-
trinae solidioris (1736), and his friend J. M. Gessner treated
his subject as Primae lineae isagoges in eruditionem univer-
salem (1745), thus furnishing actual encyclopedia without a
single thought about the name of Encyclopedia. In his
Kurzer Inbegriff aller Wissenschaften (1756), which is fol-
lowed in the main by Reimarus, Kliigel, Biisch and Bubhle,
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Sulzer and his followers no doubt furnished some system, but
with a brief résumé of the content for every department of
science. With them formal Encyclopedia obtained no inde-
pendent position as it did with Ernesti and Gessner. Even
Eschenburg, who in his Lehrbuch der Wissenschaftskunde,
1792, embodied Kant’s idea, as well as his followers Hefter,
Burdach and Kraus, continued to look upon the formal as
the frame in which the material was arranged; and it is
only in Erhard Schmid’s Grundrise der allgemeinen Encyclo-
paedie und Methodologie (1810), in Schaller’s Encyclopaedie
und Methodologie der Wissenschaften (1812), and partly in
Iasche’s Architectontk der Wissenschaften (1816), that the
suggestion of Ernesti and Gessner is worked out, and the
consciousness returns that this study of science as science
is Encyclopedia in its real sense.

§ 10. Victory of the Organic Idea

And yet these men only stood in the vestibule; Johann
Gottlieb Fichte was the first to unlock the temple itself
by his treatises on Die Bestimmung des Gelehrten (1794)
and Das Wesen des Gelehrten (1806); but especially by his
numerous monographs on the Wissenschaftslehre, which after
1804 he prepared for his classes in Berlin and which later he
explained and defended. This does not mean that in these
studies Fichte gave us a true Encyclopedia. On the con-
trary, in his Wissenschaftslehre no trace of this can be found.
But Fichte marked knowing itself as the object of an inde-
pendent science; and thus quickened the dim consciousness
that the encyclopedic insight into the organism of the sci-
ences was not merely an auxiliary aid by which to create
order in the chaos, nor simply tended to satisfy the sys-
tematic inclination and longing after order that is active in
the man of science, but that the insight into the nature and
into the organic relation of the sciences is an aim which
must be striven after per se as an indispensable part of our
knowledge. ¢ Das Wissen vom Wissen,” as Fichte preferred
to call it, is the root from which all fundamental Encyclo-
pedia germinates. By this watchword the truth had come
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to light that the “knowledge” of man forms a world by
itself ; that without unity of principle this world of our
knowledge remains unintelligible; and that the necessary
relation between (1) man who knows, (2) knowledge as such,
and (8) the known, or the thus far acquired science, must be
explained organically from this one principle. Only when this
was perceived with some measure of clearness was the science
of Encyclopedia born. Not that this is the only science that
is called to solve the problem in all its parts. One only of
these three parts is its appointed task. The Wissenschafts-
lehre has knowledge (Wissen) itself for its object; Logic
takes knowing man as its object of investigation; and Ency-
clopedia confines itself to the investigation of science as an
independent whole. But it is only by Fichte’s radical for-
mulations in the domain of the Wissenschaftslehre that the in-
dependent character of Encyclopedia entered into the sense
of our times. Now, indeed, it was felt that the unit of
science formed a well-rounded whole; that an inwardly
impelling power determined the circumference of its circle;
and that the place for each of its parts is assigned by the
character of its organism. From technic, which it had thus
far been, Encyclopedia was changed into a philosophical
conception; and when animated by this thought Schelling
published his Vorlesungen iiber die Methode des Academischen
Studiums, and Tittmann and Beneke in like manner dis-
placed the mechanical interpretation of the study by the
organic, the process but awaited the intellectual powers of
a Hegel to give us the first encyclopedia in the higher sense,
if not of all, at least of philosophical, science.

§ 11. The Break in the Process

This very advent of Encyclopedia, as a philosophical sci-
ence which has science itself for its object, rendered the
execution of an Encyclopedia of general science provision-
ally impossible, and necessitated seeking the development of
this new-born science first in the domain of the special sci-
ences. Here also progress was to be made from the special
to the general. Thus the second half especially of this cen-



Camar. II] § 11. THE BREAK IN THE PROCESS 21

tury has witnessed the publication of a considerable number
of special 'Encyclopedias, which as a rule have followed the
division of the great field of science into a theological,
philological, juridical, medical and physical science. Two
factors have cooperated to further the course of this process.
First the difficulty presented itself that he only who himself
was well versed in a science is able to write its Encyclopedia
with any hope of success, and that in view of the vast
expanse of detailed knowledge and literature required for
every special science, it becomes more and more inconceiv-
able that one man should be able to command this sufficient
knowledge of all the departments of science. However
much, therefore, Encyclopedia is also an undoubted part
of philosophical science, yet it is entirely impossible that
one philosopher should be able to manipulate all the ma-
terial for the science of Encyclopedia. No other course,
therefore, was open but the one by which Theological
Encyclopedia is developed by theologians, Historical by
historians, Medical by physicians, etc., i.e. by each one for
his own department; and only when each of these separate
Encyclopedias has reached sufficient development can the
man arise who may unite the results of these subdivisions
into one philosophical whole. And on the other hand, the
writing of an Encyclopedia has scarcely ever been under-
taken without the practical aim of introducing students
of a given faculty into their science. A certain xivxhos
is necessary for every Encyclopedia, and this was given in
the historical division of the faculties. Because of the sub-
division of its task, the Philosophical faculty alone has de-
parted from this, and has divided itself into philosophical,
philological, historical and natural philosophy groups; and
where the natural philosophy and literary faculties are also
divided as faculties, as they are in the Netherlands, distinction
has still further been made between the philological and philo-
sophical task of the latter. This course of Encyclopedical
study has an undeniable disadvantage. In the first place, a
jurist, theologian, physician or philologian may readily fall
short of philosophical unity and power of thought. Secondly,
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instead of the principle of science itself, the historical divi-
sion of the faculties has become the motive of the division.
Thirdly, the practical purpose has tempted more frequently
to the production of a convenient manual than to the writ-
ing of a scientific Encyclopedia. And fourthly (an evil indi-
cated already by Fichte and Griiber), the former custom of
introducing the students into the universitas scientiarum
too, as well as into their own department, has been more
and more neglected. The academy has become an agglom-
erate of faculty-schools, and the university idea in its later
interpretation has lost something of its inner truth.

§ 12. Provisional Result

This review of the development of the Encyclopedic idea,
in connection with the history of the name of Encyclopedia,
yields the following result. The Encyclopedic idea sprang
from the dim consciousness that the knowledge at our ser-
vice can be made the subject of thought, which study brings
about the classification of its material into groups. This dim
consciousness found at first only a practical expression, which
is evident from the choice of the name éyxvxAios, and from
the distinction that was made between a higher and lower,
a holy or profane, group of knowledge. Then the body,
or gapa, of this knowledge was objectified in large com-
pendia, which collected all disposable knowledge and so
presented it as a unity. The classification in these compen-
dia was at first entirely arbitrary or accidental, till gradu--
ally the need made itself felt of introducing system into this
arrangement. This systematizing became ever more difficult
as the material to be arranged constantly grew in volume,
till finally the two motives parted company, and the material
was arranged on the one hand alphabetically, exclusive of
all system, while on the other hand the arrangement and the
relation were studied independently. This latter study was
provisionally almost exclusively technical, till Fichte gave
the impetus to postulate the investigation of the organic
system of all science itself as a necessary and independent
science. The misunderstanding presented itself here, for a
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while, that the name of Encyclopedia was held by those who,
in the collection of the material, sacrificed every Encyclopedic
idea; while the students of true Encyclopedia allowed the
name to be lost. But during the last decennials, Encyclo-
pedia, as name also, has returned to its proper study, and the
Real-Lexica as compendiums of the material and the Ency-
clopedias as studies of the organic relation of this material,
separate. Provisionally these Encyclopedic studies, in the
narrower sense, are still of a more special character; and
only when these special studies shall have reached a resting-
point where they can take each other by the hand, will the
time come in which gereral Encyclopedia can again be suc-
cessfully studied.



CHAPTER III

THE CONCEPTION OF ENCYCLOPEDIA

§ 13. Forming of the Comception

The word, the idea, and the conception of Encyclopedia
are genetically related. Hence in Encyclopedia also the old
feud can be renewed, whether the conception lies at the begin-
ning or at the end of the development of the encyclopedic
thought. To prevent misunderstanding, let it be stated that
this paragraph takes “conception” in the last-mentioned
sense. It is not difficult to account for this choice in the use
of the word. The process of thought that takes place in the
human spirit consists by no means merely in the linking
together of those series of thoughts which you have willed
to think, and by thinking have produced. This is but the
labor which as an arboriculturist you have performed in the
garden of your thoughts. But as the work of the gardener
is only possible because of the fertility of the garden, and
because this growth in his garden impels him to work,
which work he himself directs, so also in the human mind
there lives a world of thought, in which is growth and luxu-
riance of life independently of the human will and disposi-
tion; and from this living world of thought one receives the
impulse to think himself, and by this impulse mental effort
is directed and defined. When this is lost from sight, we
may have persons who think, but there is no development
of thought in the human mind. The common element is
then wanting from our thinking, by which alone the under-
standing of each other becomes possible. In this way all
thought becomes aphoristical dilettantism and human lan-
guage inconceivable. If we now apply this to the “con-
ception,” it follows that the conception also is no form

24
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of thought which we ourselves cast, but that it germinates,
grows, and ripens independently of us, and is only plucked
by us. As the flower was already present in the seed, and
unfolded itself from it by a lawful development, so does
the clear conception spring slowly from a process in our
world of thought, which primarily at least went on alto-
gether outside our consciousness. And yet this unconscious
working produces its effect upon our act. The infant seeks
the mother-breast and drinks without having the least im-
pression of what the breast is, or the mother, or the milk.
From that unconscious substrata of our life germinates first
of all impression. This impression is first defined by the
word by which it is expressed. The idea which impels us
springs from it but gradually. And only when this idea
inspires us, and has impelled us to act, does the bud set
itself and by degrees unfold; till at length as fruit of
empirical knowledge our insight becomes possible into the
structure of the flower, and our conception forms itself.
Speaking, therefore, in the organic sense, this “concep-
tion” was already present in its germ in the first impulse
that worked in us from the unconscious world of thought;
this conception germinated in the impression; it matured into
the idea; it directed us in our practical actions; and finally
objectified itself in our forming of the conception. If, on
the other hand, you take the “conception” as you grasped
it in its completed form, then of course it became observable
only at the end of this process of thought, and to you it had
its birth at that moment only in which you plucked it.
Applying this to Encyclopedia, we find that the concep-
tion of Encyclopedia also was not cast by us arbitrarily, but
that it germinated of necessity and defined itself. This
conception is no product of our imagination, but it com-
pelled our thought to take it up into itself. As such the
germ was already prepared, when the first impulse began to
work in the human mind, from which sprang all Encyclopedic
study. But if you take this conception, as here it must
be taken, in distinction from the idea, the word, and the
impression, then it only began to exist for you at that mo-
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ment when with a clear insight you grasped the thought
that impelled you. Genetically, therefore, we stand before
this process: that originally in the human mind there
worked the need of bringing a certain order into the chaos of
its knowledge, not arbitrarily, but agreeably to a distin-
guishing principle that forced itself upon it. Further, that
this need quickened the tmpression that there is a certain
order in what presented itself to it as chaos, and that for this
impression also it sought a representation in the figure and
activity of the cyclos, and that in this way it formed the
word Encyclopedia. That under the impulse of this impres-
sion clarified by the word, it performed Encyclopedical labor.
That first with less and then with greater clearness the
Encyclopedic idea led it in this work. And that only after
this the Encyclopedical thought in turn was thought out by
it, till at length it was able to give itself an account of what
it accomplished and aimed at in this Encyclopedical labor.
In this way only it grasped the Encyclopedic thought with
entire clearness of consciousness, and thus formed its con-
ception.
§ 14. Critical Demand

In forming this definition of the conception we must
work critically. Simply to construe the conception out of
all that presents itself as Encyclopedic work is already
impossible, because the great variety of matter exhibited
under this label allows of no unity of conception. Just
because Encyclopedic students were impelled for a long
time by the ¥mpression only, led by the word, or inspired by
the idea, but lacked the verification of the clear conception,
it could not but happen that many things allied more or less
distantly to Encyclopedia were ornamented with its name;
that a good deal belonging to it was wrongly interpreted;
and that a large share of inseparable essentials was neg-
lected. The definition of the conception of Encyclopedia
demands, therefore, a critical discrimination of matter, and
while on the one hand the idea must be grasped from
what presents itself under this name, on the other hand also
the historical content must be marked out agreeably to the
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demand of this idea. The lack of a pure definition of the con-
ception has created much confusion and error, and it is the
duty of the conception-definition to restore us from these paths
of error to the right track, and from this confusion to clear
distinctions. For this reason our investigation began with
the consideration of the word and its original significance, in
order to grasp the root-idea of Encyclopedia as such; after
this we traced the empirical use of this word under the
guidance of the idea; but now from this root-idea tke con-
ception must be dialectically grasped and fixed. It is the
root-idea that the human mind brings about a certain dis-
tinction and order in the chaos of our human knowledge,
which is not done arbitrarily, but agreeably to a fixed order
assumed to be present there. Under the lead of the general
Encyclopedic idea this seeking after order in the chaos
took place practically in all sorts of ways. First there was
a classifying of this human knowledge by distinguishing
between certain groups belonging to a fixed sphere or circle
of life. Then order was sought by collecting the treasure of
accessible knowledge into proper arrangement. After that
the effort to establish order was made by placing the several
departments of knowledge in a certain logical relation.
And, finally, the attempt was made to penetrate to the
organism itself, which science taken as a whole presents.
It is not proper arbitrarily to mark one of these four mean-
ings as the conception of Encyclopedia. Hence we must
see along which of these lines the lawful development of the
Encyclopedic thought comes to its conception.

§ 15. Encyclopedic Necessity

This investigation is governed by the antithesis of chaos
and order. If we ourselves bring order into the chaos of
our knowledge, after whatever manner we please, there is
no Encyclopedic conception possible, because in that case
every age and scholar is free to do this as he wills. But if
we have no such liberty, then there is a something that
binds us, and the question must be put as to what compels
us logically to take this order in this way and not in the
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other, and with what right a succeeding generation disap-
proves in part of the interpretation of a bygone generation
and improves upon it. This compulsion springs in the first
instance from the logical necessity which dominates in our
thought. But this is not all. For then the question arises
whether this logical necessity for our thinking has its ground
in our thinking itself alone, or whether it proceeds from
data outside of our thinking. Or, if you like to apply this
to Encyclopedia, we face the question whether the necessity
of bringing Encyclopedic order into this chaos of our knowl-
edge in one way and not in another, is born solely from the
fact that by our thinking itself we arrange this knowledge
in this order and not in the other, or whether this Encyclo-
pedic order is imposed upon that thinking by something that,
outside of the thinker, lies in the object itself. Upon what
ground the latter is assumed will be explained by the inves-
tigation of the conception of science. Here we merely state
that in our bringing about of Encyclopedic order in the
chaotic treasure of our knowledge, we are governed in two
respects by a compulsory order which is separable from our
thinking. First, because the treasure of knowledge which
we obtain by our thinking does not originate first by our
thinking, but exists before we think; and, on the other hand,
because the knowledge to be arranged in order stands in
relation to a world of phenomena which is independent of
our thought. Since now that world of our knowledge and
that world of phenomena are not chaotic but organie, our
thinking cannot rest till in the treasure of our knowledge it
has exhibited such an Encyclopedic order as will harmonize
with the organic relation both of that world of our knowl-
edge and of that world of phenomena. Thus our human
spirit is not to invent a certain order for our knowledge, but
to seek out and to indicate the order which is already there.

§ 16. Scientific Character

This necessity alone imparts to Encyclopedic study its
scientific character. With every other interpretation it may
be a play of the imagination, it may be art, but no science.
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For a hiatus remains in our scientific consciousness as long
as the mind of man has not investigated with its thinking
not only the whole of the rest of the xdouos, but also the
processes of its own thought upon this xdopoes. If from this
the necessity arises for man to begin a scientific investiga-
tion of himself as a thinking being and of the laws which his
thinking obeys, then there follows from this at the same time
the demand that he shall make science itself an object of
investigation and exhibit to his consciousness the organism
of science. Man, indeed, with the first rise of the Encyclo-
pedic impulse, dealt with the mass of general knowledge,
which was at his disposal as a chaos, but now science itself
as object takes its place. Science is distinguished from
general knowledge by the fact that science puts the emphasis
upon the order in that knowledge. Science is systematic,
i.e. it is knowledge orderly arranged. The native physician
among the negroes in Africa deals only with flesh and bone,
while the scientific European or American physician deals
with a bdody, and his medical science is founded upon the
organic existence of the body. In the same way the dilettant-
Encyclopedist asks merely after the knowledge at hand,
while the Encyclopedist who is a man of science interprets
that knowledge as a system, and understands it consequently
as acience. And this decides the question as to which one
of the four interpretations of Encyclopedic arrangement
mentioned in § 15 is scientifically correct.

Let a fairly complete collection of medicines be brought
together, all of which are well known to you, and let it be
your duty to arrange this chaos of medicines scientifically.
How will you do it? Will you sort the medicines according
to the several patients, one of whom will require this, the
other that? Will you sort them according to the manner in
which they are put up, bottles with bottles, powders with
powders? Or will you imitate the druggist, who gives them
places most conveniently at hand for sale? By no means.
The first assortment, according to the patients, is proper for
the messenger who is to bring the medicines to the houses;
the second assortment is convenient for transporting medi-
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cines in large quantities; and the third assortment is neces-
sary in part for the convenient arrangement of bottles and
pots on the drug-store shelves. But even though with these
three modes of sorting, the nature, effect, and use of the
medicines are measurably considered, these assortments are
not sctentific. For a scientific arrangement of them the
physician must enter upon the organic relations of this
world of medicines, and from this derive a principle for
determining the arrangement. Applying this to the treas-
ures of accessible knowledge, we find that the Greeks sorted
originally according to the need of the patients, i.e. of those
who were to be aided by the waidela; that the compilers of
the great Compendia sorted according to the principle of
bottles with bottles and powders with powders, and only
paid attention to the necessities of packing; Alstedt and
his followers sorted just like the druggist, according to the
logical arrangement with regard to use in the schools; while
scientific Encyclopedists alone have taken into account the
organism of science itself. Without doubt, a leading thought
predominated in the first three assortments, but that leading
thought was not inherent in the treasure of knowledge itself.
It could be taken in one way as well as in another, and
lacked the mark of necessity, while it did not take sufficient
account of the fact that there is an inherent order in our
knowledge itself. Just like the negro physician, they be-
held flesh and bone, but failed to discern the dody in them,
and therefore could give no account of the skeleton, veins,
and systems of muscles and nerves by which the whole
was knit together. As soon, however, as it was seen that
we need not bring order into our knowledge, but must
merely trace out the order which is already in it, Encyclo-
pedia became scientific. From being investigation into a
mechanical arrangement, it now became the study of an
organic life-relation. We now deal with a dominant prin-
ciple, which of necessity, and according to a fixed law, has
effected the organic relation, and in this way only the effort
has been born not merely to indicate that relation, but also
to trace out both that principle and its working.
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§ 17. Limitation of the Conception

From this it follows that the compilation of the rich mass
of our knowledge into an alphabetical or systematic manual,
when arranged alphabetically, has nothing in common with
Encyclopedia; and that even if this could be done system-
atically, it would be the application of Encyclopedia to the
exhibition of our knowledge, but could by no means be
Encyclopedia itself. It likewise follows that a résumé of
the most important data of our knowledge must no doubt
deal with the results of Encyclopedia, but is not warranted in
a single instance in bearing the name of Encyclopedia itself.
And it also follows that the collection of the Aistoria literaria
for any department, and the indication of its auxiliaries, by
itself has nothing in common with the science of Encyclo-
pedia. Encyclopedic science is undoubtedly productive of
fruits for such compendia and manuals, and is entitled to
the distinction that the writers of such books deal with its
results, but as a science it must be studied for its own sake.
Its aim must ever be to grasp the inner organism of science
a8 such. If indeed, as with other sciences, it was practical
interests which impelled to this study, so that only after-
wards the theory was discovered by which to reach the scien-
tific method, this does by no means warrant the attempt to
derive the conception of Encyclopedia from these first efforts.
Here also the conception ripens only when Encyclopedia
becomes conscious of the aim it has in view and has found
the way by which to reach it. Whatever, therefore, in the
several existing encyclopedias serves to provide material, or
to indicate auxiliaries, or to simplify the review by means of
summaries, does not belong to Encyclopedia proper. It is
superfluous and troublesome ballast, or it is the application
of a result of Encyclopedia, while Encyclopedia proper has
the floor only when science itself, in its organic existence,
is the object of investigation, the aim of which is not to
create order in the chaos, but to show that that which at first
made the impression upon us of existing chaotically, appears
on closer investigation to exist cosmically or organically.



32 § 18. SUBDIVISION OF PHILOSOPHY [Drv. T

§ 18. Subdivision of Philosophy

So much is gained by this for the conception of Encyclo-
pedia, that now we understand by it that science which takes
the organism of science itself for the object of its investiga-
tion. This decides equally the question as to what place
this science itself occupies in the unit of sciences. From
this it appears that Medical Encyclopedia does not belong
to the medical sciences, that Theological Encyclopedia does
not belong to the theological sciences, etc., but that all
Encyclopedic study is philosophical, and forms a subdivision
of philosophy. As long as Encyclopedia was understood to
be a real-lexicon or a manual for early beginners, this idea
remained nebulous. In this sort of works the special
content of every department was the main interest, and the
Encyclopedic thought was seen only occasionally peering
from behind the scenes. Thus Theological Encyclopedia
was looked upon as a theological, and Juridical Ency-
clopedia as a juridical, department, and the real nature of
Encyclopedia was not grasped. But when it is once af-
‘firmed that the special material but serves to discover the
hidden relations in it, and is cast aside as soon as this is
found, in order to keep these relations themselves as the
object with which to deal, the philosophical character of
Encyclopedia is hereby defined. Encyclopedia belongs then
to those sciences by which man as a thinking being seeks
to give himself an account of the world of his thoughts, and
is, as such, a subdivision of philosophy. This would have
been at once and clearly perceived if the Encyclopedic science
could immediately have busied itself with the whole field of
its investigation. No one would then have given general
Encyclopedia a place elsewhere. And only the accidental
circumstance that the study of this science had to begin with
the special departments obscured the outlook. It cannot be
denied that the subdivisions of every science belong to that
science itself, and that thus the undeniably philosophical
character of general Encyclopedia eo ipso asserts that all
special Encyclopedic study belongs to philosophy.
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§ 19. Methodology and Hodegetics

The conception of Encyclopedia is allied to those of
Methodology and Hodegetics, which, though often taken for
each other, are sharply distinguishable. Hodegetics points
out the way to him to whom the way is unknown. The
letter-carrier, who knows every inch of his way, takes no
notice in his daily rounds of the sign-post at the cross-road.
And the task of Hodegetics extends no further than showing
the way in any department to whose study a man begins to
devote himself. It acquaints him with the general features
of the domain, tells him of the helps he is in need of in
order to make advances, and points out to him the direction
in which to go. Thus there belongs to it a short résumé of
the primitive data of every department; a reference to what
composes its chief literature; a brief review of its history; a
statement of its requirements; and an indication of the
course of study to be pursued. Hodegetics teaches the
theory of study to him who is not yet capable of study
himself.

Methodology, on the other hand, is something very differ-
ent. If Hodegetics serves the practical purpose of showing
the inexperienced traveller the way that has already been
discovered and cleared, Methodology, on the other hand, is
the theoretical science which gives an account of the reason
why this way was made thus and not otherwise, and decides
the question whether there is any reason to change the way
or its direction. This distinction is not always kept in
sight, but it is real. Hodegetics assumes that the way is
there. that it has been used, and points it out. Methodology,
on the other hand, is the science which decides how the way
is to be laid, and approves or disapproves of the way that has
been laid. By “way” two things can here be understood.
Either the way along which runs our thinking in this
formal sense, or the way along which our thoughts must
run in order to arrive at truth. In the first-mentioned
sense Methodology forms a subdivision of Logic. In the
last-mentioned sense it is an independent science which
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places the results of Logic into relation with the ramifica-
tions of the several departments of science. He who de-
sires to use a steamboat in the exploration of an unknown
drainage system in Africa faces two questions of method:
(1) how to convey his steamer thither and put it together
again; and (2) how he will sail in the channels themselves
of this drainage system in order to reach the mountains from
which the stream descends. In scientific work our thinking
is that steamer which must carry us forward, and the course
of the drainage system indicates the method by which to
advance with our thoughts. Every science, indeed, is such
a dependent drainage system, which by the course of the
principal stream and its ramifications determines the way
along which knowledge of it is attained.

The idea of method, coinciding with that of uerépyopar,
i.e. to trace, assumes that what we seek to discover by our
thinking was thought before it originated, and that our
effort is to think over again this original thought. When a
Prussian general studies the fortification system of France’s
capital, he starts out from the assumption that the French
soldiers who have built this system of fortifications have
first thought out this system, and have afterwards built it
agreeably to this studied plan. His aim, therefore, is to
discover this plan, and this is only reached when he clearly
grasps the original thought of the French engineer before
he began to build. Only when he understands this original
plan in its relations, does he know the Paris fortifications.
Hence two methods are here involved. First, the method
by which the French engineer built the fortifications, and
secondly, the method of the Prussian general in discover-
ing the fortifications’ plan. The two are different. The
method of him who built the fortifications developed itself
from the principal thought he conceived in the drawing
of his plan. The method of the discoverer, on the other
hand, begins by viewing the forts and bulwarks of the
outer lines, from thence proceeds to the second and third
lines, and only from the relations of these several means
of defence does he penetrate to the plan of the fortifica-
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tions. But when the discoverer has once grasped this plan,
he changes his method of thought to that of the engineer,
and now takes up the proof of the sum, whether the location,
the form, and the armament of the several bulwarks in each
of the lines can be explained from the principal thought dis-
covered.

Mutatis mutandis, this distinction between the method that
lies in the object of investigation and the method by which
we seek to obtain knowledge of this object, is applicable to
every scientific investigation. In every object we are to
grasp scientifically there must be a realized plan. Entirely
independently of our thought a thinking motive is active in
every object, and this motive impels the thought that lies
in this object to proceed in a fixed track. This is the method
that lies in the object itself, and with the knowledge of
which we are concerned. But inasmuch as we have yet to
penetrate from the circumference to the centre of this object,
we must seek a method first by which from what we see to
reach the hidden thought; and only when this is found does
our thinking move from the centre to the circumference and
think indeed the thought over again which has embodied
itself in the object to be investigated (uerépyerar). In the
main, therefore, we go first from without to within, and
then from within back again to without, and both times we
are bound to travel the way given in the object itself.
Thus Methodology lays out for us the way along which to
enter in upon the inner existence of the object, as well as
the way along which we can understand the origin of this
object.

If, now, there were no obstacles in the way along which
from phenomena we reach the inner existence of the object,
this twofold task of Methodology would amount to doing
the same thing twice, with the only difference of moving
one time in an opposite direction from the other. Since,
however, in the approach to the object all sorts of difficul-
ties present themselves in the way, which rise partly from
the observer and partly from the object to be observed, it is
the task of Methodology to indicate how we can overcome
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these difficulties; or, where they are insuperable, to show us
a side-road by which to reach our end. These difficulties,
which differ with the several objects, compel Methodology
to indicate a proper method for each of the several depart-
ments of study, by which in each department the end can be
reached. A general Methodology of sciences, therefore, is
not enough. Methodology also must specialize itself, and
since the special method for each department and each sub-
division of a department is wholly governed by the Encyclo-
pedic relation of the parts with the whole, Encyclopedia
takes up into itself this special Methodology. It can easily
be separated from this connection for the entire group of
departments, to serve as a department of general Method-
ology; but since the question of method returns with each
subdivision of every department, a special Methodology
would have to include the entire Encyclopedia of the depart-
ment, in order to be intelligible and to justify itself. In
one instance it would be an encyclopedic woof with a
methodological warp, and in the other instance Methodology
embroidered upon encyclopedic canvas. And, however real
the difference is between the two, this difference is too
insignificant to justify the trouble of a separate treatment.

§ 20. « Wissenschaftslehre”

Encyclopedia has incorrectly been confused with allgemeine
Wissenschaftslehre. Fichte’s title accounts for this. He
himself describes the * Wissenschaftslehre” as a *“ Wissen
vom Wissen,”” and consequently not “von der Wissenschaft.”
“ Allgemeine lehre vom Wissen” would have been the more
accurate name, and would have prevented misunderstanding.
“Knowledge ” and “science ”’ are different things. Knowl-
edge itself is a phenomenon in the human mind. Suppose
an entire population in a college town were massacred; there
would be no more knowledge in that city; for all knowledge
assumes a living, thinking person who knows. But if the
library had been spared, there would still be science to be
found in that massacred town, because those books contain
a whole mass of science. It is a very different thing,
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therefore, whether I investigate the formal phenomenon of
knowledge as such, or scan science itself, as it exists organi-
cally in all its ramifications, in its inner essence and articula-
tion. Up to this point general Encyclopedia and “allgemeine
Wissenschaftslehre” have nothing in common. What Fichte
aimed at was the study of a phenomenon in our consciousness ;
what Encyclopedia aims at is an analysis and synthesis of
all sciences together, taken as one organic whole. This,
however, is no warrant for overlooking the relation which
unites the two and lies in the general conception of sci-
ence that is fundamental to all special sciences. The body
is both something different and something more than its
members, and general Encyclopedia cannot be content with
the investigation of the separate members of the body of
science; it must also deal with the science which finds its
ramifications in the several special sciences. And when
ready to undertake this, it of necessity touches “allgemeine
Wissenschaftslehre,” since this teaches *“knowledge ” in its
most universal form, and thus offers it the means by which
to define the character of science in its universal sense.

§ 21. Organic Character

If it is the task of Encyclopedia to furnish us knowledge
of science as an organic whole, a clear insight into the voca-
tion of Encyclopedia demands a distinction between the
threefold organic nature of science. Botany, for instance,
is an organic science: (1) because it introduces into the
mirror of our thoughts a group of phenomena, which as
“the vegetable kingdom ” exists organically; (2) because it
reflects this “vegetable kingdom” in a world of thoughts,
which in its turn also classifies organically; and (3) because
it does not introduce this “organic vegetable kingdom "
absolutely into this organic “world of thought,” but in
organic connection with the life of man and animal. Thus
every science has to do with a phenomenon which exists in
itself organically and is organically related with other phe-
nomena, while at the same time it must present the knowl-
edge of this phenomenon in organic relation. If in our
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thought we place a series of departments of science side
by side, there is again a threefold relation among them:
(1) since the objects with whose study these departments are
concerned (Botany, Zotlogy, etc.) are organically related in
life itself; (2) since the reflections of these objects do not
lie loosely side by side in our mind, but also in the world
of our thinking maintain an organic relation with each
other; and (3) since the activities which go out from these
objects upon life, are organically involved with one another.
If now there were no unity in this threefold organic relation,
we should have a threefold organic interpretation of science:
the first according to the relation of phenomena, the second
according to the relation of our thoughts, and the third
according to the relation of the several ends at which our
studies aim: or, more briefly still, we should have a phe-
nomenal, a logical, and a practical interpretation. But this
is not so. The organic inter-relations of phenomena cannot
be grasped by us except as an outcome of an organic thought;
the organic relation of what is known in our thoughts can-
not assert its rights until it agrees with the organic inter-
relation of the phenomena; and the workings of this
knowledge upon our life stand in turn in relation both to
the inter-relations of the phenomena and to our knowledge
of those phenomena. History truly shows that the empiri-
cal division of study (the phenomenal), with which all
science began, and the theoretical (the logical), which only
came later on, even as that of the university (in faculties),
which, a few particulars excepted, kept equal step with the
last-named, have amounted mainly in the end to a similar
division of the sciences.

But with reference to this point also Encyclopedia should
reach self-consciousness, and give itself a clear account of
the question what it understands by the organism of science.
In which case it is self-evident that it cannot allow itself
to be governed by the practical university division of the
faculties, but that it must rather examine critically and
correct them. And it lies equally near at hand that the
phenomenon by itself should not be permitted to influence
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this division, since this is the very science that exhibits for
the first time the organic relation of the phenomena. Hence
Encyclopedia is not at liberty to deal with anything else
save the organic relation in which the parts of the whole of
our knowledge stand to each other. Science, in its absolute
sense, is the pure and complete reflection of the cosmos in the
human consciousness. As the parts of all actually exist-
ing things lie in their relations, so must the parts of our
knowledge be related in our consciousness. As a country
is sketched on a chart, and we succeed ever better, as
Cartography advances, in sketching the country upon the
chart just as it is, 80 also must science convert the actually
existing cosmos into the logical form. The further science
advances, the easier it will be to reproduce the cosmos logi-
cally, and to make all its parts to be clearly seen, together
with their several relations. And thus science divides itself,
because in proportion as the logical reproduction becomes
more accurate, it will image in a more organic way whatever
exists organically. And so does science begin to show itself
to us as an immeasurable field, in which all sorts of divisions
and subdivisions must be distinguished, and upon which the
mutual relations among these divisions and life is ever more
clearly exhibited. It is this organic relation with which
Encyclopedia has to deal. The field of our knowledge itself
in its organic inter-relations appears as the object to be inves-
tigated by it.
§ 22. Still Incomplete

From the fact that the object is still incomplete flows
of necessity the incompleteness of Encyclopedia. In the
field of knowledge some ground is not yet broken, and
other parts are but imperfectly known. And yet Encyclo-
pedia must not wait until its object is completely ready,
since science is in need of her assistance to get itself ready.
Hence it must overcome its false modesty and present itself
as it is, provided it but acknowledges its own imperfection
and makes no pretension of being already the Encyclopedia.
This involves the fact that every effort to furnish an Ency-
clopedia must provisionally bear an individual character. If
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Encyclopedia could wait till every controversy concerning
psychology, the way of knowledge, knowledge as such,
were ended, and all contrasts of view in every special
department had fallen away, an Encyclopedia might be
spoken of which would compel every thinker to agree.
Since, however, the field of knowledge is only known in
part, and the psychological sciences are still at variance with
each other, and since in every department the tendencies and
schools are still in the heat of combat, no writer of Encyclo-
pedia can carry an argument save from the view-point which
he himself occupies and except he start out from the hypothe-
ses upon which his general presentation is founded. There
is no harm in this, since every other science actually goes to
work in the same way, provided the view-point be properly
defined and the end be held in sight of obtaining the Ency-
clopedia in its absolute form. Otherwise we may get an
Encyclopedic fantasy, but no contribution to the science of
Encyclopedia.

As long, however, as the logical sketch of the cosmos is
only a partial success, the organic relation traced by our
science will differ from the organic relation actually exist-
ing in the cosmos; wherefore Encyclopedia cannot deal with
the latter, but is bound to turn its attention to the first.
For the same reason it cannot justify its demand that the
university division of faculties shall reform itself at once in
obedience to its directions. This should certainly have to
be done if it were already Encyclopedia in the absolute sense,
but can not be demanded as long as it presents itself in a
form that is so imperfect and individually colored. In life
also lies a logic; and a logic lies equally in history; and
from these two has sprung the university division. If
Encyclopedia succeeds in effecting an influence upon life
itself, by which it will gradually be persuaded to regulate
its needs in a different way, the university division also will
thereby be indirectly influenced and corrected. But then
it will have stood the fire proof, and this will justify its
demands. If, on the other hand, an attempt were made to
influence directly by Encyclopedia the architect of the
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university and persuade him to cut the tie that binds the
university to life, it would result either in a pseudo-victory,
or the university would be turned into an abstract schema-
tism. This was the mistake committed by the Netherlands
government, when, in 1878, at the suggestion of a one-sided
Encyclopedia, it robbed the theological faculty in the State
Universities of its historical character, and actually changed
it into a school of the science of religion. Since from its
very nature such a faculty is of no practical use to life, and
as such has no susceptibility to life, the “officiousness of
practical life” compelled a reaction against the aim of the
lawgiver, and the demands of this one-sided Encyclopedia
could be only apparently satisfied. It triumphed in the letter
of the scheme, but actually and practically the right of his-
tory maintained the supremacy.

§ 23. A Threefold Task

With this reservation it is the task of Encyclopedia to
investigate the organism of science physiologically, ana-
tomically and pathologically. Physiologically, in order to
enter into the nature of the life of every science and to trace
out and define the function of each member in the body
of sciences. Anatomically, in order to exhibit the exact
boundaries, divisions and relations of the several depart-
ments and subdivisions of departments. And pathologically,
in order to bring to light the imperfection in the functioning
of every science, to show its lack of accuracy in the fixing of
the several relations, and to watch lest by hypertrophy or by
atrophy the proper proportions should be lost between the
development of the parts. Physiologically it clarifies the
sense that must inspire every man in his own department,
and rectifies the universally scientific sense. Anatomically
it brings order into every study and defines the boundaries
between the several studies. And pathologic-medically it
arrests every error, inaccurate connection and unnatural
development which .combats the demand of the organic
life of a science and of each of its parts.
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§ 24. Method of Encyclopedia

The only practicable method of general Encyclopedia is,
that it should begin with the study of the historical develop-
ment of the special sciences as they now are, and from this
should endeavor to form for itself an image of the develop-
ment of science in general. Then it should examine this
historical phenomenon in order to understand the motive of
science as such and the special motive of its several parts, and
when it has thus fixed the idea of science and of its separate
parts, it should investigate historically the ways by which it
has progressed and the causes that have retarded or corrupted
it. Having in this way succeeded historically in discovering
the essential nature of its object, and the law of this object’s
life, Encyclopedia should then proceed to investigate in the
same way each of the parts and to determine the organic rela-
tion between them. And baving in this way obtained a clear
representation of what the organism of science is, how its
functions operate and its parts cohere, with this result in
hand it should criticise the actual study of science. Its
point of departure must be historical. From what has been
historically discovered it must develop its idea. And with
this standard in hand it must prosecute its task both as critic
and physician.

§ 256. Purely Formal

This answers of itself the question to what extent En-
cyclopedia is to concern itself with the material of each
science. It is not its task to furnish the body of science
itself, but to point out the organic relations in this body, to
demonstrate them, and, in case of error, to reéstablish their
proper location. Encyclopedia does not build the body of
science, neither does it reproduce it, but it begins by view-
ing this body of science as given; and its task is merely
to show that it is a body, and how, as a body, it exists.
The Physiologist does not bring the blood into the body,
neither does he reproduce it, neither is it his calling
to investigate the whole quantity of blood. His calling
limits itself to the examination of blood as such, in its com-
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position, origin, function and pathological deformation.
So far as there occur variations in this mass of blood, he is
bound to give himself an account of each one of these varia-
tions; but so far as the similar is concerned, he is interested
only in the disposition of one of these similar phenomena.
And this is the case with the Encyclopedist. He assumes
that the material of science is known. He does not create
nor reproduce it, neither does he add to it. But in this
multitudinous material he looks for the network that binds
the groups of similar parts to each other. His study extends
all the way of this network in its length and in its breadth,
but where this network disappears in common material his
investigation ends. Hence no division or subdivision in all
the material of science can be so small but that, as long as
it forms a separate group or member in the organism, he
must study it out. The active working only of the organism
upon the material is to be investigated by him, and not the
result obtained by this organic function. Thus in scientific
Encyclopedia that shall be worthy of the name, there will be
no room for the content itself of the separate sciences, and
not even for a brief summary of their results. The material
must remain entirely excluded, and only the formal part of
each science must be exhibited.

§ 26. Result

The result of our investigation is, that by Encyclopedia we
understand that philosophical science which in the entire
thesaurus of our scientific knowledge thus far acquired
exhibits and interprets the organic existence of science and
of its several parts. This conception of Encyclopedia, which
has been arrived at historically, dialectically and by means
of distinction from the correlated conceptions, excludes
therefore all realistic treatment of the material, and con-
centrates Encyclopedia upon the formal side of science.
Realistic Encyclopedia is no Encyclopedia. Formal Ency-
clopedia alone is entitled to bear this name in the scientific
sense. In this sense this acquired conception applies as
well to general Encyclopedia as to Encyclopedia of apecial
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departments, even though it lies in the nature of the case
that general Encyclopedia, because it is general, limits itself
to the principal ramifications of the organism of science, and
leaves the detailed ramifications of each group and its sub-
divisions to the study of special Encyclopedia. General
Botany has nothing to do with the variations of the species
rosa into tree roses, monthly roses, provincial roses, or tea
roses.



CHAPTER IV
THE CONCEPTION OF THEOLOGICAL ENCYCLOPEDIA

§ 27. Two Difficulties

And now, as we come to the conception of that special
Encyclopedia called Theological, the simple application to
Theology of what was obtained for the conception of General
Encyclopedia will not suffice. There would be no objection
to this in the cases of the Encyclopedias of the Juridical or
Philological sciences, but in the case of that of Theology
there is. The reason of this lies in the two circumstances:
first, that the scientific character of Theology is disputed by
many ; and, secondly, that they who do not dispute this are
disagreed as to what is to be understood by Theology.
Dr. Riibiger, who has referred to this difficulty in his
Theologik oder Enc. der Theol., Lpz. 1880, p. 94, incorrectly
inferred from it that for this reason, before its object can
be ready, the Encyclopedia of science must create for itself
from these several Theologies a general conception of The-
ology, in order that it may make this general conception
of Theology the subject of scientific study. This is not
possible, since then Encyclopedia would have the right of
julgment between the several Theologies; it should have
to furnish a complete demonstration for the sake of sup-
porting this judgment; and thus it would have to investi-
gate independently all the formal and material questions
which are variously solved in Theology. In this way it
would have to treat the leading departments of Theology
fundamentally, and, dissolving into dogmatics, apologetics,
church history, ete., would cease to be Encyclopedia. It
would then bring forth its own object, instead of studying a
given object. And, worse yet, he who would write such an

45
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Encyclopedia would not be able to escape from his own per-
sonality nor from the view-point held by himself. His criti-
cism, therefore, would amount to this: he who agreed with
him would be right, he who disagreed wrong, and the result
would be that he would award the honorary title of general
Theology to that particular Theology to which he had com-
mitted himself. A general Theology would then be exhib-
ited, and, back of this beautiful exterior, the subjective
view-point, which was said to be avoided, would govern the
entire exposition.

§ 28. The First Difficulty

If both difficulties that here present themselves are
squarely looked in the face, it must at once be granted
that before Theological Encyclopedia can devote itself to
its real task, it must vindicate the scientific character of
Theology. This is not the creation of an object of its own,
but the simple demonstration of the fact that Theology is a
proper object of Encyclopedic investigation. If all Ency-
clopedia is the investigation of the whole or of a part of the
organism of science, no Encyclopedia of Theology can be
suggested as long as it is still uncertain whether Theology
forms a part of this organism. Since, now, the doubt con-
cerning the scientific character of Theology does not spring
from the still imperfect development of this science, but
finds its origin in the peculiar character it bears in distinc-
tion from all other sciences, it is the duty of the writer of
an Encyclopedia of this science to show upon what grounds
he disputes this doubt as to its right of existence. This
demonstration must be given in two ways. First, by such
definitions of the conception *science,” and of the conception
« Theology,” that it will be evident that the second is sub-
ordinate to the first. And, secondly, by showing that the
parts of Theology are mutually related organically, and that,
taken as a whole, it stands in organic relation to the rest of
the organism of science. This treatise also will venture the
effort to furnish this double proof.

The first only of these two proofs is demanded by the
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peculiar character of Theology. The second proof that the
parts of a special science mutually cohere organically, and
together are related equally organically to the whole of
science, every special Encyclopedia of whatever science
undertakes to show. But the first proof that the conception
of this special science is subordinate to the conception of
general science does not occur in other special Encyclo-
pedias, because with the other sciences this subordination
i8 evident of itself and is by no one denied.

