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In a brief autobiographical essay published in 1930, John Dewey
acknowledged that Hegel had “left a permanent deposit” in his
thought, but he was evasive about the details of Hegel’s influence.
Dewey’s admission fueled a debate, which shows no sign of abating
even now, about the extent to which his later works contain a mixture
of Hegelian and pragmatist elements. Since the publication of Mor-
ton White’s The Origins of Dewey’s Instrumentalism in 1943, Dewey
scholars have held that he made a complete break from Hegelianism
around the turn of the twentieth century. Scholars have argued about
the exact timing of Dewey’s conversion, but all agree that it occurred
and that it happened sometime during the period 1894—1903. This in-
terpretation, however, never put to rest questions about Hegelian ele-
ments in Dewey’s mature thought, particularly in Experience and
Nature (1925), Art as Experience (1934), and A Common Faith (1934).
John Shook’s book Dewey’s Empirical Theory of Knowledge and Real-
ity (2000) was the first to break with the traditional reading of Dewey’s
turn from Hegelianism toward pragmatism, arguing instead that Dew-
ey’s mature philosophy was a gradual and naturalistic modification of
his Hegelianism. For evidence, Shook focused primarily on Dewey’s
changing relationship to British neo-Hegelian philosophers. James
Good’s book A Search for Unity in Diversity: The “Permanent Hegelian
Deposit” in the Philosophy of John Dewey (2005) extended Shook’s argu-
ment by comparing Dewey’s thought to recent readings of Hegel. His
primary argument is that scholars have been mistaken about Dewey’s
Hegelianism because they assume that the neo-Hegelian, metaphysical/

{ vii }



viii PREFACE

theological reading of Hegel was the only one available to Dewey.
When we examine Dewey’s Hegelianism in the light of recent humanis-
tic/historicist readings of Hegel, we find a far more significant Hegelian
deposit throughout Dewey’s oeuvre.

The arguments of both books receive weighty support from one of
Dewey’s unpublished lectures—“Hegel’s Philosophy of Spirit”—for
a graduate seminar he taught at the University of Chicago in 1897.
In the University of Chicago Annual Register, the course was titled
“Seminar in the Philosophy of Hegel” and was described in the fol-
lowing way:

Hegel’s Lesser Logic and Philosophy of Mind, as translated by
Wallace, will be made the basis of study. Points of connection
with the thought of his predecessors, especially Kant and Spinoza,
will be studied, and Hegel’s own ideas will be further developed

by reference to selected portions of the Phenomenology, the Phi-
losophy of Law, and the Aesthetics. For graduate students.!

This lecture is no longer extant in Dewey’s own hand, but it survives
in three nearly identical bound typescripts of one hundred and three
pages, titled “Hegel’s Philosophy of Spirit.” The highly grammatical
and readable text suggests that the typist was either a stenographer
recording Dewey’s spoken lecturing or worked directly from excellent
student notes or perhaps Dewey’s own notes. Any of these three ac-
counts can explain how nearly identical typescripts (suffering only
from occasional dropped letters or an odd gap between words) were
produced by typewriter using carbon paper. The lecture published in
this volume is the result of the transcription and copyediting of the
staff of the Center for Dewey Studies in accord with its editing princi-
ples (see “Editorial Procedures for Class Lecture Notes”). The Center
for Dewey Studies holds copyright on all unpublished works of John
Dewey and has granted permission to publish this lecture.

We cannot pause here to compare in detail this 1897 text with the
handwritten lecture notes by Eliza Jane Read Sunderland of Dewey’s
University of Michigan course in winter 1891, also titled “Hegel’s Phi-
losophy of Spirit.” This set of notes in the Sunderland Manuscript Col-
lection at Bentley Historical Library is very similar to the 1897
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typescripts. The large degree of repetition suggests that Dewey was con-
tent to repeat most of his primary views on Hegel during much of the
1890s. Considered together, these two lectures indicate that Dewey was
well versed in the details of Hegel’s intellectual development, his Ger-
man context, and his writings and that Dewey was still quite sympa-
thetic to Hegel as late as 1897. The 1897 lecture complements evidence
in his published writings to support the view that, during the 1890s,
Dewey shifted from neo-Hegelianism to a humanist/historicist reading
of Hegel and that the latter interpretation of Hegel left a far more sig-
nificant deposit in his mature thought than neo-Hegelianism. On this
view, Dewey’s mature philosophy can be seen to be a non-Marxist and
nonmetaphysical type of left Hegelianism.

To further experiment with this stance on Dewey and Hegel, we pro-
pose in our chapters to explore Dewey’s philosophy of religion in general
and his inheritance from Hegel of a “philosophy of spirit” in particular.
We agree that Dewey did have a philosophy of spirit, that it was heavily
indebted to Hegelian themes, and that Dewey’s resulting philosophy of
religion is a key component of his social and political theory. Shook’s
chapter offers an examination of religion’s role in Dewey’s philosophy
throughout his career. Dewey’s understanding of the functions of reli-
gion and religious experience in morality and society are indebted to
Hegelian themes, and so is Dewey’s theory of democratic politics and its
manner of handling the future of religion. Good gives a detailed expla-
nation of Dewey’s presentation of Hegel in the 1897 lecture “Hegel’s Phi-
losophy of Spirit.” Of special significance for Dewey’s maturing thought
is his historicist and progressivist view of Hegel’s treatment of freedom,
religion, morality, and politics. For Dewey, Hegel’s philosophy of spirit
leads directly to the democratic fellowship of common humanity, which
becomes the cornerstone of Dewey’s own politics.

We extend special thanks to Larry Hickman, Director of the Center
for Dewey Studies at Southern Illinois University, for his cooperation
with and encouragement of this project. Our editor at Fordham Uni-
versity Press, Helen Tartar, has also been unfailingly supportive, and
her efficient and patient assistance made this book possible.
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I n general, we are operating on a policy of minimal regularization
or interference with the text. Although we are dealing for the most
part with lecture notes taken by others of Dewey’s lectures, the text is
the closest thing we have to Dewey’s words. We correct what is clearly
wrong (such as typographical errors and incorrect bibliographical in-
formation), but make no attempt to standardize the text.

Spelling and punctuation. We allow a wide latitude in these areas.
If it is possible to consider the spelling of a word acceptable (particu-
larly for its time), we do not change it. Within a set of lecture notes,

3

we allow alternate spellings (e.g., “esthetic” and “aesthetic,” “skepti-

cism” and “scepticism,” “insofar” and “in so far”), with possible
exceptions where instances of a word are in close proximity. Amper-
sands are expanded to “and,” abbreviations are expanded, and num-
bers are written in full unless in a listing or outline. Punctuation is
changed where necessary for the purpose of clarity. No record is pro-
vided of these sorts of changes; where substantive changes are made,
however, annotation is provided.

For questionable words, a bracketed, italicized question mark [?]
is added. For indeterminable words or letters, [illeg.] is added. For-
eign words are italicized only if underlined in the original. Non-sub-
stantive words (e.g., “to” and “the”) are added where necessary
without record; when referring to a child, “it” is changed to “he”
without record; changes made for purposes of tense or subject-verb

{ xi}
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agreement are not recorded. The addition of substantive words, how-
ever, is accompanied by annotation.

Paragraphing. Where the paragraphs are unusually lengthy and it
is possible to determine natural breaks, material has been divided into
shorter paragraphs.

Quotations. Material within quotation marks is often a paraphrase,
rather than a direct quotation. We verify quotations wherever possible
and treat them in a variety of ways, depending on the circumstance:

1. No change is made and no annotation is added.

2. No change is made but annotation is added.

3. A minor change is made to reflect the quotation without annotation.
4. A change is made with annotation.

Purely stylistic matters (such as font size for headings, indentions,
and in some cases outline style) are made uniform without record.
Since many individual patterns are being brought into a unified
whole, we have to an extent standardized the stylistic aspect.

Since we cannot be certain whether markings were made by the
original notetaker or later by others, we have not accepted handwrit-
ten notes and underlining; we have accepted typed underlining as
well as corrections.
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PART ONE

DEWEY’S PHILOSOPHY OF SPIRIT



DEWEY,S NATURALIZED PHILOSOPHY
OF SPIRIT AND RELIGION
John R. Shook

%)

ohn Dewey was born October 20, 1859, in Burlington, Vermont. He
]received his BA from the University of Vermont in 1879 and his
PhD in philosophy from Johns Hopkins University in 1884. From
1884 to 1894, he taught philosophy at the University of Michigan, in-
terrupted by a year at the University of Minnesota in 1888—89. From
1894 to 1904, Dewey was professor and chair of the philosophy, psy-
chology, and pedagogy department at the University of Chicago, and
with his wife, Alice, he directed an experimental school of primary
education. Dewey joined the philosophy faculty of Columbia Univer-
sity in 1905 and taught there until retiring in 1930.

During his years at Columbia he traveled the world as a philoso-
pher, social and political theorist, and educational consultant. Among
his major journeys are his lectures in Japan and China from 1919 to
1921, his visit to Turkey in 1924 to recommend educational policy, and
a tour of schools in the USSR in 1928. Nonetheless, Dewey never
ignored American social issues. He was outspoken on education,

{3}



4 JOHN R. SHOOK

domestic and international politics, and numerous social movements.
His passionate advocacy of liberal and progressive democracy helped
shape the destiny of America and the world. Among the many con-
cerns that attracted Dewey’s strong support were labor and unioniza-
tion, women’s suffrage, civil rights, progressive education, the humanist
movement, and world peace.

Dewey made seminal contributions to nearly every field and topic
in philosophy and psychology. Besides his role as a primary origina-
tor of both functionalist and behaviorist psychology, Dewey was a
major influence on several allied movements that shaped twentieth-
century thought, including empiricism, humanism, naturalism, con-
textualism, and process philosophy. Dewey ranks with the greatest
thinkers of this or any age on the subjects of pedagogy, philosophy of
mind, epistemology, philosophy of science, and social and political
theory. His pragmatic approaches to ethics, aesthetics, and religion
have also remained influential. During his final years, Dewey contin-
ued to promote liberal democratic causes and organizations, and
published significant political and philosophical writings. Dewey died
June 1, 1952, in New York City. At his death, he was acclaimed for
having been America’s foremost philosopher and public intellectual
for several decades.

Stages in Dewey’s Philosophy of Religion

John Dewey’s naturalistic and humanistic philosophy was grounded
on confidence in scientific methods and faith in religious ideals. Un-
like many other twentieth-century atheists, Dewey was not hostile
toward religious experience. He did demand that such experience be
oriented toward human welfare in this world, rather than the next.
As a pragmatist, he required that anything “religious” have positive
practical significance for human life. Some pragmatists, William
James most prominently, supposed that some beliefs in the divine
could reasonably pass this practical test, quite apart from the concern
that such belief cannot be reasonable from the scientific perspective.
James seemed happy to let belief systems undergo the pragmatic test
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separately, applauding each and every success. This kind of pragma-
tism demotes coherence among practical beliefs to a secondary mat-
ter. Dewey refused to apply the pragmatic test in such a case-by-case
manner, disapproving of a too-generous relativism that only superfi-
cially harmonizes science with religion. Dewey was also suspicious of
any pragmatism that promised a visionary syncretic unification of re-
ligions and sciences. He repeatedly denied that there really is anything
real denoted by “religion” and claimed that “religion” permits no
sharp definition. Religion, in Dewey’s view, has no essence to be dis-
cerned by examining religions that have already existed or designed
by synthesizing a new religion. Only tenuous strands of partially
shared features and functions across “religious” practices permit so-
cial scientists or philosophers to empirically gesture toward some-
thing provisionally labeled “religion.”

Yet instead of eliminating religion or ignoring religious phenom-
ena entirely, Dewey searched for the power of faith to find visionary
commitment to moral ideals, rather than blind submission to jealous
gods or traditional authorities. Intelligently and responsibly pursuing
our ideals is all that Dewey asks, but fulfilling this commitment re-
quires taking nature seriously. Scientific knowledge of the natural
world is hardly an obstacle, but actually a necessary factor, for effec-
tive action. Religion must not merely compromise with science, but
its ideals must translate into practical principles applicable to living
in this world. Dewey concluded that any idealistic religion truly seri-
ous about making the greatest practical difference to humanity’s well-
being must be naturalistic and therefore atheistic. Dewey’s philosoph-
ical religion was therefore humanistic naturalism: naturalistic enough
to take scientific method seriously while humanistic enough to take
faithful idealism seriously.

Four stages in Dewey’s attitude toward religion can be distin-
guished. The positive resolutions of each stage were retained in later
stages, resulting in a fair amount of continuity across his philosophi-
cal maturation toward atheism. Expositions of Dewey’s philosophy
have not failed to mention the prominence of Hegelian idealism in
his early philosophy. However, only a few scholars have emphasized
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the positive roles that certain Hegelian themes played in his mature
thought, and even fewer have considered how formative influences
on the young Dewey might explain why these Hegelian themes first
became so convincing.! The four stages can be briefly characterized
as follows. First, as a young boy, Dewey was raised in a pious Calvinist
environment. Second, a teenage Dewey heard contradictory views on
morality, freedom, and democracy from Burlington intellectual lead-
ers. Third, while in college, Dewey reconciled these contradictories in
a Hegelian social idealism that affirmed progressive democracy over
traditional religion. Fourth, as a college professor, Dewey naturalisti-
cally affirmed Hegelian views on freedom and morality to ground his
atheistic and democratic humanism.