§ 29. The Second Difficulty

The second difficulty should be considered somewhat more

at length. It presents itself in the fact that all sorts of

Theologies offer themselves as the object of investigation to

the writer of an Encyclopedic Theology. There is a Greek

Theology, and a Romish Theology, a Lutheran, Reformed,

and a8 Modern Theology, a * Vermittelungstheologie,” and,

in an individual sense, we even hear a Schleiermachian, a

Ritschlian, etc., Theology spoken of. Order, therefore, is

to be introduced into this chaos. Simply to make a choice
from among this number would be unscientific. Where
choice is made its necessity must be shown. Even the
Romish theologian, who looks upon every other Theology
smve that of his own church as the exposition of error, can-
not escape from the duty of scientific proof of this position.
If it involved merely a difference between several *schools,”
it might be proper to select out of these several interpreta-
tions what is common to them all, and thus to conclude the
existence of a general Theology. But this is not so. The
difference here springs not from a difference of method in the
investigation of one and the same object, but from a difference
concerning the question of what the object of Theology is.
One Theology investigates a different object from another.
One Theology denies the very existence of the object which
mother Theology investigates. Even if we could agree
upon the methods of investigation it would be of no use, for
though the merits of your method were recognized, the
objection would still hold good that you apply your method
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to a pseudo-object, which has no existence outside of your
imagination. This springs from the fact that the object of
Theology lies closely interwoven with our subjectivity, and is
therefore incapable of being absolutely objectified. A blind
man is no more able to furnish a scientific study of the phe-
nomenon of color, or a deaf person to develop a theory of
music, than a scholar whose organ for the world of the
divine has become inactive or defective is capable of furnish-
ing a theological study, simply because he has none other
than a hearsay knowledge of the object Theology investi-
gates. Hence no escape is here possible from the refraction
of subjectivity. This should the more seriously be taken into
our account because this refraction springs not merely from
the circumference of our subjective existence, but is organi-
cally related to the deepest root of our life and to the very -
foundation of our consciousness. Whether this impossibility
of completely objectifying the object of Theology does or does
not destroy the scientific character of Theology can only later
on be investigated ; here we do not deal with the object of
Theology but with Theology itself as object of Theological
Encyclopedia ; and of this it is evident that Theology itself
cannot be presented as an absolute and constant object, be-
cause its own object cannot escape from the refraction of
our subjectivity. If a scientific investigator, and in casu the
writer of an Encyclopedia, could investigate his object with-
out himself believing in the existence of his object, it might
be possible for the Encyclopedist at least to keep himself
outside of this difference. But this is out of the question.
Faith in the existence of the object to be investigated is the
conditio sine qua non of all scientific investigation. No theo-
logical Encyclopedist is conceivable except one to whom
Theology has existence, neither can Theology have existence
to him unless it also has an object in whose reality he equally
believes. As an actual fact it is seen that all writers of
Theological Encyclopedias take for their object of investiga-
tion that which they conceive to be Theology, and also that
every theologian assumes something as object of Theology
which to him has real existence. Thus one link locks into
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the other. To be able to write an Encyclopedia of Theology
it must be fixed beforehand what you conceive to be Theol-
ogy ; and in order to know which of the several theologies
that present themselves shall be your Theology, it must first
be determined what the object is which you give Theology to
investigate. It is evident therefore that the theological En-
cyclopedist cannot possibly furnish anything but an Ency-
clopedia of Ais Theology. For though this may be denied,
and it be made to appear that a Theological Encyclopedia
in the general sense is given, the outcome always shows
that in reality the writer claims universal validity for Ais
Theology.

§ 30. No One-sidedness

This is a self-deception which nevertheless contains a germ
of truth. If in order to be a theologian one must believe in
the existence of the object of his Theology, the claim is of
itself implied that what he takes to be valid must also be
valid to every one else. This is no presumption, but only
the immediate result of the firmness of conviction which is
the motive for his scientific investigation. All scepticism
causes science to wither. But from this there flows an
obligation. Just this: to point out in the other theologies
what is untenable and inconsequent, to appreciate what is
relatively true, and to a certain_extent to show the necessity
of their existence. No one Theology can claim to be all-sided
and completely developed. This is not possible, because
every Theology has to deal with an object that is not suscep-
tible to an abstract intellectual treatment, and which can
therefore only be known in connection with its historical
development in life. Aberrations very certainly occur which
furnish only negative or reactionary results for the knowl-
edge of the object of Theology, and these can only be
refuted. But there are also elements in this object of The-
ology, which do not find an equally good soil for their devel-
opment with every individual, with every nation, or in every
age. Every theologian, therefore, knows that neither he
himself, nor the stream of history in which he moves, are
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able to make an all-sided and a complete exhibition of the
object of his investigation.

Thus to him also there are theologies which are not simply
aberrations but merely one-sided developments, whose rela-
tive validity he appreciates and with whose results he
enriches himself. But even that which is relatively true
and complementary in other theologies he is not allowed to -
leave standing loosely by the side of his own theology, but
is bound to include it organically in his own theology, being
ever deeply convinced of the fact that in spite of their
relative right and complementary value these other theologies
interpret the essence of Theology one-sidedly and understand
it wrongly. Thus the aim is always to show in a scientific
way that the Theology that has the love of kis heart is
entitled to the love of all hearts, wherefore he corrects and
enriches his own Theology with whatever acquisitions he can
borrow from the other theologies in order thereby to vindi-
cate the more effectively the universal validity of his object
of Theology. No reduction therefore is practised of the
several theologies to a common level, for the mere sake of
investigating encyclopedically what is common to them all;
but on the contrary the start is taken from one’s own con-
viction, with an open eye to one’s own imperfections so as
sincerely to appreciate the labors and efforts of others, and
to be bent upon the assimilation of their results.

§ 31. View-point here taken

This attempt to write a Theological Encyclopedia, too,
purposely avoids therefore every appearance of neutrality,
which is after all bound to be dishonest at heart ; and makes
no secret of what will appear from every page, that the Re-
formed Theology is here accepted as the Theology, in its very
purest form. By this we do not mean to imply that the Re-
formed theologians are to us the best theologians, but we
merely state, that Reformed Theology, 1, has interpreted the
object of Theology most accurately, and 2, has shown the way
most clearly by which to reach knowledge of this object. Let
no one take this statement to intend the least infringement
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upon the respect which the writer of this Encyclopedia is also
compelled to pay to the gigantic labors of Lutheran, Romish,
and other theologians. His declaration but intends to make
it clearly known, that he himself cannot stand indifferently
to his personal faith, and to his consequent confession con-
cerning the object of Theology, and therefore does not hesitate
to state it as his conviction that the Reformed Theology with
respect to this has grasped the truth most firmly.

Does this put a confessional stamp upon this Encyclo-
pedia? By no means; since ‘ confessional ” and “scientific”
are heterogeneous conceptions. ¢ Confessional” is the name
that belongs to the several streams in the historical life of
the Church, and is no distinguishing mark for your manner
of scientific treatment of the theological material. The
difference lies elsewhere. The fact is that until the middle
of the last century Theology received its impulse from the
Church, in consequence of which Theology divided itself into
groups which maintained their relation to the groupings of
the churches according to their confessions. Since that
time, however, Theology has not allowed itself to be gov-
erned by the life of the Church, but by the mighty develop-
ment of philosophy, and consequently we scarcely speak in
our days of a Lutheran, Romish, or Reformed Theology, but of
a rationalistic, a mediating, and an orthodox Theology. With
this custom this Encyclopedia does not sympathize, but takes
it as a matter of course that even as the medical, juridical,
and philological sciences, the theological science also is
bound to its object such as this shows itself in its own circle
in life; i.e. ¥n casu the Church. Every other grouping of
theological schools rests upon a philosophical abstraction
which really ranks Theology under philosophy or under
history and ethnology, and in that way destroys it as an
independent science. Hence our aim is to seek the object
of Theology again in its native soil; to examine no piece
of polished cedar in the wall, but the tree itself on Lebanon ;
and in this way also to study the object of Theology in the
history of the Church.

But even thus the choice of the Reformed stamp is not
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yet scientifically justified. The Encyclopedia obtains its
right to this only when it shows that the historical distinc-
tion between Romish, Reformed, etc., Theology flows of
necessity from the very essence of Theology, and that the
current distinctions of our times are foreign to its essence
and are attached to it from without. And thus every
Encyclopedical writer is entitled and obliged in his Ency-
clopedia to honor as Theology whatever is Theology to Aim-
self, but this should be done in such a way that he shows
how with this interpretation the organic character of this
science is best exhibited.

§ 32. Compass of its Task

On this condition it is the task of Theological Encyclo-
pedia: 1, to vindicate the scientific character of Theology;
2, to explain the relation between Theological science and
the other sciences; 3, in its own choice of the object of
Theology to exhibit the error in the choice of others, and to
appreciate what is right in the efforts of others and to appro-
priate it; and then, 4, to do for Theology what it is the
task of general Encyclopedia to do for science in general.

With reference to the first point, Dr. Ribiger goes too far
when (p. 95) hesays : *“The only problem of Theological En-
cyclopedia is to duild up Theology as a science.” It certainly
has more to do than this. It can even be said that only
after this task has been performed does its real Encyclopedic
task begin. If Encyclopedia is truly the science of science,
everything that is done to place the science as object before
oneself is only preparatory work. Only when Theology
lies before you as a science does your real Encyclopedic
study begin. His proposition therefore to give the name
of «“Theologik” to Theological Encyclopedia will not do.
“Theologik” isolates Theology from the organism of the
sciences, and the very point in hand is to grasp the science
of Theology as an organic member of the body of sciences.
This is expressed by the word Encyclopedia alone, for which
reason the name of Theological Encyclopedia can under no
consideration be abandoned. From this follows also the
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second point already indicated. Theological Encyclopedia
must insert Theology organically into the body of sciences ;
which duty has too largely been neglected not only in the
special Encyclopedias of Theology, but in those of almost all
the special sciences. The third point follows of itself from
§ 31, and calls for no further explanation. And as regards
the fourth, this flows directly from the subordination of the
conception of Theological Encyclopedla to that of general
Encyclopedia.

§ 33. Its Relation to Methodology

This task includes of itself the scientific description of the
method of Theology, and of its parts, and its insertion into
organic relation with its object. No general Methodology is
necessary, for this may be assumed to be known. But it must
show the paths of knowledge, mapped out by general Meth-
odology, which Theology is to travel in order to reach her end.
Then it must show what modifications are introduced into
this general method by the peculiar character of Theology.
And finally, what nearer method flows from this for the sub-
divisions of Theology. There is no cause for a separate
treatment of Theological Methodology. He who places it as
a separate study outside of his Encyclopedia, must invoke its
help in that Encyclopedia ; neither can he furnish his Meth-
odology without repeating the larger part of the content
of his Encyclopedia. Just because of the strongly subjec-
tive character which is inseparable from all Theology, it is
dangerous to separate the method too widely from the object,
neither can the object be sufficiently explained without deal-
ing at the same time with the method. Hence it should be
preferred to treat the method of Theology taken as a whole
inthe general volume of the Encyclopedia, and then, so far
a3 this is necessary with each subdivision, the modifications
which this method undergoes for the sake of this subdivision.
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§ 34. Its Aim

The aim of Theological Encyclopedia is in itself purely
scientific. Since Theology belongs to the organism of sci-
ence, the Encyclopedic impulse itself compels the investi-
gation of this part also of the great organism of science, in
order that we may know it in its organic coherence and rela-
tion. This is its philosophical aim. But its aim is equally
strong to bring Theology itself to self-consciousness. No
more than any other science did Theology begin with know-
ing what it wanted. Practical interests, necessity and un-
conscious impulse brought it to its development. But with
this it cannot remain satisfied. For its own honor’s sake,
Theology also must advance with steady steps to know itself,
and to give itself an account of its nature and its calling.
This is the more necessary since in our times Theology as a
whole is no longer studied by any one, and since the several
theologians choose for themselves but a part of the great task.
Thus every sense of relation is lost, and a writer in one
department infringes continually upon the rights of the
others, unless the sense of the gemeral task of Theology
becomes and remains quickened. In the third place, the aim
of Encyclopedia of Theology is defensive or apologetic.
Much presents itself as Theology with the assumption of the
right to translate real Theology into that which is no Theol-
ogy. The conflict which arises from this may not be left to
chance, but must be decided scientifically, and this cannot
take place until Theology fixes its scientific standard. And
finally its aim in the fourth place is, for the sake of non-
theologians, who must nevertheless deal with Theology, to
declare, in scientifically connected terms, what Theology is.

§ 35. Result

As the result of the above it is evident that the conception
of Theological Encyclopedia consists in the scientific investiga-
tion of the organic nature and relations of Theology in itself
and as an integral part of the organism of science. As such
it forms a subdivision of general Encyclopedia, and with it
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belongs to the science of philosophy. As such it is formal,
not in the sense that it must furnish a mere scheme of de-
partments and of names, but in the sense that it is not
allowed to become material, as if it were its duty to collect
the theological content in a manual. It may enter into the
material only in so far as it is necessary for the sake of ex-
hibiting the formal nature and relations of Theology. Dis-
tinguished from Hodegetics and Historia litteraria, it is not
called upon to furnish a manual for beginners ; though noth-
ing forbids the addition to it of a brief A:storia litteraria, pro-
vided that this is not presented as a part of the Encyclopedia
iteelf.



DIVISION 1I
THE ORGANISM OF SCIENCE

——e0iloe——

§ 36. Introduction

It is the task of Theological Encyclopedia to investigate
the nature of Theology for the stated purposes of under-
standing it, of passing criticism upon its progress, and of
assisting its healthful development. It is not sufficient that
it answer the question, What Theology is; it must also
critically examine the studies that have thus far been be-
stowed upon Theology, and mark out the course henceforth
to be pursued. This investigation would bear no scientific
character, and consequently would not be Encyclopedic, if
Theology were merely a private pursuit of individuals.
Now, however, it is both, because Theology presents an
interest that engages the human mind as such. We face
a phenomenon that extends across the ages, and has engaged
many persons, and therefore cannot be the outcome of a
whim or notion, nor ygt of an agreement or common contract,
but is governed by a motive of its own, which has worked
upon these persons in all ages. This motive cannot lie
elsewhere than in the human mind; and if a certain regu-
larity, order and perceptible development are clearly mani-
fest in these theological studies, as prosecuted in whatever
period and by whatever persons, it follows that this motive,
by which the human mind is impelled to theological investi-
gation, not only formally demands such an investigation, but
is bound to govern the content and the tendency of these
studies. Distinction therefore must be made between the
theological study of individual theologians and the impulse

56
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of Theology which they obeyed consciously or unconsciously,
entirely or in part. This theological impulse is the general
phenomenon, which is certainly exhibited in special theologi- ,
cal studies, but never exhausts itself in them. This general '
phenomenon lies behind and above its temporal and individ-
ual revelations. It is not the excogitation of an individual |
man, but men have found it in the human mind. Neither
was it found as an indifferent something, but as something
definite in essence and tendency; in virtue of which it can
and must be included in the investigation of science as
a whole. This very distinction, however, between the
theological motive in general and the effect of this motive
upon the individual theologian, presents both the danger and
the probability that the study of Theology will encounter
influences that are antagonistic to this motive ; which diver-
gence will of necessity cause it to become bastardized and
the mutual relation of these studies to suffer loss. With this.
motive itself, therefore, the impulse of criticism is given, and
the scientific investigation into the essence of Theology
would never be finished, if it did not inquire as to how far
this motive had been allowed to exert itself, and in what
way it is to continue its task.

Technically, therefore, encyclopedical investigation would
be prosecuted most a.ccurately if the ‘essence of Theology'

o

Theology could be compa.red with thls a.nd if the means could
be indicated therapeutically by which to make and maintain:
the healthful development of Theology. But to follow out!
this scheme would be unwise for three reasons. In the first
place, the thetic result cannot be found except in consulta-
tion with empiricism, and this calls in the aid of the devia-
tions as antitheses for the definition of the conception. In
the second place, with Theology in general, and afterwards
with each of its parts, a continuous repetition of consonant
criticism could not be avoided. And in the third place, the
thetical, critical and therapeutical or dietetical treatment of
each department would be torn altogether out of relation
and come in order at three entirely different places. This
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necessitates the sacrifice of technical accuracy to the de-
mands of a practical treatment; and the arrangement of the
division of the investigation in the order of importance.
Hence in this Encyclopedia also the real investigation divides
itself into two parts, the first of which deals with Theology
as such, while the second reviews her subdivisions. And
the end of each aim is: to understand Theology as such, and
her parts, organically. Encyclopedia may not rest until it
has grasped Theology as an organic part of general science,
and has examined the departments of exegesis, church history,
etc., as organic parts of the science of Theology.

If all investigators were fully agreed among themselves as
to the nature and the conception of science, we could at once
start out from this fixed datum and indicate what place
Theology occupies in the sphere of science, and press the
claims she ought to satisfy. But this is not the case. Not
only is the conception of science very uncertain, but the very
relation sustained by the several thinkers to Theology and
its object exercises frequently a preponderating influence
upon the definition of the conception of science. There can
be no clearness, therefore, in an encyclopedical exposition
until it is definitely stated what the writer understands by
science and by its prosecution in general. And for this
reason this investigation into the nature of Theology begins
with a summary treatment of science and its prosecution.
The organism of science itself must be clearly outlined,
before the place which Theology occupies in it can be deter-
mined.



CHAPTER 1
THE CONCEPTION OF SCIENCE

§ 37. Etymology and Accepted Use of the Word

The plan of a Theological Encyclopedia does not admit an
exposition of the principles of the “doctrine of science”;
but neither will it do to describe the nature of Theology as
a science, until the conception of ‘science” is determined.
In view of the very prevalent confusion with reference to
this conception, the writer of a Theological Encyclopedia
should clearly define what he understands by it.

Etymologically it is fairly certain that to znow! as an intel-
lectual conception is derived from the sensual conception to
see; and more particularly from seeing something one was
looking for in the sense of finding. This may the more fully
be emphasized, because not only the Indo-Germanic but also
the Semitic family of languages point to this origin of the
conception ¢o know. The Sanscrit has vid, to know ; vindami,
to find; the Greek 8 in eldov, to see, alongside of olda, to
know ; the Latin vid-ere, to see, alongside of viso, to visit;
the Gothic vait, to know, alongside of vit-an, to keep what
one has found ; and the Old Slavic vid-e-t¢, to see, alongside
of ved-e-ti, to know. This development of the conception
runs almost parallel with that of the Semitic root vada" (3M)
which, just as in the so-called Pelasgic vid stands alongside
of id, shows the double form of vada® and tada’ (37"). This
rada’ or tada’ also is the common word for to know, but with
the root-meaning of 0 see. In1 Sam. x. 11 and in Job xxviii.

1 [That is, the Dutch weten, which runs back to a base wir, = originally
‘to see.’” The English representatives of the root are such as * wit,’ ¢ wot,’
* witness?; and also such words as * wise,’ ¢ guise,’ ¢ vision,’ ¢ visible,’ ¢idea,’
ete.]
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13 the LXX translated it by the word i8eiv, to see. Along-
side of YW (to hear) as perception through the ear, stands
T (to see) as perception through the eye. DYS® M7 in
Gen. xxxvii. 14 and BY9® YT in Esther ii. 11 are in mean-
ing one. The entirely different meaning attributed to. 1" by
Fiirst and others in Ezek. xxxviii. 14, as if the idea to separate,
split or disband were prominent, might yet originally have
coincided with the meaning of the verb to see, even as cernere
in its connection with kplvewv. But if on this ground the con-
nection between the conceptions to know and to see can scarcely
be denied, the verb to know cannot be said to be of the same
origin with all the forms of the idea to see. 7o see is a finely
differentiated conception. ‘Opav, BAémew, dyrouat, Oedopar,
dedoprévas, -spicere, oxem- (in oxémrresbar), etc., all express a
certain perception through the eye, but in different ways. An
object can present itself to us in such a way, that we perceive, ~
it and thus see it, while our eye did not look for it. At
another time our eyes may look without desiring to discover
any one object. And lastly there is a looking, by which we
employ our powers of vision in seeking and investigating a
definite object, until we find and understand it. The con-
ception of the verb to see, included in the root of the verb to
know, is definitely this last kind of seeing: premeditatively
to look for something, in order to find it. Herein lies of
itself the transition to the conceptions of investigation and
of trying to know, as result of which we have the seeing or
knowing. Revelation in holy Seripture throws further light
upon this relation by placing before us the yvdois as a lower
form of knowing, and as a SBAémescfa: but only in part, in a
glass darkly, and over against this making the completed
qv@aois to appear as a feigfas, a seeing close at hand, in full
reality, mpdowmov mpés mwpdowmov (1 Cor. xiii. 8-12).

If in the second place we consult the accepted use of the
word, we find the conceptions of knowing and understanding
separated from each other by a clearly perceptible bounda
The accepted use of the word to know has both a gene
and a limited sense. In the question, Do you know that
mail-boat has suffered shipwreck ? is only meant, Have yd

BT O
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heard it ? Is this fact taken up into your consciousness? If,
on the other hand, I say, Do you know that it ¢s so? then to
know is taken in a stricter sense, and means: Can you vouch
forit? In both cases, however, there lies in this knowing not
so much the thought of an analysis of the content of an affair or
fact, as the thought of the existence of it ; viz. the antithesis
between its being and not being. Understanding, on the other
hand, does not refer to the being or not being, but assumes it.
as a fact, and analyzes it for the sake of introducing it into
the world of our conceptions. To have knowledge of a
thing is almost synonymous with having certainty of it,
which of itself implies that such a presentation of the matter
or fact has been obtained that it can be taken up into our
consciousness. And further it is knowledge only when be-
sides this presentation in my consciousness I also have the
sense that this representation corresponds to ezisting reality ;
which is entirely different from understanding, by which I
investigate this representation, in order to comprehend it
in its nature and necessity.

If we compare this with the common acceptation of the
word science, we encounter the apparent contradiction that
what is commonly called ¢ science” seems to lie almost
exclusively in the domain of the understanding, and that
when the question is asked whether there is a reality cor-
responding to a certain representation, it is met with the
answer, It is not clear (non liquet) ; even with a fundamental
non liquet, when the general relation of the phenomena to
the noumena is in order. This, however, is only in appear-
ance. For many centuries the conception of science and its
corresponding forms in other languages was entirely free
from sceptical infusion, and carried no other impression
than of studies which were able to impart real knowledge
_of all sorts of things, so that by it one knew what before
one did not know. The “language-making people” ad-
hered, therefore, strenuously to the root-meaning of the
verbs to see and to know, even in the derived conception of
“gcience,”” and marked this more clearly still by the an-
tithesis between “science” and “learning.” The law of
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language requires that «science” shall make us know what
there is, that it is there, and how it is there. That the men
of “science” themselves have adopted this name, and have
preferred to drop all other names, especially that of Philoso-
phy, only shows that they were not so much impelled by the
desire to investigate, as by the desire to know for them-
selves and to make real knowledge possible for others;
and that indeed a knowledge so clear and transparent
that the scaffoldings, which at first were indispensable, can
at last be entirely removed, and the figure be unveiled and
seen. However keenly it may be felt that under present
conditions this result, in its highest significance, lies beyond
our reach, the ideal should not be abandoned, least of all in
common parlance. There is in us a thirst after a knowledge
of things which shall be the outcome of immediate sight,
even if this sight takes place without the bodily eye. And
since we are denied this satisfaction in our present dispensa-
tion, God’s word opens the outlook before us in which this
immediate seeing of the heart of things, this feaofas, this see-
ing of face to face, shall be the characteristic of our knowl-
edge in another sphere of reality. The accepted use of the
word which holds on to the conception of sight in knowledge
agrees entirely with Revelation, which points us to a science
that shall consist in sight.

The objection that, when interpreted in relation to its
etymology and accepted use of the word, “science” is syn-
onymous with *“truth,”! stands no test. In the first place,
the root of this word, ver-, which also occurs in ver-um, in
ver-bum, in word, in repeiv, etc., does not point to what is
seen or known, but to what is spoken. This derivation dis-
courages, at the same time, the growing habit of relating
truth to a condition or to a moral disposition, and of speak-
ing of a thing or of a person as * being real.” T'rutk, more-
over, is always an antithetical conception, which science
never is. The thirst after knowledge has its rise in our
desire to reflect in our consciousness everything that exists,
while the thirst after truth originates from the desire to

1 [That is ‘waarheid,’ the Dutch word for ¢ truth.’ — T'ranslator.]
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banish from our consciousness whatever represents existing
things as other than they are. In a pregnant sense, as will
be shown more at length in another place, truth stands over
against falsehood. Even when truth is sought in order to
avoid or to combat an unintentional mistake, or an illusion
arisen in good faith or an inaccuracy which is the result of
an insufficient investigation, there always is an antithesis
which belongs to the nature of this conception. If there
were no falsehood conceivable, or mistake, illusion or inaccu-
racy, there would be no thirst after truth. The facts that
science seeks after truth, and that truth is of supremest
importance to it, do not state its fundamental thought,—
which is and always will be, the knowledge of what is, that
it is, and how it is. And this effort assumes the form of
«geeking after truth” only as far as, for the sake of dis-
covering what is, it has to dismiss all sorts of false repre-
sentations. In such a state of things as is pictured by Reve-
lation in the realm of glory, the desire to see and to know is
equally active; there, of course, through immediate percep-
tion; while the antithesis between falsehood, mistake, illusion,
inaccuracy and truth shall fall entirely away.

§ 88. Subject and Object

In the conception of science the root-idea of ¢o know must
be sharply maintained. And the question arises: Who is
the subject of this knowledge, and what is the object? Each
of us knows innumerable things which lie entirely outside
of the realm of science. You know where you live and who
your neighbors are. You know the names of your children
and the persons in your employ. You know how much
money you spend in a week. All this, however, as such, is
no part of what science knows or teaches. Science is not
the sum-total of what A knows, neither is it the aggregate .
of what A, B and C know. The subject of science cannot
be this man or that, but must be mankind at large, or, if
vou please, the human consciousness. And the content of
knowledge already known by this human consciousness is
8o immeasurably great, that the most learned and the most
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richly endowed mind can never know but a very small part
of it. Consequently you cannot attain unto a conception of
“science” in the higher sense, until you take humanity as
an organic whole. Science does not operate atomistically,
as if the grand aggregate of individuals commissioned a few
persons to satisfy this general thirst after knowledge, and as
if these commissioners went to work after a mutually agreed-
upon plan. No, science works organically, i.e. in the sense
that the thirst for knowledge lies in human nature; that
within certain bounds human nature can obtain knowledge;
that the impulse to devote oneself to this task, together with
the gifts which enable one to work at it, become apparent
of themselves ; and that in the realm of intellectual pursuits
these coryphei of our race, without perceiving it and almost
unconsciously, go to work according to a plan by which hu-
manity at large advances.

Hence there is no working here of the will of an indi-
vidual, and it is equally improbable that chance should
produce such an organically inter-related result. A higher
factor must here be at play, which, for all time and among
all peoples, maintains the unity of our race in the interests of
the life of our human consciousness ; which impels people to
obtain knowledge; which endows us with the faculties to
know; which superintends this entire work; and as far as
the results of this labor lead to knowledge builds them up
into one whole after a hidden plan. If impersonation were
in order, this higher factor, this animating and illumining
power, itself might be called “Science.” Or if this is
called poetry which properly belongs to pagan practice
only, we may understand by *“science” thus far acquired,
that measure of light which has arisen in the darkness of
the human consciousness by reason of the inworking of this
higher power, —this light, of course, being interpreted not
only as a result, but as possessed of the virtue of all light,
viz. to rule and to ignite new light. With this interpreta-
tion only everything accidental and individual falls away,
and science as such obtains a necessary and universal char-
acter. Taken in that sense, science makes the “mind of
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man = to have knowledge; and every one receives a share of
it according to the measure of his disposition and station in
life. Moreover, it is only with this interpretation that
science obtains its divine consecration, because that higher
factor, which was seen to be the active agent in science,
cannot be conceived otherwise than self-conscious; for there
can be no science for the human consciousness as such with-
out a God to impel man to pursue science, to give it, and
to maintain its organic relation. With the human individ-
uals, therefore, you do not advance a step, and even if the
Gemeingeist of our human nature should be personified it
would not do, since this higher factor must be self-conscious,
and this Gemeingeist is brought to self-consciousness by sci-
ence alone. This higher factor, who is to lead our human
consciousness up to science, must himself know what he will
have us know.

If the subject of science, i.e. the subject that wants to know
and that acquires knowledge, lies in the consciousness of
humanity, the odject of science must be all ezisting things, as
far as they have discovered their existence to our human con-
sciousness, and will hereafter discover it or leave it to be in-
ferred. This unit divides itself at once into three parts, as
not only what lies outside of the thinking subject, but also the
subject itself, and the consciousness of this subject, become
the object of scientific investigation. This object, as such,
could never constitute the material of science for man, if it
existed purely atomistically, or if it could only be atomis-
tically known. It is known that Peruvian bark reacts
against a feverish excitement in the blood, and it is also
known that catarrh may occasion this feverish excitement.
But as long as these particulars of cold, fever, and Peruvian
bark lie atomistically side by side, I may know them indeed,
but I have no science yet of these data. For the idea of
science implies, that from the manifold things I know a
connected knowledge is born, which would not be possible if
there were no relation among the several parts of the
object. The necessity of organic inter-relations, which was
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found to be indispensable in the subject, repeats itself in
the object. The apparently accidental discovery or inven-
tion is as a rule much more important to atomistic knowl-
edge than scientific investigation. But as long as something
is merely discovered, it is taken up into our knowledge but
not into our science. Only when the inference and the sub-
sequent insight that the parts of the object are organically
related prove themselves correct, is that distinction born
between the special and the general which learns to recognize
in the general the uniting factor of the special. In this way
we arrive at the knowledge that there is order in the object,
and it is by this entering into this order and into this cos-
mical character of the object that science celebrates her
triumphs.

This is the more necessary because the subject of science
is not a given individual in a given period of time, but
thinking man in the course of centuries. If this organic
relation were wanting in the object, thinking man in one
age and land would have an entirely different object before
him than in a following century and in another country.
The object would lack all constancy of character. It would
not be the same object, even though in varying forms, but
each time it would be another group of objects without
connection with the formerly considered group. Former
knowledge would stand in no relation to our own, and the
conception of science as a connected and as an ever-self-
developing phenomenon in our human life would fall away.

If to make science possible, the organic connection is in-
dispensable between the parts of the object, as far as they
have been observed in different countries and at different
times, the same applies to the several parts of the object
when they are classified according to the difference of their
content. If the observation of the starry heavens, of min-
erals, of plants and animals, of man and everything that
belongs in and to him, leads merely to the discovery of
entirely different objects, which as in 8o many compartments
are shut off from one another and stand outside of all rela-
tion to each other, a series of sciences is possible, but no
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science, while the unity of these sciences could only lie in
the observing subject or in the formal unity of the manner
of observation. But our impulse after science aims higher.
As long as there is a Chinese wall between one realm of the
object and the other, that wall allows us no rest. We want
it away, in order that we may know the natural boundaries
across which to step from one realm into the other. Dar-
winism owes its uncommon success more to this impulse of
science than to the merits of its results. Hence our ideal of
science will in the end prove an illusion, unless the object
is grasped as existing organically.

§ 39. Organic Relation between Subject and Object

Even yet enough has not been said. It is not sufficient
that the subject of science, i.e. the human consciousness,
lives organically in thinking individuals, and that the
object, about which thinking man wants to know every-
thing he can, exists organically in its parts; but there must
also be an organic relation between this subject and this
object. This follows already from what was said above,
viz. that the subject itself, as well as the thinking of the
subject, become objects of science. If there were no organic
relation between everything that exists outside of us and
ourselves, our consciousness included, the relation in the
object would be wanting. But this organic relation be-
tween our person and the object of science is much more
necessary, in order to render the science of the object possible

for us.

We have purposely said that there must be an organic
rlation between the object and our person. The relation
between the object and our thinking would not be sufficient,
since the thinking cannot be taken apart from the thinking
subject. Even when thinking itself is made the object of
investigation, and generalization is made, it is separated
from the individual subject, but it remains bound to the
general subject of our human nature. Thus for all science
a threefold organic relation between subject and object is
necessary. There must be an organic relation between that
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object and our nature, between that object and our conscious-
ness, and between that object and our world of thought.

The first also lies pregnantly expressed in viewing man
as a microcosm. The human soul stands in organic relation
to the human body, and that body stands in every way
organically related to the several kingdoms of nature round
about us. Chemically analyzed, the elements of our body
appear to be the same as those of the world which surround
us. Vegetable life finds its analogies in our body. And as
concerns the body, we are not merely organically allied to
the animal world, but an entire world of animalcula crowd in
upon us in all sorts of ways and feed upon our bodies. The
magnetic powers which are at work about us are likewise at
work within us. Our lungs are organically adapted to our
atmosphere, our ear to sound, and our eye to light. Indeed,
wherever a thing presents itself to us as an object of science,
even when for a moment we exclude the spiritual, it stands
in organic relation to our body, and through our body to our
soul. And as far as the spiritual objects are concerned, i.e.
the religious, ethic, intellectual and @sthetic life, it would
be utterly impossible for us to obtain any scientific knowl-
edge of these, if all organic relation were wanting between
these spheres of life and our own soul. The undeniable fact
that a blind person can form no idea for himself of the visible
beautiful, and the deaf no idea of music, does by no means
militate against this position. Suppose that a Raphael had
been afflicted in his youth with blindness, or a Bach with
deafness, this would have made us poorer by so much as one
coryphzus among the artists of the pencil and one virtuoso
among the artists of sound; but the disposition of his genius
to the world of the beautiful would have been no whit less
either in Raphael or in Bach. The normal sense merely
would have been wanting with them, to develop this dispo-
sition of genius. For the organic relation in which our soul
stands to these several spheres of spiritual life does not lie
exclusively in the organ of sense, but in the organization
of our spiritual ego.
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Meanwhile this organic relation between our nature and
the object is not enough. If the object is to be the object
of our science, there must in the second place be an organic
relation between this object and our consciousness. Though
the elements of all known stars may not have been determined
adequately, the heavenly bodies constitute objects of science,
as far at least as they radiate light, exhibit certain form, and
are computable with reference to their distance and motion.
Even if, at some later date, similar data are discovered in or
upon stars which thus far have not been observed, as long as
these observations have not been taken they do not count for
our consciousness. However close the organic relation may
be between ourselves and the animal world, the inner nature
of animals remains a mystery to us, as long as the organic
relation between their inner nature and our human conscious-
ness remains a secret, and therefore cannot operate. We
see a spider weave its web, and there is nothing in the
spider or in the web that does not stand in numberless ways
organically related to our own being, and yet our science
cannot penetrate what goes on in the spider during the spin-
ning of the web, simply because our consciousness lacks
every organic relation to its inner nature. Even in the
opinions which we form of our fellow-men, we face insolu-
ble riddles, because we only penetrate those parts of their
inner nature the analogies of which are present in our own
wnsciousness, but we are not able to see through that par-
ticular part of their nature which is solely their own and
which therefore excludes every organic relation with our
consciousness. By saying that our consciousness stands in
the desired organic relation to the object of our science, we
simply affirm that it is possible for man to have an apprehen-
sion, a perception, and an impression of the existence and
of the method of existence of the object. In itself it makes
1o difference whether this entering in of the object into our
consciousness is the result of an action that goes out from
the object, under which we remain passive, or of our active
observation. Perception and observation are simply impos-
sible when all organic relation is wanting between any
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object and our consciousness. As soon, however, as this
organic relation is established, for external reasons the per-
ception and the observation may be retarded or prevented,
but the possibility is still present of having the object enter
into our consciousness.

This organic relation has mistakenly been sought in the so-
called “faculty of feeling.” But there is no room for this
third faculty in codrdination with the faculties of the under-
standing and the will (facultas intelligendi and volendi).
A capacity taken in the sense of facultas is of its own nature
always active, while in the case of the entering in of objects
into our consciousness we may be passive. Oftentimes we
fail entirely in withdrawing ourselves from what we do not
want to hear or see or smell. This objection is not set
aside by distinguishing perception and observation from
each other as two heterogeneous facts. If I examine a thing
purposely, or see it involuntarily, in each case the entirely
self-same organic relation exists, with this difference
only, that with intentional observation our intellect and
our will codperate in this relation. In which instance
it is our ego which knows the possibility of the relation to
the object; which desires this relation to exist in a given
case; and which realizes the relation by the exercise of the
will. Hence there can be no question of an active faculty
that shall operate independently of the intellect and the
will. The fact is simply this. There are lines of com-
munication that can bring the object outside of us in relation
to our ego. And these lines of communication are of an
organic nature, for the reason that with our physical growth
they develop of themselves, and with a finer forming of our
personality they assume of themselves a finer character.
The nature of these organic relations depends of course
entirely upon the nature of the object with which they are
to bring us into communion. If this object belongs to the
material world, these conductors must be partly material,
such as, for instance, in sight the waves of light and our
nerves. If the object, on the other hand, is entirely imma-
terial, these relations must exhibit a directly spiritual nature.
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This is actually the case, since the perceptions of right and
wrong, of true and false, etc., force themselves upon our ego
immediately from out the spiritual world. In both cases,
however, the relations that bring us in communion with the
object must ever be sharply distinguished from that which,
by means of these relations, takes place in our consciousness.
By themselves these relations do not furnish the required
organic relation. If I am in telegraphical communication
with Bangkok, it does me no good so long as I do not under-
stand the language in which the telegraph operator wires me.
If I understand his language, I am equally in the dark as long
a8 I do not understand the subject-matter of his message, of
which I can form no idea because I am not acquainted with
the circumstances or because similar affairs do not occur
vith us. In the same way the object must remain unknown
to me, even though I am in contact with it by numberless
relations, as long as in my consciousness the possibility is
not given of apperceiving it in relation to my personal self.
Of course we take the human consciousness here in its abso-
lute sense, and do not detain ourselves to consider those
lower grades of development which may stand in the way of
asimilation of a very complicated object. We merely refer
to those fundamental forms by which the consciousness
operates. And it is self-evident that what is signalled
along the several lines of communication to our conscious-
ness, can only effect a result in our consciousness when this
consciousness is fitted to take up into itself what was
signalled. He who is born color-blind is not affected one
way or another by the most beautiful exhibition of colors.
In the same way it would do us no good to scan the purest
tints with keenest eye, if, before this variety of color dis-
covered itself to us, there were no ability in our conscious-
tesg to distinguish color from color. There is, therefore,
Do perception or observation possible, unless there is a re-
ceptivity for the object in our human consciousness, which
ensbles our consciousness to grasp it after its nature and
fom. Numberless combinations may later enrich this, but
these combinations of themselves would be inconceivable, if
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their component parts did not appear beforehand as funda-
mental types in our consciousness. Neither can these fun-
damental types be grasped in our consciousness unless this
consciousness is fitted to them. The figure of the mirror
should not mislead us. Every image can truly be reflected
in it, even though the glass itself be entirely indifferent and
neutral. But it does not reflect anything except in relation
to our eye. In our consciousness, on the other hand, it does
not only depend upon the reflecting glass, but also upon the
seeing eye. In our consciousness the two coincide. And
no single object can be grasped by our consciousness, unless
the receptivity for this object is already present there. Per-
ception and observation, therefore, can only be effected by this
original relation between the object outside of us and the
receptivity for this object, which prior to everything else is
present in our consciousness because created in it. The
microscopic nature of our consciousness asserts itself espe-
cially in this. And it is only when this microscopic
peculiarity in the receptivity of our consciousness lends its
effect to the telegraphical relation to the object, that, in
virtue of the union of these two factors, the required organic
relation operates which brings the object in contact with
our consciousness.

By this, however, this object has not yet been introduced
into the world of our thought, and without further aid it
would still lie outside of our “science.” In the infinite
divisibility of its parts the odor of incense finds its means
to affect our olfactory nerves. By these nerves it is carried
over into our consciousness, and there finds the capacity to
distinguish this odor from the odor of roses, for instance, as
well as the receptivity to enjoy this odor. But although in
this way a full relation has been established between the
incense as object and the consciousness in our subject, the
scientific explanation of the odor of incense is still wanting.
To the two above-named claims, therefore, we now add the
third; viz. that the object must also enter into an organic
relation to our world of thought. For it is plain that think-
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ing is but one of the forms through which our consciousness
operates. When an infant is pricked by a pin, there is no
simgle conception, in the consciousness of the child, either
of a pin, of pricking, or of pain, and yet the pricking has
been carried over to its consciousness, for the child cries.
On the other hand, we see that, with an operation under
chloroform, all relation between our consciousness and
a member of our own body can be cut off, so that only
lster on, by external observation, we learn that a foot
or an arm has been amputated. Which fact took place
in our own body entirely outside of the consciousness of
our ego. And so there are a number of emotions, im-
pressions, and perceptions which, entirely independently
of our thinking and the world of our thought, come into
or remain outside of our consciousness, simply in propor-
tion as the receptivity of our ego corresponding therewith
stands or does not stand in relation to the object. All
the emotions of pain or pleasure, of feeling well or not
well, of color and sound, of what is exalted or low, good or
bad, pious or godless, beautiful or ugly, tasty or sickening,
ete., arouse something in our consciousness and enter into
relation with our ego through our consciousness, so that it
is we who suffer pain or joy, are delighted or indignant,
have taste for something or are disgusted with it; but how-
ever strong these emotions of our consciousness may be, they
8 such have nothing to do with the thought-action of our
consciousness. If we smell the odor of a rose, the remem-
brance of the odor may recall in us the image of the rose,
and this representation may quicken the action of thought;
but this takes place entirely outside of the odor. For when
some one makes us smell the odor of a plant entirely un-
known to us, so that we can form no representation of it,
nor do any thinking about it, the stimulus received by our
consciousness is entirely similar, and as the odor is equally
delicate and fragrant, our pleasure in it is equally great. The
same phenomenon occurs when for the first time we taste
fine wines whose vintage is unknown to us. The simple
entrance, therefore, of something into our consciousness does
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by no means effect its adoption into our world of thought.
Wherefore this third relation of our ego to the object
demands also a separate consideration.

If the object that enters into relation with our con-
sciousness consisted exclusively of those elements which
are perceptible to the senses; if all relation were lacking
between these elements; if no change took place in these
elements themselves; and if there were but one organ of
sense at our disposal,—our human consciousness would
never have used and developed its power of thought. No
capacity would have been exercised but sensation, i.e. per-
ception, and, in consequence of this, imagination and repre-
sentation. The object would have photographed itself on
our consciousness; this received image would have become
a representation in us, and our imagination would have
busied itself with these representations. But such is not the
case, because we have received more than one organ of sense
to bring us in contact with the selfsame object; because the
objects are not constant but changeable; because the several
elements in the object are organically related to each other;
and because there are qualities belonging to the object which
lie beyond the reach of the organs of sense, and therefore
refuse all representation of themselves. In many ways the
fact has forced itself upon us, that there is also what we call
relation in the object. The object does not appear to be
simple, but complex, and numberless relations appear among
its component parts. And these relations bear very dif-
ferent characters corresponding to the difference of cate-
gories; they lead to endless variations in each part of the
object; they exhibit themselves now between part and part,
and again among groups of parts; they change according as
they are perceived by different organs of sense, and then cause
a new relation to assert itself among these several relations.
These relations also present themselves between us and the
object, partly as far as we as subject observe, and partly as
far as we ourselves belong to the object to be observed; and
they finally, with the constant change that presents itself,
unite what was to what is, and what is to what is to come.
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In this way there is a whole world of relations; these rela-
tions appear equally real and important as the parts of the
object that enter into relation to each other. We frequently
receive the impression that these relations dominate the
component elements of the object more than those elements
the relations; with the simplest antithesis of these two, as,
for instance, with that of force and matter, the impression
of the relation becomes so overwhelming, that one is fairly
inclined to deny the reality of matter, and accept the rela-
tion only as actually existing. Since by reason of its micro-
Cosmical character our human consciousness is also disposed
tothe observation of these relations, and since these relations
cannot be photographed nor represented, but can only be
thought, apart from the elements among which they exist,
from these infinite series of organically connected relations
the whole world of our thinking is born. If science means
that our human consciousness shall take up into itself what
exists as an organic whole, it goes without saying that she
makes no progress whatever by the simple presentation of the
elements; and that she can achieve her purpose only when,
in addition to a fairly complete presentation of the elements,
she also comes to a fairly complete study of their relations.!
That morphine quiets pain is a component part of our
knowledge, in so far as it has been discovered that there is a
certain relation between this poppy-juice and our nerves.
But this empirical knowledge will have led to a scientific
insight only when this relation itself shall be understood in
its workings, and when it shall be demonstrable how mor-
phine acts upon the nerves so as to neutralize the action of

1 The distinction between elements (moments) and relations in the object
has purposely been employed, because it is the most general one. By ele-
ment we understand neither the substantia as substratum of the phenomena,
nor the ¢ Ding an sich ’’ as object minus subject. Both of these are abstrac-
tions of thought, and might therefore mislead us. It needs scarcely a re-
minder, moreover, that there can be complication and association in these
elements as well as in our presentations of them. And also that they can be
reproduced from memory as well as be freshly perceived. But I cannot
detain myself with all this now. My purpose was but to indicate the two
distinctions in the object, one of which corresponds to our capacity to form
representations, and the other to our capacity to think.
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a certain stimulus upon them. That these relations can Bl
grasped by thought alone and not by presentation lies is
their nature. If these relations were like our nerves, thmsss
ramify through our body, or like telephone lines, that stretei=
across our cities, they should themselves be elements ancws
not relations. But this is not so. Nerves and lines ot
communications may be the vehicles for the working of them:
relations, but they are not the relations themselves. The rela—
tions themselves are not only entirely immaterial, and there—
fore formless, but they are also void of entity in themselves. -
For this reason they can be grasped by our thoughts alone,
and all our thinking consists of the knowledge of these rela-
tions. Whether we form a conception of a tree, lion, star,
etc., apart from every representation of them, this conception
can never bring us anything but the knowledge of the
relations in which such a tree, lion, or star stand to other
objects, or the knowledge of the relations in which the com-
ponent parts of such a tree, lion, or star stand to each other.
To a certain extent it can be said, therefore, that the relations
are phenomena as well as the elements which we perceive,
and which either by our organs of sense or in some other
way occasion a certain stimulus in our consciousness, and
in this way place our consciousness in relation to these
elements. Without other aids, therefore, science would
enter into our consciousness in two ways only. First, as
the science of the elements, and, secondly, as the science
of the relations which appear between these elements. The
astronomer would obtain science of the starry heavens by
looking at the stars that reveal themselves to his eye, and
the science of their mutual relations and of the relations
between their parts by entering into those relations with his
thoughts. But the activity of our consciousness with ref-
crence to the relations is not confined to this.

Our thinking does not confine itself exclusively to play-
ing the part of the observer of relations, which is always
more or less passive, but also carries in itself an active power.
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This active power roots in the fact, if we may put it so, that
before we become aware of these relations outside of us, the
setting for them is present in our own consciousness. This
would not be so if these relations were accidental and if they
were not organically related. But to be organically related
is part of their very nature. It is for this reason that the
object is no chaos, but cosmos; that a universality prevails
in the special; and that there appear in these relations an
order and a regularity which warrant their continuity and
constancy. There is system in these relations. These
several relations also stand in relation to each other, and
our affinity to the object proves itself by the fact that our
capacity of thought is so constructed as to enable it to see
through these last relations. If correctly understood, we
may say that when human thought is completed it shall be
like the completed organism of these relations. Our think-
ing is entirely and exclusively disposed to these relations,
and these relations are the objectification of our thinking.
And this carries itself so unerringly that it is easily under-
stood why some philosophers have denied the objectivity of
these relations, and have viewed them as being merely the
reproductions of our thinking. This question could not be
settled, were it not for the fact that among the numerous
relations there were also those of a regular and orderly
transition of condition to condition. And since the result
of these relations is also found in places where for ages nat-
ure has not been seen by human eyes, such as on the tops
of mountains reached for the first time, or in far out-of-the-
way corners of the world, or in. newly examined layers of
the earth-crust, this subjectivism appears untenable. This
identity of our thinking consciousness with the world of
relations must be emphasized, however, in so far as these rela-
tions have no existence except for an original Subject, who
has thought them out, and is able to let this product of his
thoughts govern the whole cosmos. Just because these
relations have no substance of their own, they cannot work
organically unless they are organically thought, i.e. from a
first principle. When we study these relations, we merely
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think the thought over again, by which the Subject define
these relations when he called them into being. If ther
were no thought embedded in the object, it could not b
digestible to our thinking. As little as our ear is able t
perceive color, is our thinking able to form for itself :
conception of the object. And it is this very sense, in
separable from our consciousness, from which springs th
invincible impulse, seen in all science, to understand th
cosmos. Not in the sense that the cosmos exists onl
logically. This would amount to a cosmos that consist
purely of relations. And since relations are unthinkabl
unless elements are given between which these relations forr
the connection, the inexorable claim lies in the relation
themselves, and in our thinking as such, that there must als
be elements that do not allow themselves to be converte
into relations, and therefore lie outside of the field of ou
thinking. All we say is, that nothing exists without rels
tions; that these relations are never accidental, but alway
organic; and that the cosmos, as cosmos, in its collectiv
elements exists logically, and in this logical existence i
susceptible to being taken up into our world of thoughi
The result of all science, born from our observation an
from our study of the relations of what has been observec
is always certain beforehand. He who aims at anythin
but the study of the organic world of thought that lies i
the cosmos, until his own world of thought entirely co
responds to it, is no man of science but a scientifical ac
venturer; a franc-tireur not incorporated in the hosts «
thinkers.

The fact that it is possible for us to study the world «
thought lying objectively before us, proves that there is a
immediate relation between our consciousness and objectiv
thinking by which the cosmos is cosmos. If in our cor
sciousness we had the receptivity only for empirical impre
sions of the visible and invisible world, we could not hoj
for a logical understanding of the cosmos. i.e. of the worl
as cosmos. This, however, is not so. Aside from the su
ceptibility to impressions of all kinds, our consciousness
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also able to think logically. This capacity cannot be imita-
tive only. This would be conceivable if the whole organism
of the relations of the cosmos were discovered to us. Then
we should be able to acquire this as we acquire a foreign
language, that reveals no single relation to our own tongue.
As, for instance, when a Netherlander learns the language
of the Zulus. But this is not the case. The relations
lie hidden in the cosmos, and they cannot be known in
their deeper connection, unless we approach this logically
existing cosmos as logical thinkers. The science of the
cosmos is only possible for us upon the supposition that
in our thinking the logical germ of a world of thought is
lodged, which, if properly developed, will cover entirely
the logical world of thought lodged in the cosmos. And
this provides the possibility of our thinking showing itself
actively. As soon as we have learned to know the universal
relations that govern the special, or have discovered in these
several relations the germ of a self-developing thought, the
identity between our subjective and the objective world of
thought enables us to perform our active part, both by call-
ing the desired relations into being, and by anticipating the
relations which must reveal themselves, or shall afterward
develop themselves. In this way only does human science
attain unto that high, dominant and prophetical character
by which it not only liberates itself from the cosmos, but
also understands it, enables its devotees to take active part
in it, and partially to foresee its future development.

We have not been disappointed, therefore, in our supposi-
tion, that what was meant by “science” is genetically re-
lated to the etymological root meaning of the verb to knouw.
It was seen that in the object of science, distinction must be
made between elements and their relations because of the
organic existence of this object. Corresponding to this, it
was seen that our human consciousness (i.e. the subject of
science) has a double receptivity: on the one hand a power
of perception for the elements in the object, and on the other
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taken by itself can be made the object of investigation, in
which case the element always lies in the subject that
thinks, entirely independently of the fact whether this
subject is any A or B, or the general subject man, angel,
or God. But in whatever way they work, the purpose
of both actions in my consciousness, that of perception
and of thinking, is always to make me know something, or,
after the original meaning of fideiv, to make me see some-
thing. The perception makes me know the element, the
thinking makes me know the relations of this element.
And by the united actions of these two I know what the
object, and the manner of its existence, is.

To prevent misunderstanding we should say, moreover,
that this critical analysis, both of the elements and their rela-
tions, and of the perception and the thinking, is only valid
when the object in hand is absolutely elementary. As soon
as we proceed from entirely elementary to complicated phe-
nomena, the elements and relations are found constantly
interwoven, in consequence of which the perception and the
thinking work in unison. The difference between the ele-
ment and the relation is clearly indicated by an atom and
its motion. For though I think that I clearly perceive the
motion of the atom, I see, in fact, nothing but the same
atom, but constantly in a different relation. If, on the other
hand, I examine a drop of water, I deal with a very compli-
cated object, in which numberless elements and relations
intermingle. The glitter, form and peripheral atoms can
be perceived, but I cannot know that this morphological
phenomenon is a drop of water until, not by my perception,
but by my thinking (cogitatio), I obtain the knowledge of
the relations. Through its perception a child notices some-
thing glisten and a certain form, by which it knows that
something is near, but it does not know that it is water.
When it sees fire, it puts out its hands towards it. But
when, by means of thinking, the knowledge of relations de-
velops itself, the child knows by sight that the drop of water
is wet and that fire burns. This complicated state of the
phenomena gives rise to the morphological elements of a
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Lighly orgauized asimals. Wier a tiger soes fre 3 e
distance. be knows that it hurs thoogh be mar neves 3ave
feit it. Hence be hus not only the knowledge of cermix ee-
meuts, but also 8 limited knowliedge of their relations. smi
8 seuse ruuck more sccurate and immediate than man's. Bas
it will not do v wansfer the idea of understanding o s
mals ou this ground.  Finst. we do not know how this ele-
mentary kuowledge is effected in the animal. Secondly. this
knowledge in the animal is susceptible of only a very limited
development. And in the third place, in the animal it bears
mmtly an instinctive character, which suggests another man-
ner of perception. A certain preformation of what operates
in our human consciousness must be admitted in the animal.
But if to a certain extent the activity in man and animal
seems similar, no conclusion can be drawn from one activity
to the other. We know absolutely nothing of the way in
which animals perceive the forms and relations of phe-
nomena.

On the other hand, we are justified in concluding that in
our human consciousness, since the conciousness of elements
and relations in the object must be microscopically present.
without this consciousness the emotions received could
never produce what we know as smell, taste, enjoyment of
color, sound, etc. It must be granted that these emotions
in us could simply correspond to certain sensations which
we call smell, taste, ete. ; but in the first place this corre-
spondence would have to be constant, and thereby have a
cerfain objectivity; and, again, this objective character is
lifted above all doubt by what we call imagination and
abutract thought. IFrom these two activities of the human
mind it appears that our human consciousness can be
wlfected by the elements and can not only take up their re-
lations in us, but from this taking-up into itself, which is
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always passive in part, is also able to become active. As
far as the perception is concerned, this action exerts itself
in our imagination, and as far as the thinking is concerned
it exerts itself in our abstract thought. By the imagina-
tion we create phenomena for our consciousness, and by
our higher thinking we form relations. If these products
of our imagination and of our higher thinking were without
reality, we would have every reason to think that there is
but one subjective process, which refuses to be more closely
defined. But this is not so. The artist creates harmonies
of tints, which presently are seen to be real in flowers that
were unknown to him. And more striking than this, by
our abstract thinking we constantly form conclusions, which
presently are seen to agree entirely with actual relations. In
this way object and subject stand over against each other as
wholly allied, and the more deeply our human consciousness
penetrates into the cosmos, the closer this alliance is seen to
be, both as concerns the substance and morphology of the
object, and the thoughts that lie expressed in the relations
of the object. And since the object does not produce the
subject, nor the subject the object, the power that binds the
two organically together must of necessity be sought outside
of each. And however much we may speculate and ponder,
no explanation can ever suggest itself to our sense, of the
all-sufficient ground for this admirable correspondence and
affinity between object and subject, on which the possibility
and development of science wholly rests, until at the hand
of Holy Scripture we confess that the Author of the cosmos
created man in the cosmos as microcosmos “after his image
and likeness.”

Thus understood, science presents itself to us as a neces-
sary and ever-continued impulse in the human mind to reflect
within itself the cosmos, plastically as to its elements, and to
think it through logically as to its relations; always with the
understanding that the human mind 18 capabdle of this by reason
of its organic affinity to its object.
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§ 40. Language

If a single man could perform this gigantic task in one
moment of time, and if there were no difficulties to encounter,
immediate and complete knowledge would be conceivable
without memory and without spoken language. But since this
intellectual task laps across the ages, is divided among many
thousands of thinkers, and amid all sorts of difficulties can
make but very slow progress— science is not conceivable with-
out memory and language. With the flight of time neither
science by representation nor science by conception can be
retained with any permanency, unless we have some means
by which to retain these representations and conceptions.
Whether this retention is accomplished immediately by what
we call memory, or mediately by signs, pictures, or writing,
which recall to us at any moment like representations and
conceptions, is immaterial as far as the result is concerned.
In either case the action goes out from our human mind. The
fact that representations and conceptions are recognized from
the page shows that our mind has maintained its relation to
them, although in a different way from common ¢remem-
brance.” If we had become estranged from them, we would
not recognize what had been chronicled. Although then our
mind is more active in what we call *“memory,” and more
passive in the recognition of what has been recorded. it is in
both cases the action of the same faculty of our mind which,
either with or without the help of means, retains the represen-
tation or conception and holds it permanently as accumulated
capital. Observe, however, that in our present state at
least, this stored treasure is sure to corrode when kept in
the memory without aids for retention. This is shown
by the fact that we find it easier to retain a representation
than a conception; and that our memory encounters the
greatest difficulties in retaining names and signs, which
give neither a complete representation nor a complete con-
ception, but which in relation to each are always more or
less arbitrarily chosen. Finally, as to the record of the
contents of our consciousness outside of us, representations
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and conceptions follow each a way of their own. The
representation expresses itself by art in the image, the con-
ception by language in the word. This distinction main-
tains its full force, even though by writing the word acquires
in part the nature of the image, and by description the image
|acquires in part the nature of the word. The word is writ-
ten in figures, even if these are but signs, and the figure can
also be pictured by the poet in words. From this inter-
mingling of the two domains it is seen once more how close
the alliance is between representation and conception, in
consequence of the oneness of the action by which the
understanding (facultas intelligendi) directs itself in turn
to the elements in the cosmos and to the relations between
these elements.

This, however, does not imply that language serves no
higher purpose than to aid the memory in securing the capi-
tal once acquired by our consciousness against the destructive
inroads of time. Much higher stands the function of lan-
guage to make the fund of our representations and concep-
tions the common property of man, and thus to raise his
individual condition to the common possession of the gen-
eral consciousness of humanity. Without language the
human race falls atomistically apart, and it is only by lan-
guage that the organic communion, in which the members
of the human race stand to each other, expresses itself.
Language is here used in its most general sense. Though
ordinarily we use the word language almost exclusively as
expressing a conception conveyed by sound, we also use it
to express communications conveyed by the eyes, by signs,
by flowers, etc.; and even if we take language in the nar-
rower sense, as consisting of words, the imitation of sounds
and the several series of exclamations plainly show that
language is by no means confined to the world of concep-
tions. The consciousness of one actually imparts to the con-
sciousness of the other what it has observed and thought out ;
of its representations therefore, as well as of its conceptions;
and corresponding to this, language has the two fundamen-
tal forms of image and word; it being quite immaterial
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whether the image is a mere indication, a rough sign o 3
finely wrought form. A motion of the hand, a sign, a lcs="k
of the eyes, a facial expression, are parts of human languas =€
as well as words. Nor should it be overlooked that, at lesn=%
in our present state, language without words has a broa-d
advantage over language in words. While language =3
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fold manner of existence, that of representation and o>
conception, the union of tmage and word will ever be thee>
most perfect means of communication between the con—
sciousness of one and of another. And communion carm
become so complete that a given content may be perfectly—
transmitted from the consciousness of one into that of
another. The real difficulty arises only when instead of
being borrowed from the morphological part of the cosmos,
the content of your communication is taken from the
amorphic or asomatic part of the cosmos; such as when
you try to convey to others your impressions and percep-
tions of the world of the true, the good, and the beautiful.
We have no proper means at command by which to reproduce
the elements of this amorphic cosmos, so that by the aid of
symbolism we must resort to analogies and other utterances
of mind which are forever incomplete. This renders the
relations among these elements continually uncertain, so
that our conceptions of these relations are never entirely
clear, while nevertheless a tendency arises to interpret this
amorphic cosmos as consisting purely of conceptions. As
this, however, will be considered more fully later on, it is
ficient to state here that for all science, language in its

st sense is the indispe ans both of communica-
stween the conscior +and that of another,

v generalizal 'an consciousness in
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But language by itself would only accomplish this task
within the bounds of a very limited circle and for a brief
period of time, if it had not received the means of perpetu-
ating itself in writing and in printing. Not the spoken but
only the written and printed word surmounts the difficulty
of distance between places and times. No doubt language
possessed in tradition a means by which it could pass on
from mouth to mouth, and from age to age; especially
in the fixed tradition of song; but this was ever extremely
defective. Carving or painting on stone, wood, or canvas
was undoubtedly a more enduring form; but the full, rich
content of what the human consciousness had grasped, ex-
perienced and thought out could only be made cecumenic
and perpetual with any degree of accuracy and complete-
ness, when wondrous writing provided the means by which
to objectify the content of the consciousness outside of self
and to fix it. This writing naturally began with the repre-
sentation and only gradually learned to reproduce concep-
tions by the indication of sounds. Thus image and word
were ever more sharply distinguished, till at length with
civilized nations the hieroglyphic language of images and
the sound-indicating language of words have become two.
And no finer and higher development than this is con-
ceivable. The two actions of our consciousness, that of
observing the elements and of thinking out their relations,
which at first were commingled in their reproduction, are
now clearly distinguished, and while art is bent upon an
ever-completer reproduction of our representations, writing
and printing offer us an entirely sufficient means for the
reproduction of our conceptions.

But even this does not exhibit the hlghest function of lan-
guage for human life in general and for science in particu-
lar. Language does not derive its highest significance from
the fact that it enables us to retain and to collect the repre-
sentations and conceptions of our consciousness; nor yet
from the fact that in this way it serves as the means of com-
munication between the consciousness of one and the con-
sciousness of another; but much more from the fact that
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language makes the content of our consciousness our property.
It is one thing in the first stage of development to know
that there are all sorts of sensations, perceptions, impressions,
and distinctions in our consciousness, which we have neither
assimilated nor classified. And it is quite another thing
to have entered upon that second stage of our development,
in which we have transposed this content of our conscious-
ness into representations and conceptions. And it is by
language only that our consciousness effects this mighty
transformation, by which the way is paved for the real progress
of all science; and this is done partly already by the lan-
guage of images; but more especially by the language of
words ; and thus by the combined action of the imagination
and thought. In this connection we also refer to the action
of the imagination, for though ordinarily we attach a crea-
tive meaning to the imagination, so that it imagines some-
thing that does not exist, the figurative representation of
something we have perceived belongs to this selfsame action
of our mind. Representation surpasses the mere perception,
in that it presents the image as a unit and in some external
relation, and is in so far always in part a product also of our
thought, but only in so far as our thought is susceptible of
plastic objectification. Hence in the representation our ego
sees a morphological something that belongs to the content
of our consciousness. But whatever clearness may arise
from this, and however necessary this representation may be
for the clearness of our consciousness, the representation by
itself is not sufficient for our ego; we must also logically
understand the object; and this is not conceivable without
the forming of the conception. And this very forming of
the conceptions, and the whole work which our mind then
undertakes with these conceptions, would be absolutely
inconceivable, if the language of words did not offer us the
means to objectify for ourselves what is present in our
consciousness as the result of thought. Being used to the
manipulation of language, we may well be able to follow up
a series of thoughts and partly arrange them in order, with-
out whispering or writing a word, but this is merely the
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outcome of mental power acquired by the use of language.
When the content of our logical consciousness is objectified
in language, this objectification reflects itself in our con-
sciousness, which enables us to think without words; but
by itself we cannot do without the word. Since we are
partly psychic and partly somatic, it is by virtue of our two-
fold nature that psychic thought seeks a dody for itself in
the word, and only in this finest commingling of our psychic
and somatic being does our ego grasp with clearness the
content of our logical consciousness. The development of
thinking and speaking keeps equal pace with the growing
child, and only a people with a richly developed language
can produce deep thinkers. We readily grant that there are
persons whose speech is both fluent and meaningless, and
that on the other hand there are those who think deeply
and find great difficulty in expressing themselves clearly ;
but this phenomenon presents no objection to our assertion,
since language is the product of the nation as a whole, and
during the period of his educational development the in-
dividual merely grows into the language and thereby into
the world of thought peculiar to his people. No reckon-
ings therefore can be made with what is peculiar to the few.
The relation between language and thought bears a general
character, and only after generalization can it be critically
examined.

§ 41. Fallacious Theories

Suppose that no disturbance by sin had taken place in the
subject or object, we should arrive by way of recapitulation
at the following conclusion: The subject of science is the
universal ego in the universal human consciousness; the
object is the cosmos. This subject and object each exists
organically, and an organic relation exists between the two.
Because the ego exists dichotomically, i.e. psychically as well
as somatically, our consciousness has two fundamental forms,
which lead to representations and to conceptions; while in
the object we find the corresponding distinction between ele-
ments and relations. And it is in virtue of this correspond-
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ence that science leads to an understanding of the cosmos,
both as to its elements and relations. The subject is able
to assimilate the cosmos as object, because it bears in itself
microcosmically both the types of these elements and the
frame into which these relations naturally fit. And finally
the possibility of obtaining not merely an aggregate but an
organically connected knowledge of the cosmos, by which also
to exercise authority over it, arises from the fact that there
is a necessary order dominant in this cosmos, springing logi-
cally from the same principle which also works ectypically
in our own microcosmically disposed consciousness.

Thus, taken apart from all disturbances by sin and curse,
our human consciousness should, of necessity, have entered
more and more deeply into the entire cosmos, by representa-
tion as well as by conception-forming thought. The cosmos
would have been before us as an open book. And foras-
much as we ourselves are a part of that cosmos, we should
have, with an ever-increasing clearness of consciousness, lived
the life of that cosmos along with it, and by our life itself
we should have ruled it.

In this state of things, the wuniversality and necessity,
which are the indispensable characteristics of our knowledge
of the cosmos if it is to bear the scientific stamp, would
not have clashed with our subjectivism. Though it is in-
conceivable that in a sinless development of our race all
individuals would have been uniform repetitions of the self-
same model; and though it must be maintained, that only
in the multiform individualization of the members of our
race lies the mark of its organic character; yet in the ab-
sence of a disturbance, this multiformity would have been as
harmonious, as now it works unkarmoniously. With mutual
supplementation there would have been no conflict. And
there would have been no desire on the part of one indi-
vidual subject to push other subjects aside, or to trans-
form the object after itself. That this disturbance, alas, did
occur, from which subjectivism sprang as a cancer to poison
our science, comes under consideration later. Only let it here
be observed how entirely natural it is for thinkers who deny
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the disturbance by sin, to represent science to this day as an
absolute power, and are thereby forced either to limit science
to the ‘sciences exactes,” or to interpret it as a philosophic
system, after whose standards reality must be distorted.

The first tendency has prevailed in England, the second in
Germany. The first tendency, no doubt, arose also in France,
but the name of *sciences ezactes,” as appears from the added
term ezxactes, lays no claim to science as @ whole. In England,
however, science, in its absolute sense, is more and more the
exclusive name for the natural sciences; while the honorary
title of *scientific” is withheld from psychological inves-
tigations. Herein lies an honest intention, which deserves
appreciation. It implies the confession that only that
which can be weighed and measured sufficiently escapes
the hurtful influence of subjectivism to bear an absolute, i.e.
an universal and necessary character; even in the sense that
the bare data obtained by such investigations, by repeated
experiments, are raised to infallibility, and as such are com-
pulsory in their nature. And such — we by no means deny
—all science ought to be. But however honestly this theory
may be intentioned, it is nevertheless untenable. First in so
far as even the most assiduous students of these sciences
never confine themselves to mere weighing and measuring,
but, for the sake of communicating their thoughts and of
exerting an influence upon reality and common opinion,
formulate all manner of conclusions and hypothetical propo-
sitions tainted by subjectivism, which are at heart a denial
of their own theory. Only remember Darwinism; the fun-
damental opposition which it meets with from men of repute
shows that it has no compulsory character, and hence does
not comply with the demands of the sciences. But also in
the second place this theory is untenable, because it either
ignores the spiritual, in order to maintain the ponderable,
world, and thus ends in pure materialism, or it ignores every
organic relation between the ponderable and the spiritual
world and thereby abandons the science of the cosmos as
such.

The second tendency stands much higher, and, by reason of
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the: power of German thought. has ever led the van. and vigor-
oisly maintained the demand that science should lead to an
organic knowledge of the entire cosmos. derived from ome
principle.  Unfortunately. however, this theory. which with
a sinless development would have been entirely correct.
and is still correct in an ideal sense, no longer meets
the actual state of things. partly because the investigating
subjects stand inharmoniously opposed to one another, and
partly because all sorts of anomalies have gained an entrance
into the object. Only think of human language and of the
conflict that has been waged about analogies and anomalies
since the days of the Sophists and Alexandrians: If, from
this point of view, the disturbance of the harmony in the
subject as well as in the object fails to be taken into ac-
count, and the effort is persisted in logically to explain the
discord from one principle, one ends in speculation which
does not impart an understanding of the cosmos, but either
imagines a cosmos which does not exist, or pantheistically
destroys every boundary line, till finally the very difference
between good and evil is made to disappear.

Truly the entire interpretation of science, applied to the
cosmos as it presents itself to us now, and is studied by the
subject “ man” as he now exists, is in an absolute sense gov-
erned by the question whether or no a disturbance has been
brought about by sin either in the object or in the subject of
Keience,

This all-determining point will therefore claim our atten-
tion in a special section, after the character of the spiritual
sciences shall have been separately examined.

§ 42. The Spiritual Sciences

If the cosmos, man included, consisted exclusively of pon-
derable things, the study of the cosmos would be much
simpler than it is now, but there would be no subject to
appropriate this knowledge. Hence science has no right to
complain that the cosmos does not consist of mere matter.
It is to this very fact that science owes its existence. Mean-
while we cannot overestimate the difficulty of obtaining a
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science, worthy of the name, of the spiritual side of the
cosmos. This difficulty is threefold.

In the first place all the psychic, taken in the ordinary
sense, is amorphic, from which it follows that the morpho-
logic capacity of our consciousness, by which we form an
image of the object and place it before us, must here remain
inactive. Thus while, in the tracing of relations in all that
is ponderable, our understanding finds a point of support
in the representation of the elements among which these
relations exist, here this point of support is altogether want-
ing. This does not imply that the object of these sciences
is unreal; for even with the sciences of ponderable objects
your understanding never penetrates to the essence. In
your representation you see the form (uopgds); you follow
the relations (avagopal) with your thinking ; but the essence
(ovola) lies beyond your reach. This does not imply that
the spiritual objects may not have something similar among
themselves, to what in the non-spiritual we understand by -
popd ; the forma in the world of thought rather suggests
the contrary; but in either case these forms are a secret to
us, and our consciousness is not able to take them up and
communicate them to our ego. And since as somatic-psychic
beings we are naturally inclined to assimilate every object
both plastically and logically, we certainly feel a want with
respect to this in the spiritual domain. This want induces
us all too easily to interpret this entire realm logically only,
and so to promote a false intellectualism or a dangerous
speculation.

The second difficulty under which the spiritual sciences
labor is the instability of their object. You can classify
minerals, plants and animals, and though in these classi-
fications you must ever be prepared for variations and
anomalies, nevertheless certain fixed marks can be deter-
mined to distinguish class from class. But with the
spiritual sciences, which constantly bring you in touch
with man, this rule evades you. Even the classification
according to sex frequently suffers shipwreck upon effemi-
nate men and mannish women. In “man” only does there
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asgert itself to its fullest extent that individuality which
principle resists every effort to generalize, and thus obstructs
the way to the universal and necessary character of your
science. You find a certain number of phenomena in
common, but even these common properties are endlessly
modified. And the worst is that in proportion as an indi-
vidual is a richer object, and thus would offer the more
abundant material for observation, the development of his
individuality is the stronger, and by so much the less does
such an individual lend himself to comparison. From a
sharply defined character there are almost no conclusions
to be drawn.

And along with this amorphic and unstable characteristic a
third difficulty is that in most of the spiritual sciences you are
dependent upon the self-communication of your object. It
is true, you can study man in his actions and habits. His
face tells you something ; his eye still more. But if it is
your desire to obtain a somewhat more accurate knowledge
of the spiritual phenomena in him, in order to become ac-
quainted with him, there must be in him: (1) a certain
knowledge of himself, and (2) the power and will to reveal
himself to you. If, then, as a result of all such self-communi-
cation you desire to form some opinion on the spiritual phe-
nomenon which you investigate, especially in connection
with what has been said above, such self-communication
must be made by a great number of persons and amid all
sorts of circumstances. Moreover, many difficulties arise
in connection with this self-communication of your object.
(1) Most people lack sufficient self-knowledge. (2) So
many people lack the ability to impart to you their self-
knowledge. (3) Much is told as though it were the result
of self-knowledge, which is in reality only the repetition
of what others have said. (4) Many do not want to
reveal themselves, or purposely make statements that mis-
lead. () Self-knowledge is frequently connected with inti-
mate considerations or facts which are not communicable.
(6) With the same individual this self-communication will
be wholly different at one time from another. And (7) a right
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understanding of what one tells you requires generally
such a knowledge of his past, character, and manner of life
as is only obtained from a very few persons. It is most
natural, therefore, that in recent times the young child has
been taken as the object of observation, for the reason that
with the child these difficulties are materially lessened ; but
this is balanced again by the fact that, because of its im-
maturity, the child expresses so little.

Thus we find that the difficulty in the way of the spiritual
sciences does not lie in the mystery of the essence of their
object. With the exact sciences the essence is equally mys-
terious. Neither does the difficulty of these sciences lie
gimply in the amorphic character of their object, or, if you
please, in the lack of tangible elements. But the knowledge
of the relations of the object of these sciences is so difficult
to be obtained, because these relations are so uncertain in
their manifestation and are therefore almost always bound to
the self-communication of the object. It is noteworthy how
slow the progress of these sciences is, especially when com-
pared with the rapid progress of the exact sciences ; and the
more 80 since the effort has been made to apply to them the
method of the natural sciences.

Symbolism, mythology, personification, and also poetry,
music and almost all the fine arts render us invaluable ser-
vice as interpretations of what is enacted within the spiritual
realm, but by themselves they offer us no scientific knowl-
edge. Symbolism is founded upon the analogy and the
inner affinity, which exist between the visible and invisible
creation. Hence, it is not only an imperfect help, of which
we may avail ourselves since our forms of thought are bor-
rowed from the visible, but it represents a reality which is
confirmed in our own human personality by the inner and
close union of our somatic-psychic existence. ~Without
that analogy and that inner affinity there would be no
unity of perception possible, nor unity of expression for
our two-sided being as man. Your eye does not see; your
ego sees, but through your eye; and this use of your eye
could not effect the act of your seeing, if in the reflection
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of light in your eye there were no actual analogy to that
which your ego does when you see something through
your eye. And though this analogy may weaken when ap-
plied to the other parts of the cosmos, in proportion as their
affinity to man becomes more limited, we cannot escape
from the impression that this analogy is everywhere present.
With the aid of this symbolical tendency mythology seeks to
represent the spiritual powers as expressions of mysterious
persons. And though with us the life of the imagination is
subjected too greatly to the verification of our thinking, for
us to appreciate such a representation, we constantly feel the
need of finding in personification useful terms for our utter-
ances and for the interpretation of our feelings. In fact, our
entire language for the psychic world is founded upon this
symbolism. Although in later days, without remembrance
of this symbolism, many words have purposely been formed
for psychical phenomena, the onomatopepoiemena excepted, all
words used to express psychical perception or phenomena are
originally derived by the way of symbolism from the visible
world. And where poetry, music, or whatever art comes in to
cause us to see or hear, not merely the beautiful in the form,
but also the interpretation of the psychic, it is again on the
ground of a similar analogy between the visible and invisible,
that they cause us to hear something in verse or in musical
rhythm, or to see something by means of the chisel or the
pencil which affects our psychical life or teaches it to under-
stand itself. Indeed, in the affinity between the visible
and invisible part of the cosmos, and in the analogy founded
on it, there lies an invaluable means of affecting the psychi-
cal life and of bringing it to utterance ; but however richly
and beautifully the world of sounds may be able to inter-
pret and inspire our inner life, it offers no building material
for scientific knowledge. Moreover, with all these expressions
of art you must always reckon with the individuality of the
artist who enchants your eye or ear, which sometimes expresses
itself very strongly, so that with all the products of art, inde-
pendent of sin and falsehood, which have invaded this realm
also, the above-mentioned objection of individuality returns.
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If the empiricism of symbolism is of very limited service
to us, the empiricism of the more general expressions of the
psychic life is equally unhelpful. The method of tracing the
expressions of the intellectual, ethic, social, juridic, sesthetic
and religious life among the different nations through the
course of time is justifiable, and it must be granted that the
similarity and the similar process of these phenomena among
different nations warrant certain conclusions concerning the
character of these life-utterances; but by itself this historic-
comparative study offers no sufficiently scientific knowledge
of the psychical life itself. Because you know that water
descends upon the mountains mostly in the form of snow;
that there it forms glaciers; that these glaciers melt; and
that first as foaming torrents, and then as a navigable
stream, the water pushes forward to the ocean, your scien-
tific knowledge of water is not yet complete. And really
this historic-comparative study of the moral, social and re-
ligious life of the nations teaches us not much more. Hence
though we would not question for a single moment the rela-
tive right and usefulness of these studies, we emphatically
deny that these studies constitute the real prosecution of the
spiritual sciences. You may excel in all these studies, and
not know the least thing about your own soul, which subject-
ively forms the centre of all psychic investigation. And
what is more serious still, in this way you run a great risk
of. unknown to yourself, falsifying the object of your sci-
ence, if not of denaturalizing it. Apply, for instance, this
method to the science of law, and you must form the conclu-
sion that existing law only is law. Since this existing law
constantly modifies itself according to the ideas of law
that are commonly accepted, all antithesis between lawful
and unlawful becomes at last a floating conception, and
law degenerates into an official stipulation of the tempora-
rily predominating ideas concerning mutual relationships.
Thus you deprive law of its eternal principles; you falsify
the sense of law, which by nature still speaks in us; and
your so-called study of law degenerates into a study of
certain phenomena, which you mark with the stamp of
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law. For though it is asserted that the idea of law de-
velops itself with an inner impulse in the process of these
phenomena; yet this may never be taken naturalistically, in
the form of a physiological process; and you should know
the idea of law, which is entirely different from these phe-
nomena, before you will be able critically to analyze the
phenomenon of law. And thus we see in fact the simplest
principles of law pass more and more into discredit, and the
rise of two factions which, each in turn, call lawful what
the other condemns as unlawful. This antithesis is especially
prominent in its application to the conceptions of personal
property and capital punishment. One wants violated law to
be revenged on the murderer, while to the other he is simply
an object of pity, as a victim of atavism. Every existing law
(jus constitutum) declares, that property must be protected
by law, but the anarchist declares that in the ideal law
(jus constituendum) all property must be avenged as theft.
Though, therefore, without hesitation we concede that the
dominion of symbolism points to a strong analogy between
things “seen” and “unseen”; and though we readily grant
that the naturalistic method, by historic comparative study,
is productive of rich results also for the spiritual sciences; we
emphatically deny that the study of the spiritual sciences
can be entirely bound to the method of the natural sciences.

The cause of this difference is that the science of things
“seen” is built up (1) from the sensuous perception or ob-
servation of the elements by our senses, and (2) from the
logical knowledge of the relations which exist among these
elements by our thinking. This, however, is impossible
with the spiritual sciences. In the object of this science
the same distinction must be made between the real ele-
ments and their relations. But, fitted to bring us in con-
nection with the elements of the things “seen,” our senses
refuse to render this service with reference to the elements
of the things *“unseen.” Moreover, it is self-evident that
the logical knowledge of the relations, which by itself
would be insufficient, becomes floating, while the elements
among which they exist are not known. The plastic ca-
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pacity of our mind, which, by means of the senses, is able
to take up into itself the elements of the things “seen,”
remains here inactive, and the logical capacity is insuf-
ficient by itself to form conceptions and judgments. If,
mevertheless, the effort is made to treat these spiritual
sciences after the method of things *“seen,” a double
self-deception is committed : unknowingly one changes the
object and unconsciously one chooses his point of support in
something not included in this method. The object is
changed when, as in Theology for instance, not God but
religion is made the object of investigation, and religion only
in its expressions. And something is chosen as point of de-
parture which this method does not warrant, when the notion
or the idea of religion is borrowed from one’s own subject.

The question therefore is, what renders the service in
the spiritual sciences, which the representation-capacity
in connection with the senses effects in things ¢ seen.”
Since the object of the spiritual sciences is itself spiritual,
and therefore amorphic, our senses not only, but the repre-
sentation-capacity as well, render here no service. If no
other means is substituted, the spiritual object remains be-
yond the reach of our scientific research, and spiritual phe-
nomena must either be interpreted materialistically as the
product of material causes, or remain agnostically outside of
our science, even as the present English use of the word science
prescribes. This result, however, would directly conflict
with what experience teaches. Again and again it appears
that there are all sorts of spiritual things which we know
with far greater certainty than the facts which are brought
us by the observation of things “seen.” The sense of right,
the sense of love, the feeling of hatred, etc., appear again and
again to have a much more real existence in our consciousness
than many a member of our own body. And though the
idealism of Fichte in its own one-sidedness may have outrun
itself, you nevertheless cease to be man when the reality of
spiritual things is not more certain to you than what by in-
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vestigation you know of plant and animal. If we maintain
the etymological root-idea of science, in the sense that what
is known forms its content, you maim your science when you
deny it access to spiritual objects.

There is no other course therefore than to construct the
spiritual sciences from the subject itself; provided you do not
overlook that the subject of science is not this inquirer or
that, but the human consciousness in general. It was seen
that with visible things all distinguishing knowledge would
_be inconceivable, if the archetypic receptivity for these
objects were not present, microcosmically, in the human
consciousness. And with reference to spiritual objects it
may in a like sense be postulated, that the presence of such
an archetypic receptivity for right, love, etc., is also found
in our consciousness. Otherwise, these would simply have
no existence for us. But with this receptivity by itself the
task is not ended. An action must be exerted by the object
of your science upon this receptivity. It is indifferent for the
present whether this action comes to you mediately or im-
mediately. We do not become aware of right, for instance,
as a poetic product of our own spirit, but as a power which
dominates us. We perceive the working of that power even
when our feeling for right is not aroused, as in a concrete
case by an occurrence outside of us. Entirely independently
of the revelation, violation or application of right in given
circumstances, we know that we must do right; and this
sense cannot be in us, except that power of right, to which
we feel ourselves subjected, moves and touches us in our
inner being. This becomes possible since we possess the re-
ceptivity for right, but is only established when right itself,
as a power which dominates us, works upon that receptivity,
and by it enters into our consciousness. The question lying
back of this, whether right itself exists as universal, or is
simply an expression for what exists in God, need not detain
us. It is enough as long as we but know that in the
taking-up of the object of the spiritual sciences as well as
in the perception of the object of the natural sciences, we
must distinguish in the olject hetween the element and its
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relations, and in our consciousness between the correspond-
ing perception of the element and examination of its rela-
tions. Always with this difference in view, that in the
world of matter the element works upon our consciousness
through the senses, which provokes the action of the power
of representation; while with the spiritual sciences the
element does not work upon the senses, neither through the
representation, but in keeping with its spiritual nature
affects our consciousness subjectively, and finds a recep-
tivity in our subject which renders this emotion possible.
And this emotion may be constant, and thus result in a
permanent sense, or it may be accidental, in which case it
falls under the conception of imspiration. In the trans-
mission of the object of the spiritual sciences into our
consciousness the same process takes place as in the dis-
covery of our consciousness to the object of the natural
sciences. In each case we take up into ourselves the element
and the relations differently. In each case the receptivity
must be present in us for the elements and for the relations.
And in each case it is our thinking that makes us know the
relations, while the perception of the element comes to us
from the object itself. But these two sciences differ, in that
the element of the visible world enters into our conscious-
ness by a different way than the element of the spiritual
world ; the elements of the visible world working upon our
powers of representation through the senses, while in entire
independence of our senses and of any middle link known to
us, the elements of the spiritual world affect our subject
spiritually, and thus to our apprehension appear to enter
immediately into our consciousness.

Thus the science of the spiritual object is derived from the
subjectivity in man ; but always in such a way, that here also
our individual subject may never be taken independently
of its organic relation to the general subject of the human
race. The individual investigator who seeks to construct
the spiritual sciences exclusively from his own subjective
perceptions, virtually destroys thereby the very conception
of science, and he will have no place for Philology, History,
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Political and Social sciences, etc. And though it might
seem that this would destroy the subjective character of by
far the greater part of the investigations within the domain
of the spiritual sciences, it is not so. All study of law, for
instance, would be inconceivable by a scholar who did not
have the sense of right, however imperfectly, in himself. The
study of language is only possible because we know the rela-
tions between the soul, thought and sound, from our own
subject. Statesmanship can only be studied, because by
nature man is an active partner in all public affairs. The
starting-point and the condition for the prosecution of these
sciences consequently always lie in our own subjective sense.
In the vestibule of Psychology the psychic phenomena of
animal life receive ever greater attention, which study offers
no mean contribution to the knowledge of simple percep-
tions ; but the leading scientists unanimously protest against
the conclusions drawn from this for the knowledge of the
social life of animals, such as those for instance of Sir John
Lubbock for the world of ants. If the possibility might be
born at any time to determine by analogy that there are
psychological and sociological relations in the world of ani-
mals, it could not affect our position. Even then it would
not be the world of animals that interprets to us the world of
man, but on the contrary it would still be our own subject-
ive sense, from which by analogy a world is concluded analo-
gous to ours; just as Theologians have set us the example
with respect to the world of angels.

Neither should we be misled by the fact that the objective
character predominates in by far the larger part of the labor
expended upon spiritual studies. If it is true that with
Psychology for instance the physico-psychic experiment, and
the comparative study of psychic expression and ethnological-
historic investigations offer very considerable contributions to
this department of science, it must not be forgotten that all
these preliminary studies are impelled and directed by the
psychic sense itself, and that after these preliminary studies
the real construction of Psychology only commences. The
more objective side of these studies has a twofold cause.
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First the relation which exists in the entire domain of this
study between our soul and our body, and between the
expression of our soul and the visible cosmos. And secondly
the necessity of examining our own psychical life not by
itself, but in organic relation to the psychical life of our
human race. Here, however, appearance should not deceive
us. Whatever we observe physically in this respect, or
observe in cosmic expressions of the psychical life, does not
really belong as such to the psychical sciences. And where
out of our own individual subject we try to find a bridge by
vhich to reach the subjective life of humanity, that bridge
is never anything but a bridge, and it is not the bridge,
but the psychical world which we reach by it, that claims
our attention.

Distinction, therefore, must be made between pure and
mized spiritual sciences. Language, for instance, is a mized
spiritual science, because everything that pertains to the
modulation of sounds, and the influence exerted on them
by the general build of the body, and especially by the
organs of breathing, articulation, and of hearing, is somatic;
and the real psychical study is only begun when in this
body of language the logos as its psychic element is reached.
Thus also in history the building of cities, the waging of
war, etc., is the body of history, and its psyckical study
only begins when we seek to reach the motives of human
action which hide behind this somatic exterior, and to in-
terpret the mysterious power which, partly by and partly
without these motives, caused hundreds of persons, and
whole nations, to run a course which, if marked by retro-
gression, suggests, nevertheless, the unwinding of a ball
of yarn. And whether you trace these motives, or whether
you study the mysterious succession of generations, your
own subjective-psychical life is ever shown to be your
starting-point, and empiricism leaves you in the lurch. This
is most forcibly illustrated by Philosophy in the narrower
sense, which, just because it tries logically to interpret, if
not the cosmos itself, at least the image received of it by
us, ever bears a strongly subjective character, and with



104 §42. THE SPIRITUAL SCIENCES [Drwv. I

its coryphi, least of all, is able to escape this individual
stamp. The philosophical premises thus obtained by indi-
vidual heroes among thinkers, according to the impulse
of their own subjectivity, are then borrowed by the lesser
gods (dii minores), in virtue of spiritual “ elective affinity ”
(Wahlverwandtschaft), and equally in accordance with their
subjective predilection. And these premises will dominate
the entire study of spiritual sciences in given circles, as far
as these, with the empiric data as building material, devote
themselves architecturally to the erection of the building.