Dewey’s earliest religious attitudes were formed in a household
dominated by his pious Evangelical mother, Lucinda Dewey. Her
constants urgings of personal salvation and moral rectitude upon her
three sons, in conformity with her own adult conversion to the Cal-
vinistic teachings of New England Congregationalism, inducted the
young Dewey into belief in God and church membership. Unlike his
mother, however, he did not have a conversion experience of saving
grace and preferred the anti-Calvinistic themes of universalism.>

Relief from the oppressive atmosphere of home life came from the
intellectual life in his hometown. When Dewey was fourteen, the First
Congregational Church introduced a new minister of impeccable cre-
dentials. Lewis Orsmond Brastow (1834—1912) was a graduate of Bow-
doin College and Bangor Theological Seminary, both recognized
centers of orthodoxy. Brastow was a liberal pastor who endorsed uni-
versal salvation and rejected Biblical literalism and inerrancy. Bras-
tow’s professor at Bangor was the legendary Enoch Pond, disciple of
Edwardean Nathaniel Emmons. Pond was one of last true defenders
of the New Divinity movement inspired by Jonathan Edwards, and a
lingering representative of the almost extinct group of Exercisers.> Al-
though Pond would have been appalled at Brastow’s later universal-
ism, Brastow did not depart from the orthodox tenet of justification
by faith alone, and he kept a safe distance from any Arminian entan-
glement with free will and justification by works. When Brastow’s
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powerful defenses of universalism finally proved too overwhelming to
combat at a distance, the Yale Divinity School respected his heritage
and orthodoxy enough to call him to be professor of practical theology
and homiletics in 1885. Dewey happily attended the First Congrega-
tional Church during his undergraduate years and whenever he was
visiting home for some years after. During Brastow’s tenure in Burl-
ington (1873—84) Dewey had ample opportunity to absorb Brastow’s
theology, not merely because Dewey’s mother ensured regular atten-
dance, but also because Dewey found Brastow’s emerging liberal views
a relief from stern Calvinism. Dewey’s Christian education during
those crucial years of exploration and questioning was guided in part
by this independent-minded theologian trained in the Edwardean and
New Divinity tradition.*

In this second stage of Dewey’s evolving stance toward religion,
Brastow’s conclusions about universal salvation and moral responsi-
bility were highly influential. Universalism should, according to Bras-
tow, bring all people together into communities of mutual support
and trust; yet Calvinistic predestination and limited atonement open
unbridgeable chasms between people. Edwards was therefore wrong
to embrace enthusiasm and sudden conversion. Brastow’s portrait of
repentance and moral growth is corporate and gradualist: we grow in
faith and virtue together as a community over lifetimes. This vision
of progressive universalism was far more consistent with real life in
upstate Vermont during that era, where respect for town hall democ-
racy and social equality was still widespread. Dewey’s later reminis-
cences about formative influences emphasize these two clashing
features of New England life, Puritan Christianity and small-town de-
mocracy.® Universalism was an obvious way to overcome the dualism
between the morally worthy and the damned.

Universalism and democracy appeared to support each other.
However, the lingering shadow of Edwards still obscured the needed
connection between moral responsibility and democracy. Can demo-
cratic freedoms be trusted to enhance the moral responsibility of the
people? Antidemocrats from Plato to Aquinas to Hobbes distrusted
democratic freedom; neither Calvin nor Edwards was a friend of full
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and open democracy. The sorts of civil freedoms that democratic
people seek are not necessarily the same as, but potentially contrary
to, the kinds of moral behaviors that religious people respect.
America in the nineteenth century still had to grapple with seven-
teenth-century skepticism toward democracy. Civil freedom meant
chaotic anarchy, whereas moral responsibility meant social order.
The only political system most of America’s founding fathers could
imagine was one that counterbalanced democracy with aristocracy, if
not a hereditary aristocracy, at least a natural aristocracy of higher
virtue and knowledge. After the Civil War, America was continuing
to broaden and deepen democracy, but worries over the experimental
risks were not abating. Unless freedom could be disentangled from
connotations of individual rebellious unlawfulness, democracy suf-
fered from a lack of confidence. A new understanding of freedom in
general, and of democratic freedom in particular, was still needed.
How can a democratic people be morally responsible?

If Calvinistic predestination and its denial of free will are undemo-
cratic, could the opposite theory of libertarianism be just what was
needed? Eighteenth- and nineteenth-century libertarianism postu-
lated that the will, a faculty or capacity separate from the intellect and
emotions, is sufficiently detached from ongoing mental processes that
it can make independent and uncaused choices. Brastow was no liber-
tarian and repeated the orthodox criticisms of this postulated free will
that Edwards formulated so clearly. Brastow’s views on the religious
life echo the Exercisers’ stance, following Edwards, that the mental
faculties are a unity and act together. Religion is not based solely on
the intellect, or on emotions, or on the will. “Religion is realized only
as ‘the unity of the soul revealed in feeling, willing, and knowing,” and
that soul in its unity becomes the organ of the revealing activity of
God.”¢ Dewey evidently knew the standard Edwardean attacks on lib-
ertarian free will with close familiarity, and he found them so con-
vincing that he approvingly repeated them in two important writings
published in 1894, an article titled “Ego and Cause” and a short book
titled The Study of Ethics. By that time, Dewey had discovered similar
rejections of libertarian free will in Hegel’s views on freedom and
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agency, confirming his position. The mature Dewey found no reason
to depart from this stance against libertarianism in such books as Eth-
ics (1908) and Human Nature and Conduct (1922).7

Although Dewey heard Brastow insist on assigning the capacities
for freedom and responsibility to the whole person, this thoroughly
Edwardean tenet raised more questions than it answered. When con-
sidered alongside other Calvinistic principles about morality, the role
of ideals in moral conduct became highly problematic. Calvinism
portrayed moral ideals as delivered from a perfect God who demands
perfection from imperfect creatures unable to attain moral conduct
by their own efforts. From the Calvinistic standpoint, individual free-
dom and moral responsibility are strictly incompatible—an increase
in moral responsibility in a society necessarily requires a decrease in
deliberate freedom exercised by the people. One shows moral respon-
sibility by surrendering one’s will to incomprehensible authority and
suspending one’s intellect to halt questioning. Yet this partitioned no-
tion of moral responsibility clashes with the Edwardean theory of the
unity of the soul. Why must moral responsibility require the surren-
der of personal integrity? Furthermore, Brastow not only suggested
that moral conduct is the result of effort by the entire person, but
he went further to claim that the capacity of a person to be morally
responsible is highly social in nature. In his late teens, Dewey found
himself caught between contradictory precepts about morality and
moral responsibility. Are moral ideals fixed and perfect, demanding
personal submission and obedience? Alternatively, are moral ideals
growing and practical, needing social formulation and approval? The
first option leads toward aristocratic theocracy; the second leads
toward participatory democracy.

Several of Dewey’s professors at the University of Vermont, which
he entered at age fifteen, similarly held theological views that empha-
sized social virtues attainable by all people, and moral ideals consis-
tent with the democratic culture of America. This second stage’s
affirmation of democratic ideals was not yet consistent with the de-
manding revelations of an authoritative God. Torn between two mas-
ters, the people’s common intelligence or God’s supreme dictates,
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Dewey was aroused to search for a philosophical solution. At Ver-
mont he learned about the tradition of reasoned moral thinking from
Plato to Kant, where each person’s rational capacities could be suffi-
cient for discovering the moral life. Could reason itself reconcile hu-
manity and God?

Dewey’s philosophy professor Henry A. P. Torrey (1837-1902)
echoed Brastow’s insistence that religion and reason are not only
compatible but mutually supportive. Torrey’s own philosophy tended
toward a mixture of romantic idealism with Scottish intuitionalism.
Dewey begin to dimly see, in the romantic idealism of Samuel Taylor
Coleridge and the intimidating German idealists studied by Torrey,
the possibility that Edwards was also near the truth about idealism.
As Dewey recollected years later, James Marsh’s edition of Coleridge’s
Aids to Reflection, so influential on pedagogy at the University of Ver-
mont, was another counterbalance to the anti-intellectual aspects of
Calvinism. Marsh’s edition of Coleridge was, in Dewey’s recollection
of those days, “our spiritual emancipation in Vermont. Coleridge’s
idea of the spirit came to us as a real relief, because we could be both
liberal and pious; and his Aids to Reflection book, especially Marsh’s
edition, was my first Bible.”® Marsh’s introduction emphasizes the
significance of Coleridge’s views for the free will controversy then an-
imating New England Protestantism, which were familiar to Dewey.
Coleridge, inspired by his reading of German idealists, demanded
that the only freedom practically relevant for human life is grounded
in the intelligent will.> Coleridge defined spirit as the “rational will”
that guarantees moral freedom. Marsh and Coleridge, in accord with
other intuitionalists, defended the superior metaphysical reality of
“spirit” over “nature,” arguing that the knowing mind can explain
the existence of the natural things known, but natural things can
never explain the knowing mind. These idealists were supremely con-
fident that people exercising their own free rationality would arrive
at the moral principles of Christianity. While at the University of Ver-
mont, Dewey heard various sources assert an intimate connection be-
tween reason and will, and proclaim that the moral life is the
intellectual life, and both can be the genuinely religious life. Although
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Dewey would soon reject New England intuitionalism as too simplis-
tic, this chorus of voices played a key role in Dewey’s own emerging
conceptions of freedom, moral responsibility, and religious faith.

Two more stimulating experiences made a significant impact on
Dewey’s intellectual trajectory during these late teenage years. Dewey
studied natural evolution during his junior year at Vermont, and a
year later in Oil City, Pennsylvania, he had a religious experience.
These events did not strike Dewey as contradictory in import. What
impressed him about biological evolution, as portrayed in his text-
book by Thomas Henry Huxley, Lessons in Elementary Physiology, was
its holistic model of life as organic unities. Organisms are composed
of interdependent cellular parts that function cooperatively to yield
the organism’s characteristic traits and abilities.!* Dewey was not sud-
denly converted to materialism, but he did accept evolution over di-
vine creation. As for Dewey’s religious experience, it did not seem as
though God were speaking to him, but he did feel intimately con-
nected with reality. Max Eastman reports Dewey’s account in 1941 of
the event.

One evening while he sat reading he had what he calls a “mystic
experience.” It was an answer to that question which still worried
him: whether he really meant business when he prayed. It was not
a very dramatic mystic experience. There was no vision, not even
a definable emotion—just a supremely blissful feeling that his
worries were over. Mystic experiences in general, Dewey explains,
are purely emotional and cannot be conveyed in words. But when
he tries to convey his in words, it comes out like this: “What the
hell are you worrying about, anyway? Something that’s here is
here, and you can just lie back on it.” “I’ve never had any doubts
since then,” he adds, “nor any beliefs. To me faith means not wor-
rying.” Although his religion has so little affirmative content, and
has nothing to do, he is sure, with his philosophy, Dewey likens
it to the poetic pantheism of Wordsworth, whom he was reading
at that time, and to Walt Whitman’s sense of oneness with the
universe. “I claim I've got religion,” he concludes, “and that I got
it that night in Oil City.”"!

Uncertain about his career options, and hesitant to pursue the theo-
logical education that typically led to the teaching profession, Dewey
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continued to read Kant, Hegel, and other philosophers developing
diverse kinds of idealisms. Some of these idealisms were designed to
defend traditional supernaturalism and an all-powerful God. Other
idealisms made no place for a supernatural God among the personal
minds that make up reality. The idealisms that appealed to Dewey
tended to be pantheistic, closely integrating the divine with the natu-
ral universe. His search for an intellectual solution to his puzzles over
the nature of the mind, morality, and reality brought him to the third
stage of his religious development.

Dewey went to Johns Hopkins University in 1882 to study with
philosophy professor George Sylvester Morris (1840—89), whose neo-
Hegelian idealism seemed to offer the sort of reconciliation between
humanity and God that Dewey sought. In this theistic-idealistic phi-
losophy (not to be confused with Hegel’s own metaphysics), God’s
mind is the ultimate and absolute reality, encompassing everything,
including human minds. As functioning parts of God (following that
same biological metaphor of the living body and its internally struc-
tured organs, tissues, and cells), Morris argued that individuals are
always embedded in many larger wholes of varying scope that sustain
our growth as Christians. Morris was a universalist, a corporatist, and
a perfectionist. All people have an opportunity for salvation; people
can become moral through group effort; and each person has a su-
preme duty to strive for moral perfection.!? Idealists such as Morris
and Dewey frequently and approvingly talked about the “self-realiza-
tion” of personality—each individual should strive to make real the
personal self that he or she ought to become. This kind of idealism
still offers a role for God to play, by claiming that God’s spirit is be-
coming realized by each person’s progress toward spiritual perfection.

Viewing reality through the metaphor of a living organism guided
Dewey as he applied biological concepts to philosophical issues. The
evolutionary perspective firmly takes hold on Dewey’s thought dur-
ing the 1880s while he was teaching at the University of Michigan.
The Hegelian view of historical evolution emphasizes how the human
spirit, manifested in social institutions, is a growing and improving
process over time. The Darwinian view of natural evolution reveals
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how the human brain and its capacities are similarly the product of
slow development over time. If religion, too, is an evolving cultural
mode of human activity, then religion is really more about humani-
ty’s slow spiritual development in this natural world than about a su-
pernatural God’s interruptions into the natural world.

From the empirical standpoint of actual human life (and there is
no other philosophical standpoint, Dewey regularly proclaimed in his
writings, early and late), what does religion actually look like? In
Dewey’s 1887 Psychology, he defines the religious experience:

Religious experience is the sphere in which this identification of
one’s self with the completely realized personality, or God, occurs.
Religious feeling is, therefore, the completely universal feeling,
and with it the progressive development of feeling ends. It brings
into our experience the elements which are involved in moral and
social feeling, but are not made explicit in them.'

The incorporated elements of religious experience, Dewey goes on to
elaborate, are the feelings of dependence, peace, and faith. Dewey re-
tained these three factors in his mature naturalistic theory of religious
experience (explored later in this essay). The notion of “dependence”
became “natural piety”’; peace became “harmonization”; and faith
became “commitment to ideals.” As Dewey gradually lost interest in
the actual existence of a divine God, its functions devolved into these
three essential factors of human religious experience.

In Dewey’s lecture “Hegel’s Philosophy of Spirit,” he outlines
Hegel’s theory of the religious spirit.