Let no one, therefore, be blinded by the appearance of
objectivity, brought about by the exhibition of these em-
piric data. It is sheer self-deception to think that we
can ever succeed in making the spiritual sciences fit the
same last as the natural sciences. Even with the latter,
simple empiricism can never suffice. Everything that is
material and can consequently be counted, weighed and
measured, no doubt offers us, at least as far as these rela-
tions are concerned, a universally compulsory certainty,
which, if observation be correct, bears an absolutely object-
ive character. As soon, however, as you venture one step
farther in this physical domain, and from these empiric
data try to obtain a construction by which to discover
among these scattered data a unity of thought, the process
of an idea, or the progression from a first phenomenon to
a result, you have at once crossed over from the physical
into the psychical, the universally compulsory certainty
leaves you, and you glide back into subjective knowledge,
since you are already within the domain of the spiritual
sciences. Thus to make it still appear that these philo-
sophical interpretations and constructions, such as, for in-
stance, the Descendenz-theorie, are merely logical deduc-
tions from empiric data, is deception. And this deception
continues itself within the domain of the spiritual sciences,
since here, also, one thinks that he starts out from empiric
data, when these empiric data at best can only serve as
means to enrich your investigation and verify it, but are
never able to reveal or to interpret to you the psychic self,
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which, after all, is the real object of these sciences. The
result of this dangerous self-deception is, that in all these
departments detail and preliminary studies greatly flourish,
while for the greater part the real study of these sci-
ences lies fallow. For instance, uncommon energy is spent
in the study of the expressions and phenomena of religious
life in different ages and among different peoples, by which
to formulate them with utmost accuracy, while religion
itself, which is the real object in hand, is neglected. In
the same way the manifestations of the moral life of nations
are studied in their several periods and localities, but cer-
tainty about the power which determines the norm of moral
life, and knowledge of the means of causing moral life to
flourish, are more and more lost,—an atrophy, which ap-
plies as well to the study of psychology, of history, of
law, etc., and which can only be understood from a false
desire to materialize the psychical, as if matter could be
treated on an equal footing with the psychic. This desire,
in itself, is readily understood, since an outwardly compul-
sory certainty in this domain would be still more desirable
to many people than in the domain of the natural sciences ;
and it is even measurably just, since the empiric data,
which with the spiritual sciences also are at our service,
were formerly all too grossly neglected. But, as soon as
it tries to exalt itself into a method, it meets an inex-
orable obstacle in the nature and character of the psychic ;
on the one hand, because the psychical image assumes no
form for us except in its subjective individualization ; and,
on the other hand, because the psychic can never be grasped
in any other way than by our own psychic sense.



CHAPTER II
SCIENCE IMPAIRED BY SIN

§ 43. Science and Sin

The subjective character which is inseparable from all
spiritual science, in itself would have nothing objectionable
in it, if it had not been given a most dangerous exponent
by sin. If there were no sin, nor any of its results, the
subjectivity of A would merely be a variation of the sub-
jectivity in B. In virtue of the organic affinity between
the two, their subjectivity would not be mutually antago-
nistic, and the sense of one would harmoniously support and
confirm the sense of the other. In the days of the Reforma-
tion, the impulse that impelled so many thousands to reform
was preponderantly subjective. But the fact that in all
these subjects a common conviction aimed at a common end,
accounts for the irresistible force that was born from the
cooperation of these many subjectivities. But, alas, such
is not the case in the domain of science. It is all too often
evident, that in this domain the natural harmony of subjec-
tive expression is hopelessly broken; and for the feeding of
scepticism this want of harmony has no equal. By an
investigation of self and of the cosmos you have obtained a
well-founded scientific conviction, but when you state it, it
meets with no response from those who, in their way, have
investigated with equally painstaking efforts; and not only
is the unity of science broken, but you are shaken in the
assurance of your conviction. For when you spoke your con-
viction, you did not mean simply to give expression to the
insight of your own ego, but to the universal human insight;
which, indeed, it ought to be, if it were wholly accurate.

But of necessity we must accept this hard reality, and in
every theory of knowledge which is not to deceive itself,

106
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the fact of sin must henceforth claim a more serious con-
sideration. Naturally the terrible phenomenon of sin in its
entirety can have no place in these introductory sections.
This belongs in Theology to the section on sin (locus
de peccato). But it is in place here to state definitely
that sin works its fatal effects also in the domain of our
science, and is by no means restricted to what is thelematic
(i.e. to the sphere of volition). What the Holy Scripture
" calls, in Eph. iv. 17, 18, the “vanity of the mind,” the
“having the understanding darkened, because of the igno-
rnce that is in them,” even precedes the being “alienated
from the life of God because of the hardening of their heart.”
Even without entering too deeply into the theological con-
struction of this phenomenon, it may fearlessly be stated,
(1) that falsehood in every sense and form is now in the
world. And since more than one spiritual science hangs al-
most exclusively upon personal communications, and since in
consequence of “ falsehood” all absolute warrant for the trust-
worthiness of these data be wanting, it is sufficiently evident
how greatly the certainty of these sciences suffers loss in con-
sequence of sin. This will be more fully shown in our study
of the conception of “truth.” For the present this single
suggestion must suffice. (2) Alongside of this actual
falsehood we have the unintentional mistake, in observa-
tion and in memory, as well as in the processes of thought.
These mistakes may be reduced by manifold verifications
% a minimum in the material sciences, but can never be
shsolutely avoided, while in the spiritual sciences they
practise such usury that escape from their influence is
impossible.  (8) Self-delusion and self-deception are no less
important factors in this process, which renders nothing so
Tire a3 a scientific self-knowledge, a knowledge of your own
peson and character in more than a hypothetical form.
Since almost all deeper studies of the spiritual sciences start
out from the subjective image which we reflect of ourselves
in our own consciousness, it needs no further proof how
injuriously with the students of these sciences this self-
delusion and self-deception must affect their studies and
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the final results. ¢4) A fourth evil resides in our
tmagination. In a pormal condition the self-consciousness
would be able at once accurately to indicate the boundary
line between what enters into our consciousness from the
real world without. and what is wrought in our conscious-
ness by our imagination. But this boandary line is not
only uncertain because of sin. but in stongly impassioned
natures it is sometimes absolutely undiscoverable, so that
phantasy and reality frequently pass into one another. The
difficulty does not consist merely in the uncertainty or in
the destruction of this boundary line; the imagination itself
is in an abnormal condition. In one it works too weakly,
in another it is over-excited. When it is over-excited, it
retains its imperfect images, subjects our minds to the
dominion of these images, falsifies thereby our self-con-
sciousness, so that the deliverance of our inner selves is
lost in this imagery. This imaginary world will then assert
its dominion over us, and weaken the susceptibility in us
for knowledge of ourselves and of the cosmos. (5) Equally
injurious are the influences which this abnormal element
in the condition of other minds exerts upon us, since this
evil, which by itself is already enough of a hindrance, is
thereby given a coefficient. Not only are we subject to
these influences from infancy, but our education frequently
tends intentionally to give them domination over us. Lan-
guage also adds its contribution. All kinds of untruths have
entered into our every-day speech, and the names and words
we use unconsciously mould our self-consciousness. The
proverbs and common sayings (Schlagworter) which from
our youth up we have adopted as a sort of axioms affect us no
less strongly. “Truth defends itself ” is what the ancients
said, and theologians of the ethical color take up the refrain,
but do not perceive that by this very thing our outlook upon
history is blurred and our sense of duty weakened. Even
in theological interests such an adage is bound to effect its
fallacious influence, in causing the transcendence of God to
be lost to our secnse in a mere pantheistic consideration.
Add to this the several ideas and current expressions
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approved by the spirit of the times and inculcated in us, in
the face of the fact that they are fallacious, and it becomes
clear that our mind, which of itself lies ensnared in all
manner of deceptions, is threatened to be entirely misled.
(6) The effects worked by sin through the body claim here
an equal consideration. In consequence of sin there is
really no one in a normal bodily condition. All sorts of
wrong and sickly commotions bestir themselves in our body
and work their effect in our spiritual dispositions. They
make one to tend strongly to the material, and another too
strongly to the acosmic. They will make A a pessimist,
and B a light-hearted optimist. They also modify the judg-
ment upon history, for instance, according to the influences
which we see at work upon persons. (T) Stronger still,
perhaps, is the influence of the sin-disorganized relation-
shipe of life,— an influence which makes itself especially felt
with the pedagogic and the social sciences. He who has had
his bringing-up in the midst of want and neglect will enter-
tain entirely different views of jural relationships and social
regulations from him who from his youth has been bathed
in prosperity. Thus, also, your view of civil right would
be altogether different, if you had grown up under a des-
potism, than if you had spent the years of early man-
hood under the excesses of anarchism. To which (8) this
is yet to be added, that the different parts of the content
of our consciousness affect each other, and no one exists
atomistically in his consciousness. This entails the result
that the inaccuracies and false representations which you
have gleaned from one realm of life, affect injuriously again
the similarly mixed ideas which you have made your own
from another domain. And so this evil indefinitely multi-
plies. Especially the leading thought which we have formed
in that realm of life that holds our chiefest interests, exer-
cises a mighty dominion upon the whole content of our
ronsciousness, viz. our religious or political views,— what
sed to be called one’s life- and world-view, by which the
indamental lines lie marked out in our consciousness. If,

en, we make a mistake, or a single inaccurate move, how
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can it fail but communicate itself disastrously to our entire
scientific study?

All this refers merely to the formal working of sin upon our
mind. Butthisis notall. Sin also works upon our conscious-
ness through an endless variety of moral motives. *Every-
body preaches for his own parish” (chacun préche pour sa
paroisse) is the simple expression of the undeniable truth
that our outlook upon things is also governed by numerous
personal ¢nterests. An Englishman will look upon the his-
tory of the Dutch naval battles with the British fleet very
differently from a Netherlandish historian; not because each
purposely desires to falsify the truth, but because both are
unconsciously governed by national interests. A merchant
will naturally hold different views concerning free trade, fair
trade and protection, from the manufacturer, simply because
self-interests and trade-interests unconsciously affect his
views. A Roman Catholic has an entirely different idea of
the history of the Reformation from a Protestant’s, not because
he purposely violates the truth, but simply because without
his knowing it his church interests lead him away from the
right path. Thus our physicians will readily be inclined to
think differently from the patients about the free practice of
medicine; the jurist will judge the jury differently from the
free citizen; a man of noble birth will maintain a different
attitude toward democratic movements from that of a man
of the people. These are all moral differences, which are
governed by self-interests, and which sometimes work con-
sciously and lead to the violation of conscience, but which
generally govern the result of our studies unconsciously and
unknown to us.

No word has yet been said of that third class of influences
which are essentially sinful because they result from the
injurious effect worked by sin immediately upon our nature.
The Christian Church confesses this to be the darkening of
the understanding ; which does not mean that we have lost
the capacity of thinking logically, for as far as the impulse
of its law of life is concerned, the logica has not been
impaired by sin. When this takes place, a condition of
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insanity ensues. It must be granted that sin has weakened
the energy of thought, so that in all the fulness of its glories
this wondrous gift manifests itself only now and then in
a rare athlete; and it must be acknowledged that sin all
too often makes us the victims of a false and an apparently
logical, but in reality very unlogical, reasoning; but man
a8 man, or, if you please, the universal human conscious-
ness, is always able to overcome this sluggishness and to
correct these mistakes in reasoning. No, the darkening of
the understanding consists in something else, and would be
better understood if we called it the darkening of our con-
sciousness. Over against sin stands love, the sympathy of
existence, and even in our present sinful conditions the
fact is noteworthy, that where this sympathy is active you
understand much better and more accurately than where
this sympathy is wanting. A friend of children under-
stands the child and the child life. A lover of animals
understands the life of the animal. In order to study
nature in its material operations, you must love her. With-
out this inclination and this desire toward the object of your
study, you do not advance an inch. Hence there is nothing
problematic in the fact that the Holy Scripture presents man
in his original state before he fell as having both by sympathy
and affinity a knowledge of nature, which is entirely lost by
us. And this is significant in every department of study. Sin
is the opposite of love. It has robbed us, speaking generally,
of all seeking sympathy, only to leave us this seeking love
within some single domain, and that in a very defective
form. But, taken as a whole, standing over against the
cosmos as its object, our mind feels itself isolated; the object
lies outside of it, and the bond of love is wanting by which
to enter into and learn to understand it. This fatal effect
of sin must naturally find its deeper reason in the fact that
the life harmony between us and the object has been dis-
turbed. What once existed organically, exists now conse-
quently as foreign to each other, and this estrangement from
the object of our knowledge is the greatest obstacle in the
way to our knowledge of it.
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But there is more. The disorganization which is the
result of sin consists not merely in the break in the natural
life-harmony between us and the cosmos, but also in a
break in the life-harmony in our oun selves. More than one
string has been strung upon the instrument of our heart,
and each string has more than one tone. And its condition
is normal only when the different motives and tones of
our heart harmoniously affect one another. But such is no
longer the case. Disharmony rules in our innermost parts.
The different senses, in the utterances of our inner selves,
affect each other no longer in pure accord, but continually
block the way before each other. Thus discord arises in our
innermost selves. Everything has become disconnected.
And since the one no longer supports the other, but
antagonizes it, both the whole and its parts have lost their
purity. Our sense of the good, the true, the beautiful, of
what is right, of what is holy, has ceased to operate with ac-
curacy. In themselves these senses are weakened, and in
their effect upon each other they have become mixed. And
since it is impossible, in the spiritual sciences, to take one
forward step unless these senses serve us as guides, it readily
appears how greatly science is obstructed by sin.

And finally, the chiefest harm is the ruin, worked by sin,
in those data, which were at our command, for obtaining
the knowledge of God, and thus for forming the conception
of the whole. Without the sense of God in the heart no
one shall ever attain unto a knowledge of God, and with-
out love, or, if you please, a holy sympathy for God, that
knowledge shall never be rich in content. Every effort to
prove the existence of God by so-called evidences must
fail and has failed. By this we do not mean that the
knowledge of God must be mystic; for as soon as this knowl-
edge of God is to be scientifically unfolded, it must be repro-
duced from our thinking consciousness. But as ourscience in
no single instance can take one forward step, except a bridge
is built between the subject and the object, it cannot do so
here. If thus in our sense of self there is no sense of the
existence of God, and if in our spiritual existence there is
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no bond which draws us to God, and causes us in love to go
out unto him, all science is here impossible. If, now, experi-
ence shows that this sense has not worn away entirely, and that
this impulse has not ceased altogether, but that, in virtue of
its own motive, sin has weakened this sense to such an extent
as to render it oftentimes unrecognizable, and has so falsi-
fied this impulse, that all kinds of religious emotions go
hand in hand with hatred of God, it is plain that every
scientific reproduction of the knowledge of God must fail,
as long as this sense remains weakened and this impulse
falsified in its direction. From which it follows at the same
time that the knowledge of the cosmos as a whole, or, if you
please, philosophy in a restricted sense, is equally bound to
founder upon this obstruction wrought by sin. Suppose that
you had succeeded in attaining an adequate knowledge of all
the parts of the cosmos, the product of these results would
not yet give you the adequate knowledge of the whole.
The whole is always something different from the combina-
tion of its parts. First because of the organic relation which
holds the parts together; but much more because of the
entirely new questions which the combination of the whole.
presents: questions as to the origin and end of the whole;
questions as to the categories which govern the object in
its reflection in your consciousness; questions as to absolute
being, and as to what non-cosmos is. In order to answer
these questions, you must subject the whole cosmos to your-
self, your own self included; in order to do this in your
consciousness you must step out from the cosmos, and you
must have a starting-point (8ds poc mod ¢7d) in the non-
cosmos; and this is altogether impossible as long as sin
confines you with your consciousness to the cosmos.
From which it by no means follows, that you should
sceptically doubt all science, but simply that it will not do
to omit the fact of sin from your theory of knowledge.
This would not be warranted if sin were only a thelematic
conception and therefore purely ethic ; how much less, now,
since immediately as well as mediately, sin modifies so
largely all those data with which you have to deal in the
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intellectual domain and in the building-up of your science.
Ignorance wrought by sin is the most difficult obstacle in
the way of all true science.

§ 44. Truth

In a preceding section reference has already been made to
the grave significance to scientific investigation of the con-
ception which one forms of *“truth.” This significance can
now be considered more closely in relation to the fact of sin.
It will not do to say that seeking after truth is directed ex-
clusively against the possibility of mistake. He who in good
faith has made a mistake, has been inaccurate but not untrue.
Falsehood is merely a milder expression for the lie, and the
search after truth has no other end in view than escape from
the fatal power of what Christ called the lie (7o yrebdos).
This does not imply that *the mistake’ does not stand
equally related to sin. The former section tried to prove the
contrary. But if the unconscious mistake stands in causal
relation to sin, this relation is entirely different from what it
is with the lie. The Holy Scripture teaches us to recognize
an unholy principle in the lie, from which a caricature
(Zerrbild) of all things is born, and the fatherhood of this
lie is pointed out to us in Satan. In John viii. 44, we
read : “The devil speaketh a lie— for he is a liar and the
father thereof.” This theological explanation need not detain
us now, but it cannot be denied that a false representation
of the real has made its way into almost every department
of life; that with a closer investigation these several false
representations appear to stand in an organic relation ; and
that a hidden impelling power is at work within this entire
domain of the false and the untrue, which arouses our right-
eous indignation and bears a sinful character for our conscious-
ness. The form of this spuriousness is not constant. It often
happens that certain general ideas govern public opinion for
a long time and then become discredited ; that they maintain
themselves a little longer with the less educated masses ;
and finally pass away altogether, so that he who still holds
them is out of date. But with this shedding of its skin the
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serpent does not die. And Proteus-like, the false and untrue
reappear in a new form, and the battle of life and death
between truth and falsehood begins anew. Obviously, there-
fore, the lie is no mistake, nor a temporary dominating
untruth, but a power, which affects injuriously the conscious-
ness of man, and not merely puts into his hands phantasy
for reality, and fiction for history, but intentionally brings
into our mind a representation of existing things which
proscribes reality, with the avowed aim of estranging us
from it.

In this condition of affairs a holy interest is at stake in
this struggle for the truth. This conflict does not aim at
the correction of simple mistakes in the representation,
neither does it combat prejudice, nor rectify inaccuracies ;
but it arrays itself against a power, which ever in a new form
entangles our human consciousness in that which is false,
makes us servants to falsehood, and blinds us to reality.
Thus the saying of Christ, “I am the truth,” has a deep
significance ; since he alone possessed such spiritual power
of resistance that he was able to withdraw himself abso-
lutely from the dominion of the false. The word “lie” it-
self confirms this interpretation. In our daily life this evil
word is almost never used in circles where the lie is contra-
band ; while on the other hand, in circles which, alas, admit
the lie as a common weapon of defence, the contention for
true or untrue is constantly in order with the reproachful
epithet of ‘“you lie.” If you think of life in heaven, you
perceive at once that every effort to establish truth falls
away. Who would enter the arena in behalf of truth, in a
place where the lie is not conceivable? Neither can truth have
had a place among the conceptions which were originally
common to man in the state of his innocence. As long as
sin had not entered the heart, there could be no impulse
to defend truth against the lie which had as yet no exist-
ence. In entire accordance with this the Scriptural narra-
tive of the fall presents Satan as the first to whisper the lie,
that what God had said was nmot true, and that moment
marks the beginning of the conflict for the truth.
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Hence it is none too strongly said, that the struggle for
“truth” is legitimately only a result of sin. Science is
entirely different from truth. If you imagine our human
development without sin, the impulse to know and understand
the cosmos, and by this knowledge to govern it, would have
been the same ; but there would have been no search after
truth, simply because there could have been no danger of re-
lying upon falsehood as a result of investigation. In our
sinful condition, however, while the human consciousness is
constantly ensnared in falsehood, from the very nature of
the case science has the twofold calling, not only to investi-
gate and understand the object, but also to banish the false
representations of it.

But this is easier said than done, and as soon as you leave
the material domain you see different men, who from their
point of view are honest in their purposes, and whose talents
for investigation are fairly equal, arrive at as many different
and sometimes directly opposite results. This is less to be
feared in the domain of pure matter, at least as long as one
confines himself to the mere statement of what has been ob-
served, and draws no inferences from his observations. As
soon, however, as investigations reach the point where the
reinforced eye and ear are no longer able to observe with abso-
lute certainty, disputes may arise, though this has nothing
to do with falsehood ; and when, after all the applause that
hailed Dr. Koch’s preparation for tuberculosis, it was shown
that this preparation not only failed of its purpose, but even
caused injurious effects, he had to acknowledge it. 'When
facts spoke, illusion was ended. It is entirely different, how-
ever, when one comes in contact with the non-material domain
of life. The science of statistics, on which it was thought we
could so safely build, is shown to be largely untrustworthy.
And when we enter the domain of the real spiritual sciences,
the most objective observation, such as the examination of
documents, and the statement of a few tangible facts, are
scarcely ended, but ideas everywhere separate, and there is no
more objective certainty to compel universal homage, which
can bring about a unity of settled result. This is not found
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in the domain of psychology; or of philosophy in the narrower
sense ; or of history; or of law; or in any spiritual domain
whatever. Because here the subjective factor becomes pre-
ponderant ; and this subjective factor is dependent upon the
antithesis between falsehood and truth; so that both the
insight into the facts and the structure which one builds
upon this insight must differ, and at length become, first
contrary and then contradictory. _

The fatality of the antithesis between falsehood and truth
consists in this, that every man from his point of view claims
the truth for himself, and applies the epithet of ‘“untrue” to
everything that opposes this. Satan began by making God
the liar and by presenting himself as the speaker of truth.
And for our demonstration this applies more emphatically
still to the custom among men ; especially since in this section
we speak exclusively of those persons who devote themselves
to scientific research. Though we grant that in science also
wilful mutilation of facts is not altogether wanting, it must be
accepted, as a rule, that he who announces himself as a man
of science is disposed to take things as they are, and to deal
with them accordingly. Nobody writes a scientific thesis
with the purpose of propagating falsehood; the purpose of
all scientific labor is to champion the truth. And from this
very fact it follows that where two scientific men arrive at
directly opposite results, each will see the truth in his own
result, and falsehood in the result of his opponent, and both

vill deem it their duty to fight in the defence of what
sems to them the truth, and to struggle against what seems
to them the lie. If this concerns a mere point of detail, it
has no further results; but if this antithesis assumes a more
wiversal and radical character, school will form itself against
school, system against system, world-view against world-
view, and two entirely different and mutually exclusive
representations of the object, each in organic relation, will
tome at length to dominate whole series of subjects. From
both sides it is said: *Truth is with us, and falsehood with

Jou.” And the notion that science can settle this dispute is

of course entirely vain, for we speak of two all-embracing
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representations of the object, both of which have been ob-
tained as the result of very serious scientific study.

If the objection be raised that science has cleared away
whole series of fallacious representations, we repeat that
this concerned the forms only in which the lie for a time
lay concealed, but that that same lie, and therefore the same
antithesis against truth, is bound to raise its head in new
forms with indestructible power. All sorts of views, which
for centuries have been considered dead, are seen to rise
again resuscitated in our age. As far as principle is con-
cerned and the hidden impulse of these antitheses, there is
nothing new under the sun; and he who knows history and
men, sees the representatives of long-antiquated world-views
walk our streets to-day, and hears them lecture from the
platform. The older and newer philosophers, the older and
newer heresies, are as like each other, if you will pardon the
homely allusion, as two drops of water. To believe that an
absolute science in the above-given sense can ever decide
the question between truth and falsehood is nothing but a
criminal self-deception. He who affirms this, always takes
science as it proceeds from his own subjective premises and
as it appears to him, and therefore eo ipso stigmatizes every
scientific development which goes out from other premises
as pseudo-science, serviceable to the lie. The antithesis of
principles among Theism, Pantheism, and Atheism domi-
nates all the spiritual sciences in their higher parts, and as
soon as the students of these sciences come to defend what
is true and combat what is false, their struggle and its
result are entirely governed by their subjective starting-
point.

In connection with the fact of sin, from which the whole
antithesis between truth and falsehood is born, this phenome-
non presents itself in such a form that one recognizes the
fact of sin, and that the other denies it or does not reckon
with it. Thus what is normal to one is absolutely abnormal
to the other. This establishes for each an entirely different
standard. And where both go to work from such subjective
standards, the science of each must become entirely different,
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and the unity of science is gone. The one cannot be forced
to accept what the other holds as truth, and what according
to his view he has found to be truth.

Thus, taken by itself, the triumph of Scepticism ought to
result from this, and Pilate’s exclamation, ‘¢ What is truth,”
should be the motto of highest wisdom. But the process of
history is a protest against this. However often Scepticism
has lifted up its head, it has never been able to maintain a
standing for itself, and with unbroken courage and indefati-
gable power of will thinking humanity has ever started out
anew upon the search after truth. And this fact claims an
explanation.

§ 45. Wisdom
The threatening and of itself almost necessary dominion
of Scepticism, stranded first upon the ever more or less prob-
lematical phenomenon which is called Wisdom. In order to
appreciate the meaning of this phenomenon, the combina-
tion * philo-sophia” should not claim our first attention,
since it identifies “ wisdom ” too greatly with ¢science,” and
the leading characteristic of *“wisdom ” is that it is not the
result of discursive thought. An uneducated and even an
illiterate man may convey in large measure the impression of
being a wise man; while, on the other hand, scientifically
developed persons often fall short in wisdom of sense. The
etymology of the words, by which the conception of ¢ wis-
dom *’ is expressed in different languages, makes this dis-
tinction between a scientific disposition and a disposition for
wisdom to be clearly seen. Wisdom (sapientia) and science
(scientia) are not the same. Sapere means to taste, to try,
and in its metaphoric use points to a knowledge of things
which expresses itself not theoretically, but practically, and
works intuitively. The Greek word gdpos (wisdom), in con-
nection with cagrjs, campds, and perhaps with émds, belongs
evidently to the same root, and points also to a radical-word
which indicated the action of smelling or tasting. The Ger-
manic word * wise” takes no account with the origin of this
peculiar knowledge, but with its outcome. Wisel is the well-
Enown name of the queen of the bees, who, taking the lead,
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by this superiority governs the entire swarm. Here also the
practical element of knowledge appears in the foreground.
He is wise who knows and sees how things must go, and
who for this reason is followed by others. With the limited
development of Semitic etymology, the Hebrew expression
0O is less clear, but from the description which the Chok-
matic writings give us of this * wisdom,” it appears the more
convincingly that the Hebrew understood this wisdom to
be something entirely different from what we call scientific
development, and in this conception thought rather of a
practical-intuitive understanding. The derivation of M2r.
which means to cleave to something, would agree very well
with this, as an indication of the spirit’s sympathy with
the object from which this Chokmatic knowledge is born.
Phrases which are in common use with us, also, such as, for
instance : “ You have wisely left it alone,” “ When the wine
is in the man, wisdom is in the can”; ¢ He is a wise man™;
or the Bible-text : “If any of you lack wisdom, let him ask
of God”; all agree entirely with this etymological result.
The root-idea always appears to be, that one possesses a
certain natural understanding of the nature and process of
things, and understands the art of accommodating himself
to them in practical life. Wisdom has nothing to do,
therefore, with intellectual abstraction, but clings immedi-
ately to the reality, proceeds from it and works out an effect
upon it. But again, it is not artistic skill, nor what is called
talent, for it is not the action which proceeds from the
tnsight but the insight itself which stands in the fore-
ground. Wisdom is the quiet possession of insight which
imparts power, and is at the disposal of the subject, even
when this subject is not called to action. Wisdom is also
distinguished from artistic skill and talent, in that it bears
an universal character. He who excels in a certain depart-
ment of science is not wize, neither is he wize who excels
in n certain trade.  Such an one-sided development of skill
is rathor opposed to the root-idea of wisdom. He who is
wine, in cenfrally wise, i.c. he has a general disposition of
mind which, whatever comes, enables him to have an accu-
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rate view of things, in conformity with which to choose and
act with tact and with discretion. As the result, therefore,
it may be stated that entirely apart from the development
of science, there is in certain persons an aprioristic, not
acquired, general insight, which in its efficient, practical
excellence shows itself in harmony with the reality of things.
But if among your acquaintances you meet with but few
persons who have this insight to such an extent as to entitle
them to the epithet of *“wise folk,” all the others are not
Jools; and yet only this antithetical conception of foolish-
ness elucidates sufficiently the exact conception of wisdom.
A fool and a lunatic are not the same. An insane man is he
whose consciousness works in the wrong way, so that all
normal insight has become impossible for him. A fool, on
the other hand, is he whose consciousness works normally,
but who himself stands so crookedly over against the reality
of things, that he makes mistake upon mistake and con-
stantly makes the wrong move on the chess-board of life.
He acts foolishly who makes an evident mistake in his
representation of reality, and who in consequence of his
noticeable lack of accurate insight, chooses the very thing
that will serve him a wrong end. He lacks the proper
relation to the reality, and this accounts for his mistakes.
Between these wise folk” and these ¢fools™ stands the
great mass of humanity, who in all possible gradations
form the transition from the wise to the foolish; while
wmong these general masses is found what used to be called
8 wund mind, common 8ense, le sens commun. This implies
wmething that does not scale the heights of wisdom, but
which, nevertheless, maintains a relation to it and offers a gen-
eral basis for it. We grant that, more especially since the close
of the last century, this expression “common sense” has
been used synonymously with that analogous * public opin-
in” in which the weakened form of Rationalism reflected
iteelf, and that this spectre has repeatedly been evoked to
benish jdealism, to mock the faith, and to hush every nobler
feeling; but this was simple abuse. Originally, “common
#nse” meant by no means the iteration of the program of
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a particular school, but, on the contrary, a certain accuracy
of tact, by which, in utter disregard of the pretensions of
the schools, public opinion followed a track which turned
neither too far to the right nor to the left. This weakened
wisdom, which generally directs the course of life, occasion-
ally forsook public opinion, and this gave foolishness the
upper hand, and mad counsels free courses ; but, in the long
run, common sense almost always gained the day. And in
individual persons it is found, that if the particular ¢ wise
folk ” be excluded, one class is inclined to foolishness, while
another class remains subject to the influence of a weakened
wisdom, and the latter are said to be the people of common
sense; a term which does not so much express a personal
gift (charisma), as the fact that they sail in safe channels.

If the phenomenon itself be thus sufficiently established,
the question arises, how, culminating in wisdom and finding
its antithesis in folly, this phenomenon of “common sense”
is to be psychologically interpreted. It is not the fruit of
early training, it is not the result of study, neither is it
the effect of constant practice. Though it is granted that
these three factors facilitate and strengthen the clear opera-
tions of this common sense and of this wisdom, the phenome-
non itself does not find its origin in them. Two young men,
brought up in the same social circle, of like educational
advantages and of similar experience, will differ widely
in point of wisdom; one will become a wise man, while
with the other life will be a constant struggle. Thus we
have to do with a certain capacity of the human mind,
which is not introduced into it from without, but which is
present in that mind as such, and abides there. The Dutch
language has the beautiful word ¢ be-sef-fen” (to sense),
which etymologically is connected with the root of sap-ientia,
and indicates a certain immediate affinity to that which
exists outside of us. In this sense prudence and wisdom are
innate; not an innate conception, but an insight which pro-
ceeds immediately from the affinity in which by nature we
stand to the world about us, and to the world of higher
things. Both point to a condition in which, if we may so
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express it, man felt Nature’s pulse beat; in which he shared
the life of every animate thing, and so perceived and un-
derstood it; and in which, moreover, he also apprehended
the higher life not as something foreign to himself, but as
“gensing " it in his own sense of existence. Or if we look
ahead, both phenomena lie in the line, at whose end the
seeing (fewpeiv) is reached, “ the knowing as we are known.”
The energy of this intuition is now broken. With some it
seems entirely lost, and these are called ¢“fools.” With
some others it still works comparatively with great effect,
for which reason they are called, preéminently, the wise folk.
And between these extremes range the people of common
sense; 8o called because in them something is still found
of the old, sound, primitive force (Urkraft) of the human
mind.

Now it is readily seen what a formidable dam wisdom and
common sense prove against the destructive floods of Scepti-
cism. If there were no other way open to knowledge than that
which discursive thought provides, the subjective character
which is inseparable from all higher science, the uncer-
tainty which is the penalty of sin, and the impossibility be-
tween truth and falsehood to decide what shall be objectively
compulsory would encourage Scepticism to strike ever deeper
root. But since an entirely different way of knowledge is
disclosed to us by wisdom and its allied common sense,
which, independent of scientific investigation, has a start-

ing-point of its own, this intuitive knowledge, founded on
fixed perceptions given with our consciousness itself, offers
s saving counterpoise to Scepticism. For now we have a
certain insight, and on the ground of this insight a relative
certainty, which has no connection with the discursive con-
fliet between truth and falsehood, and which, being constantly
confirmed in the fiery test of practical application in daily
life, gives us a starting-point by which the conviction main-
tains itself in us that we are able to grasp the truth of
things. ~And since this wisdom and common sense determine
those very issues and principles of life, against which scepti-
cism directs its most critical and important attacks, we find
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in this phenomenon, so mysterious in itself, a saving strength
which enables the human mind to effect its escape from the
clutches of Scepticism. This wisdom can never supersede
discursive thought, nor can it take the place of empiricism,
but it has the general universal tendency to exclude follies
from the processes of discursive thought, and in empirical
investigation to promote the accuracy of our tact.

In answer to the objection that it is difficult to harmonize
this interpretation of “wisdom ” with the conception of codia
in our word “philosophy ” (¢i\ocodia), we observe that for
a just criticism of this apparent objection we must go back
to the original conception of “wisdom ” as held by the
Greeks, and to the most ancient meaning of the combination
of ¢uheiv with this word. As for « wisdom,” we refer first
of all to the noteworthy sentence of Heraclitus: godén ary-
0éa Aéyeww kal moteiv kata Ppiow émralovras, i.e. “ Wisdom con-
sists in knowing how to speak the truth, and how to live
according to nature,” in which the last words especially
indicate that “ wisdom ” is taken as ripening from a natural
instinct, while the verb “to live” (wowiv) exhibits its prac-
tical character. With Thales only it was thought that
“ywisdom ” also bore a somewhat theoretical character. See
Plutarch's Life of Solon, 3, 9: “ And, on the whole, it is
likely that the conception of wisdom was at that time carried
further by Solon alone, in speculation, than its significance in
common use ; but in the case of others the name ¢ wisdom’
arose from its use in civil affairs.” What Xenophon narrates
concerning Socrates leads to the same conclusion. See Xen.
Mem. III. 9, 4: «“(Socrates) did not separate (i.e. distin-
guish between) wisdom and prudence,” even in this sense
that * Those who do not act rightly he considered neither
wise nor prudent.” Undoubtedly with Plato it is already
“ A possession of the truth in contemplation” (p. 414, b),
and with Aristotle, *“The science of things divine and
human”; but this is not the original conception. With the
oldest philosophers we do not find the mention of a phi-
losophy which is the result of investigation. Their philoso-
phy is rather an exposition of their insight into the relation
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of things, in the elaboration of which they deal more freely
with their phantasy than with empiricism. Even in the
word * theory ” this ancient meaning of the wisdom-concep-
tion is still active. Etymologically, *theoria” refers to
intuition, and as such it has nothing in common with the
idea which we attach to the theoretical.

§ 46. Faith

Even more effectually than by *“wisdom” Scepticism is
counteracted by ¢ faith” (wiors). Faith in this connection
is taken formally, and hence considered quite apart from all
content. By ¢faith here, then, we do not mean the «faith
in Christ Jesus ” in its saving efficacy for the sinner, nor yet
the *faith in God” which is fundamental to all religion,
but that formal function of the life of our soul which is
fundamental to every fact in our human consciousness.
The common antithesis between «faith and knowledge”
places the content obtained by faith in contrast to the con-
tent obtained by knowledge. Thus we face two dissimilar
magnitudes, which are susceptible neither of comparison nor
of amalgamation. We encounter iron and clay, as Daniel
pictures it; elements which refuse to intermingle. To takea
position with reference also to this antithesis, it is necessary
that we go back to the formal function of faith, and inves-
tigate whether this function does or does not exhibit an
universal character. For if it does, this universal function
of faith must also influence that particular function by
which the scientific result is obtained, and the extent is
~traceable to which the function of faith is able to exert
itself, as well as the point where its working stops. We
purposely consider this function of faith, next to wisdom,
as a similar reaction against Scepticism. All Scepticism
originates from the impression that our certainty depends
upon the result of our scientific research. Since, however,
this result constantly appears to be governed by subjective
influences, and is affected by the conflict between truth
and falsehood which is the result of sin, there is no defence
against Scepticism except in the subject itself. The defence
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against Scepticism which the subject provides, can prove no
benefit to our science, except it is evident that this defence
bears no individual-subjective character; but that in its
real significance it belongs to the subject as such, and may
therefore be called subjective in a general and communal
sense. And faith exhibits this character.

In the explanation of this two difficulties present them-
selves, which we must not allow to overshadow us. The
first difficulty is, that faith is a conception which has been
introduced into our common speech, especially from the New
Testament, and has received thereby a religious, and in a
more restricted sense a soteriological, stamp. Thus under-
stood, this conception has no place in our Erkenntniss-theo-
rie, and the appearance is given that faith bears no universal
character at all. The second difficulty is, that profane
literature almost never uses the conception of faith tech-
nically, and hence attaches no definite meaning to it. The
old philosophy, for instance, never deals with faith as with
a special function of the soul. It appears, however, as if
Pythagoras attached something more to this conception and
that he classified it, as we learn in Theol. Arithm. X., p. 60,
how the Pythagoreans “in their mystical explanations called
it (i.e. wloTis) at one time the world ; at another, the heavens ;
still again, the universe ; then again, fate and eternity ; and,
yet again, might, faith, necessity ”’; yet this appears to be the
case in a very superficial sense only, since of this w7 at
once this more exact explanation is given in Zheol. Arithm.,
p- 61: «“ The number Ten indeed is called belief (or faith),
since according to Philolaocs by (the number) Ten, and its
parts, which have to do primarily with realities, we have a
clear idea of Belief.” It may not be denied that Philolaos
saw that in some instances faith stands on a line with avdyxy
(necessity); but he makes no mention of a general applica-
tion of this conception.

Neither of these two difficulties, however, should prevent
us from making a more general application of this conception.
Not the difficulty derived from the Holy Scriptures, since
Heb. xi. 1 anticipates our wish to restore faith to its more
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general meaning. There we read that faith is “the assur-
ance (imdoraois) of things hoped for, the proving (&eyyos)
of things not seen.” Thus faith is here taken neither in
an exclusively religious sense, much less in a soteriological
significance, but very generally as an ¢ assurance ” and ¢ prov-
ing” of objects which escape our perception, either because
they do not yet exist (rd& énmi{dueva), or because they do
not show themselves (7d uy Bhemdueva). Far from exclud-
ing, therefore, a more general interpretation, the Scripture
itself calls our attention to it. And as for the backwardness
of profane literature in defining this conception more exactly,
the above-quoted saying of the Pythagoreans shows that the
idea of taking up faith as a link in a demonstration was not
entirely foreign to the ancients; and this appears stronger
still from what Plutarch writes (Mor. 756, 8), “that in di-
vine things no demonstration (&wdde:fis) is to be obtained,”
and that it is not needed, “ For the traditional and ancient
faith is sufficient; than which it is not possible to express
nor discover a clearer proof ; but this is, in itself, a sort of
underlying common foundation and support for piety,” —
words which, although limited to the domain of religion, and
rather used in connection with tradition, nevertheless betray
a definite agreement with the teaching of Heb. xi. 1, and
place faith as the ground of certainty over against * assur-
ance.”

Neither the etymology of wloris and the words synony-
mous with it in other languages, nor the use of these words,
prove any obstacle in the way of this general application.
Faith with the root-idea of refw (to persuade), and in con-
nection with the derivatives miords, mordw, Temrolfnais, amer-
Oéw, amelis, and amelfeia, points etymologically to an action
by which our consciousness is forced to surrender itself, and
to hold something for true, to confide in something and to
obey something. Here, then, we have nothing but a certain
power which is exercised upon our consciousness, to which it
is forced to subject itself. Upon our consciousness, which is
first unstable, uncertain, and tossed about, a check is placed
which puts an end to uncertainty. There is a restraint im-
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posed on us from which we cannot escape. Or, as far as our
consciousness itself desires this stability, this “underlying
foundation and support ” (&8pa xal Bdots ipeoTdoa), as Plu-
tarch expressed it, or, as Heb. xi. 1 states it, this *“assur-
ance " and this “proving” are offered us. Where the action
of the weler (persuasion) is ended, certainty is obtained.
In the middle voice meffeafar (to be persuaded) expresses the
function of the soul by which it establishes itself in that sta-
bility. And faith therefore may express this certainty itself,
as well as the action by which I grasp it. The same root-
idea lies in 'BR7. R (amen) is that which stands fast and
dues not change. The Hiphil expresses that by which this
cortainty is born in us. And our believing comes from a dif-
fevent source, but it allows the self-same universal tendency.
With the Latin lubet, allied to the Sanscrit lubk, which
weans to appropriate something to oneself, and which stands
in immediate connection with the Dutch words lieven and
lvven, it points to a cleaving to something, to holding fast
to something, and to being linked to it by an inner sym-
pathy. Thus in believing the relation is more prominent
thau in mwlrs or in IR, but that relation is taken as
somothing not uncertain, but certain. He who cleaves to
something holds himself fast to it, leans upon and trusts in
it: while in this delieving lies the fine secondary meaning,
that this cleaving unto, this holding fast to, is accom-
plished by an inward impulse. And if the etymology of
any of these expressions does not prevent a more general
application of this word, the difficulty presented in the
weeepted use of these words is equally insignificant. Not
ouly was this wloTw éxew (to have faith), a current term in
Giroek, applied to every department of life, and the tendency
of I'PRY almost wider still (see, for instance, Deut. xxviii. 66,
Judges xi. 20, ete.), but, what is more noteworthy, in our
Christinn society the use of the word «to believe ™ is limited
ao little to the religious and soteriological domain, that even
more than “to have faith” the term “to believe” has be-
come common property for every relation.

‘I'here is no objection, therefore, to the use of the term faith
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for that function of the soul (yrvx7) by which it obtains cer-
tainty directly and immediately, without the aid of discursive
dexrmonstration. This places faith over against “ demonstra-
tiom ”; but not of itself over against knowing. This would
be so, if our knowledge and its content came to us exclu-
sively by observation and demonstration, but, as we tried to
provein § 37, this is not so. To know and knrowledge, to know
and understanding, are not the same. I know all those things
the existence of which, together with some relations of this
existence, is actual fact to me. No demonstration can ever
esta blish with mathematical certainty the question that gov-
erns your whole life, —who it is that has begotten you;
and yet under ordinary circumstances no one hesitates to
declare, “I know that this man is my father.” For though
memn may talk here of the theory of probabilities, it is not at
all to the point. A proof proves only what it proves defi-
nitely and conclusively, and everything which in the end
misses this conclusive character is not obtained by your
demonstration but from elsewhere; and this other source of
certainty is the very point in question. Or rather, — for
even now we do not speak with sufficient emphasis, — this
other source, which we call faith, is the only source of cer-
tainty, equally for what you prove definitely and conclusively

by demonstration.

That this is not generally so understood can only be ex-
plained from the fact that, in the search after the means at
our command by which to obtain knowledge, the investi-
gation is abandoned before it is finished. The building is
¢xamined, and its foundation, and sometimes even the piles
that are underneath, but the ground on which the lowest
Points of these piles rest is not explored. Or to state it in
inother way, let us say that the need is felt of a continuous
line drawn from the outermost point in the periphery of the
object to the centre of your ego; but when the ego is as
Dearly reached as possible, the distance which still separates
U8 from it is not bridged ; we simply vault the gulf. And
this i not lawful, because it is illogical. Of necessity
3 chain must fall when a single link is wanting; for the
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two links which it ought to connect lose their point of
union.

This comes out at once in the self-consciousness by which
we say I. A child, in which self-consciousness has not yet
awakened, speaks of itself in the third person. There is
some thinking in the child, and a certain amount of knowl-
edge, but it is not yet his possession. There is a property,
but the owner is still anonymous. Meanwhile, this self-
consciousness is an impenetrable mystery to us. To say that
it originates through comparison is a vain attempt to soothe
oneself with words, for the very subject to be compared is
here in question. Neither can it be said that self-consciousness
is identical with the nature of our soul, for then it ought also
to be active in the child, and ought to stay with us under all
circumstances of life, and that sort of insanity by which one
thinks himself to be another would annul our human nature.
Self-consciousness, therefore, is an entirely unaccountable
phenomenon in the life of the soul, which reveals its activity
only at a certain age, which sometimes may slumber, and
may lose itself for years in insanity. It is a phenomenon
that stays by us in the unconscious condition of our sleep,
for in our dreams also it is ourselves who suffer anxiety and
all things move themselves about our person. Neither is
this self-consciousness an accidental something to that science
which we seek to obtain. On this self-consciousness hangs
the subject that investigates, and without that subject
no investigation is conceivable. He with whom this self-
consciousness is still wanting is, like the child, unable
to separate himself from the object, and equally unable
to draw conclusions from his inward perceptions. Thus
the starting-point actually lies in this self-consciousness,
and there must ever be a gap if this self-consciousness
be not duly considered. From this it also follows, that
without faith you miss the starting-point of all knowledge.
The expression, “you must believe in yourself,” has cer-
tainly been abused in humanistic circles to weaken both the
denial of ourselves and our faith in God, but it is actually
the case that he who does not begin by believing in himself
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cannot progress a single step. Nothing but faith can ever
give you certainty in your consciousness of the existence of
your ego; end every proof to the sum, which you might
endeavor to furnish by the exhibition of your will, or if
need be by the revelation of your :l will, etc., will have no
force of demonstration, except before all things else, on
the ground of faith, the knowledge of your ego is established
for yourself. In the cogito ergo sum the logical fault has
indeed long since been shown. The ego, which is to be
proved in the sum, is already assumed in the premise by the
cogito.

But the indispensableness of faith goes much facther, and
it may safely be said that with the so-called exact sciences
there is no investigation, nor any conclusion conceivable
except in so far as the observation in the investigation and
the reasoning in the conclusion are grounded in faith. No
play is intended here on the word * faith.” Faith is taken by
us in its most real sense. By faith you are sure of all those
things of which you have a firm conviction, but which con-
viction is not the outcome of observation or demonstration.
This may result from indolence by which you apply the
much easier and ever ready faith, where the more arduous
duty of observation and demonstration is demanded. But
this is the abuse of faith, which should ever be reproved.
In this abuse, however, the formal character of faith remains
inviolate. Properly used or misused, faith is and always
will be a means of becoming firmly convinced of a thing,
and of making this conviction the starting-point of conduct,
while for this conviction no empirical or demonstrative proof
is offered or found. Faith can never be anything else but
an immediate act of our consciousness, by which certainty is
established in that consciousness on any point outside of
observation or demonstration. ¢ The ground on which your
faith rests,” and “the ulterior ground of your faith,” are
often spoken of, but in all such expressions faith itself is not
meant, but only its content, and this does not concern us
now. Faith here is taken merely as the means or instrument
by which to possess certainty, and as such it not only needs
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ou know that your senses gave you

sensorial nerve-life, which came from

in their changes and successions are

of this object. Actually it amounts

go believes in your senses. If by faith

senses is brought into the relation of

ego, then you can depend upon per-

f your senses, but not before. And

sith and the certainty which it gives

as a rule, we grasp immediately the

the products of dream, fancy and of

.. tion of faith becomes weaker when the

condition of mind becomes abnormal, as in delirium of

fever, in moments of anxiety, in hypochondria, or sudden

insanity ; then a feeling of uncertainty overtakes us as

to what we perceive or think we perceive, which we know

nothing of in a normal condition, when faith works regu-

larly. It must be granted that wilful deception may tempt

us to take for real what exists merely in appearance, but

even these ever more or less humiliating experiences do

not hinder us from resuming immediately our normal stand

on reality, thanks to this faith. He who was deceived

by the apparition of a ghost, which he afterward discovered

to be unreal, will not be uncertain whether a runaway horse

in the street is a real phenomenon or not, but will step out

of the way of it. If, thus, it must be granted that this faith,

by which our ego believes in our senses, can become abnor-

mal by a perplexity of our mind, and in like manner can

become the dupe of delusion, nevertheless this faith is, and

always will be, a certainty-yielding process in our mind,
which at once resumes its dominion.

This is even so true that we actually owe all our convic-
tions of the reality of the object exclusively to faith. With-
out faith you can never go from your ego to the nom-ego;
there is no other bridge to be constructed from phenomena
to noumena; and scientifically all the results of observation
hang in air. The line from Kant to Fichte is the only
line along which you may continue operations. It is true
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that perception is susceptible of verification: the perception
of one sense by that of the other; the perception of to-day
by that of to-morrow ; the perception of A by that of B.
But in the first place, this is no help whatever as long as
faith provides no certainty concerning a single perception.
You cannot verify z by z. And on the other hand, it is
an undoubted fact that, with the exception perhaps of some
weak-minded philosopher, every man, without thinking of
verification or applying any verification whatever, is cer-
tain every moment of the day that his surroundings actually
are as they appear; so that on the ground of this certainty
he acts and works without the least hesitation. When you
sit in your room and some one comes in and addresses you,
you do not consider it your first duty to verify this fact,
for in that very moment you are certain that this person
stands before you and speaks to you; and you deal with
this fact and act accordingly. All human intercourse is
founded on this fact, as is also all observation, and conse-
quently all scientific knowledge, which is built up on
observation; and this fact falls away at once if faith
does not work in you to make your ego believe in your
senses.

This is so true, that the most exact science properly begins
its scientific task in the higher sense only when observation
is finished. To observe bacteria or microbes is by itself as
little an act of science as the perception of horses and cows
pasturing in the meadow. The only difference between the
two is, that horses and cows in the meadow are perceptible
with the naked eye, and bacteria and microbes can be ob-
served only with the reinforced eye. Let no one, however,
be misled. The reinforcement of the eye is partly the result
of invention, and partly of scientific construction. But the
bacteriologist, who uses a maximum microscope in his labo-
ratory, did not make this himself, he bought it; and all he
does is to see by means of his microscope. An aged person
can no longer distinguish letters with his naked eye and buys
glasses; but who will assert that he performs a scientific act,
simply because with the aid of glasses he now reads what
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once he read without glasses. Technical skill is called into
play in the use of the microscope; accuracy also; and a
certain inventive instinet in the statement of what one ob-
serves. Scientific knowledge of the department in which
one observes will also be a requisite. All this, however, does
not deny that the observation itself bears no scientific char-
acter, and that the scientific task of the observer only begins
when the result of the observation has been obtained. The
farmer who, in his stables and fields, observes the data and
phenomena of nature, exercises virtually the same function
as the observer in his laboratory. To perceive is the com-
mon function of man, and perception in a full-grown man is
not scientific study because an adult perceives more and
better than a child. He who has a sharp and penetrating
eye sees all sorts of things which a common observer does
not see, but who has ever thought of calling the observation
of a sharp-seeing man scientific? If then the observer in
his laboratory sees with the reinforced eye what would not
reveal itself in any other way, how can this put the stamp of
science on his labor? If suddenly our eye should be so
greatly strengthened as to equal the microscope in power of
vision, then every one would see what ke sees. His advan-
tage consists simply in this, that his eye is reinforced. Rein-
forced in the same way as the eye of the pilot on the bridge
of a ship is reinforced, so that he discovers the approach
of a coming ship at a great distance. Reinforced in the
same way as the eye of the Alpine huntsman, who through
the spy-glass discovers from afar the wild goat on the gla-
cier. Only with a difference of degree. But how can this
difference of degree in the reinforcement of vision ever lend
a scientific character to work in the laboratory, which no one
ever grants to a sea-captain or chamois-hunter? Grant there-
fore that the preparation of the chemist is scientific, that his
purpose lies in science, that presently he will go to work sci-
entifically with what has been observed. Very well, if only
you concede that his observation as such lacks all scientific
character, and that a chemist who confined himself to obser-
vation would not be prosecuting science at all.  All certainty
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indeed, as far as obtained by perception and observation alone,
rests exclusively on the faith that that which we acquire by
the senses deserves our confidence.

If such is the case with the self-consciousness of our ego,
and with the certainty obtained by observation, it is equally
so with demonstration or with the action of our reasoning
understanding. Here also you can pursue no course, unless
you have a point of departure. For this reason men have
always recognized azioms as fixed principles introductory tc
demonstration. This word, however, is not happily chosen,
since it suggests an opinion, or a meaning; but even in
this less-happily chosen word you confess that the funda-
mental principles on which you build are not results of dem-
onstration ; indeed, that they are not capable of proof. All
you can say of them is, that no one denies them ; that every
one, consciously or unconsciously, consents to them ; so that
you will meet no opposition if you start out from them.
This by itself however is nothing more than an argumen-
tum ad homines, and no proof whatever. Nothing remains,
therefore, but to declare that these axioms are given with
our self-consciousness itself; that they inhere in it; that
they are inseparable from it; and that of themselves they
bring their certainty with them. Since certainty is your
highest aim, nothing more can be demanded than the entire
certainty of these axioms. And what is this again but faith?
To you they are sure, they are lifted above every ques-
tion of doubt, they offer you certainty in the fullest sense,
not because you can prove them, but because you uncondi-
tionally believe them. Thus faith is here also the mysteri-
ous bond which binds your ego to these axioms. It certainly
has happened, and may happen again, that one will accept all
too quickly as an axiom, what later on will appear suscepti-
ble of proof; but at best this only shows that in connection
with what we observed above about “wisdom” our mind alsc
has intuitive knowledge, and that this intuitive knowledge
may readily be mistaken for the formal action of our faith.
If one takes merely the identity-conception that A = A, the
fact is still a fact that the conviction itself, which forms
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the starting-point for all demonstration, is not fixed by dem-
onstration, but only and alone by faith.

This has by no means exhausted the significance of faith
for the “way of knowledge.” As faith provides us the
starting-point for our observation and the axiomatic start-
ing-point for every demonstration, it also offers us the
motive for the construction of science. This motive lies in
the codification of the general laws which govern the phe-
nomena. Observation itself is no science yet in its higher
sense. Science is born of observation only when from those
phenomena, each of which by itself furnishes nothing more
than a concrete and separate case, we have reached the
universal law which governs all these phenomena in their
changes. You admit that without certainty of the existence
and of the validity of these laws, all scientifice effort is futile.
But how do you obtain the knowledge of these laws? Have
you investigated beforehand all the phenomena that belong
to one class, and do you now conclude, that because the
same activity is seen to operate in all these phenomena in
the same way, it should therefore be the law which, thus
described, governs this class of phenomena? Of course not.
It is not possible for you to do this. The very idea of such
a general law even excludes such an all-embracing investiga-
tion. Just because it shall be a general law, it must have
been valid in the ages when you were not yet born, and must
be valid in the ages when you shall be no more. Moreover,
while you live it must be valid everywhere, even in those
places where you are not present, in which places, therefore,
observation is impossible for you. Moreover, suppose that
you had acquired your knowledge of this law in the afore-
mentioned way, you would have lost your interest in it.
For that which interests you in the knowledge of such
a law, is the very fact that it enables you to state how this
group of phenomena was conditioned before you were born,
and how it shall be after you are gone. This law holds the
key to the mystery, and it owes its attraction to this charm.
But how did you acquire the knowledge of this law? You
have observed a certain number of cases, which observation
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shows you a certain constant action; this constant actio®
makes you surmise that this action will always be consta ¥l
you hear of others who have built like conclusions upon Like
observations ; you apply a special test, and it appears s
in this way you are able to call the same action into i &€
no case is known to you in which this action has not sho»—*+"
itself; no one contradicts your surmise; and every one v *°
devotes his attention to what has attracted yours, arrivess s
the same conclusion : and, upon this ground, it is scientifica— |
determined that in this group of phenomena such and sus “~
a law operates thus and so. Very well! But have you n&"‘:t
demonstrated this law? Is the certainty which you have

the existence of this law, the result of demonstration? Yo
demonstration cannot extend farther than your observatio= =
and your observation covered certainly not one billionth pa —ct
of the cases which are concerned. Whether the post hoe =
the cases observed is at the same time a propter hoc, can b=

no means always be empirically proved. This proof is onl

given when the genetic operation of the cause can be tM
in its entire development. But no one hesitates to adopt

general conclusion, even where this genetic knowledge i
wanting. That quinine counteracts intermittent fever is =~
generally accepted conclusion, even though no one has ever—
been able to explain genetically the action of quinine on the=
blood. In this case, however, no harm is done. But without=
knowing the genetic action of vaccine, the general conclusion

was considered equally justifiable, that inoculation with

this virus is a harmless preventive against smallpox, and,

on the ground of this so-called scientifically discovered law
vaccination has been enforced by public authority; while

now, alas, in the end it appears how carelessly this conclu-

sion was drawn. Hence extreme care is necessary, lest we
proclaim as a general law what afterward appears to rest

on defective observation. But even though we pass these

cases by, and confine ourselves to those general laws which

are no longer contradicted, the question ever returns, What
foundation have you for your confidence that your conclu-

sion is correct? You say: “I can show this at once and
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prove that it is so, since no one can call a phenomenon into
being in which this law does not show itself.” And again
wegay: Very well! The law of gravitation, etc., is as certain
to us as to you; but we ask: Where i8 your proof? And
to this question no answer can be given, except that here
also faith enters in and makes you delieve in the existence
and in the absolute validity of such a law. Not that
the formula of this particular law rests on faith. The
formula is the result of your investigation. But the idea
itself that there are such laws, and that when certain phe-
nomena exhibit themselves, you are certain of the existence
of such laws, does not result from your demonstration, but
is assumed in your demonstration and is the basis on which
your demonstration rests, and in the end it appears the
means by which your certainty is obtained. Without faith
in the existence of the general in the special, in laws which
govern this special, and in your right to build a general con-
clusion on a given number of observations, you would never
come to acknowledge such a law. For one of the primor-
dial principles in your logic reads: A particulari ad generale
non valet conclusio, i.e. no conclusion from the special to
the general, is valid. Just so, but all your observations deal
with the special only. Hence you would never reach a gen-
eral conclusion if faith did not give you both the idea of
the general and the right to accept it as a fact.

Though this applies to all the sciences, it nevertheless
creates no uneasiness in the man of science, because every
student has the faith, in this universal sense, which is neces-
sary for the self-consciousness of the ego, for securing the
axiomatic starting-point and for the forming of general
conclusions. This harmony may momentarily be disturbed
by the report that some people still believe in the reality
of miracle ; but this alarming suggestion is readily dismissed.
If miracles are real, they have no place in common science,
for the very reason that they are miracles. Thus in scientific
investigation faith is virtually taken as a quantity that can
be neglected, because it is the same in all, and therefore
makes no difference in the conclusion. This, of course,
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ought not to be so. and an ever stronger protest should be
raised against this superficiality which is so unworthy of
the name of science; but the false antithesis between fait®™
and science is so genmerally current. that they who val®™»€
science most, as a rule prefer the removal of the last vest 3 $5€
of the leaven of faith.

But when we leave the domain of the natural, and e &<*
the domain of the mixed and the spiritual sciences, wknat
then ? Here, also, faith (wio7is) enters in as the indispensa =>le
factor, and in a way which is not the same with all. In = e
mixed and spiritual sciences we touch immediately upon €= €
diversity of the subject, and constantly encounter what ir—s=- =
preceding section we explained as the fact of sin. Take p ==~
tory, for instance. With the exception of a small part l’e‘;
longing to your own times, all observation is at second, thizs 2
and fourth hand. There is tradition. Is it trustworthy™ _ ~
A certificate bears a signature. Is it the name of the cer— * =
fier? You need to consult a document; is this documer?t
genuine? In such cases doubt is not unnatural. A repre= "
sentation of events which you yourself have witnessed, & =
often made in public meetings, in the press, and in reviewe=%~
which you know is incorrect; this is often given by person =
who were eye-witnesses as well as yourself; you have ne—>
right in every case to assume bad faith, and yet it is some——
times as clear to you as day. If, then, the difficulty is sc
great in establishing the truth of an event, the parties of whiclse—
are still alive, the official records of which are at your service,-
and every particular of which is known to you, what then
becomes of the history of bygone ages, of entirely different
lands and countries, which comes to you from documents, the
very language of which at times is doubtful? This concerns
merely the attestation of facts; and this gives chronicles, but
no history. History demands psychological explanations;
the discovery of a leading motive in events; a connection
among these events; and a conclusion that leads to prophetic
insight into the future. Back of the facts, therefore, you
must interpret the characters, the plans, and purposes of the
actors: and back of those persons you must search out
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the general impulses by which often unconsciously many
people were impelled. As long as this general motive is not
found, there is no science in history. Moreover, history is
likewise a judge. The past is no kaleidoscope which you
turn before your eye. In history there is a struggle of what
you deem holy and true against that which you despise and
lament. Thus you must pass judgment. Your sympathy
and antipathy are active. In history you spy the root-life
of what lives in yourself and in your own surroundings and
in your own times. If this is so, how then can there
ever be a place in the ranks of the sciences for a sci-
ence of history, if in your authentication of the past, in
your effort to explain the past, and in your judgment of
that past, you exclude faith and accept nothing but what has
been obtained by the immediate observation of the senses or
by logical demonstration ?

What has been said of history applies, mutatis mutandis,
in lesser or greater measure, to all the spiritual sciences,
simply because in all these sciences the mystery of man pre-
sents itself, and you are as unable to bring the mystery
of your own being, as that of your neighbor, within the
reach of your senses or of your logic. As soon therefore
as medical science leaves the domain of pure empiricism,
and thus becomes scientific, it has to deal more or less with
the same difficulties. Not only in Psychiatry alone, but in
Physiology and in Pathology as well, does it come in contact
with influences and processes, the explanation of which is not
found in matter, but in the psyche. For this reason, even
after the interesting studies of Professor Bornheim, Mag-
netism and Hypnotism have not yet been naturalized by
the medical science.

Ordinary experience shows that in all contact with this
invisible world, faith, and nothing but faith, forms the ground
in the human personality of every act. When some one
announces himself to us, and tells us who he is, we at once
accept it as true. We attach value to what he tells of him-
self, without having any proof of the truth or means of
verification. Take away this mutual confidence from soci-
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ety, and conversation or intercourse is no longer possible.
And so firmly and almost ineradicably is this confidence
rooted in us, that even the constant experience of deception
does not impair or take away this universal foundation of
life. Experience makes us guarded and more careful ; but
as long as there is no reason for distrust, confidence remains
the rule of society. This is accounted for by the fact that
no one is able to disclose the inner life of a man except
that man himself. What you call your observation is never
anything else with man than the observation of his life-
expressions. Since he has nine-tenths of these life-expressions
entirely under his control, and is able to withhold or to
falsify them, the knowledge of man obtained by observation
is always extremely limited, and in itself uncertain. Not
observation, but revelation, is the means by which knowledge
of the human person must come to you. Hence, you know
next to nothing of those individuals who are deaf-mute.
And even the revelation which a person makes to you of
himself is by itself of no use, unless you have in your person
the allied data by which to interpret his revelation. There
is certainly some verification by which one can judge of the
self-revelation of another; but in the first place this veri-
fication is often of little use, and, again, it can only be
applied in special cases. Hence in most cases the judge
must depend upon the confessions of the accused and the
explanations of witnesses, both of which obtain their force
of evidence almost exclusively from faith. If such is the
case in the acquisition of knowledge of your nearest sur-
roundings, faith is still more strongly appealed to where it
concerns persons who live at a distance from you, or who
lived in former times. You only know what happens in
Japan by what other people say; and though you may be
entirely unable to verify these communications, you believe
them grosso modo, and doubt not for a moment but that on
reaching Japan you would find the conditions as stated.
Your representation of many a part of Africa rests on the
information of one man. This, however, does not make a
sceptic of you. Yes, though time and again you may be
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disappointed in your credulity, you do not abandon your in-
eradicable confidence, simply because this confidence cleaves
to your nature and is indispensable to life itself. And
this is also true with reference to the past. Even with
reference to your own past, you do not doubt for a moment
tha t the woman whom you loved as mother was your mother,
ann«l that the man whom you addressed by the name of father
was your father. You have not observed your conception
andl your birth. Equally unable are you to prove them.
A nd yet when there is no special cause to make doubt com-
pwulsory, every child lives in the glad assurance of having
its 7eal father and mother. And herein lies the starting-
point of the power and right of tradition, which, though
frequently mixed up with mistake and falsehood, in itself
forms the natural tie which binds our consciousness to the
past, and so liberates it from the limitations of the present.
All this but shows the utter untenability of the current
representation that science establishes truth, which is equally
binding upon all, exclusively on the ground of observation
and demonstration, while faith is in order only in the realm
of suppositions and of uncertainties. In every expression
of his personality, as well as in the acquisition of scientific
conviction, every man starts out from faith. In every
realm faith is, and always will be, the last link by which
the object of our knowledge is placed in connection with
our knowing ego. Even in demonstration there is no cer-
tainty for you because of the proof, but simply because
you are bound ¢o believe in the force of the demonstration.
That this is generally lost sight of, is because faith, which
Operates in our observation and demonstration, renders this
8ervice in the material sciences to all individuals equally and
of itself. This prevents the rise of a difference of opinions.
hile in the spiritual sciences it has always been necessary
to admit a certain unknown factor in the demonstration, and
for the sake of this z to subtract something from the abso-
lute character of the certainty obtained, which, however, has
been disguised under the name of evidence or moral certainty.
And for this reason it was very important to show that
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faith is the element in our mind by which we obtain cer-
tainty, not only in the spiritual, but equally in the material
sciences. From which it follows that the lesser degree of
certainty in the spiritual sciences is not explained by saying
that in the spiritual sciences we have to deal with faith,
which it is not necessary to do in the material sciences;
but rather from the fact that in the spiritual sciences fasth
seems to operate differently in different persons. To obviate
this difficulty the effort is now made to approach the spiritual
sciences as much as possible from the visible world (physical
and physicocratic psychology, etc.), but the knowledge of the
psychical, which is the real object of these sciences, is not
advanced thereby a single step. The cause of this unlike
operation of faith in the domain of the spiritual sciences is
twofold. On the one hand, the effect worked upon this
faith by the disposition of the subject; and on the other hand,
the fact that in spiritual science faith operates not merely
formally, but also presents a content.

The first cause finds its explanation in the fact that in
the spiritual sciences the unifying power of the object does
not control the subjective differentiation. In the material
sciences the subject is obliged to incline himself as far as
possible from his psychical centre to the object, and this
accounts for the fact that here all subjects present that
side only, which is almost one and the same with all. As
soon, however, as in @®sthetic observation, as the subject re-
sumes his active réle, the subjective inequality and differ-
ence return at once, as is seen in the fine arts of painting
and music. In the spiritual sciences the opposite takes
place. Here the object is not physical, but psychical, and
where the physical still claims considerable attention, as
in the study of language, it is of a secondary order, and
the psychical remains of first importance. As in the street,
and especially in a foreign city, most people appear alike,
and their differences of nature and character are seen only
in their home life and in their drawing-rooms, so, in viewing
the material world, all spirits (yvxa() show themselves one
and the same ; but in the psychic centrum their differences
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of nature come to light. The peculiar character of the
spiritual sciences consists in this, that they look on the life
of the psyche in its own home and in its own calling, and
therefore in the domain of these sciences the result of faith
is often so entirely different in one than in the other. The
same phenomenon in language will make different impres-
sions upon a Mongolian and upon a Romanic linguist ; and
a High Churchman will give an entirely different explanation
of an event in English history from a partisan of the Old
Covenanters. And if this subjective differentiation counts
already for so much in Linguistics and in History, which have
so strong a physical substratum in common, how much more
powerful must be this influence of the subjective diversity,
where psychology, morals, politics, economics, jurisprudence,
etc., are in question. In these sciences almost everything
depends upon the principles one starts out from, the meaning
one attaches to words and the spiritual tendency by which
one is governed. This subjective character of faith in these
sciences is, therefore, no mistake, nor a defect, but a factor
given of necessity in the nature of their object and their
method. It is the essential condition (conditio sine qua non)
by which alone these sciences can flourish.

The second cause of this unlike working of faith in the
spiritual domain lies in the fact, that faith here not only
renders the formal service of establishing the relation be-
tween the object and the self-conscious and thinking ego,
but also becomes the immediate voucher of the content.
This is not the case in the material sciences, but it is in
daily life. Our walking, our climbing of stairs, our eating
and drinking, are not preceded by scientific investigation,
but are effected by faith. You run downstairs without
inquiring whether your feet will reach the steps, or whether
the steps are able to bear your weight. You eat bread
without investigating whether it may contain poison, etc.
But when the material world is the object of scientific
investigation, everything is measured, weighed, counted,
separated and examined, and faith renders the exclusively
formal service of making us believe in our senses, in the
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reality of the phenomena, and in the axioms and laws of
Logic by which we demonstrate. In the spiritual sciences,
on the other hand, this is different. In Psychology it is faith,
and faith alone, which directly guarantees to me the pres-
ence of my soul, of my ego, and of my sense of self. All
the data by which I labor on psychical ground fall away
immediately as soon as I consign faith to non-activity.
And when I go out of myself, in order to communicate
with other persons, in nine cases out of ten faith is the
only means at command by which I can receive the revela-
tion of their personality and attach a value to that reve-
lation. Let it be emphatically repeated here, that only
because my mother revealed to me who my father was,
do I know this as a fact; and in almost every case this
all-important circumstance that affects my whole existence
cannot be certified except by faith in the content of this
revelation. This presents no difficulty as long as it con-
cerns a content which touches me alone; as soon, however,
as this content acquires a general character, and tends to
establish the laws of psychic life, in the domains of morals,
politics, economics, pedagogy, jurisprudence and philosophy,
we see all sorts of groups of individuals separate into schools,
and nothing more is said of unity and common certainty.

§ 47. Religion

That which in the given sense is true of all science of the
creaturely, and by which in the end everything depends upon
Saith, is from the nature of the case still more eminently
true of all scientific research which concerns itself with the
matter of religion. Taking the conception of “religion ” pro-
visionally, without any more precise definition, this much is
certain, that all religion assumes communion with something
that transcends the cosmos, this cosmos being taken objec-
tively as well as subjectively. Even when religion takes
no higher flight than Ethics, it gropes about in that ethical
world-order that it might find there a central ethical power
which governs this whole domain, and before which every
non-ethical phenomenon must vanish. As long as Ethics
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aims only at utility or eudemonism, it misses all religious
character. Even with Kant this is the all-important point
at which religion, however barren and abstract, enters into
his ethical world. The ethical subject feels and recognizes
a higher ethical will, to which his will must be subordi-
nated. From which point of view, it follows of necessity
that the whole world of phenomena is either reasoned out of
existence as a mere semblance, or, as real, is subordinated to
the ethical. But in whatever way it is interpreted, in any
case the central power of the ethical world-order is made
to be supreme, transcending all things else, and to it the
subject not only subordinates himself, but also the object.
With a somewhat higher religious development, however,
this will not only not suffice, but there can be no rest until,
surpassing the thelematic, this subordination of subject and
object to this central power has also been found for one’s
consciousness. The object of religion is not only placed
outside of this object-subject, but the subject as well as the
object, and the relation of both, must find their ground and
explanation in this central power. The psyche addresses
itself not merely to the general in the special, and to the
permanent in the transient, but to the cause (airéa), the
beginning (&px7), the constitution (ovorasis), and end
(7é)os) of both. This extra-cosmic and hyper-cosmic char-
acter, however, of every central power, which in the higher
sense shall be the object of religion, is the very reason that
neither observation nor demonstration are of the least avail
in establishing the tie between our subject and this central
Power, and that your reasoning understanding is as unable
to foster as to exterminate religion.

This is different, of course, with Theology, which as a
science concerns itself with the matter of religion; but the
nature of this science, its method and its certainty, sustain
the closest relation to the character of this central power,
which is the impelling motive in all higher religion. As
aphysiological and physicocratic study can be for years made

of the expressions of human life, without ever touching upon

the study of the psyche, a lifetime can be spent in all sorts
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of interesting studies of religious ideas, culture-forms, and
usages, without ever touching upon the study of religion.
Since we now have a psychology without pysche, we also hear
a great deal said of a science of religion without religion.
In which case all study remains phenomenal, but religion
itself is not reached. Hence in this domain also, everything
addresses itself to faith. If the subject were to construe his
religion out of himself, religion itself would be destroyed.
Its characteristic is that the subject places not only the
cosmos outside of him, but primarily himself in absolute
dependence upon the central power whose superiority he
acknowledges. Consequently he can never place himself
above this central power; this, however, is just what he
would do, if he placed this power under himself as object of
his investigation, or construed it out of himself. Much less
can he construe this central power from the cosmos; for if
the moral sense demands that we subordinate all that is
cosmical to our ethical life, a fortior: this cosmical can never
be adequate to the central power which dominates our ethical
world-order. By the study of phenomena, therefore, many
definite ideas of religion may be derived from the subject
and from the cosmos, but with all this there is nothing
gained unless I have first grasped the heart of religion, of
which the phenomenal is merely the outshining.

Thus, what in the preceding section we found to be the
case with respect to our relation to other subjects, repeats
itself here with still greater emphasis. No sense, no percep-
tion, and no knowledge is here possible for us, unless this
central power reveals itself to us, affects us, and touches us
inwardly in the centrum of our psyche. When we as man
stand over against man, we are always able from our own
subject to form our idea of the other subject, on the ground
of faith in our common nature. But in religion this infer-
ence fails us. Except, therefore, this central power makes
itself felt by us, and with entire independence reveals itself
to us in a way which bends to the form of our sense and of
our consciousness, it has no existence for us, and religion is
inconceivable. For this reason all those systems which try
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to construe this central power ethically from the subject, or
naturalistically from the object, fall short of religion and
virtually deny it. Against all such efforts the words of the
Psalmist are ever in force: “In thy light shall we see light,”
and also the words of Christ: *“Neither doth any know the
Father save the Son, and he to whomsoever the Son willeth
to reveal Aim.” Presently your demonstration may have a
place in your theological studies of the knowledge that is
revealed, and in your inferences derived from it for the sub-
ject and the cosmos; but observation or demonstration can
never produce one single milligramme of religious gold.
The entire gold-mine of religion lies in the self-revelation
of this central power to the subject, and the subject has no
other means than faith by which to appropriate to itself the
gold from this mine. He who has no certainty in himself
on the ground of this faith, about some point or other in
Rligion, can never be made certain by demonstration or
argument. In this way you may produce outward religious-
ness, but never religion in the heart.
It may even be asserted that faith obtains its absolute
tignificance only in religion. In the cosmos you are sup-
ported by observation, in the knowledge of other persons by
your own human consciousness and in the self-knowledge of
your own person by the self-consciousness of your ego. But
nothing supports you here. Especially not as the cosmos
now is, and as your subject now exists. In that cosmos, as
well as in your subject, all manner of things oppose your
religious sense; and between you and the object of your
worship there is always the fathomless abyss of the “trans-
ference into another genus” (uerdBaais els &ANG yévos), the
transmutation of that which is not God into God. This
cannot be explained more fully now, because we must not
wnticipate the character of Theology. But enough has been
%aid to ghow convincingly that without faith no forward
step can be taken here, and that therefore there can be no
Science of religion unless, by faith, the inquiring subject
holds communion with that which is the supreme element
in the nature of all religion.



CHAPTER III
THE TWOFOLD DEVELOPMENT OF SCIENCE

§ 48. Two Kinds of People

The certainty and unity of the scientific result, wbi'ch'
through the strong divergencies which exist in the thi 8
subject, and still more through the existence of the lies
most fell victims to Scepticism, recover considerable strem
through the influence of wisdom and the support of f¢ﬂﬁ;
Since, however, as soon as it performs its function in
domain of the spiritual sciences, faith passes again m:.dedr
the dominion of the subjective divergencies, it can inde®
promote the certainty of the result in the conviction, pot
it proves, rather than a help, an obstacle in the way to @
unity of this result. The degree of certainty of one’s ow ™™
conviction cannot be raised without causing the antithes 2
with the scientific result of others to become proportionatel. ¥
striking. This is true of every spiritual science, in so f&*
as its object is psychic; but from the nature of the case thi#*
is most true of the science which has religion for the objec®
of its investigation; because, here, the subjective-psychi<
must make a very important step, in order from one’s owr®
soul to reach the object of its worship.

And yet these darker spots in the orb of science wouldl
prove no obstacle in the way to the unity of its radiances
if these divergencies in the subject limited themselves to»
a relative difference. Since, as was seen at the beginningz
of our study, the subject of science is not the individual,
but the general subject of human nature, the potentially—
higher might at length of itself draw the potentially lower~
up to and along with itself, and in spite of much resistance
and hesitation bring the universal human consciousness to a

clear insight, a firm conviction, and a certain knowledge.

1EN

al-
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In every domain of the expression of human life the sub-
jective powers are unequal; not only in that of science, but
also in those of art, religion, the development of social life,
and business. In the spiritual domain, i.e. as soon as the
posvers of the consciousness and of the will turn the scale,
equality is no longer found. Here endless variety is the rule.
But in this multiformity there operates a law, which makes
a rule, and involuntarily causes the radically stronger and
purer expressions to dominate the weaker. That which
takes place in song, takes place in the entire spiritual
domain: the stronger and purer voice strikes the keynote,
and ends by getting the others in tune with it. In the
domain of the sciences, also, experience shows that, after
much resistance and trial, the man of stronger and purer
thought prevails at length over the men of weaker and less
Pure thought, convinces them, and compels them to think as he
thinks, or at least to yield to the result of his thinking. Many
convictions are now the common property of the universal
human consciousness, which once were only entertained by
individual thinkers. And when we come into touch with
the thinking consciousness of Buddhists, of the followers
of Confusius, or of Mohammedans, we are in general so
deeply conscious of our superiority, that it never occurs
to us to ingratiate ourselves into their favor, but of itself
and jnvoluntarily, by our very contact with them, we make
our conviction dominate them. When this does not succeed
8t once, this is exclusively because of their lesser suscepti-
bility and backwardness; as soon, however, as they begin to
d"-Velop and to approach maturity, they readily conform to
U8. According to the rule “du choc des opinions jaillit
la verité,” i.e. “truth is formed from clashing opinions,”
these provisional and necessary divergencies might be toler-
tted with equanimity, in the firm conviction that from this
Multiplicity unity will spring, were only the character of
these divergencies among men exclusively relative and
Matters of degree.
But this naturally all falls away when you encounter a
Uifference of principle, and when you come to deal with
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two kinds of people, i.e. with those who part company
bovsuse of a difference which does not find its origin
within the circle of our human consciousness, but outside
of it. And the Christian religion places before us just this
supremely important fact. For it speaks of a regeneration
(wahiyyevesia), of a “being begotten anew” (avayémwmais),
followed by an enlightening (¢wriouds), which changes man
in his very being; and that indeed by a change or transfor-
wation which is effected by a supernatural cause. The ex-
planation of this fact belongs properly to Dogmatics. But
since this fact exerts an absolutely dominating influence upon
our view of science, it would be a culpable blindfolding of
solf if we passed it by in silence. This “regeneration ” breaks
humanity in two, and repeals the unity of the human con-
soiousness. If this fact of “being begotten anew,” coming
in from without, establishes a radical change in the deing of
wan, be it only potentially, and if this change exercises at
the same time an influence upon his consciousness, then as far
an it has or has not undergone this transformation, there is an
abyss in the universal human consciousness across which no
hridge can be laid. It is with this as with wild fruit trees,
part of which you graft, while the rest you leave aldne.
From the moment of that grafting, if successful and the
troos are properly pruned, the growth of the two kinds of trees
in outirely different, and this difference is not merely relative
and o matter of degree, but specific. It is not a better and
tonderor growth in one tree producing a richer fruit, while the
other tree thrives less prosperously, and consequently bears
poorer fruit; but it is a difference in kind. However luxu-
visntly and abundantly the ungrafted tree may leaf and
blussowm, it will never bear the fruit which grows on the
gwlted tree.  But however backward the grafted tree may
bo at tivat in its growth, the blossom which unfolds on its
hWeanohes is fruit blossom. No tree grafts itself. The wild
trow cannot change from its own kind into the kind of the
weaftod tree, unless a power which resides outside of the
aphore of botany enters in and effects the renewal of the wild
ttve.  This is no relative transition. A tree is not one-
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tenth cultivated and nine-tenths wild, so that by degrees it
may become entirely cultivated; it is simply grafted or not
grafted, and the entire result of its future growth depends
on this fundamental difference. And though from the nature
of the case this figure does not escape the weak side which
every metaphor has, it will nevertheless serve its purpose.
It illustrates the idea, that if in the orchard of humanity a
similar operation or grafting takes place, by which the char-
acter of the life-process of our human nature is potentially
changed, a differentiation between man and man takes place
which divides us into two kinds. And if the sublimate,
which from our being arrays itself in our consciousness,
may be compared to the blossom in which the tree develops
its hidden beauty, then it follows that the consciousness of
the grafted and the consciousness of the non-grafted human-
ity must be as unlike as to kind, as the blossom of the wild,
and that of the true, vine.

But the difficulty which we here encounter is, that every
one grants this fact of grafting of trees, while in the world
of men the parallel fact is denied by all who have not experi-
enced it. This would be the case also with the trees, if
they could think and speak. Without a doubt the wild
vine would maintain itself to be the true vine, and look
down upon that which announces itself as the true vine
as the victim of imagination and presumption. The supe-
riority of the cultivated branch would never be recognized
by the wild branch; or, to quote the beautiful German
words, the Wildling (weed) would ever claim to be Edelreis
(noble plant). No, it is not strange that so far as they have
not come into contact with this fact of palingenesis, thought-
ful men should consider the assertion of it an illusion and a
piece of fanaticism; and that rather than deal with it as fact,
they should apply their powers to prove its inconceivable-
ness. This would not be so, if by some tension of human
power the palingenesis proceeded from the sphere of our
human life; for then it would seem a thing to be desired,
and all nobler efforts would be directed to it. But since
palingenesis is effected by a power, the origin of which lies
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outside of our human reach, so that man is passive under it
as a tree under grafting, the human mind is not quickened
by it to action, and consequently must array itself in opposi-
tion to it. The dilemma is the more perplexing, since he
who has been wrought upon by palingenesis can never con-
vince of it him who has not been similarly wrought upon,
because an action wrought upon us from without the human
sphere, does not lend itself to analysis by our human con-
sciousness; at least not so far as it concerns the common
ground on which men with and without palingenesis can
understand each other. They who are wrought upon by
palingenesis can in no wise avoid, therefore, conveying the
impression of being proud and of exalting themselves. The
Edelreis everywhere offends the Wildling, not merely in that
measure and sense in which a finely cultured, @sthetically
developed person offends the uncouth parvenu; for with
these the difference is a matter of degree, so that as a rule
the parvenu envies the aristocrat, and so secretly recognizes
his higher worth; but, and this is the fatality, the differ-
ence in hand is and always will be one of principle. The
Wildling also grows and blooms, and as a rule its foliage is
more luxuriant, while in its specific development the Edelreis
is npt seldom backward.

We speak none too emphatically, therefore, when we
speak of two kinds of people. Both are human, but one is
inwardly different from the other, and consequently feels a
different content rising from his consciousness; thus they
face the cosmos from different points of view, and are
impelled by different impulses. And the fact that there are
two kinds of people occasions of necessity the fact of two
kinds of human life and consciousness of life, and of two
kinds of science; for which reason the idea of the unity of
science, taken in its absolute sense, implies the denial of the
fact of palingenesis, and therefore from principle leads to the
rejection of the Christian religion.
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§49. Two Kinds of Science

By two kinds of science we do not mean that two radi-
cally different representations of the cosmos can be simul-
taneously entertained side by side, with equal right. Truth
is one, and so far as you understand it to be the object re-
flected in our human consciousness, science also can only be
one. Thus if you understand science to be the systematized
result of your perception, observation and thought, the dif-
ference in the result of your investigation may be a matter
of degree but cannot be radical. If the result of A is con-
trary to the result of B, one or both have strayed from the path
of science, but in no case can the two results, simultaneously
and with equal right, be true. But our speaking of two kinds
of science does not mean this. What we mean is, that both
parts of humanity, that which has been wrought upon by
palingenesis and that which lacks it, feel the impulse to in-
vestigate the object, and, by doing this in a scientific way, to
obtain a scientific systemization of that which exists. The
effort and activity of both bear the same character; they
are both impelled by the same purpose; both devote their
strength to the same kind of labor; and this kind of labor is
in each case called the prosecution of science. But however
much they may be doing the same thing formally, their activ-
ities run in opposite directions, because they have different
starting-points ; and because of the difference in their nature
they apply themselves differently to this work, and view
things in a different way. Because they themselves are dif-
erently constituted, they see a corresponding difference in the
constitution of all things. They are not at work, therefore,
on different parts of the same house, but each builds a house
of his own. Not as if an existing plan, convention or de-
liberation here assigned the rule. This happens as little
in one circle as in the other. Generation upon generation
in all ages, in different lands, and among all classes of
people, is at work on this house of science, without concert
and without an architectural plan, and it is a mysterious
power by which, from all this sporadic labor, a whole is per-
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fected. Each one places his brick in the walls of this build-
ing. and always where it belongs, without himself knowing
or planning it. But despite the absence of all architectural
tnsight the building goes on, and the house is in process of
erection, even though it may never be entirely completed.
And doth are doing it, they who have been wrought upon
by palingenesis, as well as those who have remained un-
changed. All this study, in the circle of the one as well as
in that of the other, founds, builds and assists in the con-
struction of a whole. But we emphatically assert that these
two kinds of people devote their time and their strength to
the erection of two different structures, each of which pur-
poses to be a complete building of science. If, however,
one of these two is asked, whether the building, on which he
labors, will truly provide us what we need in the scientific
realm, he will of course claim for himself the high and noble
name of science, and withhold it from the other.

This cannot be otherwise, for if one acknowledged the
other to be truly scientific, he would be obliged to adopt the
other man’s views. You cannot declare a thing to be scien-
tific gold, and then reject it. You derive your right to
reject a thing only from your conviction that that something
is not true, while a conviction that it is true would compel you
to accept it. These two streams of science, therefore, which
run in separate river-beds, do not in the least destroy the
principle of the unity of science. This cannot be done ; it
is absolutely inconceivable. We only affirm that formally
both groups perform scientific labor, and that they recognize
oach other’s scientific character, in the same way in which
two armies facing each other are mutually able to appreciate
military honor and military worth. But when they have
arrived at their result they cannot conceal the fact that in
wany respects these results are contrary to each other, and
aro entirely different; and as far as this is the case, each
group naturally contradicts whatever the other group asserts.
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This would have revealed itself clearly and at once, at least
in Christian lands, if from the beginning the development of
each group had proceeded entirely within well-defined boun-
daries. But this was not the case, neither could it be. First,
because there is a very broad realm of investigation in which
the difference between the two groups exerts no influence.
For in the present dispensation palingenesis works no change
in the senses, nor in the plastic conception of visible things.
The entire domain of the more primary observation, which
limits itself to weights, measures and numbers, is common
to both. The entire empiric investigation of the things that
are perceptible to our senses (simple or reinforced) has noth-
ing to do with the radical difference which separates the two
groups. By this we do not mean, that the natural sciences as
such and in their entirety, fall outside of this difference, but
only that in these sciences the difference which separates the

two groups exerts no influence on the beginnings of the inves-
tigation. Whether a thing weighs two milligrams or three,
can be absolutely ascertained by every one that can weigh.
If it be mistakenly supposed that the natural sciences are
entirely exhausted in this first and lowest part of their inves-
tigation, the entirely unjust conclusion may be reached, that
these sciences, as such, fall outside of the difference. But in-
accurate as this would be, it would be equally unfair, for the
sake of accentuating the difference, to deny the absolute char-
acter of perception by the senses. Any one who in the realm
of visible things has observed and formulated something with
entire accuracy, whatever it be, has rendered service to doth
groups. To the validity of these formulas, which makes
them binding upon all and for all time, the natural sciences
owe their reputation of certainty, and, since we are deeply
interested practically in the dominion over matter, also their
honor and overestimation. For the more accurate state-
ment of our idea we cannot fail to remark that, however
rich these formulas and the dominion over nature which they
place at our disposal may be in their practical results, they
stand, nevertheless, entirely at the foot of the ladder of sci-
entific investigation, and are so little scientific in their char-
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acter, that formally they are to be equated with the knowledge
of the farmer, who has learned how land must be tilled, and
how cattle may be bred to advantage. Observation in the
laboratory is certainly much finer, and the labor of thought
much more exhaustive, and the skill of invention much more
worthy of admiration, but this is a distinction in degree ; the
empiric knowledge of the farmer and the empiric knowledge
of our naturalist in principle are one. If, however, it is
important to reduce to its just equality the significance of
that which, in the results of naturalistic studies, is absolutely
certain, it should be gratefully acknowledged that in the
elomentary parts of these studies there is a common realm,
in which the difference between view- and starting-point
does not enforce itself.