[T]he development of religion is that of the religious conscious-
ness, of consciousness which appreciates, at least in the form of
feeling, that God is both the subject and object of life; that he is
not unknowable nor far-away spirit, but is the spirit of all spirits.
In other words, the development of religion is simply the progres-
sive revelation of man to man, the revelation in which man dis-
covers that the ground and aim of his existence is neither in man
as a mere individual nor in a world of physical force external to
him, but in a living process which unites within its activity him
and all other persons, the process of nature itself. The develop-
ment of religion, in other words, is man finding that the divine
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spirit is the source and end of all his activity and that therefore
the absolute power of the universe is neither mere blind force nor
simply an intelligent person outside of the world, that is, a living
spirit who lives in and through the world. (Dewey, “Hegel’s Phi-
losophy of Spirit,” this volume, 9153)

Dewey understands Hegel to be claiming that the people are the di-
vine revelation and living spirit when they collectively realize and live
their common social spirit. By garbing these Hegelian pronounce-
ments in more familiar democratic clothing, Dewey attempted to
unify Christianity and democracy.

In this third stage, Dewey decisively favored people’s common in-
telligence: God supplies only moral ideals of conduct, and people
have the entire burden of learning how to actually fulfill these ideals
in their daily lives. Dewey would no longer permit the universality of
Christian ideals to be threatened by denominational strife or God’s
selective grace. We are all already in God. Jesus retreated in Dewey’s
religious thought to being only an exemplary teacher of moral ideals.
God itself, having no place outside of nature, no salvation work to
do, and no judgment to perform, gradually became just a placeholder
for our highest moral commitments. God we can do well enough
without; what we must pragmatically have to live are shared moral
ideals that sustain meaningful lives. Dewey’s organic idealism healed
the dualisms (saved versus damned, spirit versus nature) of the strict
Calvinism of his upbringing and confirmed his preference for univer-
sal salvation and his identification of religious faith with moral
commitment.

Already persuaded by idealism that traditional empiricism suffers
from serious inadequacies, Dewey developed a pragmatic theory of
mind and knowledge that emphasized the actively purposive nature
of intelligence.* Traditional empiricism attempted to account for
human knowledge by describing how a lone mind reorganizes incom-
ing information from the senses. In Dewey’s new psychology, minds
actively pursue information they need to achieve practical goals, and
reorganize information for shared use by applying concepts and cate-
gories taught by culture. In his Psychology, Dewey defines spirit in
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accord with Coleridge and Hegel: “Spirit is a term used, especially
in connection with the higher activities of self, and calls to mind its
distinction from matter and mechanical modes of action.”** Further-
more, following Hegel, a social psychology must replace individualis-
tic psychology. The social institutions of culture, facilitated by
language, are responsible for providing life and meaning to our men-
tal functions. Intelligence is essentially social and oriented to group
activities.

The implications of a socially pragmatic theory of knowledge for
understanding morality are immense and far-reaching. Neither moral
ideas nor moral ideals have any significance just because they happen
to be in one’s mind. Moral ideals cannot be pursued by individuals
in isolation and ignorance of one another. Ideals are sustained by
institutions that teach them. Therefore, moral self-realization is
achievable only where communities of self-realizers are progressing
together. Just as Brastow taught that salvation comes through faith,
but faith’s specific shape must vary widely across peoples due to di-
vergent historical and cultural variations, Dewey saw, again in agree-
ment with Hegel, that ideals are never fixed and permanent but
instead evolve within communities.

This theory of progressive self-realization stands opposed to the
traditional Puritan doctrine of total depravity, moral helplessness,
and divine revelation of commandments. Dewey came to see that al-
though Edwards was right about free will and the locus of moral re-
sponsibility, his psychology was quite inadequate for grasping the role
of moral ideals in choice. It cannot be a simple matter of choosing
obedience or disobedience to some given set of moral rules. Both the
traditional Protestant philosophers, such as Edwards, and the liberal
Protestant philosophers, such as British neo-idealist T. H. Green, still
conceived of moral ideals as supremely aloof and divorced from the
average person’s faith and intelligence. According to a morality of
fixed ideals,

No moral value attaches to their working-out, or formation. It
may belong to the attitude taken towards them, to their choice or
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rejection, but nothing more. But, in our actual experience, no
such separation exists between forming and choosing an end of
action. Our moral discipline consists even more in the responsi-
bility put upon us to develop ideals, than in choosing between
them when made. The making of plans, working them out into
their bearings, etc., is at once a test of character and a factor in
building it up. But this is an impossibility if the ideal is something
given towards which will is to be directed—if it lies outside the
normal process of volition. . . . With a fixed ideal, they must lie
outside, be mere means, and moral meaning is found simply in
the selection of one or other of the ends given ready-made. Delib-
eration has no intrinsic moral significance.!®

When Dewey says that deliberation actually does have moral value
because it can modify or create ideals, he certainly cannot intend to
portray deliberation as somehow suspending volition to survey possi-
ble indifferent ideals before selecting one. Deliberation (also called
reflection or inquiry) is Dewey’s way of understanding how the mind
can be volitionally active even while overt action is temporarily halted
in doubt about what to do next. Dewey’s theory of the process of
inquiry in the early 1890s, directly inspired by organic Hegelian ideal-
ism, is designed to explain how people are responsible for intelligently
selecting ideals to follow in the actual situations we encounter daily."”
On Dewey’s anti-Calvinistic theory, an increase in moral responsibil-
ity in a society necessarily requires an increase in deliberate freedom
exercised by the people.

Having eliminated any need for God’s supernatural power, divine
authority, moral perfection, or transforming grace, Dewey’s organic
and pragmatic philosophy was prepared to explain moral responsibil-
ity and justify participatory democracy (described in later sections).
One problem remained: Was there anything left for God to do? As
Dewey proceeded to the fourth stage of his views on religion, the an-
swer seemed to be negative. Indeed, organic pantheism seemed meta-
physically excessive, since its unification of God, nature, and
humanity remained useful only if God did anything. By the mid-
1890s, Dewey had decided that the neo-Hegelian idealism of his ear-
lier years with Morris and the neo-Kantian idealisms such as Green’s
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could not guide anyone toward moral progress because God’s moral
perfection condemns to complete failure all human efforts. Labeling
his philosophy “experimental idealism,” Dewey attributed the worth
of all intellectual principles and ideals to their practical value for re-
solving new real-life problems as they arise. Religious ideals of moral
conduct must therefore be practical, offering helpful guidance for the
growth of moral character.

Dewey’s Christian ideals and practical sympathies placed him in
close proximity to the social gospel movement, especially concerning
its demands for broadening democracy and strengthening social jus-
tice. Of course, Dewey had little actual effect on the social gospel
movement, since he disagreed with many of its premises. For exam-
ple, Dewey suggested that inclusive democracy must entirely replace
exclusive churches, as churches are only repositories for outdated
doctrines.'® Dewey no longer needed belief in God personally either,
and his family had ceased church attendance. No philosophical justi-
fication of God seemed possible. Never persuaded that any of the tra-
ditional arguments for God’s existence had interesting rational force,
Dewey did not take such empty intellectual gymnastics seriously. The
religious life could not consist of the adoring affirmation of proposi-
tions about the divine; something has religious character only to the
extent that it motivates and guides a person’s general approach to
living. As his 1897 lecture “Hegel’s Philosophy of Spirit” reveals,
Dewey understood and presented Hegel as taking this generally prag-
matic approach to religion.

In Dewey’s fourth and final stage, one’s practical commitment to
moral ideals is one’s religious commitment—God’s actual existence
is not required. To the objection that many people will commit to
moral ideals only if they are sanctioned by a divine authority, Dewey’s
philosophy responds that accepting ideals on authority is contrary to
morality, since such unthinking obedience is the abandonment of
moral responsibility. The transition to the fourth and final stage of
Dewey’s attitude toward religion during the mid-1890s is the com-
plete elimination of God. Only humanity and nature remained. Did
this transition mean that Dewey now was a naturalist? Dewey did not
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embrace materialism when he transitioned from idealism, since late
nineteenth-century and early twentieth-century materialism was too
crude to adequately deal with the kinds of teleological accounts of
consciousness, intelligence, and moral conduct that Dewey’s pragma-
tism required. Nor was Dewey automatically prepared to announce
his naturalism, and he did not do so until later on in the first decade
of the twentieth century. In 1902 he contributed many entries to a
dictionary of philosophy, and defined naturalism in this easily recog-
nizable manner:

The theory that the whole of the universe or of experience may be
accounted for by a method like that of the physical sciences, and
with recourse only to the current conceptions of physical and nat-
ural science; more specifically, that mental and moral processes
may be reduced to the terms and categories of the natural sci-
ences. It is best defined negatively as that which excludes every-
thing distinctly spiritual or transcendental.

Not until 1906 did Dewey explicitly label his philosophy a “natural-
ism.” He took special care to point out how his variety of naturalism
forbade science from denigrating or denying our moral capacities and
values, just as his naturalism forbade religion from exempting itself
from rational criticism.

For one, I have no interest in the old, old scheme of derogating
from the worth of knowledge in order to give an uncontrolled
field for some special beliefs to run riot in,—be these beliefs even
faith in immortality, in some special sort of a Deity, or in some
particular brand of freedom. Any one of our beliefs is subject to
criticism, revision and even ultimate elimination through the de-
velopment of its own implications by intelligently directed action.
Because reason is a scheme of working out the meanings of con-
victions in terms of one another and of the consequences they im-
port in further experience, convictions are the more, not the less,
amenable and responsible to the full exercise of reason. Thus we
are put on the road to that most desirable thing,—the union of
acknowledgment of moral powers and demands with thorough-
going naturalism.?
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Dewey’s confident application of “naturalism” to his mature phi-
losophy was considerably aided by his favorable reaction to George
Santayana’s volumes of The Life of Reason (1905—6). While Santayana
himself was comfortable with the label of “materialism,” Dewey im-
mediately grasped how Santayana made ample room for the moral
and religious life within a naturalistic framework. In his review of The
Life of Reason, Dewey stated that “the really vital problem of present
philosophy is the union of naturalism and idealism.”?' Dewey’s ma-
ture naturalism continued to explicitly and firmly distance itself from
mechanistic, physicalistic, and reductionistic materialism. By 1910,
Dewey no longer had anything positive to say about transcendental
idealisms and ceased referring to idealism in general in any positive
way. (Dewey’s relationship with Hegel’s own absolute idealism is
quite another matter, as Good’s chapter discusses.) Having formu-
lated to his own satisfaction a reunion of the naturalistic worldview
with the reality and power of ideals, Dewey avoided Santayana’s ca-
tegorial dichotomy of matter and essence. In his later writings, Dewey
instead emphasized the philosophical problem of how naturalism
must be reconciled with humanism.?

By finding his way toward a humanistic naturalism, Dewey’s reli-
gious thought attenuated to the moralistic piety of social gospel
themes and then openly embraced the secular humanism later elabo-
rated in A Common Faith (1934). But Dewey’s abiding faith in the
human spirit, in the responsible powers of moral intelligence for the
social good, was a genuine faith that helped power the progressive
movement. By the start of the twentieth century, Dewey joined many
religious humanists and religious naturalists in viewing any belief in
the existence of a divine power to be incompatible with naturalism
and quite irrelevant for a genuinely religious life. Because neither a
supernatural authority giving unquestionable commandments nor a
spiritual absolute offering inscrutable perfection could guide morality
(and they really only obstruct genuine morality), Dewey concluded
that liberal Christianity must logically proceed to democracy and
atheism. Dewey’s atheism was philosophically sophisticated, natu-
rally. Dewey’s understanding and sympathy for religious experience,
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piety, and faith developed in the context of his social psychology and
pragmatic theory of knowledge. He recommended natural piety
toward the necessary sources and supports of one’s life, and he es-
poused spiritual faith in the possibility of progress toward the highest
ideals of moral and political life. When Dewey describes his concep-
tion of religious experience, he incorporates both natural piety and
religious faith.

We can briefly summarize the continuities between the stages of
Dewey’s philosophy of spirit and religion, before discussing more de-
tails about Dewey’s theories of intelligence, morality, and democracy.
Dewey’s first-stage instinctive trust in democracy and sympathy with
universalism developed into his second-stage demand for an integra-
tion of our moral and intellectual lives. In the resulting third-stage
organic idealism, confidence that all people can morally reason to-
gether for social progress provided Dewey with a method for explain-
ing how thoughtful personal freedom and faithful moral
responsibility can be socially yoked together for progressive democ-
racy. His fourth-stage humanism concluded that genuinely demo-
cratic peoples perform all of the practical functions of God, making
all traditional religious doctrine entirely superfluous. Having inte-
grated faith, responsibility, and society, Dewey’s mature philosophy
offers a unified and coherent theory of religion, morality, and politics.
This humanistic naturalism is the culmination of Dewey’s search for
a philosophy of spirit.

Intelligence, Morality, and Democracy

Rejecting the Cartesian notion of private mental states and isolated
rationality, Dewey’s evolutionary social psychology instead held that
the habits of intelligence are learned by education and modified by
further experience in group practices. Three major dimensions of his
social psychology, assembled during his years at Michigan and Chi-
cago, shaped his mature philosophy. They are most explicitly devel-
oped in Human Nature and Conduct (1922) and Experience and
Nature (1925). First, experience is not subjectively private. Second,
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people’s beliefs and knowledge are not subjective either but instead
are functions of purposive behaviors that have socially shared sig-
nificance for group practices. Third, all knowledge arises from experi-
ence, and thought increases the meaningfulness of experience,
producing knowledge. Dewey’s empiricism held that the techniques
of inference that increase meaning (such as logic, mathematics, and
scientific methodology) during the process of knowledge production
gradually emerge from such experience. Although any learning pro-
cess is thoroughly dependent on techniques of inference, so depen-
dent that these techniques can in turn appear to be independent of
learning, it does not follow that these techniques have always had a
separate source or justification apart from experiential learning. Ra-
tionalisms and transcendentalisms depend on committing versions of
this fallacy. There never was any “pure Reason” divorced from actual
lived experience.

For Dewey, both experience and knowledge are thoroughly goal-
directed, social in nature, and cultural in significance. Dewey’s phi-
losophy could not take either the individual’s “subjective” experience
or science’s “‘objective” knowledge to be more capable of revealing
reality or somehow independent of all-embracing culture. Religion in
Dewey’s philosophy is similarly treated as an evolving social phenom-
enon that cannot be evaluated without considering its role in cultural
development. The philosophical evaluation of any human practice
must be pragmatic.

Dewey’s functional psychology implies a pragmatist theory of
knowledge. If all beliefs exist to serve the pursuit of practical goals
(and not to match some idealized vision of “truth’), then the evalua-
tion of beliefs is judged by finding in experiment how much they con-
tribute to successful behavior. Older theories of knowledge assumed
that meaningful mental entities can be easily identified (by the power
of reflection?) and compared with the portion of reality to which they
refer. Such theories must depict both mind and reality statically, and
presume that an isolated internal mental entity has some magical
power to perfectly select out the part or aspect of reality that it is
trying to represent. However, modern scientific psychology has been
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dynamic, not static. No scientifically respectable psychology remains
to endorse the possibility of the sort of comparison required by a cor-
respondence theory of knowledge. All that remains from medieval
and Cartesian rationalism is the correspondence theory of truth, but
its remaining defenders happily admit that their theory does nothing
to actually assist increasing knowledge. Since pragmatism is primarily
a theory of how we increase knowledge, its complaint against truth as
correspondence amounts to pointing out its uselessness.

Dewey’s The Quest for Certainty (1929) explains the regrettable at-
tractions of the notion of certain truth and explains how modern sci-
ence has replaced it. Pragmatists understand truth in accord with
their theory of knowledge. Dewey’s pragmatic theory of knowledge is
fallibilistic, for it is possible to have knowledge now that later must
be modified or replaced by new knowledge. Roughly, knowledge is
scientifically justified belief and consists of “warranted assertions.”
Truth is an irrelevant criterion for knowledge; all knowledge is fallible
and revisable. Knowledge is fallible not because some notion of fixed
and final truth lingers to condemn current knowledge, but rather be-
cause knowledge is empirically warranted and the course of future
experience cannot be perfectly predicted. No Gettier-style problems
arises for pragmatism because they all require scenarios in which cur-
rent knowledge is compared unfavorably to some supposed guaran-
teed truth. Dewey rarely used the term “truth” with approval, and
when he did use that term, he was most comfortable labeling as
“truths” everything currently known. Dewey’s Logic: The Theory of
Inquiry (1938) most fully develops his theory of scientific method.

Whereas C. S. Peirce’s scientific method focused on the natural sci-
ences only, Dewey believed that scientific inquiry’s fundamentally
creative and experimental method could be applied to all human
problems, including moral and political problems. Natural science’s
conclusions could not erect a new morality, but the scientific method
of inquiry itself can be applied to any problematic situation in which
current knowledge is unable to resolve doubt about what to do. Of
course, our appreciation of our current situation is guided by a vast
knowledge base, including principles that emphasize more relevant
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features of the situation and suggest the best course of action. Inquiry
first tries to apply that knowledge base to a problem; failure indicates
that further inquiry must experimentally modify the knowledge base.
Dewey’s How We Think (1933) provides his general account of the
processes of learning through inquiry. In natural science, this learn-
ing eventually implies modifications to theories, whereas in morality
or politics this implies modifications to moral or political norms.

Rejecting the Humean instrumentalist model of reasoning, Dewey
understands the scientific method as capable of pragmatically evalu-
ating both the means and the ends of actions in light of their further
consequences; see his Theory of Valuation (1939). Consideration of the
means necessary for an end, or of future consequences of achieving
that end, is a reevaluation of that end’s value and desirability. There
is nothing that could be immune from such reasoned consideration,
and therefore no end or good can be declared as supreme, final, or
all-inclusive. The moral and political life instead requires the constant
renegotiation of shifting priorities among innumerable goals, values,
and norms.

Dewey regards creative intelligence as necessary for moral respon-
sibility. In his approach to thought and action, the consideration of
possible ends and the selection of one to follow are not two separate
events (as the outdated dichotomy of reason versus will required) but
rather interpenetrating stages in a continual process. In early writings
he often claimed that “freedom consists in choosing the moral good.”
Dewey’s mature moral philosophy expands on this notion.

Reflection presents and weighs alternatives. A thinking being is
free in a sense in which no unthinking being could be free, even
if fully endowed with “free will.” For a reflecting agent can pres-
ent to himself the consequences of a proposed act; he does not
have to wait till the consequences are externally and irretrievably
produced to see whether they are desirable or undesirable. If on
reflection, the consequences are seen to be adverse, the proposed
line of action, if dropped for preference or the bent of disposition,
is shifted to some other alternative, which is then weighed. Just in
the degree in which one is gifted with the habit of reflection, in



24 JOHN R. SHOOK

that degree he is capable of acting in the light for a foreseen future
instead of being pushed from behind by sheer instinct or habit.??

Moral deliberation, like any purposive deliberation, aims at some
concrete goal in particular situations. People act for the sake of future
outcomes, and explanations of their intentional behavior are incom-
plete without reference to such possible future events. Since possible
future events may not actually occur, this account of deliberation is
not a teleological account in the traditional sense, because no future
event is postulated as ever causing an earlier event. On Dewey’s the-
ory of moral deliberation, intelligence is the range of forethought
upon the consequences of various possible ideal commitments. This
theory does not violate the Edwardean warning against indifferent or
unnatural wills, and it does not transgress modern naturalism’s edict
against teleological explanations of spooky future causes. For Dewey,
moral responsibility is enhanced to the degree that the capacity for
intelligent deliberation is enhanced. Such intelligence is exactly the
sort of thing that the moral education provided by culture is able to
more or less furnish to everyone. This moral education does not, and
should not, produce total moral conformity—that is why free com-
munication and intelligent deliberation by citizens in a democracy are
still vitally needed to have a peaceful society.

Democracy is Dewey’s eventual bearer and genuine meaning of the
promise of universalism and self-realization. Dewey’s communitarian
theory of self-realization (or of the growth of personality, as he usu-
ally expressed this concept in later writings) implies that moral re-
sponsibility is never truly an exclusively personal achievement (or
failure). Moral responsibility, like all cultural capacities, is an ac-
quired function as a person grows into the roles of adult life. This
communitarianism explains why Dewey was adamant about his Ed-
wardean point that past external causes for a person’s character
growth cannot excuse one from personal responsibility. Dewey did
not adopt a social psychology and institutional morality essential to a
progressive program of social reform only to let personal responsibil-
ity evaporate into a maze of mechanistic causes from the past.
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In Human Nature and Conduct (1922) Dewey clearly explains his
view that a person is an agent who acts on the surrounding environ-
ment just as much as it acts upon her. With this principle, Dewey can
show how moral growth is the growth of a mutual relationship be-
tween the self and the social environment. To make space for his al-
ternative approach to moral responsibility, Dewey undertakes
refutations of two traditional notions of “social reform” that corre-
spond to the two traditional combatants of libertarianism and
determinism.

There are two schools of social reform. One bases itself upon the
notion of a morality which springs from an inner freedom, some-
thing mysteriously cooped up within personality. It asserts that
the only way to change institutions is for men to purify their own
hearts, and that when this has been accomplished, change of insti-
tutions will follow of itself. The other school denies the existence
of any such inner power, and in so doing conceives that it has
denied all moral freedom. It says that men are made what they
are by the forces of the environment, that human nature is purely
malleable, and that till institutions are changed, nothing can be
done. Clearly this leaves the outcome as hopeless as does an ap-
peal to an inner rectitude and benevolence. For it provides no
leverage for change of environment. It throws us back upon acci-
dent, usually disguised as a necessary law of history or evolution,
and trusts to some violent change, symbolized by civil war, to
usher in an abrupt millennium. There is an alternative to being
penned in between these two theories. We can recognize that all
conduct is interaction between elements of human nature and the
environment, natural and social. Then we shall see that progress
proceeds in two ways, and that freedom is found in that kind of
interaction which maintains an environment in which human de-
sire and choice count for something. There are in truth forces in
man as well as without him.>*

Dewey’s social progressivism strives to enhance personal responsibil-
ity through programs of social intervention (such as education). But
by taking either of the two traditional views of responsibility, the idea
of “personal responsibility through social intervention” is utterly im-
possible and contradictory. From the libertarian side, no amount of
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social intervention could be relevant to the powers of personal choice;
whereas from the determinist side, the more that one’s society is in-
volved, the less responsibility a person has. Dewey’s agent-centered
theory of personal responsibility is explicitly designed to be compati-
ble with the social theory that personal responsibility originates and
grows only in the supportive context of others in social institutions
from the family to the school to the state.

For Dewey, the scientific method applied to society is participatory
and deliberative democracy. Like science, which proceeds through
distributed intelligence among cooperating inquirers, democracy is
the way of life in which mutually respectful citizens intelligently de-
liberate on their common social problems. Democracy and Education
(1916) is Dewey’s fullest statement of the essential role that scientific,
moral, and civic education must play in a democracy. Dewey also
sketched a theory of political democracy about the government that
would best serve a democratic community. The Public and Its Prob-
lems (1927) and Liberalism and Social Action (1935) develop Dewey’s
theory of “publics”: groups of people with common problems trying
to modify social or political norms for remedies. These publics are
educated in the skills of cooperative deliberation from schooling and
past experience, and compete for attention from elected officials and
the whole community with the help of social scientists and other ex-
perts. Publics naturally dissolve when their problems are alleviated
and people’s energies are redirected to other social problems.

Against aristocratic theories of democracy that assign to the gov-
ernment and experts the responsibility for recognizing and solving
social problems, Dewey expects greater citizenship skills from the
masses so that they can do more than just periodically vote. Of
course, if each person on his or her own is expected to help with all of
a country’s problems, faith in democracy seems hopelessly utopian.
However, Dewey explained how ordinary people can devote some
measure of time, energy, and intelligence between voting to a few se-
rious problems affecting them, and thus publics can be energized.
Prominent examples include unions and civic organizations; national
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societies such as the American Civil Liberties Union, the National
Association for the Advancement of Colored People (Dewey was a
cofounder of both), and the National Rifle Association; industry asso-
ciations; and every sort of lobbying and special interest group
imaginable.

If a democracy can promote both the free formation of effective
publics and caring responsiveness from the whole body of citizens,
then Dewey envisioned progress toward the ideal “Great Commu-
nity.” Democracy is the form of community life and government that
peacefully promotes universal moral respect and empowers its citi-
zens, through education, for the civic capacities of moral deliberation.
As a regulative ideal, the notion of a Great Community helps expose
immorality and injustice, and helps suggest remedies for transform-
ing society.

Dewey, in recognizably Hegelian manner, dissented from tradi-
tional liberalism because he argued that people require more than
Locke’s negative rights and liberties to be full citizens in a unified
society. Positive rights to things provided by the state are a necessary
balance to negative rights, but in Dewey’s view, they are not “posi-
tive” enough! The right to fair and safe employment (not just a right
to individual property), the right to education in the skills of citizen-
ship (not merely free speech), and the rights to toleration and protec-
tion of ethnic heritage (not cultural assimilation and hegemony) are
among the additional empowering rights justified in a healthy de-
mocracy. Such empowering rights, not reducible to either negative or
positive rights, are designed to simultaneously increase the individu-
al’s capacities and responsibilities. This increase in genuine freedom
(which is far from an increase in mere freedom from restraint or free-
dom from want) is essential to a democratic society. Echoing and am-
plifying Hegel’s call for the right to recognition and the right to
expression of individual personality, Dewey similarly justifies em-
powering rights by their service in promoting the democratic com-
munity.”® Many of the crucial empowering rights in a modern
democracy are also known as civil rights, and Dewey’s defense of civil
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rights during his lifetime rested ultimately on neither human nature
nor positive jurisprudence but pragmatic utility for the democratic
life.

Dewey’s Ethics (1908; 2nd ed., 1932), written with James H. Tufts,
provides a detailed theory of economic and social justice. Dewey was
a democratic socialist because he favored strong democratic interven-
tion in the economic sphere to prevent injustice, but he was never a
communist because he rejected its use of violence and he preferred
democratically restrained capitalism to autocratically controlled state
totalitarianism. Like many liberal progressives, Dewey expected
strong unions and other types of effective publics to be able to peace-
fully negotiate for the things needed for greater social justice. The un-
derstanding of democracy as a moral community implies noncoercive
deliberation to resolve conflicts. Dewey’s view that violence be only a
last resort linked him with pacifists such as Jane Addams, who also
demanded that governments should engage in international coopera-
tion to actively prevent antagonistic conditions provoking war. Dew-
ey’s other major concern was that wars are extremely hazardous to a
democracy’s civil liberties.

Dewey, like later communitarians (many of whom have also been
convinced by Hegel), viewed people as deeply connected to a variety
of social groups. Dewey recommended an inclusive cultural pluralism
in which people possess group membership while being free to enjoy
and adopt other groups’ ways. The morality that should be taught in
public schools (private schooling encourages antidemocratic tenden-
cies) consists of the civic virtues of respect for the equal dignity of all,
cooperative group problem solving, and loyalty to the ideals and aims
of democracy.?® The practical exemplification of these moral ideals in
the political sphere constitutes Dewey’s understanding of social jus-
tice. For Dewey, the personal commitment of each member of a de-
mocracy to pursuing these ideals is the proper destiny of the human
spirit. From the perspective of politics, a government is just to the
extent that the human spirit can achieve its destiny. This is a thor-
oughly Hegelian stance toward politics. In Dewey’s lecture “Hegel’s
Philosophy of Spirit,” we are told that
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In the arrangement of classes and the various individuals in the
classes, we have the civil order which is conditioned upon justice
and its demonstration. Thus there comes into being the State on
its external side as government which correlates law as the re-
quirement of the whole with the private interests of the individ-
ual. But this government is only the external side of a true organic
unity. This constitutes the State where the individual identifies
himself with the will manifested in the community in which he
lives and thus gets beyond his mere individuality and becomes a
member and organ of the whole. The State is then the completed
objective spirit, the externalized reason of man; it reconciles the
principle of law and liberty, not by bringing some truce or exter-
nal harmony between them, but by making the law of the whole
the prevailing interest and controlling motive of the individual.
(Dewey, “Hegel’s Philosophy of Spirit,” §123)

The ethical principle that seems the most firm in Dewey’s philoso-
phy, the standard by which he undertakes moral and political criti-
cism, is the demand that all persons must have an equal opportunity
to realize their capacities and enjoy life in a manner consistent with
the greater social good. However, even this principle remains flexible
for Dewey, since the practical meaning of “realizing capacities” will
change in the future as the possibilities of human experience expand.
Democracy requires a somewhat flexible and experimental attitude
toward even our most cherished moral norms and values, because
a few may require modification during our lifetimes to permit the
alleviation of serious social problems. Even Dewey’s own specific for-
mulations of the civic virtues and basic rights are advanced in a tenta-
tive manner, and he expected them to be gradually modified in the
future.