Not only in the natural, but in the spiritual sciences
also, a common realm presents itself. The mixed psychic-
somatio nature of man accounts for this. Consequently,
the object of the spiritual sciences inclines also, to a cer-
tain extent, to express itself in the somatic. Only think
of the logos, which, being psychic in nature, creates a body
fur itself in language. Hence in the spiritual sciences the
invostigation is partly comprised of the statement of out-
wardly observable facts. Such is the case in History, the
skeleton of which, if we may so express it, consists entirely
o ovents and facts, the accurate narration of which muv«t
wat upon the investigation of all sorts of palpable docu-
wents, It is the same with the study of Language, whose
firat task it i8 to determine sounds, words and forms in their
wonatituent parts and historic development, from all manner
wl infurmation and observation obtained by eye and ear.
I'hin ix tho oase with nearly every spiritual science, in part
wwen with psychology itself, which has its physiological
aide, ‘To u certain extent, all these investigations are in
line with the lower natural sciences. To examine archives,
tv unearth monuments, to decipher what at first seemed un-
intollipriblo and translate it into your own language ; to catch
{orma of language from the mouth of a people and to trace
thawe furms in their development; and in like manner to
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espy the relation among certain actions of our senses and
the psychic reactions which follow, etc., are altogether activ-
ities which in a sense bear an objective character, and are
but little dominated by the influence of what is individual
in tleinvestigating subject. This should not be granted too
absolutely, and the determination whether an objective docu-
men t is genuine or not, or whether the contents of it must be
translated thus or so, is in many cases not susceptible to
sach an absolute decision. But provided the study of the
objective side of the spiritual sciences does not behave itself
unseenly and contents itself within its boundaries, it claims
our joyful recognition, that here also a broad realm of study
opens itself, the results of which are benefits to both groups
of thinkers, and thus also to the two kinds of science.

This must be emphasized, because it is in the interest of
science at large, that mutual benefit be derived by both cir-
cles from what is contributed to the general stock of sci-
ence. What has been well done by one need not be done
again by you. It is at the same time important that, though
not hesitating to part company as soon as principle demands
it, the two kinds of science shall be as long as possible con-

scious of the fact that, formally at least, both are at work at

8 common task. It is with reference to this that to the two

tlready mentioned common realms a third one should be

8dded, which is no less important. The formal process of
thOught; has not been attacked by sin, and for this reason
Palingenesis works no change in this mental task.

"There is but one logic, and not two. If this simply im-
Plied, that logic properly so called as a subdivision of the
philosophical or psychological sciences, does not need to be
St died in a twofold way, the benefit would be small ; the
Moxe because this is true to a certain extent only, and be-
®axage all manner of differences and antitheses present them-
%elves at once in the methodological investigation. But the
Wflgence of the fact aforementioned extends much farther,
WQ contributes in two ways important service in main-
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taining a certain mutual contact between the two kinds of
science. In the first place, from this fact it follows that the
accuracy of one another’s demonstrations can be critically ex-
amined and verified, in so far at least as the result strictly
depends upon the deduction made. By keeping a sharp
watch upon each other, mutual service is rendered in the
discovery of logical faults in each other’s demonstrations, and
thus in a formal way each will continually watch over the
other. And, on the other hand, they may compel each other
to justify their points of view over against one another.

Let not this last be misunderstood. If, as we remarked,
palingenesis occasions one group of men to exist differently
from the other, every effort to understand each other will
be futile in those points of the investigation in which this
difference comes into play; and it will be impossible to settle
the difference of insight. No polemics between these two
kinds of science, on details which do not concern the state-
ment of an objectively observable fact, or the somatic side of
the psychical sciences, or, finally, a logical fault in argumenta-
tion, can ever serve any purpose. This is the reason why, as
soon as it has allowed itself to be inveigled into details, and
has undertaken to deal with things that are not palpable phe-
nomena or logical mistakes, Apologetics has always failed to
reach results, and has weakened rather than strengthened the
reasoner. But just because, so soon as the lines have diverged
but a little the divergency cannot be bridged over, it is so
much the more important that sharp and constant attention
be fixed upon the junction where the two lines begin to di-
verge. For though it is well known beforehand that even at
this point of intersection no agreement can be reached ; for
then no divergence would follow; yet at this point of intersec-
tion it can be explained to each other what it is that compels
us, from this point of intersection, to draw our line as we do.
If we neglect to do this, pride and self-conceit will come into
play, and our only concession to our scientific opponent will
be the mockery of a laugh. Because he does not walk in our
footsteps we dispute not only the accuracy of his results,

't also formally deny the scientific character of his work.
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And this is not right. Every tendency that wants to main-
tain itself as a scientific tendency, must at least give an
account of the reason why, from this point of intersection, it
moves in one and not in the other direction. '

And though nothing be accomplished by this, beyond the
confession of the reason why one refuses to follow the ten-
dency of the other, even this is an infinite gain. On the one
hand it prevents the self-sufficiency which avoids all inves-
tigation into the deepest grounds, and lives by the theory
that «the Will stands in place of reason.” Thus we feel
ourselves bound, not only to continue our studies formally
in a severely scientific way, but also to give ourselves an
increasingly clear account of the good and virtuous right
by which we maintain the position originally taken, and
by which we formally labor as we do. And since among
congenial spirits one is so ready to accept, as already
well defined, what is still wanting in the construction,
the two tendencies render this mutual service; viz. that
they necessitate the continuance of the investigation into
the very soil in which the foundation lies. But, on the
other hand also, this practice of giving each other an account
at the point of intersection effects this very great gain, that
as scientists we do not simply walk independently side by
side, but that we remain together in logical fellowship, and
together pay our homage to the claim of science as such.
This prevents the useless plying of polemics touching points
of detail, which so readily gives rise to bitterness of feel-
ing, and concentrates the heat of battle against those issues
of our consciousness which determine the entire process of
the life of science. However plainly and candidly we may
speak thus of a twofold science, and however much we may
be persuaded that the scientific investigation can be drought
to a close in no single department by all scientists together,
yea, cannot be continued in concert, as soon as palingenesis
makes a division between the investigators; we are equally
emphatic in our confession, which we do not make in spite
of ourselves, but with gladness, that in almost every depart-
ment there is some task that is common to all, and, what is
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almost of greater importance still, a clear account can be
given of both starting-points.

If this explains why these two kinds of science have re-
mained for the most part interlaced, there is still another
and no less important cause, which has prevented their
clearer separation. It is the slow process which must
ensue before any activity can develop itself from what po-
tentially is given in palingenesis. If palingenesis operated
immediately from the centrum of our inner life to the outer-
most circumference of our being and consciousness, the antith-
esis between the science which lives by it and that which de-
nies it, would be at once absolute in every subject. But suckt
is not the case. The illustration of the grafting is still ir
point. The cultivated shoot which is grafted into the wild
tree is at first very small and weak; the wild tree, on the
other hand, after being grafted, will persist in putting fortk
its branches; and it is only by the careful pruning away of
wild shoots that the vitality from the roots is compelled tc
withdraw its service from the wild trunk and transfer it tc
the cultivated shoot. Later on this progress is secured, till
at length the cultivated shoot obtains the entire upper hand
and the wild tree scarcely puts out another branch ; but this
takes sometimes seven or more years. You observe a similar
phenomenon in palingenesis, even to such an extent that i
the development begun upon earth were not destined to reach
completion in a higher life, the sufficient reason of the entire
fact could scarcely be conceived, especially not in those cases
where this palingenesis does not come until later life. But
even when in the strength of youth palingenesis leads to re-
pentance (transformation of the consciousness), and to con-
version (change in life-expression), the growth of the wild
tree is by no means yet cut off, neither is the shoot of the cul-
tivated branch at once completed.

This is never claimed in the circles that make profes-
sion of this palingenesis. It has been questioned among
themselves whether the entire triumph of the new element is
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possible on this side of the grave (Perfectionists), but that
in any case a period of transition and conflict must precede
this completeness has been the experience and common confes-
sion of all. If we call to mind the facts that those people who
as a sect proclaim this Perfectionism, are theologically almost
without any development, and soon prove that they reach
their singular conclusions by a legal Pelagian interpretation
of sin and a mystical interpretation of virtue, while the
theologians in the church of Rome who defend this position
consider such an early completion a very rare exception, it
follows, that as far as it concerns our subject this Perfec-
tionism claims no consideration. These sectarian zealots
have nothing to do with science, and those who have been
canonized are too few in number to exert an influence upon
the progress of scientific development. Actually, therefore,
we here deal with a process of palingenesis which operates
continually, but which does not lead to an immediate cessa-
tion of the preceding development, nor to a sufficiently
powerful unfolding at once of the new development; and
as a necessary result the scientific account, given in the
consciousness, cannot at once effect a radical and a clearly
conscious separation.

Several causes, moreover, have assisted the long con-
tinuance of this intimate relation. First the fundamental
conceptions, which have been the starting-points of the two
groups of scientists, were for many centuries governed alto-
gether by Special Revelation. Not only those who shared the
palingenesis, but also those who remained without it, for a
long time started out from the existence of God, the creation
of the world, the creation of man as sui generts, the fall, ete.
A few might have expressed some doubt concerning one
thing and another; a very few might have ventured to deny
them; but for many centuries the common consciousness
rested in these fixed conceptions.

Properly, then, one cannot say that any reaction took
place before the Humanists ; and the forming of a common
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opinion upon the basis of Pantheism and Naturalism has
really only begun since the last century. Since, now, those
who lived by palingenesis found these old representations
to conform entirely to their own consciousness, it is nat-
ural that they were not on the alert to build a scientific
house of their own, as long as general science also lived by
premises which properly belonged to palingenesis. Now,
however, all this has entirely changed. They who stand
outside the palingenesis have perceived, with increasing
clearness, that these primordial conceptions as premises
belonged not to them but to their opponents, and in a com-
paratively short time they have placed an entirely different
range of premises over against them. Creation has made
room for Evolution, and with surprising rapidity vast multi-
tudes have made this transition from creation to evolution,
because, in fact, they never have believed in creation, or
because they had, at least, never assimilated the world of
thoughts which this word Creation embraced. As natural
as it has been, therefore, that in the domain of science
both circles have been one thus far, it is equally natural
that the unity of this company should now be irreparably
broken. He who in building upon the foundation of crea-
tion thinks that he builds the same wall as another who
starts from evolution, reminds one of Sisyphus. No sooner
has the stone been carried up than relentlessly it rolls back
again.

A second cause in point, lies in the fact that palingenesis
does not primarily impel to scientific labor. It stands too
high for this, and is of too noble an origin. Let us be sober,
and awake from the intoxication of those who have become
drunk on the wine of science. If you except a small aris-
tocracy, the impulse to the greater part of scientific study
lies in the ambition to dominate the material and visible
world; to satisfy a certain intellectual tendency of the mind ;
to secure a position in life; to make a name and to harvest
honors; and to look down with a sense of superiority upon
those who are less broadly developed. Mention only the
name of Jesus Christ, and you perceive at once how this
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entire scientific interest must relinquish its claim to occupy
the first place in our estimate of life. Jesus never wrote
a Summa like Thomas Aquinas, nor a Kritik der reinen
Vernunft like Kant, but even in the circles of the naturalists
his holy name sounds high above the names of all these
coryphei of science.

There is thus something else to make a man great, and
this lies outside of science in its concrete and technical sense.
‘There is a human development and expression of life which
does not operate within the domain of science, but which,
nevertheless, stands much higher. There is an adoration
and a self-abasement before God, a love and a self-denial be-
fore our fellow-men, a growth in what is pure and heroic and
formative of character, which far excels all beauty of science.
Bound as it is to the consciousness-forms of our present
existence, it is highly improbable that science will be of
profit to us in our eternal existence; but this we know,
that as certainly as there is a spark of holy love aglow in
our hearts, this spark cannot be extinguished, and the
breath of eternity alone can kindle it into the brightest
flame. And experience teaches that the new life which
springs from palingenesis, is much more inclined to move in
this nobler direction than to thirst after science. This may
become a defect, and has often degenerated into such, and
thus has resulted in a dislike or disdain for science. The
history of Mysticism has its tales to relate, and Methodism
comes in for its share. But as long as there is no disdain of
science, but merely a choice of the nobler interest, it is but
natural that the life of palingenesis should prefer to seek
its greatness in that which exalts so highly the name
of Jesus, and feels itself less attracted to the things which
brought Kant and Darwin their world-wide fame. Add to
this fact that for most people the life of science depends
upon the possibility of obtaining a professorship or a lecture-
ship, and that in Europe they who have these positions to
dispose of are, as a rule, inclined to exclude the sons of
palingenesis from such appointments, and you see at once
how relatively small the number among them must have
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been who were able to devote themselves, with all the energy
of their lives, to the study of the sciences. And thus their
strength was too small and their numbers too few to assume a
position of their own, and to prosecute science independently
from their own point of view.

One more remark will bring to a close the explanation of
this phenomenon. One may have a scientific mind, and be
able to make important contributions to the scientific result,
and yet not choose the most fundamental principles of life as
the subject of his study. There is a broad field of detail-
study in which laurels can be won, without penetrating to
the deep antitheses of the two world-views whose position
over against each other becomes ever more and more clearly
defined. In this class of studies success is won with less
talent, with less power of thought, with less sacrifice of
time and toil; one also works with greater certainty ; more
immediate results are attained; and more questions of an
historical character are presented which can be solved within
a more limited horizon. This accounts for the fact that of
ten scientists, nine will prefer this class of studies. Theolo-
gians are the exception, but their position at the univer-
sities is uncommon. One tolerates in them what would not
be tolerated in others, and a gulf between the theological and
the other faculties is tacitly acquiesced in. If these faculties
of theology were not an imperative necessity because of the
churches, at most universities they would simply be abol-
ished. With the reasonable exception of these, the ratio of
one to nine, assumed above, between the men of detail-study
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two kinds of science has thus far been made only in a
few single points. The universities of Brussels and Lou-
vain are examples of this. In Amsterdam and Freiburg,
also, a life peculiar to itself has originated. And in Amer-
ica a certain division has begun. But these divisions bear
too much a churchly or anti-churchly character, and for the
greater “republic of letters” as a whole they are scarcely
yet worthy of mention. Almost everywhere the two stems
are still intertwined, and in almost every way the stem which
grows from palingenesis is still altogether repressed and
overshadowed by the stem of naturalism ; naturalism being
here taken as the expression of life, which, without palin-
genesis, flourishes as it originated. There was, indeed, a
conservative period in university life, in which the old
world-view still thought itself able, by an angry look or
by persecution, to exorcise the coming storm ; and a later
period in which by all manner of half concessions and weak
spologetics, it tried to repress the rise of the naturalistic
tendency. But this Conservatism, which first tried compul-
sion and then persuasion, owed its origin least of all to
plingenesis, and thus lacked a spiritual root. At present,
therefore, it is rapidly passing away. Its apologetics lack
force. It seeks so to comport itself that by the grace of
Naturalism it may still be only tolerated ; and it deems it no
disgrace to skulk in a musty vault of the fortification in
which once it bore command.

Neither the tardiness, however, of the establishment of
this bifurcation of science, nor the futile effort of Conserva-
tim to prolong its existence, can resist the continuous
®paration of these two kinds of science. The all-decisive
Qestion here is whether there are two points of departure.
If this is not the case, then unity must be maintained by
leans of the stronger mastering the weaker; but if there
ére two points of departure, then the claim of two kinds of
®iece in the indicated sense remains indisputably valid,
Gutirly apart from the question whether both will succeed
Adeveloping themselves for any good result within a given

This twofold point of departure is certainly given by
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palingenesis. This would not be true if the deepest founda-
tions of our knowledge lay outside of us and not in us, or
if the palingenesis operated outside of these principia of
knowledge in the subject. Since, however, this is not the
case, because, like sin, whose result it potentially destroys,
palingenesis causes the subject to be different in his inner-
most self from what he was before ; and because this disposi-
tion of the subject exercises an immediate influence upon
scientific investigation and our scientific conviction; these
two unlike magnitudes can have no like result, and from
this difference between the two circles of subjects there fol-
lows of necessity difference between their science.

This bifurcation must extend as far as the influence of
those subjective factors which palingenesis causes to be dif-
ferent in one than in the other. Hence all scientific research
which has things seen only as object, or which is prosecuted
simply by those subjective factors which have undergone no
change, remains the same for both. Near the ground the tree
of science is one for all. But no sooner has it reached a cer-
tain height, than two branches separate, in the same way
as may be seen in a tree which is grafted on the right side,
while on the left side there is allowed to grow a shoot from
the wild root. In its lowest parts the tree is one, but at a
given height it divides itself, and in this twofold develop-
ment one branch grows side by side with the other. Which
of these two is to be considered the wild development, is to
be accounted as failing of its end and to be cut away, and
which the truer development of the tree that shall bear fruit,
cannot be decided by one for the other. The negative for
the one determines here the positive for the other. This,
howaever, is the same for both, and the choice of each is not
governed by the results of discursive thought, but exclusively
by the deepest impulse of the life-consciousness of each. If
in that deepest impulse the one were like the other, the
choice would be the same. That it is different, is simply
Loonuse they are constitutionally different.
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Meanwhile, it must not be concluded from this that in the
circle of palingenesis scientific development must be uniform,
in the sense that all, who in this circle devote themselves to
science, must conform to a given model and arrive at harmo-
nious results. This representation is not infrequently made
by the other side. Naturalistic science decorates itself with
corn-flower and garden-rue, as symbols of the free character
which it boasts, while the science of those who accept palin-
genesis is represented as festeoned with autumn-leaves(feuille-
morte), and as incapable of progress worthy of the name within
the narrow limits to which it is confined. This entire repre-
sentation, however, is but a play of the imagination, and in
both cirecles a real scientific development takes place, which un-
folds the beauty of truth only in the harmony of multiformity.

A fuller explanation may be considered important.

In the abstract every one concedes that the subjective
assimilation of the truth concerning the object cannot be
the same with all, because the investigating individuals are
not as alike as drops of water, but as unlike as blades of
grass and leaves on a tree. That a science should be free
from the influence of the subjective factor is inconceivable,
hence with the unlikeness of the individuals the influence
of this factor must appear.

For this reason science in its absolute sense is the property
of no single individual. The universal human consciousness
in its richest unfoldings is and ever will be the subject of
science, and individuals in their circle and age can never
be anything but sharers of a small division of science in
a given form and seen in a given light. The difference
among these individuals is accordingly both a matter of
degree and of kind. A matter of degree in so far as energy
in investigation, critical perspicuity and power of thought
are stronger in one than in the other. But a matter of
kind also, in so far as temperament, personal inclination,
position in life and the favorableness or unfavorableness of
circumstances cause each individual investigator to become
one-sided, and make him find his strength in that one-sided-
ness which renders the supplementation and the criticism
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of others a necessity. This accounts for the varieties of
theories and schools which antagonize, and by this antag-
onism bless, each other. This is the reason why in each age
and circle certain views prevail, and strike the keynote;
and that all manner of personal influences are restricted
by the power of public opinion. This piecemeal labor
of every description would never advance science, if the
object of science itself did not exist organically, and the
investigating individuals in every land and age were not
involuntarily and often unconsciously organically related.
To annul this mutually supplementary, corrective and yet
organically connected multiformity, would be the death of
science. Not the military mechanism of the army, but the
organic multiformity of social life is the type to which, in
order to flourish, science must correspond.

Such being the case with naturalistic science, it would be
different with the science which flourishes upon the root of
palingenesis, only if palingenesis annulled the cause of this
subjective pluriformity. This, however, is not at all the case.
Palingenesis does not destroy the difference in degree between
individuals. It does nmot alter the differences of tempera-
ment, of personal disposition, of position in life, nor of con-
comitant circumstances which dominate the investigation.
Neither does palingenesis take away the differences born
from the distinction of national character and the process
of time. Palingenesis may bring it about, that these dif-
ferences assume another character, that in some forms they
do not appear, and that they do appear in other forms
unknown outside of it; but in every case with palingenesis
also subjective divergence continues to exist in every way.
The result indeed shows that in this domain, as well as
in that of naturalistic science, different schools have formed
themselves, and that even in the days of the Middle Ages
there never was a question of uniformity. However much
Rome has insisted upon uniformity, it has never been able
to establish it, and in the end she has adopted the system of
giving to each expression of the multiformity a place in the
organic harmony of her great hierarchy.
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No doubt the antitheses sometimes assume an entirely dif-
ferent character in the domain of palingenesis than in the
domain of naturalistic science. No atheistic, materialistic,
nor pessimistic system can flourish in its soil. Its schools,
therefore, bear different names and divide themselves after
dif¥erent standards. But as after the entrance of the Chris-
tianmn religion into the world, the schools of Alexandria, of
A ntioch, of North Africa, of Constantinople, and of Rome,
each bore a type of its own, so it has remained through all
the ages, is now, and shall be to the end. Friction, fermen-
tation and conflict are the hall-mark of every expression of
life on higher ground in this present dispensation, and from
this the science of the palingenesis also effects no escape.

Three objections may here be raised: (1) that this
8cience is bound to the content of revelation; (2) that its
liberty is impeded by the ecclesiastical placet ; and (8) that
its result is determined in advance. A brief remark is in
Place on each of these three objections.

Since the investigating subject is changed by palingenesis
from what he was before, he will undoubtedly assume a
different attitude towards the Revelation of God. He will
no longer try, as in his naturalistic period, to denounce that
Revelation as a vexatious hindrance, but will feel the need
of it, will live in it, and profit by it. He will certainly thus

reckon with that Revelation, but in no other way than that
in which the naturalist is bound to and must reckon with the
existing cosmos. This, however, would destroy the scientific
character of his knowledge, only if this Revelation censisted
of nothing but a list of conclusions, and if he were not allowed
subjectively to assimilate these conclusions. This, however,
i3 by no means the case. The Revelation offered us in the
Word of God gives us gold in the mine, and imposes upon us
the obligation of mining it; and what is mined is of such a
nature, that the subject as soon as he has been changed by

Palingenesis, assimilates it in his own way, and brings it in

relation to the deepest impulse and entire inner disposition
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of his being. That this assimilation does not take place by
means of the understanding only, can raise no objection, since
it has been shown that naturalistic science also can make no
advances without faith. Moreover, naturalistic science, as
well as that of palingenesis, has its bounds, beyond which it
cannot go; its antinomies, which it cannot reconcile; and its
mysteries, after which the interrogation point remains stand-
ing. If now knowledge is brought us by Revelation from
across the boundaries, a reconciliation is offered for many
antinomies, and many a new mystery is unveiled, it pleads
in no respect against the scientific character of our science,
that our reason is unable to analyze this new material and
to place it in organic connection with the rest. It is not
strange, therefore, that with reference to this Revelation,
faith unfolds a broader activity than in the investigation
of the cosmos, and harmonizes entirely with the aim and
character of this Revelation: viz. to be of service first to
the practical religious life, even of the simplest-minded
people, and after that to science. But rather than protest
against this, science ought to recognize the fact that she is
called, (1) to investigate the nature and essence of this Reve-
lation; (2) to analyze the material, which has been derived
from it; and (3) to discover and indicate the way in which
this material, as well as Revelation itself, enters into relation
with the psychical life of man. The lack of unanimity on
any of these three points, and that in all ages these three
points, and everything connected with them, have been so
differently judged, is readily explained. The tendencies of
mysticism and pietism, of realism and spiritualism, of trans-
cendentalism and immanence, of monism and dualism, of the
organic and individualism have ever intruded themselves
into these questions, and have crossed again those blended
types, which are known by the name of Romanism, Luther-
anism and Calvinism. Tendencies and types these, in which
shortsightedness beholds merely ecclesiastical variegations,
but which to the man of broader view, extend themselves
across the entire domain of human life, science included.
And though the science of the palingenesis may succeed as
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little as naturalistic science in scientifically bringing to a suc-
cessful end the conflict between these different schools and
tendencies on its own ground, it is still the task of science
also within the realm of palingenesis constantly to test the
assertions of these several tendencies, for the sake of en-
hancing the clearness of their self-consciousness.

This brings us of itself to the second objection: that the
liberty of this science is impeded by the ecclesiastical placet.
This also must be denied. There is no instituted church
(ecclesia instituta) conceivable without a placet; and the
Position of an investigator, whose results antagonize this ec-
clesiastical placet, is thereby rendered false and untenable ;
but this does not impede the prosecution of science in the
least. In the first place the church, as instituted church,

never passes sentence upon that which has no bearing upon
“ saving faith.” Even the church of Rome, which goes far-
thest in this respect, leaves the greater part of the object
_fl‘ee. Again, this church placet is itself the result of a spir-
1tual conflict, which was developed by contradictions, and in
}”hich the controversy was scientific on both sides. Hence
1t is every man’s duty and calling constantly to test by sci-
entific methods the grounds advanced from either side. And
if, in the third place, an investigator becomes convinced that
the placet of the church is an unjust inference from Revela-
tion, he must try to prove this to his church, and if she will
Dot allow him this privilege, he must leave her. This would
Dot be possible if the church were a scientific institute,
but no instituted church advances this claim. Hence in the
realm of palingenesis one remains a man of science, even
though he may lose his harmony with the church of his birth ;
and it is not science, but honesty and the sense of morality,
Which in such a case compels a man to break with his church.
:nlis, however, occurs but rarely, partly because the churches
In general allow considerable latitude ; partly because a false
Position does not seem untenable to many; but more
®pecially, because the churchly types are not arbitrarily
chosen, but of necessity have risen from the constellation of
life. Since the scientific investigator, who is connected with
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such a church, stands for the most part under those sawme
constellations, it is very natural that in most cases he weril
not come into any such conflict, but will arrive at the sa.mme
conclusions as his church. Then, however, there is no ccon-
pulsion; no bonds are employed; but the agreement 8
unconstrained and necessary. The danger would be m sre
serious, if the whole church in the earth had only one fow m
alike for all parts of the world, so that the placet would  be
everywhere the same; and indeed the existence of this d===n-
ger of the loss of liberty could not entirely be denied d —wmmr-
ing the Middle Ages, nor can it be denied to-day in theose
countries which are entirely uniform religiously. But sir—mce
in the instituted church this unity is broken, so that n&>™
there are ten or more forms of church organizations, in whi- <h
almost every possible type has come to an organization of T8
own, it is almost inconceivable that in the domain of pali X»
genesis a scientific investigation would ever lead to a restm1t
which would not accord with the placet of one of the==¢
churches on the contested points. And if, in case a confli <1
cannot be avoided, one is impelled by love of truth and B2Y
a sense of honor to change his relations from one church €©
the other, it is as little of a hindrance to the liberty of tR2€
spiritual sciences, as when one is compelled by the results <
investigation on political grounds to seek refuge from Rus=18
in freer England or America.

Finally, concerning the last objection, —that in the d‘o-
main of palingenesis there can be no science, because =&
results are predetermined, —let it be said that this is par® 1y
inaccurate, and that as far as it is accurate, it applies equen-1 ]_y
to naturalistic science. As it stands, this propositiom  1°
partly untrue. In general one understands by it, that 3%
the ecclesiastical Creed or in the Holy Scriptures the resta X ts
are already given. If a conflict arises between the resul €
our investigation and our ecclesiastical creed, it may ren<d €T
our ecclesiastical position untenable, but it cannot affect tJ*°
maintenance of our scientific results. And as for the HolY
Bible, it is ever the province and duty of science to verif¥
what is inferred from it. Yet after the subtraction of thes®
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two factors, it is still entirely true that in the abstract the
results of our investigation are beforehand certain, and that,
if we reach other results, our former results are not valid and
our investigation is faulty. This, however, is common both to
the science of palingenesis and to naturalistic science. The
actual nature of the cosmos conditions the results of all
investigation, and so far as there is question of knowledge
which we obtain by thinking, our thinking can never be
aught than the after-thinking of what has been defore thought
by the Creator of all relations; even to such an extent
that all our thinking, to the extent that it aims to be and is
original, can never be anything but pure hallucination. Hence
it is entirely true, that in the domain of palingenesis all
results of investigation are bound to the nature of palin-
genesis, and determined by the real constitution of the
spiritual world with which it brings us into relation; it is
also true, that that which has been well investigated will
prove to agree with what has been revealed to us in an
accurate way from this spiritual world ; nor may it be
denied that in this realm also, all our thinking can only
be the after-thinking of the thoughts of God; but it has
all this in common with the other science, and all this is
inherent in the nature of science. If the objection be raised
that in the prosecution of science as directed by palingen-
esis, it is a matter of pre-assumption that there is a God,
that a creation took place, that sin reigns, etec., we grant this
readily, but in the same sense in which it is pre-assumed in
all science that there is a human being, that that human
being thinks, that it is possible for this human being to
think mistakenly, etc., etc. He to whom these last-named
things are not presuppositions, will not so much as put his
hand to the plough in the field of science; and such is the
case with him who does not know, with greater certainty
than he knows his own existence, that God is his Creator,
entirely apart from palingenesis. Facts such as are here
named, — that there is a God, that a creation took place,
that sin exists, etc.,— can never be established by scientific
investigation ; nor has this ever been attempted but some
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acuter mind was at hand to convict its predecessor of error.
Only let it be remembered, that in this section we do by no
means refer to Theology simply, nor even especially. Sci-
ence, as here considered, is science which has the entirety
of things as its object ; and only when we come to Theology
may the special questions be answered, to which the entirely
peculiar character of this holy science gives occasion.

§ 50. The Process of Science

Our proposition that there are two kinds of science is,
from the nature of the case, merely the accommodation to a
linguistic usage. The two sciences must never be codrdi-
nated with each other. In fact, no one can be convinced
that there is more than one science, and that which
announces itself as science by the side of, or in opposition
to, this can never be acknowledged as such in the absolute
sense. As soon as the thinker of palingenesis has come to
that point in the road where the thinker of naturalism parts
company with him, the latter’s science is no longer anything
to the former but “science falsely so called.” -Similarly
the naturalistic thinker is bound to contest the name of
science for that which the student of the “wisdom of God”
derives from his premises. That which lies outside of the
realm of these different premises is common to both, but
that which is governed, directly or indirectly, by these
premises comes to stand entirely differently to the one from
what it does to the other. Always in this sense, of course,
that only one is right and in touch with actual reality, but
is unable to convince the other of wrong. It will once be
decided, but not until the final consummation of all things.
For though it must be granted, that in what is called the
moral and social “Banquerott der Wissenschaft,” even now
a test is often put in part to the twofold problem; and though
it is equally clear that every investigator will come to know
this decision at his death : yet this does not change the fact
that, of necessity, the two kinds of science continue to spin
their two threads, as long as the antithesis is maintained
between naturalism and palingenesis; and it is this very
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antithesis which the parousia will bring to an end, or — this
end will never come.

Hence formal recognition only is possiblé from either side.
“The grateful acceptance of those results of investigation
which lie outside of the point in question, is no recog-
nition, but is merely a reaping of harvests from common
fields. So far, on the other hand, as the antithesis between
our human personality, as it manifests itself in sinful nat-
uare and is changed by palingenesis, governs the investi-
gation and demonstration, we stand exclusively opposed to
one another, and one must call falsehood what the other
calls truth. Formally, one can concede, as we do without
reservation, that from the view-point of the opponent,
the scientific impulse could not lead to any other prosecu-
tion of science, even with the most honest intention; so
that, though his results must be rejected, his formal labor
and the honesty of his intention must claim our apprecia-
tion. That this appreciation is mostly withheld from us, is
chiefly explained from the fact that, from the view-point of
palingenesis, one can readily imagine himself at the view-
point of unregenerated nature, while he who considers fallen
nature normal, cannot even conceive the possibility of a palin-
genesis. For which reason, every scientific effort that goes out

from the principle of palingenesis is either explained as fanat-
icism or is attributed to motives of ambition and selfishness.

Hence the urgent necessity to combat the false represen-
tation that that science which lives from the principle of
palingenesis lacks all organic process, and consists merely
in the schematic application of dogmas to the several prob-
lems that present themselves. This representation is antago-
nistic to the very conception of science, and is contradicted
by experience. Very marked differences of insight pre-
vail among the scholars of the science which operates from
the principle of palingenesis, as well as among the others,
and many institutions and schools form themselves. There
is, therefore, no organic, multiform process of science among
naturalists and a schematic, barren monotony with the men
of palingenesis; but the calling of science to strive after an
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objective unity of result born from multiformity, in the face
of all the disturbance of subjectivity, is common o both.

To both the general subject of science is, and always will
be, the human mind at large and not the ego of the individual
investigator. The rule is also common to both, that the
human mind does not operate except through the subject of
individual investigators, and that these, according to their
differences of disposition, of age, and habits of life, can sever-
ally bring in but a very small and limited, a very subjec-
tively tinted and one-sidedly represented, contribution to
the final harvest of science. This many-sided variety gives
rise to divers antitheses and contradictory representations,
which for a time establish themselves in the institutions and
schools, which are in process of time superseded by other
antitheses, and from which again new institutions and
schools are born. Thus there is continunal friction and con-
stant fermentation, and under it all goes on the process of
an entirely free development, which is in no wise bound
except by its point of departure, whether in unregenerate
or in regenerate human nature. Let no one think, there-
fore, that Christian science, if we may so call the science
which takes palingenesis as its point of departure, will all
at once lead its investigators to entirely like and harmonious
results. This is impossible, because with the regenerate
also, the differences of subjective disposition, of manner of
life, and of the age in which one lives, remain the same;
and because Christian science would be no science, if it did
not go through a process by which it advanced from less to
more, and if it were not free in its investigation, with the
exception of being bound by its point of departure. That
which the prosecutor of Christian science takes as his point
of departure is to him as little a result of science as to the
naturalist; but he, as well as the naturalist, must obtain
his results of science by investigation and demonstration.

Only let it be remembered, that not every subjective repre-
sentation which announces itself as scientific is a link in the
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process of the development of science. The subjective ele-
ment certainly bears on one side a necessary character, but
also one which, all too often, is merely accidental or even
sinful. In the spirit of humanity is a multiformity from
~vhich, for the sake of the full harmony, no single element
<can be spared; but there is also a false subjectivism which,
instead of causing single tones to vibrate for the sake of
the full accord, disturbs the accord by discord. To over-
come this false subjectivism, and to silence these discords,
is by no means the least important part of the task of science.
However much this false subjectivism may exert itself in
the domain of Christian science, as well as in that of natural-
istic science, yet we may assert that with Christian science
this parasite does not reach an equal development of strength.
FPalingenesis takes away from the human spirit much on
which otherwise this parasite feeds, and the enlightening,
which develops itself from regeneration, applies a saving
bridle to this false subjectivism. But this parasite will
never be wanting from the domain of Christian science,
simply because palingenesis does not absolutely remove the
after-workings of unregenerated nature. Hence it is also
the calling of Christian science to resist this false subjectiv-
ism, but only by scientific combat.

As far, on the other hand, as this subjective element is of
necessity connected with the multiformity of all human life,
the differences born from this will reveal themselves in Chris-
tian science more strongly rather than more weakly, because
palingenesis allows these subjective differences to fully assert
themselves, and does not, like naturalism, kill them. From
the earliest ages of the Christian religion, therefore, these an-
titheses in the domain of Christian science, and the tendencies
born from them, have ever assumed a much firmer and more
concrete form, especially where they ran parallel with the
ecclesiastical distinctions. But in the realm of Christian
science it will never do for these several tendencies to point
to the ecclesiastical basis of operation, as the source from
which they obtained their greater permanency. Every ten-
dency is bound scientifically to defend its assertions in the
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face of those of other tendencies. One may even say that
this scientific labor maintains the spiritual communion be-
tween those who are ecclesiastically separated and estranged
from each other. And if this is objected to by the state-
ment that the prosecutors of this science often assume the
position over against one another, that they only possess
truth in its absolute form, the threefold remark is in place:
First, that in their realm the students of naturalistic science
often do the same thing; that with them also ome school
often stands over against the other with the pretence of
publishing absolute truth. Secondly, that we must dis-
tinguish between what the student of Christian science
professes as a church-member, and what he offers as the
result of his scientific investigation. But, in the third
place also, that idealism in science demands that every man
of conviction shall firmly believe that, provided their devel-
opment be normal, every other investigator must reach the
same result as he. He who shrinks from this cannot affirm
that he holds the result of his own investigation as true;
he becomes a sceptic. He who in his own conception has
not stepped out from his subjectivity in order to grasp the
eternally true, has no conviction. And though it be entirely
true that history plainly teaches, that the ripest and noblest
conviction has never escaped the one-sidedness of one’s own
subjectivity, the inextinguishable impulse of our human
nature never denies itself, but sees truth in that which it
has grasped for itself as truth.

Hence the result we reach is, that the effort which reveals
itself in our nature to obtain a scientific knowledge of the
cosmos by investigation and demonstration, is ever bound
to the premises in our nature from which this effort starts
out. That for this reason this effort leads to a common
practice of science, as far as these premises remain equal,
but must divide itself as soon as the fork is reached where
the change effected in these premises by palingenesis begins
to influence the investigation. That for this part of the
investigation, therefore, two kinds of scientific study run
parallel, one which is, and one which is not, governed by
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the fact of palingenesis. That they who study science under
the influence of palingenesis, as well as they who leave it
out of account, can only hold for true what rests on their
own premises, and thus can appreciate each other’s study
only in a formal manner. That with Christian, as well as
with naturalistic science, that only stands scientifically sure
which, going out from its own premises, each has obtained
as the result of scientific research. That consequently, in
both studies of science, all sorts of antitheses, tendencies,
and schools will reveal themselves, and that by this process
alone science on both sides advances. And finally, that
because the influence of the subjective element, occasioned
by a difference of disposition, manner of life, spiritual
tendency, and age, makes itself felt with both, every in-
vestigator deems his own result of science true in the
broadest sense; thereby going out from the conviction that,
provided he carries on his investigation well, every normal
investigator will attain a like result with himself.

§ 61. Both Sciences Universal

The proposition, that in virtue of the fact of palingenesis
a science develops itself by the side of the naturalistic,
which, though formally allied to it, is differently disposed,
and therefore different in its conclusions, and stands over
against it as Christian science, must not be understood in a
specifically theological, but in an absolutely universal sense.
The difference between the two is not merely apparent in
theological science, but in all the sciences, in so far as
the fact of palingenesis governs the whole subject in all in-
vestigations, and hence also, the result of all these investi-
gations as far as their data are not absolutely material. To
support this proposition, however, two things must still be
shown : first, that in both cases science is taken in the sense
of universal-human validity ; and, secondly, that palingenesis
is not merely a subjective psychical, but a universal phenom-
enon, which involves both the investigating subject and the
cosmos. Inasmuch, however, as we are writing a theological
encyclopedia, we do not proceed here to the exposition of this,
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but reserve it for treatment under the development of the con-
ception of Theology. At this point, therefore, a simple sug-
gestion suffices. Concerning the first, the universally valid
character is inseparable from all science ; not in the sense that
every individual agrees with you, but that the subject of your
science 1is, and ever will be, the universal human conscious-
ness. Well, then, the palingenesis, which does not operate
within single persons atomistically, but organically upon our
race, will produce this result: that the tree of humanity, our
race, humanity as a whole, and thus also the universal human
consciousness, shall be glorified and sanctified in the “ body of
Christ.” He who remains outside of this till the end, falls
away from humanity. Up to the time of this final solution,
however, neither the naturalistic nor the Christian science
have any universally compulsive character outside of their
own sphere. 'We encounter one another in open conflict, and
a universally compulsory science, that shall be compulsory
upon all men, is inconceivable. And concerning the second
point, let the provisional remark suffice, that there is not
merely a palingenesis of the human soul, but also a palin-
genesis of the body and of the cosmos. This accounts for
the central character of the Resurrection of Christ, and for
the far-reaching significance of the restoration of the cosmos,
which in Matthew xix. 28 is indicated by this very word of
palingenesis.



CHAPTER IV

DIVISION OF SCIENCE

§ 52. Organic Division of Scientific Study

Before we can find a provisional answer, in the closing

chapter of this division, to the question, whether Theology
is or is not a necessary and an integral part of the organism
of science, this organism itself must be somewhat closely ex-
amimned. Only when the anatomy of this organism is known,
can it be seen of what parts it consists, and whether among
these parts a science in the spirit of what we call Theology
occupies a place of its own. Of course, in the framing
of this conclusion we must start out with a definition of
Theology, which cannot be explained until the following
division ; but for the sake of clearness in the process of the
ifrgument, this hypothetical demonstration is here indispen-
sable.

As far as the organism of science itself is concerned, we have
parposely chosen as the title of this section the expression: The
organic division of scientific study. If the organic division
of science itself is viewed, apart from its relation to practice,

tothing is obtained but an abstraction, which lies entirely
outside of history and reality ; and the question whether
Theology is a science in this scientific organism can never

answered. For Theology is an historic-concrete com-
plex, which, if brought over into the retort of abstractions,
would at once slip through our fingers and volatilize.

As regards the organic character of science, three data
Wust be taken into account: (1) the organic relation among
the several parts of the object of science; (2) the organic
Telation among the different capacities of the subject and the
data which lead to the knowledge of the object ; and (8) the
Organic relation which in consequence of (1) and (2) must
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face of those of other tendencies. One may even say that
this scientific labor maintains the spiritual communion be-
tween those who are ecclesiastically separated and estranged
from each other. And if this is objected to by the state-
ment that the prosecutors of this science often assume the
position over against one another, that they only possess
truth in its absolute form, the threefold remark is in place:
First, that in their realm the students of naturalistic science
often do the same thing; that with them also one school
often stands over against the other with the pretence of
publishing absolute truth. Secondly, that we must dis-
tinguish between what the student of Christian science
professes as a church-member, and what he offers as the
result of his scientific investigation. But, in the third
place also, that idealism in science demands that every man
of conviction shall firmly believe that, provided their devel-
opment be normal, every other investigator must reach the
same result as he. He who shrinks from this cannot affirm
that he holds the result of his own investigation as true;
he becomes a sceptic. He who in his own conception has
not stepped out from his subjectivity in order to grasp the
eternally true, has no conviction. And though it be entirely
true that history plainly teaches, that the ripest and noblest
conviction has never escaped the one-sidedness of one’s own
subjectivity, the inextinguishable impulse of our human
nature never denies itself, but sees truth in that which it
has grasped for itself as truth.

Hence the result we reach is, that the effort which reveals
itself in our nature to obtain a scientific knowledge of the
cosmos by investigation and demonstration, is ever bound
to the premises in our nature from which this effort starts
out. That for this reason this effort leads to a common
practice of science, as far as these premises remain equal,
but must divide itself as soon as the fork is reached where
the change effected in these premises by palingenesis begins
to influence the investigation. That for this part of the
investigation, therefore, two kinds of scientific study run
parallel, one which is, and one which is not, governed by
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the fact of palingenesis. That they who study science under
the influence of palingenesis, as well as they who leave it
out of account, can only hold for true what rests on their
own premises, and thus can appreciate each other's study
only in a formal manner. That with Christian, as well as
with naturalistic science, that only stands scientifically sure
which, going out from its own premises, each has obtained
as the result of scientific research. That consequently, in
both studies of science, all sorts of antitheses, tendencies,
and schools will reveal themselves, and that by this process
alone science on both sides advances. And finally, that
Tecause the influence of the subjective element, occasioned
by a difference of disposition, manner of life, spiritual
tendency, and age, makes itself felt with both, every in-
westigator deems his own result of science true in the
Tbroadest sense; thereby going out from the conviction that,
provided he carries on his investigation well, every normal
investigator will attain a like result with himself.