Piety, Faith, and Atheism

Dewey eloquently expresses his high valuation of religious experience,
after it is liberated from supernaturalism, in most of his major works.
Unlike fellow pragmatist William James, whose mysticism found di-
vinely inspiring powers present at the fringes of individual conscious-
ness, Dewey required religious and moral experience and belief to
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have primarily social significance. Therefore, religious experience
should consist of one’s communion with others in expressions of
commitment (through group practices) to social values. In the mid-
1890s Dewey argued that a liberal, nonsupernatural Christianity was
best for America. This liberal Christianity was still Christianity be-
cause the American community still holds Jesus to be an exemplary
moral figure of love. For Dewey, the example of mutual love and re-
spect for all people is simultaneously Christian and democratic, and
democracy’s progress is Christian progress. The preferred alternative
to churches and their religions of fixed truth is the “continual revela-
tion” of new truths, arising from the democratic process itself, about
how to fulfill the ideal of love.

In A Common Faith (1934), Dewey continues to sharply distinguish
religions (the churches” doctrines) and the religious (those liberated
into pluralistic and progressive democracy), and restates his claim
that the democratic experience can also be religious experience. The
religious are those who have escaped supernaturalism and sectarian
creeds, and can join in the aesthetic appreciation of the pursuit of
democracy. In Art as Experience (1934) Dewey finds paradigms of aes-
thetic experience in communal practices devoted to ideals. In A Com-
mon Faith Dewey again appeals to the coextensive aesthetic/religious
experience of pursuing ideals. The democratic commitment to moral
respect for all people has the quality of a religious faith, and a demo-
cratic culture, like any culture, should possess a religion as a unifying
social force diffused throughout all cultural activities. Dewey con-
cluded that the shared aesthetic enjoyment of the democratic com-
munity life is collectively of great value, and that this communion can
be a kind of highly valuable religious experience.

In A Common Faith the notion of natural piety again plays a role.
Dewey identified the object of natural piety as the organic unity of
human strivings toward ideals with cooperating natural forces. A de-
mocracy should likewise encourage this natural piety, and religious
devotion is thus properly oriented toward relationships between hu-
mans and environment as well as relationships between humans. To
the surprise of many, especially Dewey’s humanist colleagues, he
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went farther to controversially offer the label of “God” for the object
of religious experience. This came as an especially deep shock to Dew-
ey’s allies. Since Dewey proclaimed himself a champion of the scien-
tific and naturalistic outlook, and he had almost nothing positive to
say about religion or God between 1892 and the early 1930s, Dewey
was known to be a staunch atheist. For example, Dewey was asked in
1933 to sign the Humanist Manifesto. When A Common Faith came
out a year later in 1934, many humanists felt betrayed.

Critics have pointed out that the name “God” implies at least a
unified and purposive agency and perhaps a personality as well, sig-
naling a retreat to older religious notions that Dewey had rejected
earlier. Most philosophers and speculative theologians who have pur-
sued Dewey’s suggestions toward a naturalistic and humanistic reli-
gion remain quite wary of such labels as “God.” The task for a
Deweyan pragmatism is to explain how the religious devotion to ide-
als, still useful (and perhaps necessary) in any democracy, can be
aroused and maintained without trespassing the boundaries set by
naturalism. To comprehend Dewey’s pragmatist alternative to a su-
pernatural God, his understanding of the social nature of religion is
essential. A pragmatist might, as most did, take the easy option of
naturalistic and humanistic atheism. Such pragmatists would simply
wait for notions of the divine to become completely absorbed into
social ethics and anticipate the coming day when “God-talk” com-
pletely fades away. Dewey decided to not be this type of pragmatist.
Dewey’s mature views on religion are a prominent illustration of the
way that he remained indebted to Hegel throughout his long career.

By locating the divine within the human-nature relationship,
Dewey’s theory of the divine represents a pragmatic development of
the Hegelian organic metaphysics that he had sought early in his ca-
reer. Assisted by his understanding of Hegel, Dewey held during the
1890s that it was Christianity’s proper destiny to make its final trans-
formation into liberal democracy. Decades later, in A Common Faith,
Dewey supplemented this theory by applying the label of God to indi-
cate the holistic way that certain aspects of nature function to support
humanity’s goals. Dewey approached God in a thoroughly functional
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and pragmatic way. This approach is evident in his pragmatic tactic
of converting nouns into adjectives and then into adverbs. For exam-
ple, he preferred to talk of “true hypotheses” rather than “the truth,”
and his greatest preference was to simply speak of “hypotheses that
work truly.”

This pragmatic appeal to adverbial description works well for
Dewey’s philosophy of religion. Rather than talking directly about the
divine, Dewey described an aspect of nature as being divine, and then
preferred to talk about nature behaving divinely. Under what condi-
tions would human beings understand nature as behaving divinely?
In 1929, Dewey wrote in A Quest for Certainty about how nature is
idealizable when it is regarded as a potential aid for realizing human
ideals. But idealization must be carefully understood. In all his works,
Dewey explicitly refused to endorse any conception of God that
makes God responsible for guaranteed ideals and preserved values.
In A Quest for Certainty Dewey says that a person takes the religious
perspective when he or she appreciates how humanity together with
its cooperating environment creates a larger whole, having inter-
twined human and divine characteristics. It only remained for Dewey
in A Common Faith five years later to use the term “God” to label the
direction toward which one’s religious attitude is oriented.

To best understand Dewey’s long path toward his acceptance of
the term “God,” we must examine more closely his appreciation for
the kind of religious experience that he labeled, probably inspired by
Santayana, as “natural piety.” By 1934, Dewey stated that God is not
just another object inside or outside nature. God is nature, when na-
ture is understood as the complex whole of “environment—
humanity.” On this conception of the divine, the divine would not
exist without humanity, and humanity would not exist without the
divine. The religious experience is a mature appreciation of this mu-
tual dependency and mutual destiny. Dewey occasionally calls this ex-

>

perience “natural piety” in several of his important writings. In
“Religion and Our Schools” (1908) Dewey writes, “It is increased
knowledge of nature which has made supra-nature incredible, or at

least difficult of belief. We measure the change from the standpoint



DEWEY'S NATURALIZED PHILOSOPHY OF SPIRIT AND RELIGION 33

of the supranatural and we call it irreligious. Possibly if we measured
it from the standpoint of the natural piety it is fostering, the sense
of the permanent and inevitable implication of nature and man in a
common career and destiny, it would appear as the growth of
religion.”?

In Human Nature and Conduct (1922) Dewey writes, “The religious
experience is a reality in so far as in the midst of effort to foresee and
regulate future objects we are sustained and expanded in feebleness
and failure by the sense of an enveloping whole. Peace in action not
after it is the contribution of the ideal to conduct.”?® Dewey’s expres-
sion of natural piety appears again in his 1925 Experience and Nature.
“Fidelity to the nature to which we belong, as parts however weak,
demands that we cherish our desires and ideals till we have converted
them into intelligence, revised them in terms of the ways and means
which nature makes possible. When we have used our thought to its
utmost and have thrown into the moving unbalanced balance of
things our puny strength, we know that though the universe slay us
still we may trust, for our lot is one with whatever is good in
existence.”?

In The Quest for Certainty (1929), Dewey says, “Religious faith
which attaches itself to the possibilities of nature and associated living
would, with its devotion to the ideal, manifest piety toward the
actual. . . . Nature may not be worshiped as divine even in the sense
of the intellectual love of Spinoza. But nature, including humanity,
with all its defects and imperfections, may evoke heartfelt piety as the
source of ideals, of possibilities, of aspiration in their behalf, and as
the eventual abode of all attained goods and excellencies.”*

Last, natural piety is prominent in A Common Faith, as this selec-
tion displays: “Our successes are dependent upon the cooperation of
nature. The sense of the dignity of human nature is as religious as is
the sense of awe and reverence when it rests upon a sense of human
nature as a cooperating part of a larger whole. Natural piety is not of
necessity either a fatalistic acquiescence in natural happenings or a
romantic idealization of the world. It may rest upon a just sense of
nature as the whole of which we are parts, while it also recognizes
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that we are parts that are marked by intelligence and purpose, having
the capacity to strive by their aid to bring conditions into greater con-
sonance with what is humanly desirable. Such piety is an inherent
constituent of a just perspective in life.”!

In these passages Dewey explicitly connects the religious attitude
of piety with the religious attitude of faith. By noticing that these two
religious attitudes are distinct but also connected, Dewey attempts to
distinguish his own position on religion. In the passage just quoted
from A Common Faith, Dewey says that natural piety is neither a fa-
talism nor an idealism. Natural piety is directed toward the environ-
ing conditions that partially control, together with human effort, both
success and failure. Fatalism, whether arising from theological pre-
destination or materialistic determinism, dismisses human effort as
ultimately irrelevant to whatever values may be realized. Idealism
similarly has no significant role for human effort, since its romantic
orientation toward ideals is admirable yet irrelevant to the guaranteed
existence of the ideals. Indeed, from Dewey’s perspective, fatalism
and idealism are united by their common conviction in the impo-
tence of human effort. Fatalism emphasizes that tragedy cannot be
avoided, recommends passive stoicism toward whatever happens in
the practical world, and accuses the romantic of false faith in nonexis-
tent ideals. Idealism, in contrast, emphasizes how the human spirit
can rise above tragedy, recommends passionate conviction about
things outside of the practical world, and accuses the fatalist of igno-
rance about supernatural values. Ultimately, both fatalism and ideal-
ism lead toward moral quietism: a resignation to the seeming fact that
no human effort can make a moral difference. Both fatalism and ide-
alism sharply separate faith from human effort: for both, faith should
intensify precisely when one’s concern with practical affairs must
fade.

Dewey’s philosophy of religion, opposed to both fatalism and ide-
alism, instead holds that faith in ideals is appropriate only where it
energizes one’s efforts with practical affairs. Of course our practical
efforts will fail more often than not; yet devotion to ideals is religious



DEWEY'S NATURALIZED PHILOSOPHY OF SPIRIT AND RELIGION 35

because frequent failure does not extinguish one’s devotion. If disap-
pointment with practical efforts instead dominates, natural piety
could degenerate into either submissive prostration to the all-power-
ful or aesthetic absorption with the good, true, and beautiful (or both
combined, as in the later writings of Santayana). These degenerate
forms of natural piety are not genuinely religious, according to
Dewey, no matter how many religions have encouraged them. The
only form of natural piety that deserves to be respected as religious is
a natural piety toward that sphere of nature-human engagement in
which ideals are partially and gradually realizable despite temporary
setbacks and ultimate catastrophe.

The frequently heard accusation that Dewey fails to acknowledge
the tragic, and hence fails to appreciate religion’s power, is made in
ignorance of Dewey’s sophisticated treatment of religious experience.
Dewey is labeled an “optimist” by those fixated by tragedy, as if he
felt assured of the eventual victory of human trials, but no such assur-
ance ever appears in his writings. Dewey not only eloquently attests
to the tragic, but furthermore, only an approach such as Dewey’s is
capable of an intelligent appreciation of the full reality of tragedy. Ad-
mirers of the tragic who want to go in a quite different direction have
only fatalism or idealism to choose from; both paths fail to do justice
to genuine religious faith in ideals. In A Common Faith, Dewey says,

Moral faith has been bolstered by all sorts of arguments intended
to prove that its object is not ideal and that its claim upon us is
not primarily moral or practical, since the ideal in question is al-
ready embedded in the existent frame of things. It is argued that
the ideal is already the final reality at the heart of things that exist,
and that only our senses or the corruption of our natures prevent
us from apprehending its prior existential being. Starting, say,
from such an idea as that justice is more than a moral ideal be-
cause it is embedded in the very make-up of the actually existent
world, men have gone on to build up vast intellectual schemes,
philosophies, and theologies, to prove that ideals are real not as
ideals but as antecedently existing actualities. They have failed to
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see that in converting moral realities into matters of intellectual
assent they have evinced lack of moral faith.

Traditional religions’ demand for their ideals’ existence expresses
a conviction in the powerlessness of our moral devotion. Instead of
energizing moral energy, the demand for faith in guarantees only
drains our energy. A few persons, it is true, who believe that they act
in accord with the divine way, can feel immense energy for direct ac-
tion. But since their energy rises in proportion to their conviction in
divine victory, they are trapped in a contradiction that can be relieved
only by confessing that after all they have been merely an instrument
of divine power. The faith of those who instead believe that they
might make a real difference themselves is a faith in the worth of ide-
als regardless of any assurance of success. We are devoted to ideals
because of their worth and not because the fulfillment of our ideals is
a certainty.

The religious, according to Dewey, do not surrender their ideals
and moral convictions in the face of tragedy, and neither do they re-
pose in certainty about guaranteed ideals. The religious do not live in
a world where ideals are irrelevant to practical, material conditions.
Dewey explained this view to his atheist friend Max Carl Otto in a
letter: “I feel the gods are pretty dead, tho I suppose I ought to know
that however, to be somewhat more philosophical in the matter, if
atheism means simply not being a theist, then of course Im an atheist.
But the popular if not the etymological significance of the word is
much wider. It has come to signify it seems to me a denial of all ideal
values as having the right to control material ones. And in that sense
Im not an atheist and dont want to be labelled one.”?*

Although the religious do not believe in any supernatural gods,
since they take no comfort in guarantees, the religious are those who
are faithful to what is really important: the ideals themselves. As
Dewey complained to liberal theologians still seeking a righteous
God, either we find God and then commit to whatever he instructs,
or we use our prior commitments to ideals to judge which sort of god
ought to exist. The first option assumes a sudden ability to forget
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one’s morality and values whenever one thinks that a god approaches
(an ability that one should neither want for one’s self or one’s neigh-
bors). The second option is a frank admission that we are construct-
ing a useless god: if we already have a strong religious commitment
to ideals in the first place, adding a god is at minimum superfluous
and could potentially lead to the moral quietism of idealism.