§ 61. Both Sciences Universal

The proposition, that in virtue of the fact of palingenesis
a science develops itself by the side of the naturalistic,
which, though formally allied to it, is differently disposed,
and therefore different in its conclusions, and stands over
against it as Christian science, must not be understood in a
specifically theological, but in an absolutely universal sense.
The difference between the two is not merely apparent in
theological science, but in all the sciences, in so far as
the fact of palingenesis governs the whole subject in all in-
vestigations, and hence also, the result of all these investi-
gations as far as their data are not absolutely material. To
support this proposition, however, two things must still be
shown: first, that in both cases science is taken in the sense
of universal-human validity ; and, secondly, that palingenesis
is not merely a subjective psychical, but a universal phenom-
enon, which involves both the investigating subject and the
cosmos. Inasmuch, however, as we are writing a theological
encyclopedia, we do not proceed here to the exposition of this,
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but reserve it for treatment under the development of the con-
ception of Theology. At this point, therefore, a simple sug-
gestion suffices. Concerning the first, the universally valid
character is inseparable from all science; not in the sense that
every individual agrees with you, but that the subject of your
science is, and ever will be, the universal human conscious-
ness. Well, then, the palingenesis, which does not operate
within single persons atomistically, but organically upon our
race, will produce this result: that the tree of humanity, our
race, humanity as a whole, and thus also the universal Auman
consciousness, shall be glorified and sanctified in the “body of
Christ.” He who remains outside of this till the end, falls
away from humanity. Up to the time of this final solution,
however, neither the naturalistic nor the Christian science
have any universally compulsive character outside of their
own sphere. We encounter one another in open conflict, and
a universally compulsory science, that shall be compulsory
upon all men, is inconceivable. And concerning the second
point, let the provisional remark suffice, that there is not
merely a palingenesis of the human soul, but also a palin-
genesis of the body and of the cosmos. This accounts for
the central character of the Resurrection of Christ, and for
the far-reaching significance of the restoration of the cosmos,
which in Matthew xix. 28 is indicated by this very word of
palingenesis.



CHAPTER IV
DIVISION OF SCIENCE

§ 52. Organic Division of Scientific Study

Before we can find a provisional answer, in the closing
chugpter of this division, to the question, whether Theology
is oris not a necessary and an integral part of the organism
Of gcience, this organism itself must be somewhat closely ex-
Axmined. Only when the anatomy of this organism is known,
Can it be seen of what parts it consists, and whether among
these parts a science in the spirit of what we call Theology
occupies a place of its own. Of course, in the framing
of this conclusion we must start out with a definition of
Theology, which cannot be explained until the following
division ; but for the sake of clearness in the process of the
srgument, this hypothetical demonstration is here indispen-
sable.

As far as the organism of science itself is concerned, we have
purposely chosen as the title of this section the expression: The
organic division of scientific study. If the organic division
of science itself is viewed, apart from its relation to practice,
nothing is obtained but an abstraction, which lies entirely
outside of history and reality; and the question whether
Theology is a science in this scientific organism can never
be answered. For Theology is an historic-concrete com-
plex, which, if brought over into the retort of abstractions,
would at once slip through our fingers and volatilize.

As regards the organic character of science, three data
must be taken into account: (1) the organic relation among
the several parts of the object of science; (2) the organic
relation among the different capacities of the subject and the
data which lead to the knowledge of the object ; and (3) the
organic relation which in consequence of (1) and (2) must

183
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appeur in the result of the scientific task. The object exists
organically ; the subject itself exists organically and stands
organically related to the object; and consequently this
organic character must be found again, as soon as the knowl-
edge of the object has been attained by the subject with
sufficient completeness and accuracy. The unity of these
three reveals itself historically in the scientific task, which
did not begin by making these distinctions clear for itself,
but had its rise in the instinctive faith in this mutual rela-
tionship. The stimulus to undertake this scientific study is
not given by an Academy of Sciences, but by our innate
inclination to investigate. As a child breaks his toys and
cuts them into pieces, in order to find out what they are
and how they are constructed ; or, as outside of his play-
hour he overwhelms you with questions; thus is man
prompted by a natural impulse to investigate the cosmos.
And, though with adults also this desire after knowledge
may consist too largely of a playful inquiry, the needs
of life add a nobler seriousness to this playful investiga-
tion and by it rule and continuity are imparted to the sci-
entific task. If the practical need of physicians, lawyers,
ministers of the Word, Academic professors, etc., did not
continually press its claims, the very existence of universities
would at once be jeopardized. If these were abolished, and
with them the avenues to success were closed against those
who desire to devote their lives to scientific pursuits, a small
group only of competent persons would be able to allow
itself the luxury of this pursuit. And if the number of sci-
entists should thus be reduced, the study of science would
likewise suffer from the gradual disappearance of the whole
apparatus which is now at its service in libraries, labora-
tories, observatories, etc. The vitae non scolae is true also
in the sense that only life gives the school its susceptibility
to life.

The ideal representation that science would still be able to
flourish when practised merely for its own sake, rests upon
self-deception. This is best observed in the case of those
special sciences whose study is not immediately born from
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tia « practical need of life, and whose development in conse-
quaence has been so greatly retarded. If there were no
logz-ic in this practical need of life, and if it were not con-
ne«<=ted with the organic motive of science itself, this de-
pe xadence of the school upon life would be most fatal, and
wo» wald obstruct the smooth progress of scientific investiga-
tioxa. This, however, is not so. The practical need of life
is > orn from the relation in which the subject stands to the
obj «ct, and from the necessary way in which the subject
(hwa manity) develops itself organically from itself. It must
be <onceded that the claims which this practical need causes
to Toe felt, are not always considered in the accurate order of
succCession, and that only after several fits and starts do they
assxa e a more normal character ; but the result also shows
that science has made all these fluctuations with them, and
only when the practical need of life has begun to express itself
in clearer language, and, consequently, with clearer self-con-
sciowasness, has it assumed a more normal character. This
would certainly have proved a difficulty, if the slow ripen-
ing of this clear insight into the claims of practical need
were bound to any other law than that which governs the
development of science itself ; but it has created no disturb-
ance, since both the development of these practical needs and
the development of science have been governed by the self-
sume power, i.e. by the actual mode of existence and or-
ganic relation of object and subject. Every encyclopedical
division of the sciences, which aims to be something more
than & specimen of mental gymnastics, will therefore in the
main always proceed from the practical division given histori-
ally in the academical faculties. Not as though this division

Wwere simply to be copied ; for this division, which has already

1 modified so often, is always susceptible of further modi-
fication; but these future modifications also will not abstractly

Tegulate themselves according to the demands of your scheme,

Ut will be permanently governed by the demands of prac-
tcal need ; and only when your schematic insight has modi-
fied the form in which the practical necd of life asserts itself,
will thig insight, through the medium of practical life, be
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able to influence effectually the process of discriminating the
faculties.

But while criticism of the division of scientific study, as it
is controlled by that of the faculties, is in every way lawful
and obligatory, Encyclopedic science is nevertheless bound
to set out from this historic division. It is not to dissect an
imaginary organism of science, but it must take as its start-
ing-point the body of science as it actually and historically
presents itself; it must trace the thought which has deter-
mined the course of this study; and, reinforced with this lead-
ing thought, it must critically examine that which actually is.
Encyclopedia is no speculative, but a positive, science; it
finds the object of its investigation in the actually given
development of science. As long as this object had not
sufficiently developed, the very thought of Encyclopedic
science could not suggest itself. Its study only begins when
the study of the sciences has acquired some form of perma-
nency. Since historically Theology has called into life a
faculty of its own and has presented itself in this faculty as
a complex of studies; and since it is our exclusive aim to
answer the question whether Theology takes a place of its
own in the organism of the sciences; it would be futile to
sketch the organism of science in the abstract. For in the
case both of ourselves and of our opponents this sketch would
of necessity be controlled by the sympathy or antipathy
which each fosters for Theology. Hence that we may have
ground beneath our feet, we should not lose ourselves in
speculative abstractions, but must start out from the historie
course which, under the influence of the practical needs of
life, has been pursued by the study of the sciences.

Practically, now, we see that the theological faculty was
the first to attain a more fixed form. Alongside of it, and fol-
lowing immediately in its wake, is the juridical faculty. Next
to these two is the slow growth of the medical, as a third
independent faculty. The so-called philosophical faculty
finds its precursors in the Artistee!; but it is a slow process
by which these surmount the purely propadeutic character

1 Artist® was the name of the teachers of classic languages.
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which their study bore at first. The facultas litteraria,
either in or out of connection with the faculty of natural
philosophy, only gradually takes its place by the side of the
above-named three. Clergymen, lawyers and physicians
were everywhere needed, while a man of letters and a natu-
ral philosopher could find a place only in a few schools.
To every one hundred young men, who studied in the first
three faculties, there were scarcely five who found their
career in the study of literature or natural philosophy.
And for this reason the first three faculties were for a long
time the principal faculties, and the study of the Artista®
and Physicists were mere auxiliaries to them. Propazdeutics
was the all-important interest, and not the independent
study of Letters or of Natural Philosophy. From this
it must also be explained, that at so many universities
the study of Letters and of Natural Philosophy has always
been combined in the same faculty. In Holland the un-
tenability of this union has long since been recognized, and
the Literary and Natural Philosophy faculties have each
been allowed a separate existence; and the fact that else-
where they still remain together is simply the result of the
common propadeutic character which was deemed to con-
stitute their reason for being. The practical needs of life to
broaden the knowledge of nature have for more than a century
caused the independent character of the natural sciences con-
vincingly to appear, and this very detachment of the study
of natural philosophy has quickened the literary studies to
a sense of their own independence. The difference of method
especially, between the two kinds of sciences, was too pro-
nounced to allow the auxiliary character of literary studies to
be maintained. This last process of the emancipation of the
literary faculty, however, is still so imperfect, that no com-
mon opinion has yet been obtained on the unity of matter,
or, if you please, on the real object of this group of sciences.
The philological, historical and philosophical studies still
seek their organic unity. But in any case it seems an.
accepted fact, that the cyclus of studies will run its round
in the circle of these five faculties. Although there seems
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X w3 Cspasnas abroad to let the Theological faculty be-
<o 2xTaC T 3o supersede it by a faculty of Philosophy,
u. serwias Jegre is perceived to enlarge the number of
= gittes Jevend the five, and it is scarcely conceivable that
e 2o bewds of life will ever warrant the increase
. chx yumbder. Neither the smaller or larger number of
& tarrmenes, nor the lesser or greater number of professors,
»w: omy the combination of studies demanded by a practical
atucstivn, Jecides in the end the number and the division
2t the Swulttes
Meunwhile it is by no means asserted that the prosecution
oi wienve, and in connection with it the university life,
swuid sim exelusively at a practical education. On the con-
trary. Zhe puesuit of science for its own sake is the ideal
wiicd nust never be abandoned. We merely emphasize that
zite way % this ideal does not lead through sky and clouds,
at shreagh practical life. A science which loses itself in
spwnnetor and in abstraction never reaches its ideal, but
citds 2 Gwaster; and the high ideal of science will be the
“wiote weaniy realized in proportion as the thirst after and the
‘went of this tdeal shall express themselves more strongly in
Lttt Lite, so that the practical need of it shall be stimulated
v 2%, \sthe transition from unconscious into conscious life
abvat e the impulse born of society increases of itself to
axveitt for every element and every relation, and, thanks
v £2is tmpulse, the prosecution of science for its own sake
qarties the day.
tx oceawmection with this it is noteworthy that the three
ovygenally principal faculties were born of the necessity of
wantig off evil.  This is seen in the strongest light in the
case of the medical faculty, which still exhibits this negative
eraeter in name, and partly even in practice. It is not
U the somatie faculty, to express the fact that the human
i) te the object of its study ; nor the Aygienic faculty, to
evpress the fact that health is the object of its choice; but
the mwdtonl, by which name the diseased body alone is desig-
watwd as its real object. This accords with the attention
witeh man bLestows in real life upon his body. As long as
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one is well and feels no indisposition, he does not inquire
into the location and the action of the organs in his body ;
and only when one feels pain and becomes ill does the pains-
taking care for the body begin. Alike observation applies
to the juridical faculty. If there were no evil in the world
there would be no public authority, and it is only for the
sake of evil that the authority is instituted, that the judge
pronounces judgment, and that the making of laws is de-
manded. Not for the sake of the study of law as such,
but for the sake of rendering a well-ordered human in-
tercourse possible in the midst of a sinful society, did
jurisprudence undertake its work ; and the juridical faculty
came into being for the education of men who, as states-
men and judges, are leaders of public life. This also applies
to the theological faculty, though not in so absolute a sense.
Because it was found that salvation for the sinner, and a
spiritual safeguard against the fatal effects of wickedness,
were indispensable, both law and gospel were demanded.
The purpose was medical, but in the Theological faculty it
was psychic, as it was somatic in the so-called Medical fac-
ulty. For though it must be acknowledged that originally
the aim of the Theological faculty was not exclusively soteri-
ological, but that on the contrary it also tried to foster theti-
cally the knowledge of God, yet the call for an educated
clergy, and the concomitant prosperity of this faculty, are
due in the first place to the fact that men were needed
everywhere who would be able to act as physicians against
sin and its results. Hence it is actually the struggle against
evil in the dody, in society, and in the soul which has cre-
ated the impulse for these three groups of sciences, the need
of men to combat this evil, and consequently the necessity
for the rise of these three faculties. All three bear origi-
nally a militant character. This cannot be said of the Artistee,
nor of the faculties of Literature and Natural Philosophy
which at a later period were formed from their circle.
In the case of these studies positive knowledge was much more
the immediate object in view, even though it must be granted
that this knowledge was pursued only rarely for its own sake,
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and much more for the sake of utility. One studied natureal
philosophy and letters in order to become a jurist, physiciaa,
or theologian, or to obtain power over nature. But with thx &s
reservation it is evident that from the beginning these pr<-
visionally dependent faculties stood nearer to the scientif5c
ideal, and formally occupied a higher point of view.

If it is asked what distinctions control this actual divisi ©?
of scientific labor, it is easily seen that the attention of t e
thoughtful mind had directed itself in turn to man and 0
nature that surrounds him; that, as far as his own being=r 18
concerned, man has occupied himself severally with his  #89-
matic, psychic, and social existence; and that even m «>T¢
than these four groups of sciences, he aimed distinctively— at
the knowledge of Glod. The accuracy of this division, wh_ = <h
sprang from practical need, is apparent. The principiums— of
division is the subject of science, i.e. Man. This leads
the coordination of man himself with nature, which he ruf. <>
and with his God, by whom he feels himself ruled. And
trilogy is crossed by another threefold division, which concer— :-‘;
“man” as such, even the distinction between one ma.n al
many, and alongside of this the antithesis between his somam———
and psychic existence. Thus the subject was induced in t"
Theological faculty, to investigate the knowledge of God,
in the faculty of natural philosophy to pursue the knowled%e
of nature; to investigate the somatic existence of man in t —
Medical, his psychic existence in the Philological faculty— ‘5
and finally in the Juridical faculty to embrace all tho%
studies which bear upon human relationships. The boul/]‘
dary between these provinces of science is nowhere absolutel— -
certain, and between each two faculties there is always som-
more or less disputed ground ; but this cannot be othe
since the parts of the object of science are organically re
lated, and the reflection of this object in the consciousness
of the subject exhibits an equally organic character.

If science had begun with devising a scheme for the divi—
sion of labor, these disputed frontier-fields of the facultie===
would have been carefully distributed. Since science, how——
ever, and the division of faculties both, are products of the—
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organic process of life, it could not be otherwise than that
uncertainty at the boundaries, which is the mark of all or-
ganic division, here also shows itself. Should the Medical
faculty teach psychology for the sake of psychiatry and of the
psychical influences upon the body? Does the philosophy of
nature and of law belong to the Philological, or to the Psy-
chical and Juridical faculty ? Is the place for Church-lawin the
Theological faculty or in the Juridical faculty, which itself
originated from it as the “ Decretorum facultas,” and which
for many years it claimed in the title of surts utriusque doctor ?
These questions, together with many others, have all been
solved in a practical way such as is of course open to critical
examination by self-conscious science in its Encyclopedia, but
such as a closer investigation claims an ever-increasing re-
spect for the accuracy that marks the decision of practice.
The Encyclopedia of the sciences is safest, therefore, when it
does not abandon this historic track marked out by prac-
tice. A speculative scheme, in which the organic-genetic
relations of the sciences are fitted to another last, would
have almost no other value than to evoke our admiration
for the ingeniousness of the writer. Thus various titles of
departments would be obtained, for which there are no
departments of study. In our review of the history of
“Theologic Encyclopedia,! it has been seen that, in the study
of Theology also, such speculations have not been spared,
and numerous departments for new and imaginary branches
of study have been formed; but, meanwhile, practice has
continued the even tenor of its way, and real study has
been best served by this practical division. This would
not be so, if the object and the subject of science, and also
the development of life and of the consciousness of life,
stood in no necessary relation to each other; but since this
all-sided relation cannot be denied, and the process of sci-
®nce and the process of life almost always keep equal step,
history offers us an important objective guarantee of accu-
Tacy. There is a power that directs the course of our life-

1 Xn the translation this review of the history of Theologic Encyclopedia,
Octupying in the original 482 pages, has been omitted.
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from it in Germany as timely as in Holland.

. this unnatural conjunction has in many

-+l insight into the character of Philological

.+u when the studies of Philology and Natural

v are separated, every difficulty is by no means yet

.ted, for then the antithesis is at once encountered be-

.L.e studies of Philosophy and Philology in the narrower

. It has more than once been proposed to allow Phi-

i1y a faculty of its own and to give it the house in which

+ weology lies dying.  The Philological faculty would then

fiecome exclusively the faculty of letters, and in an eminent-
~ense engage itself with all those studies which the httera
*:ripta gives rise to or renders possible. And from this point
of view a third antithesis appears: viz. the antithesis be-
tween Historical studies and those of Philology proper. If
indeed the criterium for the object of Philology lies in the
littera scripta, then it both can and must investigate the his-
torical documents and the historical expositions, as literary
Products, but the real content of History lies outside of its
horizon. In this wise the faculty is more and more reduced,
and at length its only remaining object is that which is written,
which condemns it as an independent faculty. However
highly one may estimate its value, letters can never form

a principal group in the organism of the object; and to
a certain extent it is even contingent. The object existed
long centuries before literary life manifested itself. Hence
the name Literary faculty can in no case be taken as a start-
ing-point. We owe this name to Humanism, which in this
instance also did not forsake its superficial character. ¢ Philo-
logical ™ is therefore in every way a richer and a more deeply
significant name, because the Logos does not refer to the
letter, but to that which the letter serves as body. For a
long time the restricted meaning of word or of language
was attached to the logos in * Philology,” and consequently
Philology was interpreted as standing outside of Philosophy
and History. This, however, only showed how dimly it was
understood that every faculty must have a principal group
in the object of science as the object of its investigation. If
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everything that is connected with language is the vehicle of
human consciousness, the study of this vehicle does by no
means end the study of that consciousness itself. That
buman consciousness also as such, according to its form and
comprehensive content, must be made the object of investi-
gation, and this necessitates the formal and material study of
philosophy. Above all it should be taken into consideration
that it is not the consciousness of a single individual, but the
consciousness of man as such, and hence of humanity in its re-
lation and continuous process, that is to be known ; and this
gives rise to the task of History. Hence it is the one Logos,
taken as the consciousness of humanity, which provides the
motive for Linguistic and Historic and Philosophic studies ; so
that no reasonable objection can be raised against the name of
Philological faculty. ¢Logoi” was indeed the word used
originally for an historical narrative, and this gave historians
the name of Logographers. In this way the combination of
Linguistic, Historic, and Philosophic studies does not lead to
an aggregate, but to an organic unity, which in an excellent
manner locates a principal group of the object of science in
a realm of its own. It is man in antithesis with nature, and
in man his logical, in antithesis with his dodily manifestation,
which determine the boundaries of this realm. The unity
that lies in this may not be abandoned.

Meanwhile let it be observed, that the task of this faculty
should not be extensively, but intensively interpreted. The
object of its existence is not the study of every conceivable
language, nor the investigation of all history, nor yet the
systematizing of the whole content of the human conscious-
ness. The Faculty, as such, must direct its attention to
the consciousness of humanity taken as an organic unity,
and thus must concentrate its power upon that in which the
process of this human consciousness exhibits itself. It does
not cast its plummet into a stagnant pool, but away out in
the stream of human life. Its attention is not riveted by
what vegetates in isolation, but by that which lives and asso-
ciates with and operates within the life of humanity. For
this reason the classical and richly developed languages from
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the old world and the new are so vastly more important to
this Faculty, as such, than the defective languages of the
more supine and undeveloped nations. It does not look
upon Literature as an aggregate of everything that has been
handed down in writing, but as an organic conception, which
only embraces that which is excellent in form and content.
History also is only that in which the human consciousness
has developed strength to bring the human life to the fuller
unfolding of its idea. And as material Philosophy, it merely
offers that which has advanced the current of human thought,
and has enabled its different tendencies to express themselves
correctly. The proposal to overwhelm this Faculty with the
study of all conceivable languages and peoples and conceptions
must therefore be declined. This deals the death-blow to
this Faculty, makes it top-heavy, and causes it to lose all
unity in its self-consciousness. In order to maintain itself as
a faculty it must distinguish between main interests and side-
issues, and maintain unity in multiformity, and keep its
attention fixed upon that which in continuous process has
ever more richly unfolded the consciousness of our human
race, has enabled it to fuller action, and has brought it to
clearer consciousness. We do not deny that other languages
also, peoples and conceptions may be the object of scien-
tific research, but this sort of study must annex itself to
the work of this faculty, and not consume its strength.
This self-limitation is not only necessary in order that it
may handle its own material, but also that it may not lose
its hold on life, and thus may keep itself from conflict
with practical demands. Duty, therefore, demands that
in the study of the human consciousness it should not
swing away to the periphery, but that it shall take its station
at the centrum, and never lose from sight the fact that the
object of its investigation is the conscious life of our human
race taken as an organic unity. With this in view it inves-
tigates language as the wondrous instrument given as vehicle
to our consciousness; the richest development which language
has proved capable of in the Clagsical languages of ancient and
modern times ; and the full-grown and ripe fruit which lan-
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guage has produced in classical Literature. Next to this study
o f language as vehicle and incorporation of our consciousness,
follows the investigation into the activities of this conscious-
mness in the life of humanity, i.e. the broad study of History.
<\ nd then, at length, formal and material Philosophy follow;
tIe first to investigate conscious life in its nature, and the
1sws which govern it; the second to answer the question,
Inow the “ World-Image ” (Weltbild) has gradually formed
itself in this consciousness, and in what form it exhibits
itself at present. This order of succession certainly gives
xise to the objection, that formal philosophy should properly
lead the van ; nevertheless, we deem it necessary to maintain
it, because formal as well as material philosophy assumes a
Preceding development of language, and hence also a preced-
ing history.

The Medical faculty being of less importance for our investi-
gation may therefore be more briefly considered. We for our
part do not desire the name of Medical faculty to be changed
into Somatological or Philosomatical faculty. We would not

have the fact lost from sight that this science did not origi-
nate from the thirst after a knowledge of our body, but
from the need of seeking healing for its diseases. FKor this
implies the confession that our general human condition
is neither sound nor normal, but is in conflict with a destruc-
tive force, against which help from a saving power must be
sought and can be found. This, however, does not weaken
the demand that the medical character of these studies should
not too absolutely be maintained. Obstetrics in itself is
no real medical study. Moreover, medical study has always
assumed the knowledge of the healthy body. And Hygiene,
which demands an ever broader place, is not merely medical-
prophylactic, but in part stands in line with the doctrine
of diet, dress, etc., as tending to the maintenance of the
healthy body. On these grounds it seems undeniable, that
the object of investigation for this faculty is the human
body, or better still, man from his somatic side. Already
for this reason the effort to take up the body of animals



198 §53. THE FIVE FACULTIES [Drv.

into this faculty should be protested against; and warnings
should be sounded against entertaining too sanguine expec-
tations from vivisection, and against the altogether too bold
exploits which it adventures. In itself, veterinary surgery
would never have become anything more than an empiric
knowledge; and the insight it derives from the Medical
faculty is a mercy which from our human life descends to
suffering animals. But Darwinism should never tempt us in
this faculty to coordinate man and aninal under the concep-
tion of “living things.” If the Auman body had not been sub-
ject to disease, there would never have been a medical science.
Vegetation also has its diseases and invites medical treat-
ment; but who will include the healing of plants in the
Medical faculty? The human dody must remain the exclu-
sive object for the complex of medical studies. The pro-
plastic forms also, or preformations which were created for
this body in the vegetable and animal kingdom, must indeed
be investigated with a view to this body, but the studies
which this investigation provokes serve exclusively as sub-
sidiary helps, and should not be permitted to destroy the
boundary between the human body and these preformations.
In the same way the boundary should be guarded which
divides the somatic life of man from his psychical life.
This psychical life is the heritage of the Philological and not
of the Medical faculty. If this boundary be crossed, the
Medical faculty must subordinate the psychical phenomena
to the somatic life, and cannot rest until, under the pressure
of its own object, it has interpreted this psychical life
materialistically. But neither should it be forgotten that an
uncertain and mingled region lies between the somatic and
the psychic life. Both sides of human life stand in organic
relation. The body affects the soul, and the soul the body.
Hence, there is on one side a physico-psychical study which
must trace the psychical phenomena on physical ground, and
on the other side a psychico-physical study which determines
the influence exercised by the soul upon the body. And
this must serve as a rule, that Psychology derives its physi-
cal data from the Medical faculty; while on the other hand
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the Medical derives its psychological data from the Philo-
logzical faculty. That the Theological faculty also comes into
comnsideration here is not denied; but since it is the very
purpose of this investigation to point out the place in the
orgzanism of science which belongs to the Theological faculty,
we pass it by for the present. Only let the necessary obser-
vation be made, that it is contradictory to the peculiar
character of the medical studies to leave the important
decision concerning the imputability of guilt in the process
of punishment to be accounted for by this faculty. Finally
a last boundary must be drawn for the medical faculty on the
side of the juridical faculty. For on that side also medical
science steps constantly beyond the lines of its propriety. It
demands, indeed, that public authority shall unconditionally
ad opt the results from medical and hygienic domains into civil
ordinances, and shall execute what it prescribes. This abso-
lute demand should be declined, first, because these results
lack an absolute, and sometimes even a constant character ;
and in the second place, because it is not the task of
medical, but of juridical science to investigate in how far
the claims of the body should be conditioned by the higher
claims of the psychic and social life.
Within these boundaries these medical studies naturally
divide themselves, according to their object, into studies
which investigate the healthy body; which trace the phe-
nomena of disease; and which have for their purpose the
cwe of these abnormal phenomena. The study of the body
88 such, i.e. in its healthy state, divides itself equally
natarally into the somatical and psychico-somatical, while the
somatic studies divide again into anatomy and physiology.
The sciences which have for their object the deviations from
the normal, i.e. the sick body, are pathology and psycho-
pathology. The studies, finally, which direct themselves to
Therapeutics, divide into medical, surgical, and psychiatri-
cdl, to which Medicine and applied Medica join themselves.
Only the place of Obstetrics is not easily pointed out, be-
cause a normal delivery, without pain, would not be a path-
ological phenomenon, and to this extent Obstetrics would
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not find its motive in the medical, but in the somatical char-
acter of these studies. As such it should belong as a tech-
nical department to Physiology. From the view-point of
Revelation, however, delivery with pain is an abnormal
phenomenon, and to this extent we see no difficulty in coordi-
nating obstetrics after the old style with medical and surgical
science. With the exception of these incidental questions it
is readily seen, meanwhile, that as long as the Medical science
confines itself to these independent studies, it still lacks tts
higher unity, and cannot be credited with having come to a
clear self-consciousness. This would only be possible if it
could grasp the deeper cause of the corruption from which
all diseases originate; if, on the other hand, it could expose
the relation between this cause and the reagents; and thus
could crown its labor by the production of a Medical
Philosophy.

The Juridical faculty claims a somewhat larger share of
our attention, since it stands in a closer relation to that of
Theology. In the object of science we found its province
tn man,—not in himself, but as taken tn kis relation to
other men. This, however, must not be interpreted in the
sense that man is merely a social being, and that therefore
juridical study must lapse into sociology. The origin of
this faculty is a protest against this. From the beginning
it was a faculty for the study of Sancta Justitia, devoted to
the education of those who were to administer the affairs of
government and exercise the judicial function. Both these
conceptions, of government and judicial power, were derived
from the fundamental conception of the Supreme Authority.
The folly of separating the powers of state had not yet been
invented, and the intrinsic unity of all legislative, judicial,
and governing power stood still firm in the common mind.
Authority was exercised over men upon earth ; this authority
was not original with man, but was conferred of God upon
the magistracy. Hence the way in which this authority was
to be exercised by the magistracy was not left to the arbi-
trariness of despotism, but this authority fulfilled its end
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only when it operated in harmony with the order of human
society ordained of God. The laws and regulations to
which this authority bound its subjects and itself were
obliged, therefore, to meet a fixed claim ; and this claim had
been established by God himself in the ordinances of his
Creation, and had received its fuller interpretation in his
special Revelation. Hence, though whatever the magistracy
ordained as law was actually valid, as such, within the
circle of their authority, and though as such it bound the
conscience formally, the obligation that this enforced law
should legitimate itself as law before a higher tribunal, and
in other ways be corrected, could not be ignored. From
this obligation the study of law in the higher sense is born ;
for profound and scientific study alone can obtain an insight
into the nature of law in general, and into the special rela-
tions of law, as they should be in order to correspond to
the relations which have been divinely ordained in creation
and by history mutually between man and man or among
groups of men.

The view, which formed the point of departure in this,
was accurate in every way, viz., that there would have been
no need of a magistracy, nor of the regulation of law, nor of
a consequent study of law, if there had been no moral evil
among men. In a sinless state, the correspondence of the
social life to the demands of the holiest law would be spon-
taneous. Hence, when this faculty originated, it was still
the common confession that sin alone was the cause that one
man was clothed with compulsory authority over the other.
In a sinless society every occasion for the appearance of such
2 compulsory authority would fall away, because every one
would feel himself immediately and in all things bound by

the authority of God. And so it has come to pass that the
Juridical faculty, as well as the Medical and the Theological,
has digclosed the tendency to oppose an existing evil. If
the Theological faculty tended to militate against evil in the
beart of man, and the Medical to overcome evil in the human
body, in like manner the Juridical faculty has tended to
Tesigt evil in the realm of Justice. In connection with this,



200 §63. v - [Drv. IE

not find its motive in ' o :.o :aracter. It did
acter of these studies. - seii-sufficiency, but
nical department to i - - =— imposed of God
Revelation, however, -:;_.-e-. by Him. Mean-
phenomenon, and tu ii.. “— _= -=idical fa culty does
:;lcait:::(i f)bsvt;;:;lci]‘;fl:'i ' mamm zae logical purpose
is readily seen, muii - - e e foreground of the
confines itself 1o : . . . -=¢ .2 account of the place
higher unitg, and . v n the organic unit of
clear self—c(;nsui.- . . . CTUCRN well-defined place
could grasp the - s.umd also be allotted to
a1l diseases oric: _agm Ze S DO obJectlon against
the relation bx-._i‘ e £ Jurldlcal science, this
could crown e SA00OS of man. The :g.reat
Philosophy. L sad economical auriliary
o @ SmT of law actually moves in
The Jurii: T ,...:um.r thinks of separating all
our attentio: .___,. <ndtes from this faculty and
Theology. .= =y alogical faculty, or, as far
in man, — - - :n-.nncal studies is concerned,
other men. e
sense thi: [ s T -. however, if for this reason
juridical e AW of this faculty should be
this fucu T 1=d by preference it should be
it was o = T xiagical faculty. If there is
the edu. "_? ) study of all that originates

- RIS it real, and belongs to its

g(())l‘lf:‘;:: : - A% Shen ethics would gradually
from t' e e ‘ife of science and art would
The [« "‘f -~ ‘.__,:-v\ would have to recognize its
invent "‘.' o TN also of agriculture, commerce,
and © C L e ‘_,-r\ come under its rule. It is
Autl s iz the object of this faculty by a
was ™ Leuide £ that closer definition can be no
the 4.4- ,”_3,_-1:\ is concerned with human society
to 1. .- : « mos vut the Jural Relationships. Thus
tra ._~'-""_ e N +»e characteristic of this faculty,

- - erify these Jural Relation-

‘-"* w3 4% 10T



Cuar. IV] §563. THE FIVE FACULTIES 2038

ships as Law, to maintain them where they are normal, to
modify them where they are abnormal, and, where they are
still undeveloped, gradually to cause them to emerge. This
is as valid for the Jural Relationships between the magis-
tracy and their subjects as for the Jural Relationships of
these subjects mutually, and of the nations at large. The
sociological and economical studies in this faculty are not
charged with tracing abstractly the organic relation among
people at every point, nor yet with viewing from every side
the relation between our human social life and property ;
but it is their exclusive task to obtain such an insight into
this twofold and very important relation as shall interpret
the Jural Relationships it implies, and shall discover to the
magistracy what in this domain it must and must not do.
In fact, the study of the Juridical faculty will always
be governed by the principles professed with reference to
authority. If authority is considered to have its rise from
the State, and the State is looked on as the highest natural
form of life in the organism of humanity, the tendency
cannot fail to spring up to deepen the significance of the
State continuously, and even to extend the lines of authori-
tative interference, which Plato pushed so far that even
pedagogy and morals were almost entirely included in the
sphere of the State. Indeed, more than one sociologist in
the Juridical faculty is bent upon having his light shine
more and more across the entire psychical life of man, in
the religious, ethical, ssthetical, and hygienic sense. If
sooner or later the chairs of this faculty are arranged and
- filled by a social-democratic government, this tendency
will undoubtedly be developed. If, on the other hand, it
8 conceded that authority over man can rest nowhere
originally but in God, and is only imposed by Him upon
Wen with regard to a particular sphere, this impulse to
tontinuous extension is curbed at once, and everything that
does not belong to this particular sphere falls outside of the
Juridical faculty. In the moral life, which is not included
bere, God himself is the immediate judge, who pronounces
Sntence in the conscience and various temporal judgments
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in the world, and who will utter final judgment in the last
day ; while public authority must appoint law only upon
the earth, and must pronounce sentence as judge upon
that alone which can be legally established and maintained
in the ezternal relations of life by compulsion. Hence ethics,
as touching the relation of man in foro intermo, will remain
in the Theological and Philological faculty; pedagogy, as
bearing upon the psychic life, belongs in the Philological
faculty ; hygiene remains with the Medical ; the material
side of property finds its study in the faculty of Natural
Philosophy; while all that touches the real technics is
treated by the Artes and not by the Scientie. Thus the
Juridical faculty stands in organic relation to all the others;
it cannot forego the assistance of any; it must borrow data
(Lehnsitze) from all ; but it does not lose itself in these
studies, while the object of its own science is the social
life of man, not as abandoned to whim or accident, but as
governed by an authority, and thus bound to a law, which
is indeed framed by man, but which finds its deepest ground
and hence its binding rule in Him who created this human
social life, and who, in the interests of its outward relations,
on account of sin, conferred authority upon man over man.
The science of Law, therefore, is not only to shed light
upon the relation of the magistrate and the subject (public
law and penal law), upon the relation of citizen to citizen
(civil law, commercial law, etc.), and upon the relation of
nation to nation (international law); but, before all this, it
must develop the idea of Justice itself, so that it can be well
understood at what view-point it takes its stand, and accord-
ing to what rule the development of law must be guided.
To accomplish this, it cannot rest content with the investi-
gation of existing Jural institutions, their comparison with
others, and a study of their historical origin.  All this can
never effect more than the knowledge of formal law; while
Justice exhibits itself in its majesty only when it obtains its
adamantine point of support in our psychical existence, and
of necessity flows from what, to our deepest sense of life, is
highest and holiest. The question whether one worships
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this highest and holiest in the living God, or whether it is
sought in the pantheistic idea, or in the pressure of natural
life, determines, really, the entire course of our further studies.
But in any case the science of law must fix its point of de-
parture, formulate its idea of justice, and make clear the vital
principle of law. To do this it must borrow its data from
“Theology, Psychology, and Philosophy in the general sense,
but by a proper Philosophy of law it must work out these bor-
xowed data independently with a view to Justice, and unite
t hem organically into one whole, in which the self-conscious-
- yness of Law expresses itself. The Eneyclopedia of the science
of law does not preclude the necessity of a separate study of
the philosophy of law. For the object of Encyclopedia is not
1aw itself, but the science of law, and though it is self-evident
that there can be no exposition of the science of Law as an
organic whole without due consideration of the questions
what law is, what law is born from, and how we can learn
to understand law, yet the answer of these does not rest
with the Encyclopedia, but is accepted in the Encyclopedia
as already determined ; and this is only possible when in the
organism of the Science of law the Encyclopedia also finds
the Philosophy of law, with its results.
By this we do not detract in the least from the signifi-
cance of the hkistorical study of law. That historical study
includes by no means merely the explanation of existing Ju-
ral institutions in their origin, but at the same time points out
the forms which the character of our human nature, in con-
nection with national and climatic differences, have given to
law, and according to what process these forms have devel-
oped themselves one from the other. It also appears from
these historical studies, that the development of law has been
more normal in one direction, and that in definite circles the
development of law has exhibited a classical superiority.
What we contend is, that no criticism or even a mere judg-
ment js possible, unless a critic is present subjectively in the
investigator, and the authority which gives law its sanction
determined in advance. Even where this criticism is rejected
from principle, and in a pantheistic sense the distinction be-
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law, Germanic law, etc., are generally spoken of in an uni-
versal sense. Upon this general part follows the particular
part, which falls into three : Public law, International law,
Civil law, each with their auxiliary sciences. Public law
divides itself again into public law in the narrower sense
and Penal law, and to penal law the theory of procedure is
added as a subdivision. Those which, on the other hand, are
taken separately as political sciences, i.e. statistics, econom-
ics, politics, diplomatics, sociology, etc., are only auxiliary
sciences which keep public law especially, but civil law also
in part, from feeling their way at random, and help them to
walk in the broad light of the knowledge of facts, condi-
tions, and relations. The difference is that in olden times
the unconscious life was stronger, and hence also the sense
of law, since custom of itself determined all sorts of rela-
tions which now in our more conscious life are only obtained
as the result of investigation. Of course material goods are
here considered only in so far as they are subsumed under
man, and thereby are brought under the conception of law,
or at least can exercise an influence upon the decision of the
relations of law. The relation between gold and silver, for
instance, would of itself be entirely indifferent to the jurist,
but it becomes of importance to him as soon as the question
arises, in what way the government in its monetary sys-
tem is to decide the relation between them. We cannot
enter into further detail. To analyze more closely the sev-
eral characteristics of civil law, commercial law, maritime
law, etc., lies not in our province, and the fact that legal pro-
cedure, political science, etc., bear less a scientific than a tech-
nical character is self-evident. Our only purpose has been to
explain that side of the science of law on which it lies organ-
ically linked in the organism of gereral science, and to indi-
cate the partly sacred character which the Juridical science
must maintain, for Justitia must remain sancta or cease to be
Justitia, and for this reason it stands in immediate relation
to the two great problems, of how authority from God comes
to man, and whether or no it has been conferred upon man
simply because of sin.
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The faculty of Natural Philosophy can be considered more
briefly. There is only one difference of opinion about the
object of physical science. This arises from the fact that
the mathematical and arithmetical sciences were formerly
classed with Philosophy, while at present the tendency is
stronger to class them with the physical sciences as the sci-
ences of the relations of physical data. Those who hold
these relations to be unreal, or at least explain them in the
main as subjectire, are obliged, for the sake of logical conse-
quence. to prefer the custom of the old philosophy, and group
these departments with the psychical studies. Since, how-
ever, the impression has become more universal that science
in general and therefore each particular science, must seek its
strength in the knowledge of the relations even more than in
the knowledge of the elements among which these relations
exist, it is not probable that with reference to the disposi-
tion of Mathematics and Arithmetic the subjective tendency
will again gain the day. It is entirely true that our human
consviousness is adjusted to measure and to number; else
the most industrious effort would never bring us the concep-
tion of geometry or arithmetic. It is also entirely true that
the laws which dominate the combination of measures and
numbers, or. if you please, the Logica of measure and number,
must find a point of connection in our human consciousness ;
else we should never be able to propound or solve an abstract
problem in mathematics or arithmetic. This, however, does
not take away the fact that it is the cosmos outside of us
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which are to be embraced under Physics and Chemistry.
Then come the sciences which investigate certain groups of
elements in their organic relations, i.e. Mineralogy, Botany,
and Zoology. After that come the studies which direct
themselves to our earth as such, viz., Geology, Geography in
its broadest extent, and Meteorology. And lastly follows
Astronomy ; and finally Cosmology, as embracing the whole.

Let no one imagine, however, that all these sciences as
such belong to the so-called exact sciences. No one will be
able to assert this of Cosmogony, and the evolution-theory
of Darwin sufficiently shows that natural philosophy cannot
afford to limit itself to the simple results of weight, number,
and measure. The simple observation of what one hears, sees,
tastes, and handles, even with the aid of instrumental rein- -
forcement of our senses, and under proper verification, is
never anything more than the primitive point of departure
of all science and stands formally in line with common per-
ception. Only by the discovery of the laws which exercise
general rule in that which is particular does this science
raise itself to its second stadium, and become able to exer-
cise authority over matter. But though in this way it ma-
terially aids in establishing the dominion which was given
man over all created things, and though physical science
has contributed the valuable result that it has exalted the
independent human consciousness and has set us free to so
large an extent from the dominion of matter, it has by no
means yet satisfied the highest scientific need. As long as it
knows nothing beyond the several data and the law by which
these data are governed, the thinking mind cannot rest. It
searches also after the relations among the several king-
doms of nature, between our earth and the other parts of the
cosmos, between all of nature outside of us and man, and
finally after the origin of nature and of the tie which binds
us to it, even in our body. These are the points of connec-
tion between the faculty of Natural Philosophy and the other
faculties; and the fact that physical science inclines more
and more to announce itself as the only true science, in order
to coérdinate man with the objects of zodlogy, and to explain
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the psychical life materialistically, shows how ill-advised it
is to allow this physical science to make only practical ad-
vances, without attaining encyclopedically to self-conscious-
ness and giving itself an account of the place which it
occupies in the great organism of science. A scientific Ency-
clopedia, worthy of the name, is the very thing it altogether
lacks; and only when it makes serious work of this can the
question be answered, whether as a culminating department
Philosophy of nature belongs to this faculty.

If now the outline of the four named faculties has been
drawn fairly correctly, the question arises whether the
Theological faculty joins itself to them in organic connec-
tion, with a proper object, and in good coérdination. To
make this clear it will not do to begin by making the con-
ception of Theology fluid. All judgment concerning the
Juridical faculty is rendered impossible so soon as you
interpret it now as the facultas juris, or legal faculty, and
again as the facultas societatis, or sociological faculty. Much
less will a way of escape be discovered from the labyrinth
on theological ground, if by Theology you understand, now,
that which was originally understood by it, and again
supersede this verified conception by an entirely different



CHAPTER V
THEOLOGY IN THE ORGANISM OF SCIENCE

§ 54. Is there a Place for Theology in the Organism of
Science 2

The raising of this question intends no coquetry what-
ever with much-boasted “science.” The theologian who,
depressed by the small measure of respect cherished at
present by public opinion for theological study, seeks favor
with public opinion by loudly proclaiming that what he
studies is science too, forfeits thereby his right to the
honorable name of theologian. Suppose it were demon-
strated that Theology is nmo science, but that, like the
study of music, it is called to enrich our spiritual life,
and the consciousness of that life, in an entirely different
way, what would this detract from its importance? Does
Mozart rank lower than Edison, because he did not work
enchantments, like Edison, with the data of the exact
sciences? The oft-repeated attempt to exclude Theology
from the company of the sciences, and to cdordinate it, as
something mystical, rather with the world of sounds, was in
itself entirely praiseworthy, and has commanded more respect
from public opinion in general than the scholastic distinc-
tions. If thus it should be shown that Theology has no
place in the organism of science, it would not lower it in the
least, even as, on the other hand, Theology would gain no
merit whatever from the fact (if it be proved) that it has
its rank among the sciences. In no case may Theology
begin with renouncing its own self-respect. And those
theologians who are evidently guilty of this, and who, being
more or less ashamed of Theology, have tried, by borrowing
the scientific brevet, to put it forth in new forms, have been
punished for their cowardice. For the non-theological science

211



212 §54. IS THERE A PLACE FOR THEOLOGY [Div. II

has compelled them to cut out the heart of Theology, and to
transform it into a department of study which shall fit into the
framework of naturalistic science. Hence we definitely de-
‘clare that our defence of the scientific character of Theology
has nothing in common with this questionable effort. No
Calvinist takes part in the renunciation of our character as
theologians. And now to the point.