If you appeal to the moral life for your basis and direction, you
must be content to derive your conceptions of religion and of
God wholly from the implications of the moral life. The question
whether there is some physical or metaphysical, some existential,
extraneous power working for the realization of moral demands
and ideals, is totally irrelevant. To appeal to the supremacy of
moral ideals as the ground for the content of religious ideas, in-
cluding that of God, and then to insist upon a God to give moral
ideals external and independent support involves an inherent
contradiction.>

By this argument, liberal theology must therefore logically proceed
to atheism.*> Of course, Dewey realized that his dilemma for liberal
theologians applies to himself. In A Common Faith Dewey does not
offer a useless god. While Dewey’s God neither commands moral
rules nor guarantees the preservation of ideals, this God has a prag-
matic meaning in the living faith of those who are devoted to ideals
in a hazardous universe. Dewey first offers the label of “God” to indi-
cate a set of coordinated ideals to which a person has the highest
devotion.

Suppose for the moment that the word “God” means the ideal
ends that at a given time and place one acknowledges as having
authority over his volition and emotion, the values to which one
is supremely devoted, as far as these ends, through imagination,
take on unity. If we make this supposition, the issue will stand
out clearly in contrast with the doctrine of religions that “God”
designates some kind of Being having prior and therefore non-
ideal existence.*

Although somewhat different for each person, coordinated ideals are
unified for a person in a double sense. These ideals are mutually ad-
justed to each other, so that the pursuit of one ideal does not demand



38 JOHN R. SHOOK

the violation of another (although adjustment requires that an ideal
may never be fulfilled to its fullest extent if considered in abstract and
separate from the rest—for example, pure justice won’t be possible
where love for children is involved). A person’s ideals are also unified
in the sense that devotion to them brings that person closer to having
a unified self.

However intriguing this conception of God may be, Dewey soon

revises it.

But this idea of God, or of the divine, is also connected with all
the natural forces and conditions—including man and human as-
sociation—that promote the growth of the ideal and that further
its realization. We are in the presence neither of ideals completely
embodied in existence nor yet of ideals that are mere rootless ide-
als, fantasies, utopias. For there are forces in nature and society
that generate and support the ideals. They are further unified by
the action that gives them coherence and solidity. It is this active
relation between ideal and actual to which I would give the name
“God.”?

Here Dewey depicts a God consisting of the organic whole of human
strivings and those portions of nature supporting those strivings. This
view of God is neither pantheism nor panentheism, as some Dewey
critics and commentators have supposed, since much of the universe
will always be coldly indifferent and irrelevant to life. But since part
of nature is part of God, Dewey’s God is far more than merely one’s
personal ideals—if God were only that, it would be a personal God
indeed! To be religious, persons must experience a relationship with
something beyond themselves. Few would dispute this observation.
However, Dewey’s God exists only because the faithful exist, which
obviously contravenes supernaturalism. Yet the God—human rela-
tionship was after all designed by Dewey to ensure that God is con-
ceived as living within a social relationship with humanity. In social
relationships, people play mutual roles: a person is my friend because
I am her friend; that person is my father because I am his son; and so
forth.
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Dewey’s God has objective existence since nature—humanity rela-
tions are objectively real and recognizable even by those uninterested
in being religious themselves. Dewey’s God can be studied and under-
stood, although it will not be the same thing for all people. A close
analogy is available in aesthetics: the study of how peoples have used
horticulture and terra forming to create elaborate gardens and land-
scapes in accord with their ideals of beauty. Nature is obviously in-
volved as an active (though unaware) collaborator in such human
efforts, and the ideals of gardeners are also available for study (even
by those who dislike gardening themselves), since these ideals become
evident through appreciation of the work and understanding its pur-
pose. Furthermore, a gardener can enjoy a richly satisfying (while
often frustrating!) relationship with nature through gardening, not
diminished by the fact that nature’s beauty is elicited only through
the application of the gardener’s own ideals of beauty.

Dewey was well aware that applying “God” to his conception of
the object of religious devotion would inevitably arouse controversy.
Although Dewey’s God has objective existence enough to satisfy the
most ardent naturalist, he offered “God” as a name in the most tenta-
tive and humble manner:

I would not insist that the name must be given. There are those
who hold that the associations of the term with the supernatural
are so numerous and close that any use of the word “God” is sure
to give rise to misconception and be taken as a concession to tra-
ditional ideas. They may be correct in this view. But the facts to
which I have referred are there, and they need to be brought out
with all possible clearness and force.?®

The liberal Dewey was not going to get sidetracked by names for the
divine. He sought an idea of God that is at minimum implied by and
embedded within all of the world’s religions.

In a distracted age, the need for such an idea is urgent. It can unify
interests and energies now dispersed; it can direct action and gen-
erate the heat of emotion and the light of intelligence. Whether
one gives the name “God” to this union, operative in thought and
action, is a matter for individual decision. But the function of
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such a working union of the ideal and actual seems to me to be
identical with the force that has in fact been attached to the con-
ception of God in all the religions that have a spiritual content;
and a clear idea of that function seems to me urgently needed at
the present time.*

Dewey’s resulting conception of God combines essential elements
of both pragmatic naturalism and organic idealism. But why use the
term “God”’? Dewey apparently intended to steal the term away from
the supernaturalists and simultaneously tried to distance his religious
views from those who want nothing to do with religion. In A Com-
mon Faith, Dewey explicitly rejects “militant atheism.”

One reason why personally I think it fitting to use the word
“God” to denote that uniting of the ideal and actual which has
been spoken of, lies in the fact that aggressive atheism seems to
me to have something in common with traditional supernatural-
ism. I do not mean merely that the former is mainly so negative
that it fails to give positive direction to thought, though that fact
is pertinent. What I have in mind especially is the exclusive preoc-
cupation of both militant atheism and supernaturalism with man
in isolation. For in spite of supernaturalism’s reference to some-
thing beyond nature, it conceives of this earth as the moral centre
of the universe and of man as the apex of the whole scheme of
things. It regards the drama of sin and redemption enacted within
the isolated and lonely soul of man as the one thing of ultimate
importance. Apart from man, nature is held either accursed or
negligible. Militant atheism is also affected by lack of natural
piety. The ties binding man to nature that poets have always cele-
brated are passed over lightly. The attitude taken is often that of
man living in an indifferent and hostile world and issuing blasts
of defiance. A religious attitude, however, needs the sense of a
connection of man, in the way of both dependence and support,
with the enveloping world that the imagination feels is a universe.
Use of the words “God” or “divine” to convey the union of actual
with ideal may protect man from a sense of isolation and from
consequent despair or defiance.*

For Dewey to repudiate “militant atheism,” when he himself was
widely regarded as one of the world’s staunchest and most controver-
sial atheists, exposes how his philosophical naturalism is designed to
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accommodate an earnest and practical humanism. People need ideals
to live well, and no naturalism that denies the reality or effectiveness
of ideals can be credible in the long run. Nor could Dewey form an
alliance with those who prefer the misleading compromise offered by
shallow agnosticism.

“Agnosticism” is a shadow cast by the eclipse of the supernatural.
Of course, acknowledgment that we do not know what we do not
know is a necessity of all intellectual integrity. But generalized ag-
nosticism is only a halfway elimination of the supernatural. Its
meaning departs when the intellectual outlook is directed wholly
to the natural world. When it is so directed, there are plenty of
particular matters regarding which we must say we do not know;
we only inquire and form hypotheses which future inquiry will
confirm or reject. But such doubts are an incident of faith in the
method of intelligence. They are signs of faith, not of a pale and
impotent skepticism. We doubt in order that we may find out, not
because some inaccessible supernatural lurks behind whatever we
can know. The substantial background of practical faith in ideal
ends is positive and outreaching.*!

According to Dewey, the future of humanism and democracy lies not
with agnosticism and skepticism, since these impoverished applica-
tions of reason can just as easily erode naturalism and morality as
erode religion. The future instead lies with those of faith in the moral
capacities of individuals empowered with intelligence.

Dewey’s A Common Faith argues that intelligent, responsible athe-
ists will still have, and ought to have, religious experiences. Dewey
must explain what such religious experiences would consist of, and
then he must justify why atheists would want to have such experi-
ences. In response to the first issue, he tells us that religious experi-
ences are intrinsically connected with other essential human activities
of value. By defining the religious experience in this way, Dewey
points out how the atheist not only can, but inevitably will, have this
kind of experience. There is nothing to fear from such religious expe-
riences, because they can be accounted for in a respectably naturalis-
tic manner.
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Separating the matter of religious experience from the question of
the existence of God (as for example those as far apart from one
another as the Buddhists and the Comtean Positivists have done),
I have found—and there are many who will corroborate my expe-
rience by their own—that all of the things which traditional reli-
gionists prize and which they connect exclusively with their own
conception of God can be had equally well in the ordinary course
of human experience in our relations to the natural world and
to one another as human beings related in the family, friendship,
industry, art, science, and citizenship. Either then the concept of God
can be dropped out as far as genuinely religious experience is con-
cerned, or it must be framed wholly in terms of natural and human
relationship involved in our straightaway human experience.*?

If religious experiences may naturally happen in the course of human
social life, even for atheists, what is their function and practical value?
Dewey’s naturalistic conception of religious experience incorporates
both natural piety and religious faith. The “religious attitude” is “a
sense of the possibilities of existence and as devotion to the cause of
these possibilities,”* and while in this attitude, “we are capable of
directing our affection and loyalty to the possibilities resident in the
actualities discovered. An idealism of action that is devoted to cre-
ation of a future, instead of to staking itself upon propositions about
the past, is invincible.”*

Granting that an atheist reasonably undertakes this “idealism of
action,” why would such effort have a religious dimension? Dewey
answers this question by discriminating the essential factors involved
in experiencing the intelligent pursuit of ideal ends.

The actual religious quality in the experience described is the ef-
fect produced, the better adjustment in life and its conditions, not
the manner and cause of its production. The way in which the
experience operated, its function, determines its religious value. If
the reorientation actually occurs, it, and the sense of security and
stability accompanying it, are forces on their own account. It takes
place in different persons in a multitude of ways. It is sometimes
brought about by devotion to a cause; sometimes by a passage of
poetry that opens a new perspective; sometimes as was the case
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with Spinoza—deemed an atheist in his day—through philosoph-
ical reflection.*

As we have seen, Dewey wanted to label as “God” this process of
creating an “active relation between ideal and actual.” We must keep
firmly in mind Dewey’s consistent determination to locate the divine
in people’s ordinary lives. What precisely is this active religious rela-
tion? He expands on his notion of religious experience in this
manner:

The religious is “morality touched by emotion” only when the
ends of moral conviction arouse emotions that are not only in-
tense but are actuated and supported by ends so inclusive that
they unify the self. The inclusiveness of the end in relation to both
self and the “universe” to which an inclusive self is related is
indispensable. . . . Any activity pursued in behalf of an ideal end
against obstacles and in spite of threats of personal loss because
of conviction of its general and enduring value is religious in
quality.*

We have asked the crucial question of why Dewey’s naturalistic
philosophy of spirit would attempt to retain a notion of religious ex-
perience and defend its value for atheists. Dewey’s answer is that an
intelligent and dedicated idealism of action would be attained by peo-
ple who (1) respect environing conditions on which effective action
depends (piety); (2) commit much of their lives to pursuit of chosen
ideal ends (faith); and (3) adjust themselves to better harmonize with
natural conditions needed to achieve their ends (harmony). If the re-
ligious experience is this creative activity of piety-faith-harmony, then
Dewey saw no reason why an atheist could deny that such experiences
are not only possible but indeed valuable for living a completely secu-
lar life-style. Atheists are not radically different from members of reli-
gions at the moral level. After all, atheists avidly pursue a wide variety
of ideal ends having general scope and enduring value, and they un-
dergo the experience of adjusting their lives to better achieve their
ends in the face of potential loss and sacrifice. Furthermore, atheists
live in complex societies maintained by devoted political effort.
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Dewey found a needed role for religious experience at the political
level as well.

Religion, Politics, and the Destiny of Liberalism

Dewey, like many other liberal theologians and philosophers of that
time, believed that all religions at their core are moral doctrines and
generate moral energy for social reform. As essentially moral in na-
ture, religions instruct the moral expectations of societies, help main-
tain devotion to moral ideals, and provide an account of humanity’s
place within creation that justifies those ideals. Pragmatists generally
have had little quarrel with these primary tasks of religion, but they
have demanded that religions be pragmatically judged by their func-
tioning on these three tasks. Dewey argued that traditional religions
can obstruct normal moral development and adult capacity for moral
thinking. Traditional religions also sometimes erect unnecessary
theological conflicts with scientific knowledge, forgetting their su-
preme moral responsibilities. Like William James, Dewey sought to
describe how religious belief is intrinsically connected with moral
conviction. Dewey additionally demanded that religious/moral con-
viction be continually applied in, and transformed by, the practical
arena of civic life.

Turning his attention to his own civilization’s problems, Dewey
was convinced, with Hegel, that Protestantism’s legacy encouraged
religious compartmentalization. The strife of denominational plural-
ism within Protestantism required a partial divorce of civic and reli-
gious life. Nineteenth-century liberalism further encouraged this
divorce, and twentieth-century liberalism completed it (in, for exam-
ple, the work of John Rawls and Jiirgen Habermas). That sort of liber-
alism without public religion did not tempt Dewey. To reunite
religious and civic life, Dewey argued that Protestant liberalism must
be transformed by refocusing on its core moral principles, starting
with the Enlightenment commitment to equal liberty and opportu-
nity for all. The moral ideal of universal liberty and opportunity is
the foundation for, and justification of, democracy. By demanding
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that religion in America become compatible with democracy, Dewey
was asking only that Christianity return to its true nature. After all,
modern Western democracy was no alien import but had developed
within a Christian culture.