When treating of the historical development of the facul-
ties it was shown that the general organism of science allows
itself to be analyzed into its parts along plain and clearly
discernible lines. Thinking man distinguishes in himself
first between that which relates to his inner or psychical,
and outward or somatical, existence. He distinguishes in
the second place between his own personal existence and his
social life with others, as far as this is not governed by the
personal existence of the individuals. And in the third place
he distinguishes between Auman life and the life of nature.
This division comes of itself, is unsought, sees itself justi-
fied by the history of the faculties, and is in entire agree-
ment with the needs of practical life. Now the question is
whether, along with these four, there remains yet a fifth inde-
pendent part or organ in the organism of science. And the
answer lies at hand, that a final distinction still remains,
even the distinction between man and his God. Thus
in the complete object of science we have four antitheses
and five independent parts: (1) God and his creation;
(2) in that creation the rest of creation and man; (8) in
man first the distinction between his material and spiritual
existence, and, again, (4) the antithesis between unity and
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ile of man). And this analysis of the entire organism into

‘ive parts causes the organic relation among the parts, at
:vast in the case of the four faculties already outlined, to
be clearly discerned, as well in the object itself as in the
reflection of it in the subject, and develops the subdivisions
organically in each of the four parts.

Nothing is gained, on the other hand, by the notion that
Theology has religious feeling, subjective religion, the phe-
nomena of piety, etc., for its object, and that for this rea-
son it is not to be taken as Theology, but as the Science of
Religion. It is impossible in an organic sense to codrdinate
man’s psychical existence, man’s somatical existence, man
as subdivision of humanity, and nature outside of man, and
then, as a fifth wheel to the wagon, man’s religious feeling.
For this religious feeling belongs to man’s psychic existence,
and the study of it as such tends to investigate the object
man. Hence the religious feeling cannot be an indepen-
dent part in the object to be investigated, distinguished
from the other codrdinated parts by an essential difference.
This religious feeling is very important, and it is certainly
right to investigate this phenomenon in the life of man
and of humanity; but this religious life is codrdinate with
his ethical, ssthetical, and intellectual life ; and hence be-
longs to his psychical existence. In this way these studies
come of themselves under the Philological faculty, and can
never occasion the rise of a separate faculty of Theology.

One objection only can be raised. From the view-point
of the Trichotomists it can be asserted that man does not
consist of dody and soul, but of body, soul, and spirit, and that
it is therefore entirely rational, by the side of a faculty for
the body and a faculty for the soul, to place a third faculty,
which has the spirit (7rvebua) of man for its object, and that
this should be the Theological. Thus next to a Somatology
and a Psychology, there should also be a Pneumatology as
“Dritte im Bunde.” This objection, however, cannot stand.
The organism of science cannot be analyzed, or, if you please,
divided, according to the measure of a distinction accepted
only by a single school, but disputed by other schools, and
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finding no echo in the universal human sense. With all
the Reformed we reject the Trichotomy, at least in so far as
it assumes three substances in man. We are Dichotomists.
Even if the distinction between soul and spirit (yvy and
mvebpa) were able to maintain itself to a certain extent,
body, soul, and spirit could never be codrdinated. But the
antithesis should be between body and soul, and within
that soul the distinction between the psychical and the
pneumatical should be sought. Even they who speak of a
faculty of the Science of Religion are well aware that nothing
can be done with the pneuma as such, wherefore they have
thrown themselves upon religion, as being a very compli-
cated expression of life and rich in phenomenal life. The
pneumatical per se would not be capable of investigation to
any considerable extent. Hence along this way there is no
possibility of pointing out a proper ground in the object of
general science for a science of Theology, and there can be
no question of a Theological faculty. Both are possible only
when you come to the antithesis of self-conscious man and
his God, so that you find the object of your faculty not in
religion, but iz God.

But even this by itself will not suffice. Not so much
because it will not answer to codrdinate God with the
incorporeal, with the soul, the body politic, or nature. For
the distinction could well be made between the creator and
creation, in the creation between man and nature, and in
man between his body and soul. This would be no logical
error. But the difficulty is, that in science, as taken in
this chapter, man is the thinking subject, and not God;
that this thinking subject as such must stand above the
object of science, and must be able to investigate it, and
to grasp it with his understanding. And this he is well
able to do with nature, with our body, soul, and body politic,
but not with God, taken as an object of our human science.
Thinking man, taken as subject over against God as object, is
a logical contradiction in terms. It remains an incontestable
truth (1 Cor. ii. 11) that “the things of God none knoweth,
save the Spirit of God.” Man himself would stand before
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us a closed mystery, if we were not man ourselves and thus
able from ourselves to form our conclusions as to others.
“For who among men knoweth the things of a man, save
the spirit of the man, which is in him?” With man, ac-
cordingly, his phenomenal manifestation may always serve
us; observation is possible; and the multiplicity of objects,
through comparison, may bring you to some clue. But
with God taken as object, all this forsakes us. In the most
absolute sense, He is univocus. From yourself (at least so
long as He has not Himself revealed to you the creation
after His image) you can conclude nothing concerning
Him; neither can you see or hear or perceive Him in any
conceivable way. For which reason it is entirely logical
that the naturalistic tendency in science has not hesitated
to cancel Theology, and that the Free University at Brus-
sels, and after her more than one university in America,
have opened no faculty, or “Department,” as it is called in
America, for Theology. We can also understand that the
Theologians who have broken with Special Revelation have
refused to walk any longer in the old paths, have abandoned
God (o feds) as object of science, and have declared: We
can investigate religion, but not God. And no fault couldv
have been found with this, had they faced the consequence
of this metamorphosis of the object, and after the demoli-
tion of the Theological faculty transferred their study of
religion to the Philological faculty.

Something very different presents itself, on the other
hand, when the old definition is readopted, that the science
of Theology finds its object of investigation in the revealed,
ectypal knowledge of Glod; which definition we hold our-
selves, but which can be explained only in the following
chapter. It is emough here to recall that, according to
this representation, God alone knows Himself (“archetypal
knowledge of God,” cognito Dei archetypa), and that there
is no created being that can know aught of Him, except
He himself reveals something from His self-knowledge and
self-consciousness in a form that falls within the compre-
hension of the creature (“ectypal knowledge of God,” cog-
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nitio Dei ectypa). Had this revelation, now, taken place in
the form of complete analysis and synthesis, it would satisfy
at once the most rigorous claims of our scientific wants, and
would simply have to be inserted into the result of our other
scientific work; just as in an historical sketch of an event,
in which you yourself have played an important réle, you
simply insert and embody without further examination that
which you yourself have planned and achieved, because you
know your personal part in a way which does not provoke
a closer investigation. Such, however, is not the character
of this revelation, for it presents itself in such a form that
all sorts of data are given, from which you are obliged
to frame the result. Understood in this way, the com-
plex of all that belongs to this revelation forms an object
which, in its starting-point and end, is a unit (einheit-
lich); which invites investigation; and which by scientific
effort must be transposed into a form that shall satisfy the
claims of our human consciousness. Suppose that still more
Egyptological discoveries were to be made, and, what is not
impossible, that a number of inscriptions and communica-
tions were brought to light concerning a thus far lesser
known Pharaoh; that monuments of his activity were un-
earthed; and that you were supplied with all sorts of
letters, statistics, and records of his reign; all these dis-
coveries would invite and enable you scientifically to ex-
plain the historical phenomenon of this prince. Then,
however, the object of your investigation would still be
Pharaoh himself, and not the knowledge of his person,
simply because all these monuments and documents were
not erected and written by him for the sake of giving you
a specially intended representation of his person. But now
imagine the other case. Suppose that an Eastern despot
had purposed to hand down to succeeding generations, a
particular representation of his person and work, which
did not correspond to reality, and to this end had prepared
numerous monuments and documents; then from these his
real figure in history could not be known, but only that
representation of himself which he had intended. And the
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object of your investigation would not be that despot him-
self, but “the knowledge of his person,” such as he had
purposed to hand down to posterity. And this is the case
here. God has not unintentionally left behind Him traces
of His works and revelations of His thoughts in monuments
and documents, from which we are to search out who God is.
But purposely, and fully conscious of what He was doing,
the Lord our God has imparted a knowledge of His Being
such as He desired that this knowledge should be. And
He has done this in such a way that this revelation does not
contain His absolute image, but conveys this knowledge in
that particular form which alone can be of service to you.
What we supposed in the case of the Asiatic despot to have
sprung from the desire to have a different image of himself
outlive him from that which he had exhibited in reality,
takes place here by means of the third term of comparison
(tertium comparationis). The image which is purposely ex-
hibited here is different from the real Being, simply because
it is only in that definite form, “according to the measure of
man’’ (pro mensura hominis), that it can be taken up by us.
We are therefore fully authorized to say that that which
presents itself to us in these monuments and documents is
not the knowledge of the real Being of God, which we are
to search out from them, but, on the contrary, that in these
monuments and documents lies an image of God, drawn by
Himself, such as He desires us to receive. Hence, when
we investigate these monuments and documents, the object
which we search out is not the Divine Being, but that
ectypal knowledge of God, which is posited in them by God
Himself, and which corresponds entirely to the character of
our human nature and our human consciousness. The in-
vestigation of those monuments and documents, and the
search after the ectypal knowledge of God contained there-y
in, is a scientific task in an equally rigorous sense as, in the
supposed case, the historic expounding of the image of such
a Pharaoh or Asiatic despot.

We admit, of course, that in this section it is only an
hypothesis that the Lord our God has placed such monu-
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ments and documents at our disposal, that He has purposely
hid in them an image of Himself, and that it is possible for
us to obtain this ectypal knowledge from them. We only
wanted to render it apparent, that with this hypothesis the
necessity arises for a peculiar scientific work which does not
indeed have God for its object, — a thing which cannot be,
—but His ectypal knowledge; provided there exists a defi-
nite circle of phenomena from which, by investigation, this
object can be known. And if, later on, it can be shown that
what is here put as hypothesis is true, then in this way we
have certainly found a Theology whose calling it is to do a
scientific work, and which as such has a place in the organ-
ism of science. For this hypothesis itself implies that the
phenomena from which this knowledge must be drawn, and
this knowledge itself, must organically cohere with the ob-
ject as well as with the subject of science: with the object,
because these phenomena are given in the cosmos and in
history; and with the subject, since it is only as ectypal
that this knowledge corresponds to the measure of man.
And this being so, the founding of a proper faculty for this
scientific investigation is justified of itself. The object,
indeed, which is sought in these phenomena cannot be
brought under either of the four other heads. The phe-
nomena which must be investigated form an entirely pe-
culiar group. And the object itself is of such eminent
importance, that not only the needs of practical life, but
the incomplete character of all other science, alike render
the study of Theology necessary.

One more objection, however, must be met. It might,
indeed, be said that in § 88 of this volume we designate
the cosmos as the only object of science; that except we fall
into Pantheism, God does not belong to the cosmos, but that
as the ground of all being and cause of the cosmos, He must
be sought outside of it; that hence He does not belong to it,
and that therefore the search after God, i.e. Theology, cannot
be classed with science. We answer, that this objection
has no force when directed against our representation of the
matter. To us, indeed, not the unknown Essence of God but
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the ectypal revelation (revelatio ectypa) which has been
made known, is the object of Theology. This revelation does
not lie outside of, but in the cosmos, and never presents itself
to us in any but its cosmical form. Without the least
modification, therefore, of our definition of the object of

science, Theology, interpreted in this way, certainly obtainsui

its proper place in the organism of science. And Theology
extends no further than this. For though the assumption
of a cosmos implies the confession of a ground of being for
that cosmos, it is not science, and therefore not Theology,
but only the mysticism of our inner life, which involves the
data by which we personally know and experience that we

stand in communion with that extracosmical ground of.

being.

§ 65. The Influence of Palingenesis upon our View of
Theology and its Relation to the Other Sciences

In the preceding sections the difference has repeatedly
been shown between the conceptions which, according as
you reckon with or without palingenesis, you must enter-
tain of the task of the several faculties and their mutual
relations. In this closing paragraph this difference is more
definitely considered. There are two sorts of people, both
of which claim to be the interpreters of our human race
in its normal manifestation, and who, because thinking that
their own apprehension is the scientific consciousness, cannot
abandon the pretension that the result of their scientific work
alone leads to the knowledge of the object; which knowl-
edge is indeed not adequate, but as pure as lies within
our reach. The difference between these two groups can
briefly be designated by the word Palingenests, in so far as
this implies, first, the abnormal character of that which has
not undergone this palingenesis, and, on the other hand, the
gradual growth into normality again of what exhibits itself
a8 fruit of this palingenesis. This accounts for the fact
that he who not only stands outside of palingenesis but
also rejects it as a play of the imagination, must consider
everything as normal and can only view the divergencies

(ioe
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or disturbances as necessary stages in the process of de-
velopment. Hence such an one deems himself authorized
to draw his conclusions from what exists — both from what
exists outside of him and from what exists in himself, — and
to make these conclusions compulsory for all. And from
this point of view no other method is conceivable. He, on
the other hand, who himself lives in the palingenesis, or who
at least accepts it as a fact, has eo ipso an entirely different
outlook upon himself and his surroundings. .Palingenesis
implies that all existing things are in ruins; that there is a
means by which these ruins can be restored, yea, that in
part they are already restored. He neither may nor can,
therefore, draw compulsory conclusions from what exists
outside of palingenesis; there can be no question with him
of an evolution process; and for him the necessity of all
science does not lie in what presents itself to him, but in
the criticism of existing things by which he distinguishes
the abnormal from the normal.

This applies to all the faculties, but becomes more impor-
tant in proportion as the part of the object which a given
faculty is to investigate stands higher. =~ With the faculty
of Natural Philosophy, therefore, this antithesis makes itself
least felt; a little more with the Medical ; more strongly
with the Philological ; almost overwhelmingly with the Ju-
ridical; but most strongly of all with the Theological faculty.

If 1 omit from my calculations the facts of palingenesis
and sin, then no estrangement from God has taken place ;
then our understanding has not been darkened ; and =o
disturbance has convulsed nature to cloud the transparency
of God in the cosmos. And it is equally inconceivable
that a restoring power should be operative in the world,
in our heart and in our thought, or that there should be
a revelation, in facts or in words, which does not coincide
with the normal process of development. For in this case
we have nothing but progress, continuous gain and clari-
fying of knowledge. And granted that there is a God and
that a knowledge of this God seems possible, this knowl-
edge of God stands infinitely higher in our nineteenth cen-
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tury than in the days of Abraham and Moses, of David and
Isaiah, of Christ and his Apostles. Hence it is from no evil
intent, at least not among men (of Satan we do not speak),
but simply the necessary consequence of the lack of a per-
sonal experience of palingenesis, that, so far from acknowl-
edging them, modern theological development cannot rest
until it has dispossessed all religious phenomena of their un-
common character, and has included them in the scope of the
normal development of our human consciousness. And it
is but the consequence of principle, which is compulsory
from this point of view, that the authority of the Holy
Scriptures is attacked, and that the conflict against the
Holy Scriptures must be continued until at length all that
they offer us is reduced to the proportions of the ordinary.
And this gives rise to the question whether from this
naturalistic point of view there can still be a theological
science, and whether there is still room for a theological fac-
ulty. This question is not answered by a rehearsal of the
gigantic labors of modern Theology in breaking down the
so-called antiquated representations. Breaking down is
mot building up. And though it is indisputably the task of
science to combat error, it is plain that this negative effort
does not justify the existence of a faculty. Thus the ques-
tion should be put as follows: When once the old building
shall have been taken down entirely, so that without causing
any more concern, antique Theology, properly catalogued,
shall have been carefully put by in the museum of scientific
antiquities, will there then still remain a work of a peculiar
<haracter like Theology which as such will justify the exist-
ence of a separate faculty? And this must be answered in
the negative. It can be said superficially, that from this
wiew-point also the five questions present themselves to the
thinking mind — concerning his own spiritual and bodily ex-
istence, and his relation to his fellow-men, to nature and to his
Giod ; but —and this is the decisive point — from this point
of view the very existence of God is questionable. One no
doubt says there is a God; but another denies it. And among
those also who acknowledge the existence of God, some hold
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that He can be known, while others dispute it. Suppose it
were a question whether there are plants, should we be able
to speak of a botanical science? So long as the existence
of the object of a science remains uncertain, inquiry may
take place ; one may sound, feel his way and seek, but one
cannot tnvestigate. Science with a proper object, and .a
method derived from that object, is still wanting. Hence
in no case can a complex of sciences be allowed to form an
independent faculty, on the ground of its organic relation to
life. As an escape from this dilemma an attempt has been
made to substitute another object for this science, by placing
the knowledge of Religion at its disposal instead of the knowl-
edge of God. From now on it is to be called the Science of
Religion. The existence of religion can in no case be denied.
In religion we have to do with a notable phenomenon that
has been observed at all times and among many nations.
This phenomenon may be investigated and thus theological
science be revivified. This, however, rests upon a misunder-
standing. As a subjective phenomenon religion is one of
the phenomena of man’s spiritual existence, and as such it
belongs to the Philological faculty, and more appropriately
to history and philosophy. And as no one would think it
proper to found a separate faculty for @sthetics or ethics,
it is equally unreasonable to open a faculty for the religious
life in man (or at least in many men). We do not deny
that from this point of view also there may be a very ear-
nest desire to learn what may be known of God in man
and in nature ; and to the study of religion or of the science
of religion, to annex another study, which seeks after God,
feels after Him that it may find Him, tries to prove His
existence and to establish knowledge concerning Him. But
he who ignores the facts of the fall and palingenesis, must
always reckon with the denial of God by so many thou-
sands, for which reason he can never attain unto a positive
knowledge, nor ever produce anything that falls outside of
the scope of Philosophy. From this naturalistic point of
view the five faculties must be reduced to four. The faculty
of Theology, whose supposed object must still be sought, falls
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away. And everything that relates to religion, in its phe-
nomena as well as in the postulates that produce these phe-
nomena, a8 a department of study, goes to the Philological
faculty. The so-called history of religions is classed with
history, more appropriately with the science of countries
and nations. Religion as a psychological phenomenon is
relegated to the psychological sciences. And finally the
assumptions to which religion leads find their place in specu-
lative philosophy, which here finds a point of support for its
favorite monistic conclusions.

This whole matter assumes an entirely different phase,
however, when palingenesis is taken as the starting-point.
For then it ceases to be a problem whether there is a God ;
that the knowledge of God can be obtained is certain ; and
in the revelation which corresponds to this palingenesis there
is presented of itself an objectum sui gemerts, which cannot
be subserved under any of the other faculties; this im-
pels the human mind to a very serious scientific investiga-
tion, which is of the utmost importance to practical life.
Then every necessary claim, for the emergence of Theol-
ogy as a proper department of science, is fully met; and
its right to a special faculty is entirely indisputable. He

who knows from personal experience that there is such a pal-
ingenesis, and conceives something of the important change
wyrought by this fact in our entire sensibility, cannot remain
in the suspense of this vague impression, but feels impelled
to explain it to his consciousness, and to give himself an
imtelligent account of all the consequences which flow from
it and which are bound to affect his entire world- and
Llife-view. And since this fact does not stand by itself in
him, but corresponds to similar facts in the spiritual exist-
ence of others, and to analogous facts in the cosmos and in
history, the demand of the human spirit is absolute, that
these facts, #n him as well as outside of him, must be in-
vestigated and placed in relation and in order. And this
no other science can do; hence a special science must be
found to do this; since the object to be investigated bears an
entirely independent character. The further exposition of



224 §66. THE INFLUENCE OF PALINGENESIS  [Div. II

this will be the task of the following chapters. But at this
point let us briefly consider the relation which, from the
view-point of palingenesis, must exist between the Theologi-
cal faculty and the other faculties.

All prosecution of science which starts out from natural-
istic premises denies the subjective fact of palingenesis, as
well as the objective fact of a special revelation, which
immediately corresponds to this. Even though the incon-
sistency is committed of maintaining from this point of view
a Theological faculty, no influence worth the mention can
ever be exerted by this faculty upon the other faculties.
Religion, which as a phenomenon is the object to be inves-
tigated by this faculty, is and remains an expression of the
life of the emotions, which, however strong its hold may
be upon life, either remains unexplained, or allows itself to
be classed in the common scope. Alongside of the ethical
and esthetical life, there is also a religious life ; but the
study of that religious life imposes no claims upon the
studies of the other sciences, nor does it exercise an influ-
ence upon their methods.

This, of course, is altogether different, when in palin-
genesis we recognize a critical and a restorative fact, which
both subjectively and objectively places all things, along
with their origin and issue, before us in an entirely differ-
ent light. In the Holy Scriptures palingenesis is a general
conception, which is applied to the subject of science (vide
Tit. iii. 5), a8 well as to the object of science (vide Matt.
xix. 28). It assumes a first genesis, which by a departure
of the process of life from its principle has led to death, and
now it declares that a repetition of the genesis takes place,
but this time as a springing up again of that which went
down, and that in this restoration the method of genesis
repeats itself, viz. the development from a germ. This is
applied to man in all his inward life, but will sometime be
applied as well to man’s somatical existence, as to the whole
cosmos outside of him, as far as this also has shared in the
false process. Hence palingenesis is now operative in the
liuman mind ; and, analogous to this, palingenesis will here-
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after appear in the somatical and cosmical life. This palin-
genesis is introduced spiritually by an act of God’s Spirit
in the spiritual life of humanity (inspiration in its broadest
sense), and somatically by an act of the power of God in the
natural life of the world (iniracles in their widest interpre-
tation). From which it follows that all study of science,
where the investigator occupies the view-point of palingen-
esis, must reckon with the four phenomena: (1) of personal
regeneration; and (2) of its corresponding inspiration ;
(3) of the final restoration of all things; and (4) of its
corresponding manifestation of God’s power in miracles
(Niphleéth). These four phenomena have no existence to
the scientist who starts out from naturalistic premises. On
the contrary, Ais principle and starting-point compel him to
cancel these phenomena, or, where this is not possible, to ex-
plain them naturalistically. He, on the other hand, who has
personally been taken up into this powerful, all-dominat-
ing activity of palingenesis, finds his starting-point in these
very phenomena, and mistrusts every result of investiga-
tion which does not entirely correspond to them. If now
this palingenesis applied only to the religious life, one could
say that the faculty of Theology alone is bound to deal with
it. But this is not at all the case. Palingenesis is a uni-
versal conception which dominates your whole person, and
all of life about you; moreover, palingenesis is a power that
exerts an influence not merely in your religious, but equally
in your ethical, ®sthetical, and intellectual life. A Jurist, a
Physician, a Philologian, and a Physicist, who have person-
ally come under the action of this palingenesis, experience
its influence as well as the Theologian, and not only in
their emotional but in their intellectual life. This, indeed,
has been too much overlooked in earlier periods; where-
fore the consequences of palingenesis have been looked for
in Theology alone, and thus the mischievous demand has
been imposed upon the other sciences that they should
subject themselves to the utterances of Theology in those
points also which did not pertain to its object of investiga-
tion. The Reformed alone have established the rule with
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reference to the magistracy, that it should not ask the
Church to interpret God’s ordinances regarding the duties
of its life, but that the magistrates should study them out
independently for themselves from nature and from the
word of God. In this way homage was paid to the prin-
ciple that every one who shares this palingenesis should
exercise independent judgment in all his own affairs. If
this principle, which is the only true one, were applied to
all the sciences, it would readily be seen that Theology is
by no means called upon to arbitrate in every domain of sci-
ence; while, on the other hand, also, it would be seen that
a twofold study must develop itself of all the sciences,—
one, by those who must deny palingenesis, and the other
by those who must reckon with it.

This, however, does not take away the fact, that the other
sciences must leave Theology the task of investigating palin-
genesis. For this is its appointed task. Theology alone is
called to do this. If there were no palingenesis, there would
be no other than a natural knowledge of God, which belongs
in the Philological faculty to the philosophical, and more
especially to the psychological and ontological, sciences.
Since, on the contrary, palingenesis has come in as an uni-
versal phenomenon, dominating all things, a faculty of its
own had to be created for Theology, and it is the task of
Theology to take the four above-mentioned phenomena as
the object of its independent investigation. It must exam-
ine: (1) inspiration, as the introductory fact to psychical
palingenesis; (2) the psychical palingenesis itself; (3) the
manifestation that operates introductory to the cosmical pal-
ingenesis; and (4) the cosmical palingenesis. Later on it
will be shown why this entire study must be drawn from
the Holy Scriptures as the principium of Theology, and how
it owes its unity just to this common principium. For the
present, let it suffice that we simply assume this as a fact,and
conclude from it that the investigation here to be instituted
forms a special, well-defined ground, and that the other facul-
ties must leave this investigation to Theology. And as, in
virtue of the mutual relations of the sciences, one adopts
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its borrowed data (Lehnséitze) from the other whenever it is
necessary, so that the Juridical science, for instance, does not
compose a psychology for itself, and does not teach a physics
of its own in economics, but borrows as much material as it
requires from the philological and physical sciences ; so also
is the relation here. No one of the other faculties can insti-
tute an investigation of its own of palingenesis, but must
borrow its data for this from Theology. And as to their
own ground of investigations, they operate from the con-
sciousness of palingenesis, as far as this refers to their own
department ; and they cannot rest until with their own
method they have brought the insight and the knowledge of
their own object into harmony with the study of palingenesis.
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THEOLOGY
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CHAPTER 1
THE CONCEPTION OF THEOLOGY

§ 56. The Name

In the answer to what we are to understand by Theology,
even the mame is in our time too superficially explained.
The reason is that men are in some perplexity about the
name. Having broken away from old-time Theology, and
having displaced it by something else, the old name is
merely kept to maintain in a moral and formal sense an
hereditary right to the heritage of Sacrosanct Theology.
This is only arbitrary, unless one can prove, genetically at
least, his relation to old-time Theology. If this cannot be
done, it does not infringe the right to abandon what has
become unfit for use, and to replace it by a new complex of
studies entirely differently understood, but in that case the
old name should be discarded. For then the name becomes
a false label, and its retention would be dishonest. Our
going back to the name of Theology is therefore no anti-
quarian predilection, but is demanded by the method that
must guide us in defining the conception of Theology. The
effort more and more put forth in the second half of this
century, either in the psychologic-empiric line of Schleier-
macher, or in the speculative track of Hegel, or in both, to
form a certain idea of the departments taught in the Theo-
logical faculty, to translate this idea into a conception, and

: 228
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to take this conception as the definition of Theology, is a
method which can stand no testing, because in this way the
certainty that the object of this science remains the same
is altogether wanting. In his Cratylus Plato does not
say in vain: “To teach a thing rightly it is necessary first
to define its name.” Even in itself, therefore, a study of
the name of Theology is demanded ; but this is much more
necessary now since a genealogical proof must be furnished
by those who claim hereditary right, and this hereditary
right to the Theological inheritance must be disputed with
more than one contestant.

For the right understanding of the name Zheology the
etymology and the usage of the word claim our attention.
‘W ith respect to the etymology three questions arise: In
what sense is -logia to be interpreted? In what sense feds?
And in this connection is feds to be taken actively or

passsively? The addition -logia occurs, just as the allied
texrxms, in the sense of speaking about something, as well
as 1in the sense of thinking about something. Aoyelov was in
Athens what we call the platform, and feoloyeiov was the
place on the stage from which they spoke who represented
the gods as speaking. The conception of speaking, there-
fore, and not of thinking, stands here clearly in the fore-
grouwand. In doreoroyla, pusioroyla, and other combinations,
on the other hand, -logia has the sense of tracing, investigat-
mg. In itself, therefore, feodoyla could indicate etymologi-
cally  the action of a feordyos, i.e. of one who speaks about
God, as well as the thinking about God. The only thing that
88TVves as a more precise indication here is the age of the word
and the object to which -Moyéa is coupled. The root of Aéyeww
(t? speak) with Homer almost always means “to gather,”
Wwith or without choice. Only later on it obtains the sense
of Speaking. And only later still, in its last development, the
Wterance of the thought is put in the background, in order to
cAuse the thought itself to appear in the front. Since now
the word feoroyla occurs already in Plato, the first under-
standing of -Aoyia has the choice; a choice which is con-
frmed by Plato’s own words. In his de Re Publ. Lib. II.,



In
even
Tl’l(‘

nam

havi-

met.
her-
Th:
lea-
d( n .
ber
st
old
a
goi

qu:
me

eff.
cer
ma
for

loa

TR 1 [Div. III

somuctos are at this moment
= wizzlers of a city (olxiorai

iexscand the forms (bmor)

el -cgend The question
__ .z e forms (types) of Theol-
-0 2cows that the gods must
- wzetizr they are spoken of in
~~. v Emeat, év peleaww or év

s of no doubt. In this
= e sense of speaking. And
ooz with feo-, it is evident
.. w ¢ being of God must have
‘ . e aecessity of speaking about
wpelusion is that -Aoyia in this
. - wed in the sense of speaking.

T 7 4. Je- in this combination means,
L .- sy true God, can likewise be

b N

"

™ ° soea from Plato. Plato himself
=\ a speaking of the gods in
» eV,

~xi7. Concerning the third ques-
"" ., cxis combination feo- is object or
" e vossibility of doth. In Geoddsuos,
;",n;. feoyapia, Ocomrpakia, Oeomporria,
- T gives, who is angry, who rules,

- <ass and thus feo- is the subject.

- ; g feaéBea, Oeoppnaia, GeokriTnots,

+ 1 ol who is feared, imitated, in-

mepce feo- is the object. Beoloyla,

- ‘_“‘ﬁ wologically the speaking of God,

- ':_5-;,; about God. Or if you take

s :.. wrse of knowledge, then it indicates

¥ i« Himself has, as well as a knowledge

~ ;i Finally, in the last-mentioned sense
- w oider than Oeoroyeiv, and it appears

- .-m. s Beoroyla are derived from it. The
— « =z Theology etymologically is no com-
~ “* ot \oyos. but means originally a speaking

- W e pods; and that only with the further

™



Cmar. I] §656. THE NAME 231

development of the word logos, which at first indicated a
collected mass, then a word, and only later reason or thought,
Oeordyos, Beoloyeiv, and Oeoroyla also were conceived as a
knowledge of or concerning a god or the gods.

Since the etymology admits so many possibilities, the
more accurate knowledge of the term ¢ Theologia” should be
gleaned from the usage of the word. With Lucian and
Plutarch feordyos occurs in the general sense of one who
treats of the gods, and Augustine declares in de Civ. Dei,
XVIII., c. 14: “During the same period of time arose the
poets, who were also called theologians, because they made
bymns about the gods.” With Aristotle feotoyeiv indi-
cates, to be a theologian, or to act as a theologian. Ewriariuy
feoroyikr) means with Aristotle (Metaph. X. 6) a knowledge
concerning the divine ; while with Plato, ¢ theology ” occurs
as a speaking about the gods, and with Aristotle in the
plural number, ¢ Theologies” were investigations into divine
things (Metereol. 2. 1). Thus far in all these combinations
the general conception was implied of engaging oneself with
the matter of the gods or deity, either in consultation with
tradition, or in reflection for the sake of a more accurate
understanding. With the name ¢ Theology,” this general
conception has been adopted by Christian writers, modified
according to the requirements of their point of view, and
carried out upon a large scale. He who reads the exhaustive
explanation of Suicer, Thes. graec., under the words feoAdyos,
Beoroyla, and Beoloyeiv perceives at once how greatly the use
of these words was increased and how much more deeply the
thinking consciousness entered into the sense of these words,
than with the classical writers. That the apostle John was
early called the Theologian (o feoAéyos), even in the title of
the Apocalypse, cannot properly be explained from his refer-
ence to the Logos in the prologue to his Gospel and in his
first Epistle ; but indicates that John was esteemed to be more
versed in the divine mysteries than any other apostle. This
readily accounts for the fact that he is indicated as such in
the title of the Apocalypse and not in the title of his Gospel.
In a like sense all the writers of the Old and New Testaments,
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but more especially the prophets and apostles, are called theolo-
gians. Thus Athanasius says, Oratio de incarnatione Verbi, 1.,
p- 62, Tatra 8¢ xal mwapa Tdv alrod Tob Swriipos Beokdywy av-
Spdv marebabar Tis Svvarar, évTvyydvay Tois éxelvwy ypdppaay ;
i.e. one thing and another concerning the Saviour you can
also confirm by an appeal to the theologians if you turn to
their writings. But shortly after this follows the signifi-
cance of theological investigations of ecclesiastical questions.
Thus Gregory of Nazianzus was called “the Theologian,” not
to place him on a level with John, as though to him also divine
mysteries had been revealed, but because in the treatment of
dogma he always ascended to God, and thus, as Gregory the
Presbyter writes, reached the height of dogma (Wros Soyud-
Tov). (See Suicer, I., p. 1360.)

If thus the word * theologos ” itself admitted of a twofold
meaning, that of “a speaker in the name of God,” and that
of “a thinker who in his thinking ascends to God,” the
word “ theologein " was still more pliable. This also signi-
fied at first to speak in the name of God; for instance, mepl
TovTwy T@Y Soyudrowv Oeoloyei 'Haalas, i.e. concerning these
things Isaiah speaks as commanded by God. Secondly, to
explain any point theologically; for instance, Adyov elmev tva
v Tekelav Umapliv aou Tob 'Inood feokoyrioy, i.e. he names
Christ the Logos, in order to explain the absolute relation
of Jesus to the very essence of God,—a use of this word
which already with Justin Martyr obtained more general
currency to indicate an investigation which was instituted
with a certain dignity of form. Thus, for instance, in his
Dial. ¢. Tr. (ed. von Otto, Jenz, 1876, 1. 400 B), «“ Do
you inquire in the spirit of theological discussion why
one ‘a’ was added to the name of Abraham, and ask with
an air of importance why one ‘r’ was added to the name
of Sarah?” (Awa Ti pév & dhdpa mpaTe mpoceréln 79’ ABpaap
ovoparti, Beokoyeis, kal Sia Ti &v pd T Zdppas ovuaTte, opoiws
ropaohoyeis) ; where from the coupling of xoumoloyeiv and
Beoroyetv it clearly appears, that in both cases a dignity, a
gravity, and a rhetoric are implied, which did not corre-
spond to the unimportance of the question. But besides
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these two meanings, which run parallel with those of “theo-
logos,” the great Fathers of the Christological conflict also
used, in the footsteps of Justin, the word *theologein” in
the sense of proclaiming one to be God, of announcing one as
God. Justin Martyr wrote in his Dial. ¢. Tryph. (ed. von
Otto, Jenz, 1876, 1., p. 104 C), with the Messianic prophecy
in Psalm xlv. 6 8¢. in mind, “If, therefore, you say that
the Holy Spirit calls any other God (feohoyeiv) and Lord
(xvproroyeiv) except the Father of all the Universe and
his Christ,”” — which manner of speech, both by the sense
and by the addition of xvpioroyeiv, leaves no doubt but
that Oeooyeiv is taken in the sense of calling one God.
Thus also we read in Athanasius (Tom. I., p. 1030): ’Ev
amaow ols Sofdlerar 6 waTiyp Beoloyoluevos, év atrois Sokdlerar
xal o vios kal 70 wvebpa 70 dyiov, i.e. “In all points in which
the Father is glorified by being spoken of as God, the same
also takes place with the Son and with the Holy Ghost.”
For the sake of still greater clearness, the word fedv is even
added, Oeoroyeiv Tiva Oedy, as for instance, in Philostorgius,
Hist. Eccl. XIV., p. 103, 70 BiBrlov feororyel Oedv Tov . . .
Snuiovpyov amdvrew, i.e. This book, the Gospel of John, calls
the author of all things God. Thus also Cesarius, Quest.
22, p. 44, says of the Christ, “also when he is incarnate,
nevertheless Umo 7@y mwpodnrdy Oeoloyeirar, i.e. is he called
God by the prophets; the Latin praedicare Deum.” And
finally there was developed from this the more general sig-
nificance of deifying something or making it to be God. For
instance, od wdvra xara ¢vow ylerar, lva py Oeoloynly 7
¢vais (Chrysostom, V., p. 891), i.e. “It is by Divine appoint-
ment that all things do not happen in accordance with nature,
lest nature be taken for God.”

In this way only can we understand the history of the
word *theology” in Patristic literature. If a theologian
is one who speaks in the name of God, and theologein
the act itself of speaking in the name of God, then we
understand how “Theology ” could mean the Old and the New
Testament : Tss maralas Beoloylas xal Tijs véas Beoloylas Tw
Evudpwviav opdv, Bavudoetar Ty arnlelav, i.e. “Seeing the
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harmony of the Old and New Testament, one marvels at the
truth” (Theodor. Therap. See Suicer, I., p. 1859). For
the word of God comes to us in these two Testaments. If
in the second place the word theologein means to explain
a point so fully as to trace it back to God, then it is clear
how *Theology” could mean: reduction to the mystery
of the essence of God. Thus says Theodoret (Quest. in
Genes. 1., p. 3), 7{ Sfmwore py wporéraxe Tis THY EAwv 8-
wovpylas Beoroylav; i.e. “ Why did not Moses preface the
creation-narrative with an introduction on the mystery of
the essence of God?” If, in the third place, *“ theologein ”
was used in the sense of “to declare some one God,” then
it follows also that ¢ Theology” could signify: the divine
appellation. Thus says Pachymeres in his note on Diony-
sius Areopagita (Suicer, 1., p. 300), Td xowds 75 bela Pioe
dppoldvra ovduata Hropévmy émvypdper Oeohoylav, i.e. the
names which in general belong to the divine nature, he
calls theologia unita. And since in the bitter conflict against
the Arians everything hinged on the point of proclaiming
Christ as God, “Theology” in this sense became almost
synonymous with the Deity of Christ. Thus Gregory of
Nyssa speaks of a knplocew 76 pvaripiov Tijs feokoylas, with
his eye on John i. 1, which thus means to say, *to announce
the mystery of the Deity of Christ.” This Theologia was
then placed over against oixovoula as the appellation for
his Auman nature. Thus in Theodoret, Comm. tn Hed. iv.
14, p. 414: we ought to know rla uév ris Georoylas, Tiva 8¢
Tis oixovoulas ovduara, i.e. what names belong to his divine,
and what to his human, nature. In connection with this,
“ Theology ” was also used in the sense of the “mystery of
the Trinity.” The knowledge of God, which as such was
the characteristic of Christianity, was contained just in this
trinitarian mystery. Thus Athanasius, de Definitionibus,
Tom. IL., p. 41: "Eml 7ijs Oeoroylas plav ¢pvow opoloyoduev
tiis aylas Tpuddos, Tpeis & Imoordaets, i.e. « Of the mystery of
the Divine Being we confess that in the Holy Trinity there
is only one nature, but a threefold hypostasis.” Photius,
Epist. XXXIV., p. 95, domrep émi tiis ecokoylas 16 Tpeis oporo-
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yew odolas mohivbeov, i.e. even as it is Polytheistic to confess
three substances in the mystery of the Trinity. Theophy-
lact, Comm. tn Math., c. xxviii., p. 185, eiwwv orc 8t Bamr(-
Yew els 10 dvopa Tijs Tpiddos Y Beodoylav Nuiv wapédaxey, i.e.
by the command to baptize in the name of the Trinity,
Christ has revealed to us the mystery of the Divine Being.
And in like sense Gregory Nazianzen uses the word when
in Oration 1., p. 16, he writes, Tpla &ore wepl Oeooylas ppw-
orijuata, i.e. there are three weaknesses with reference to
the interpretation of the Divine mystery.

Thus the development of the term Theology is not doubt-
ful. First the word was adopted from the pagan usage
to indicate a speaking of the things that pertain to the
gods or God, whether materially, as declarations of divine
affairs, or simply formally, as a speaking with dignity and
with a certain unction. In the conflict about the divine
nature of Christ the still living Grecian language-conscious-
ness began to use the term feoloyeiv actively in the sense
of calling one God, and thereby feoroyla obtained gradually
the significance of the confession of the Deity of Christ.
Since the Christological conflict speedily assumed a Trini-
tarian character, and the confession of the Trinity hinged
upon the acknowledgment of the Deity of Christ, Theology
began gradually to be interpreted in the sense of the mystery
of the Divine Essence as Trinitarian. And finally, by Theol-
ogy there began to be understood that which is revealed to
us concerning this mystery, since to this extent only we can
deal with this mystery. At the point of history when the
supremacy of the Church was transferred from the East to
the West, and the living word feoloyla was lost in the dead
barbarism Theologia, this Latin term was understood to mean
the revealed knowledge of the mystery of the Threefold
Being of God, and by no means a prosecution of Theological
departments of study.

§ 57. Theological Modality of the Conception of Theology

Thomas Aquinas (Summa Theol. 1. 9, i., art. T) already
Pprotested against the abuse of making the nature of Theology
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to consist, not in the knowledge of God, but in the knowl-
edge of an entirely different object of investigation; and
thus against those who assigned, not God, but “another
subject for this science, for example, either things and
signs, or the works of redemption, or else the whole Christ,
that is, both head and members ”; for, says he, “all these
are treated in this science, but according to their order with
respect to Glod” (“aliter assignaverunt huius scientiae sud-
Jectum, sc. vel res, et signa, vel opera reparationis, vel totum
Christum, id est, caput et membra,” . . . “de omnibus istis
tractatur in ista scientia, sed secundum ordinem ad Deum ).!
So far as this protest directs itself against the soteriological
or Christological interpretation of the science of Theology,
it is equally pertinent to almost all definitions which in the
course of this century have been given of the conception of
Theology. What he says, on the other hand, of Theology
as a study of the Signa et Res, refers in part to Peter
Lombard’s Sententiae, but principally to Augustine, who,
in his Libri IV. de doctrina Christiana, had followed the
division into Signa et Res,—a division which Thomas does
not reject, but which in his view does not define the “sub-
ject of Theology,” or what we would call the object of
Theology.

The important interest defended by Thomas in this pro-
test, a protest to which all earlier Reformed theologians have
lent their influence, lies in the requirement that the concep-

1 Scientiae subjectum here stands for what we would call Scientiae objec-
tum. This confusion between the grammatical and the logical antithesis of
subject and object is to be laid to Aristotle’s credit, who took 7¢ Uwoxelueror,
i.e. the subject, also for 70 wepl o0 & Aoyos ylvera. Compare Prantl, Ge-
schichte der Logik im Abendland, Leipzig, 1867, III. 208 : *‘An unzihligen
Stellen treffen wir fortan (since Duns Scotus, 11308, who first placed them
over against each other as termini), bis in das 18th Jahrhundert (d. h. bis
Alex. Baumgarten) diesen gebrauch der Worte ¢subjective ’ und *objective,’
welcher zu dem jetzigen sich genau umgekehrt verhilt : ndmlich damals hiess
subjectivum dasjenige, was sich auf das Subject der Urtheille, also auf die
concreten Gegenstinde des Denkens, bezieht; hingegen objective jenes, was
im blossen objicere, i.e. im Vorstelligmachen, liegt und hiemit auf Rechnung
des Vorstellenden fallt.”

See also Rudolph Encken, Die Grundbegriffe der GQegenwart, Leipzig,
1893 : Subjectiv-Objectiv, pp. 26 fI.; and Trendelenburg, Elementa Logices
Aristoteliciae, ed. VIII., pp. 54, 56.
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tion of Theology must not only be construed abstractly logi-
cally, but also theologically. Augustine already tried to do
this, though he rarely used the word Th