Dewey’s hope for reuniting religious and social consciousness was
not based solely on Christianity’s potential. When Dewey spoke
about the way that a culture’s religion can be found in aspects of all
cultural activities, he relied on historical accounts of other civiliza-
tions and the discoveries of modern cultural anthropologists and so-
ciologists. Based on this large amount of information, modern
Western civilization is not normal but is rather an aberration among
most other societies, which have had one universal religion. Where
Dewey notices other more unified societies, he treats them as the
human norm and often adds a tone of admiration. Conversely, when
Dewey speaks of his own fragmented culture, he is evidently not
proud of its divisiveness over religion. Speaking of his own era in In-
dividualism Old and New (1930), Dewey writes,

The divorce of church and state has been followed by that of reli-
gion and society. Wherever religion has not become a merely pri-
vate indulgence, it has become at best a matter of sects and
denominations divided from one another by doctrinal differences,
and united internally by tenets that have a merely historical ori-
gin, and a purely metaphysical or else ritualistic meaning. There
is no such bond of social unity as once united Greeks, Romans,
Hebrews, and Catholic medieval Europe. There are those who re-
alize what is portended by the loss of religion as an integrating
bond.¥

But Dewey immediately warns against the seemingly obvious solution
of supplying a unifying religion to the people of such a divided soci-
ety. This method could not be effective because the imposition of any
particular religion would seem arbitrary to many, and even if this im-
position were done, the bonds of strong social relations cannot be
built from mere intellectual assent to doctrinal creeds. The very exis-
tence of a particular creed to be adopted is proof of continued dis-
unity. Religious unity is the product of social unity and cannot cause
social unity.
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Religion is not so much a root of unity as it is its flower or fruit.
The very attempt to secure integration for the individual, and
through him for society, by means of a deliberate and conscious
cultivation of religion, is itself proof of how far the individual has
become lost through detachment from acknowledged social val-
ues. It is no wonder that when the appeal does not take the form
of dogmatic fundamentalism, it tends to terminate in either some
form of esoteric occultism or private estheticism. The sense of
wholeness which is urged as the essence of religion can be built
up and sustained only through membership in a society which has
attained a degree of unity. The attempt to cultivate it first in indi-
viduals and then extend it to form an organically unified society
is fantasy.*

Since religious unity is the manifestation of the degree of social
unity, the reunification process has to happen within the field of so-
cial interactions themselves, and nowhere else. Of course, no society
by definition is completely fragmented. The old social contract no-
tion of atomic self-interested individuals was always a myth. Any so-
ciety is such because it remains pluralistic while sustaining
relationships: its diverse members have overlapping joint interests
and cooperative pursuits, as well as inevitable conflicts. A person con-
versant with the habits of cooperation in his or her society is aware
of the factors of social unity. As one grows to adulthood, the norms
of social unity are typically internalized and accepted as normal and
obligatory. Since normal religious development is continuous with
normal social development, people’s awareness and acceptance of the
more abstract social norms, values, and ideals behind society’s habits
of cooperation simultaneously show their commitment to a shared
religion.

Dewey held a particular view concerning the trajectory and proper
destiny of Christian pluralism. After the Protestant Reformation,
many European countries accommodating religious pluralism main-
tained some degree of social unity even while their citizens’ loyalties
were now divided between church and state. Protestants in England,
for example, became more tolerant of Christian diversity so long as
loyalty to king and country was assured. America, since early colonial
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times, has long relied on ideals of toleration, liberty, and equal oppor-
tunity to help maintain social unity despite the dispersing energies
released by democracy. Dewey concluded that the political religion of
America was nothing other than the Christian denominations’ com-
mon ideals viewed from a political perspective.

To see clearly why Dewey believed that religion and politics can be
mutually supporting in a modern liberal society, it is convenient to
start with his commitment to education for democracy. Many of
Dewey’s views about religious experience and education are found in
the few articles about religion that he published before 1910, especially
his 1903 “Religious Education as Conditioned by Modern Psychology
and Pedagogy” and his 1908 “Religion and Our Schools.” In the latter
article, Dewey argues against including religion as a topic in the cur-
riculum but declares that the schools’ proper work is quite religious:
“Our schools, in bringing together those of different nationalities,
languages, traditions, and creeds, in assimilating them together upon
the basis of what is common and public in endeavor and achieve-
ment, are performing an infinitely significant religious work. They are
promoting the social unity out of which in the end genuine religious
unity must grow.”* In these articles Dewey is looking forward to the
reunification of religion in America and views public schools as an
essential tool for this work. The primary obstacle is the fragmentation
of Protestantism in America, with each church consumed by the no-
tion that God approves of only its particular creeds and ceremonies.
The primary condition favorable to religious unity in America is ex-
emplified by the public schools. The public schools help unify all stu-
dents under some very moral values and political ideals. In Dewey’s
writings, these moral values and political ideals, such as diversity, tol-
eration, equality, justice, and cooperation, are all justified by the type
of pluralistic community that emerged in an immigrant nation such
as the United States.

Dewey saw no fundamental conflict between liberal democracy
and liberal Christianity. He viewed the growing conflict between con-
servative Protestantism and liberal democracy as unnecessary and re-
grettable. Like Hegel, Dewey viewed the Protestant emphasis on the
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individual’s religious liberty and conscience as a highly positive cul-
tural development. Unfortunately, conservative Protestantism over-
emphasized the individual conscience and the individual’s duty to
God, placing religious freedom entirely outside the sphere of commu-
nity conditions and responsibilities. Dewey viewed religious liberty,
like all liberties, as organic growths out of successful communities.
There are no pre-government or pre-society rights or liberties. Rights
and liberties are bestowed by communities in the normal course of
social organization. If citizens should have religious freedoms, they
must exercise those freedoms in a responsible manner consistent with
the community’s overall welfare.

In a religiously pluralistic society that has adopted democracy, in-
dividuals should have the religious freedom to question and inquire
into the community’s values and ideals with the aim of improving the
community’s welfare. For Dewey, the improvement of community
life is therefore the final pragmatic standard by which values must
be compared, reevaluated, and revised when necessary. For too many
conservative Protestants, their churches’ doctrinal creeds about val-
ues supply the final standard. These conservatives believe that the in-
dividual’s conformity to specific divine decrees about values must
always trump the community good, since these decrees sufficiently
define what the Good is. Against this view stood Dewey, who was
convinced that American democracy works to maintain social unity
and promote the social good and simultaneously promotes ethnic
and religious pluralism. Dewey concluded that liberal Christianity
can still be a positive force for American democracy, so long as we
surrender the notion that God is a supernatural king who commands
obedience to eternal moral decrees.

What is the democratic alternative to a supernatural God? Follow-
ing Hegel, Dewey had taken the sociological stance toward religion
and concluded that a liberal, nonsupernatural Christianity was best
for America. This liberal Christianity was still Christianity because the
American community still holds Jesus to be an exemplary moral fig-
ure of love. For Dewey, the example of mutual love and respect for all
people is simultaneously Christian and democratic. Let us read two
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quotations from Dewey’s 1892 address “Christianity and Democ-
racy.” First, he provides his sociological perspective on the genuine
nature of religion.

[E]very religion has its source in the social and intellectual life of
a community or race. Every religion is an expression of the social
relations of the community; its rites, its cult, are a recognition of
the sacred and divine significance of these relationships. The reli-
gion is an expression of the mental attitude and habit of a people;
it is its reaction, aesthetic and scientific, upon the world in which
the people finds itself. Its ideas, its dogmas and mysteries are rec-
ognitions, in symbolic form, of the poetic, social and intellectual
value of the surroundings.*

Second, Dewey announces that beyond proclaiming love, Jesus had
no doctrine or creed or church to impose on the world. By offering a
universal moral duty of love and nothing more, Jesus did not start a
religion, but he did want all of us to become more religious. Accord-
ing to Dewey, we would have to gradually discover how best to love
each other over time, in a progressive process of free and intelligent
experimentation. “Democracy thus appears as the means by which
the revelation of truth is carried on.”s! Therefore, American churches
risk betraying democratic Christianity.

An organization may loudly proclaim its loyalty to Christianity
and to Christ; but if, in asserting its loyalty, it assumes a certain
guardianship of Christian truth, a certain prerogative in laying
down what is this truth, a certain exclusiveness in the administra-
tion of religious conduct, if in short the organization attempts to
preach a fixity in a moving world and to claim a monopoly in a
common world—all this is a sign that the real Christianity is now
working outside of and beyond the organization, that the revela-
tion is going on in wider and freer channels.*

Although this 1892 address was Dewey’s only public exploration of
democratic religion until his 1934 book A Common Faith, we can see
much of the book already contained in Dewey’s early philosophy.
However, his 1892 address says some very strange things about God.
For example, without denying supernaturalism, Dewey demanded
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that God be “incarnate” in humanity. This demand, expressed here
in religious terms, is the naturalistic counterpart to Dewey’s philo-
sophical demand, which he understood to be Hegel’s demand as well,
that any absolute spirit must be actualized in human experience.

As Dewey’s political thought crystallized in the 1920s and ’30s, he
designed his philosophical justification for democracy as both the
best type of culture and also as the best form of government. In his
justification, there is a crucial role for naturalized social religion—a
democratic philosophy of spirit. Dewey embraced liberal democracy’s
concern for persons, but what should be of primary concern is each
person’s individual empowerment and capacity for development. He
writes: “The democratic faith in human equality is belief that every
human being, independent of the quantity or range of his personal
endowment, has the right to equal opportunity with every other per-
son for development of whatever gifts he has.”>* For most twentieth-
century (and twenty-first-century) liberals, the very notion of a
“democratic faith” has paradoxical and confusing implications.
Dewey was attempting to confront an emerging liberal conviction,
later firmly entrenched during the second half of the twentieth cen-
tury, that democratic deliberation excludes religious conviction.

Let us look more closely into Dewey’s conception, forged during
his most neo-Hegelian period, of the crucial role for faith in morality
and democracy. Dewey’s 1886 Psychology expresses his enduring
stance that faith is social in origin and significance.

Both in social and moral relations faith is involved. In moral rela-
tions, for example, one says that something must be realized by
him which exists not as matter of fact, but as an ideal. The moral
ideal is not a mere fact in the world; it is truly an ideal, that which
ought to be actual, but is not seen to be so. It is true that morality
is not an imagination, it is manifested in living characters in soci-
ety and the state; but these get all their moral force because they
are felt to be expressions of an ideal. This ideal, therefore, not ex-
isting as so much fact, must be apprehended by faith. The moral
life is one of faith, for it constantly asserts that the final reality for
man is that which cannot be made out actually to exist. The reli-
gious life only brings this element to conscious recognition.
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His 1891 Outlines of a Critical Theory of Ethics expands on the social
significance of moral faith, and pragmatically directs the whole mean-
ing and value of moral faith toward the welfare of the entire
community.

Moral interest in others must be an interest in their possibilities,
rather than in their accomplishments; or, better, in their accom-
plishments so far as these testify to a fulfilling of function—to a
working out of capacity. Sympathy and work for men which do
not grow out of faith in them are a perfunctory and unfertile sort
of thing. This faith is generally analyzed no further; it is left as
faith in one’s “calling” or in “humanity.” But what is meant is
just this: in the performing of such special service as each is capa-
ble of, there is to be found not only the satisfaction of self, but
also the satisfaction of the entire moral order, the furthering of
the community in which one lives. All moral conduct is based
upon such a faith; and moral theory must recognize this as the
postulate upon which it rests. In calling it a postulate, we do not
mean that it is a postulate which our theory makes or must make
in order to be a theory; but that, through analysis, theory finds
that moral practice makes this postulate, and that with its reality
the reality and value of conduct are bound up.*

In 1908 Dewey described democracy as fundamentally erected on
faith:

Democracy, the crucial expression of modern life, is not so much
an addition to the scientific and industrial tendencies as it is the
perception of their social or spiritual meaning. Democracy is an
absurdity where faith in the individual as individual is impossible;
and this faith is impossible when intelligence is regarded as a cos-
mic power, not an adjustment and application of individual
tendencies.>

In 1922 Dewey again connected democracy with faith in the individual.

It may be that the word democracy has become so intimately as-
sociated with a particular political order, that of general suffrage
and elective officials, which does not work very satisfactorily, that
it is impossible to recover its basic moral and ideal meaning. But
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all persons supplies the ultimate moral ground for the superiority of
democracy. But he also emphasizes how the capacities of persons and
the ways of life people pursue are always evolving (in opposition to
conservative theorists who find in some past era the pinnacle of
human ability and perfection of life-style). This places great demands

JOHN R. SHOOK

the meaning remains whatever name is given it. It denotes faith
in individuality, in uniquely distinctive qualities in each normal
human being; faith in corresponding unique modes of activity
that create new ends, with willing acceptance of the modifications
of the established order entailed by the release of individualized
capacities. Democracy in this sense denotes, one may say, aristoc-
racy carried to its limit. It is a claim that every human being as an
individual may be the best for some particular purpose and hence
be the most fitted to rule, to lead, in that specific respect.”

Dewey believed that democracy’s equal concern for the growth of

on democracy.

organization that attempts to fulfill the moral criterion of the genuine
community: that all people pursue their personal growth while enjoy-
ing the social goods of mutual cooperation that result. Dewey’s liberal
and social democracy bridges the chasm that confronted John Stuart

From the ethical point of view, therefore, it is not too much to
say that the democratic ideal poses, rather than solves, the great
problem: How to harmonize the development of each individual
with the maintenance of a social state in which the activities of
one will contribute to the good of all the others. It expresses a
postulate in the sense of a demand to be realized: That each indi-
vidual shall have the opportunity for release, expression, fulfill-
ment, of his distinctive capacities, and that the outcome shall
further the establishment of a fund of shared values. Like every
true ideal, it signifies something to be done rather than something
already given, something ready-made. Because it is something to
be accomplished by human planning and arrangement, it involves
constant meeting and solving of problems—that is to say, the de-
sired harmony never is brought about in a way which meets and
forestalls all future developments.*

Dewey understood democracy as that form of social and political
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Mill: How can a desire for the common good be generated from each
person’s desire for his or her own growth? The bridge is precisely that
each person’s realization that his or her own good is mostly depen-
dent on the growth of others, and thus it is reasonable to desire the
growth of others. In this way, private interests must become public
interests. Because democracy should be grounded on the people’s
reasonable commitment to equal opportunity for all, liberal democ-
racy converges in aims and methods with the moral progress of
Christianity.

[T]he future of religion is connected with the possibility of devel-
oping a faith in the possibilities of human experience and human
relationships that will create a vital sense of the solidarity of
human interests and inspire action to make that sense a reality. If
our nominally religious institutions learn how to use their sym-
bols and rites to express and enhance such a faith, they may be-
come useful allies of a conception of life that is in harmony with
knowledge and social needs.*

In this passage Dewey explicitly provides for the permanent role of
progressive churches in a modern liberal democracy. This role has
two primary functions: (1) to help maintain commitment to moral
equality of all and hence to the faith in human growth that democ-
racy requires, and (2) to serve as a source of social and political criti-
cism when existing social and political conditions obstruct progress
toward democracy’s ideals. Progressive churches must abjure super-
naturalism, because the notion of a divine ruler who mysteriously
distinguishes between saved and unsaved practically denies universal
moral equality. Progressive churches must instead embrace the only
alternative of naturalism in order to be compatible with liberal
democracy.

Lip service—often more than lip service—has been given to the
idea of the common brotherhood of all men. But those outside
the fold of the church and those who do not rely upon belief in
the supernatural have been regarded as only potential brothers,
still requiring adoption into the family. I cannot understand how
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any realization of the democratic ideal as a vital moral and spiri-
tual ideal in human affairs is possible without surrender of the
conception of the basic division to which supernatural Christian-
ity is committed. Whether or no we are, save in some metaphori-
cal sense, all brothers, we are at least all in the same boat
traversing the same turbulent ocean. The potential religious sig-
nificance of this fact is infinite.®

Dewey’s humanistic naturalism has much in common with John
Stuart Mill’s search for a religion of humanity. Dewey’s concluding
sentences of A Common Faith echo Mill’s call for a religious human-
ism that is truly centered on the potential for people to take responsi-
bility for, and deserved pride in, the future welfare of all humanity.

The ideal ends to which we attach our faith are not shadowy and
wavering. They assume concrete form in our understanding of
our relations to one another and the values contained in these
relations. We who now live are parts of a humanity that extends
into the remote past, a humanity that has interacted with nature.
The things in civilization we most prize are not of ourselves. They
exist by grace of the doings and sufferings of the continuous
human community in which we are a link. Ours is the responsi-
bility of conserving, transmitting, rectifying and expanding the
heritage of values we have received that those who come after us
may receive it more solid and secure, more widely accessible and
more generously shared than we have received it. Here are all the
elements for a religious faith that shall not be confined to sect,
class, or race. Such a faith has always been implicitly the common
faith of mankind. It remains to make it explicit and militant.!

By formulating a naturalized religion of democratic faith, Dewey
reconciles morality, religion, and politics. Like any compromise,
Dewey’s religious politics rejects opposed extremes: on the one side,
any religion that fanatically elevates the faithful above the rest of hu-
manity and, on the other, any liberalism narrowly focusing on private
interests or rights that ignores the rest of humanity. Although deliber-
ately protective of pluralism, Dewey’s democracy cannot tolerate any
who deny universal moral equality or obstruct the work of advancing
human welfare. For theorists seeking a liberal politics so inclusive as
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to satisfy the religious bigot or the selfish egoist, Dewey’s democracy
will seem inadequate. However, liberal critics who complain that
Dewey’s democracy is too narrow are still chasing an impossible lib-
eral dream of a value-free politics; fanaticism cannot be accommo-
dated by any reasonable political theory. Dewey hoped that liberalism
could return to its moral foundations, where a genuinely religious
faith will always reside.

Conclusion: Dewey’s Philosophy of Spirit

Hegel’s understanding of “spirit” translates fairly naturally into Dew-
ey’s conception of individuality. Dewey’s philosophy of spirit is his
theory of the social conditions for the growth of individuality. Free-
dom is the aim and essence of individuality, but not just any sort of
freedom is justifiable. Because individuals grow and prosper only in
communities, the moral community successfully fosters increasing
individuality, and the most moral community is the democratic com-
munity. The democratic community, furthermore, is morally justified
to all members precisely because their voluntary commitment is pri-
marily to the democratic community’s success and not merely to
their own private welfare. The democratic community, therefore, is
Dewey’s answer to Hegel’s quest for freedom.

The democratic community’s shared commitment to and sacrifice
for the ideals of individuality and democracy constitute its religious
commitment. The communal experience of faithfully struggling for
democracy is a kind of religious experience. In this way, Dewey’s un-
derstanding of the democratic experience is his answer to Hegel’s
search for the divine spirit. Dewey’s philosophy of religion is not sim-
ply atheistic naturalism, although he was a naturalist and an atheist.
His broad naturalism makes ample room for the human spirit of in-
dividual freedom and moral responsibility. Without this conception
of the human spirit, Dewey’s social theory of individuality cannot get
under way, and his justification for democracy is impossible. In Dew-
ey’s thought, his philosophy of spirit is hardly incidental to his overall
philosophical project; it is absolutely essential.



REREADING DEWEY’S
‘“PERMANENT HEGELIAN DEPOSIT’
James A. Good

%)

T he primary purpose of this chapter is to offer a plausible inter-
pretation of Dewey’s 1897 lecture with references to his pub-
lished writings that provide clues about the permanent Hegelian
deposit in his mature philosophy. Before I delve into the lecture,
however, I wish to clarify the implicit claim in the title John Shook
and I have chosen for this volume, that Dewey has a philosophy of
spirit, by discussing Hegel’s concepts of “absolute” and “spirit.” “Ab-
solute” as a philosophical term is not original with Hegel. From his
immediate German predecessors, Hegel inherited the notion of the
absolute as a synonym for infinity. Rather than a linear infinity,
which raises the logical problem of an infinite regress, Hegel and his
German contemporaries understood “absolute” as that which is not
dependent on anything external to itself for its existence. Thus when
Hegel speaks of “the absolute” in the substantive sense of the term,
he means the totality of reality. One might argue that this is not un-
like Dewey’s use of “nature” in his mature thought.

{56}
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In Experience and Nature, for example, Dewey suggests that nature
is logically equivalent to what is actual, but by actual he means what-
ever occurs in experience. He provides a necessarily incomplete laun-
dry list to illustrate his point. In addition to the physical objects we
might normally associate with nature—*“stones, plants, animals, dis-
eases, health, temperature, electricity, and so on”—Dewey lists phe-
nomena of social and political life such as “magic, myth, politics,
painting, and penitentiaries.” Even illusions, Dewey explains, may be
illusions, but their occurrence in experience is “a genuine reality.”
But Dewey’s “nature” is also more than the actual because he asserts
that even the implicit “potentialities” of the things we encounter in
experience are part of nature. Consequently, on Dewey’s conception,
nature contains “distinct, explicit and evident” objects, but also con-
tains “hidden possibilities . . . novelties [and] obscurities.”" This bol-
sters Dewey’s earlier claim that nature includes both physical and
ideal realities, the latter of which he describes as “esthetic and moral
traits.”? The upshot of Dewey’s conception of nature is that it is at
once both subjective and objective. Similarly, for Hegel “the abso-
lute” denotes the totality of actuality, but it is also both objective and
subjective. Although Hegel, a pre-Darwinian philosopher, left less
room for novelty than Dewey, he tried to capture this difficult objec-
tive/subjective concept with the term “absolute spirit.”

Moreover, like Dewey’s “nature,” for Hegel, the absolute is a dy-
namic process rather than a substance. That is to say, the totality of
reality, as well as each one of the particulars within it, is known only by
its activities, the history of what it has done. Rather than refute the
traditional philosophical conception of substance—an uncreated, inde-
structible, eternal, and unchanging substratum lying behind or beyond
the flux of everyday experience—Hegel reconceived reality, the abso-
lute, as process. Similarly, in Experience and Nature Dewey asserts,
“[W]hen nature is viewed as consisting of events,” which he recom-
mends, “rather than substances, it is characterized by histories, that is,
by continuity of change proceeding from beginnings to endings.”

Hegel also uses “absolute” as a modifier. For example, when Hegel
argues that he is completing Kant’s project by making idealism
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absolute, he means that, in order for philosophy to be systematic and
thus scientific, it cannot make dogmatic posits. “Dogmatism,” Hegel
claims, “is nothing else but the opinion that the True consists in a
proposition which is a fixed result, or which is immediately known.”*
For Hegel, rational explanation is the very heart of philosophy, and
philosophy must not reach beyond itself in order to ground itself; all
of its principles must be defended with reasons. Hegel believed Kant
had made a dogmatic posit when he invoked a transcendental ego to
explain the continuity of human experience and to guarantee cer-
tainty within the flux of experience. Another way to state this is that,
for Hegel, philosophy cannot appeal to transcendent entities or prin-
ciples; philosophy’s rational explanations of reality must evolve from
the subject matter itself, and the philosopher must always resist the
temptation to truncate inquiry by positing anything that transcends
experience. The moment of “absolute knowing” that Hegel reaches
at the end of the Phenomenology of Spirit is not complete knowledge
of a static being or substratum; it is knowledge that does not seek to
go beyond itself in order to ground itself. Upon reaching that mo-
ment, one is ready to begin philosophy, which is rational description
of reality through the sort of categories Hegel employs in his logic.
Rather than a normative logic of reality, Hegel formulated a descrip-
tive logic of experience. Thus when the British neo-Hegelians depict
the absolute as a transcendent God or a transcendent realm of logical
categories, they make a Kantian move that Hegel explicitly rejected.’

In current parlance, Hegel’s idealism is absolute because it posits
no metaphysical foundation for philosophy.® To claim without fur-
ther explanation that Dewey overcame the absolutism of his idealism
is misleading because, to Hegel scholars, it is tantamount to saying
Dewey became a foundationalist of some sort. In his 1887 Psychology,
Dewey spoke of “the perfect personality,” which he equated with
God, as a way to ground philosophy.” In that work, Dewey made the
same sort of Kantian move as the British neo-Hegelians. But over the
course of the next few years, as he began to criticize the neo-Hegeli-
ans, Dewey jettisoned the notion of a transcendent absolute that
grounded philosophy precisely because it was a dogmatic posit.®
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Rather than a move away from Hegel’s absolute idealism, this was a
move away from neo-Hegelianism and toward Hegel. In fact, Dewey’s
1886 “The Psychological Standpoint” rejects foundationalism in a
Hegelian move.’ In that article, Dewey defined the psychological
standpoint as the view that “nothing shall be admitted into philoso-
phy which does not show itself in experience, and its nature, that is,
its place in experience shall be fixed by an account of the process of
knowledge.”'® Hegel makes this point by claiming that “nothing is
known that is not in experience, or, as it is also expressed, that is not
felt to be true, not given as an inwardly revealed eternal verity, as
something sacred that is believed, or whatever other expressions have
been used.”!! Although in “The Psychological Standpoint” Dewey ar-
gues that accounting for an object’s place in experience is the job of
psychology, rather than logic, both Dewey’s psychology and Hegel’s
logic are phenomenological descriptions of experience. In fact, Klaus
Hartmann refers to Hegel’s logic as a “hermeneutical ontology,” an
effort to derive the categories according to which we experience the
world.'? This reading is consistent with Hegel’s claim that his “objec-
tive logic . . . takes the place . . . of formal metaphysics which was
intended to be the scientific construction of the world in terms of
thoughts alone.”'* Rather than reject this Hegelian move, Dewey ap-
plied it to his own thinking and thus ultimately recognized that it
required him to reject dogmatic posits such as “the perfect personal-
ity.” Moreover, although Dewey ultimately renamed this standpoint
“the postulate of immediate empiricism,” he never forsook it by pos-
iting a metaphysical foundation for philosophy.* Thus Dewey’s ma-
ture philosophy is “absolute” in Hegel’s sense of that term. But I need
to say more about Hegel’s concept of spirit.

At a particular point in history, Hegel argues, the absolute attained
self-consciousness or became aware of itself. At that moment of its
development, the absolute became spirit. Hegel pinpoints this mo-
ment as the point at which man began to write history, which was, in
effect, the absolute writing its own autobiography. Spirit gains further
self-knowledge and continues its development by reflecting on his-
tory because, rather than a substance, spirit is activity. Hegel’s
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“subjective spirit” is the entire range of an individual’s psychological
life, which manifests in behavioral regularities or habits. “Objective
spirit” is a collective term for the totality of the particular beings who
have achieved self-consciousness; it is manifested in all of the arti-
facts, including social and political institutions, mankind has created
throughout history. More plainly, for individual humans, objective
spirit is the totality of human history. Thus, in Hegel’s terms, when
Dewey reflects on the psychology of individual humans, in works
such as Human Nature and Conduct, he articulates a philosophy of
subjective spirit; when he reflects on the history of Western civiliza-
tion, in works such as Reconstruction in Philosophy and The Quest for
Certainty, he develops a philosophy of objective spirit. When Dewey
claims that “Philosophy recovers itself when it ceases to be a device
for dealing with the problems of philosophers and becomes a
method, cultivated by philosophers, for dealing with the problems of
men,” he is recommending that philosophy focus on the philosophy
of spirit in Hegel’s sense of the term.!* Similarly, shortly before Hegel
moved to Jena to pursue an academic career, he wrote to his friend
Friedrich Schelling (1775-1854): “In my own development which
began with the most elementary needs of man, I was necessarily
pushed towards science and the ideals of my youth necessarily be-
came a form of reflection, transformed into a system. I ask myself
now, while still engaged in this, how to find a way back to the lives of
men.”'® Hegel believed philosophy would serve that purpose.
Perhaps most important, both “absolute” and “spirit” reveal He-
gel’s commitment to holism. Because spirit is activity, rather than
some sort of object, and because absolute spirit is infinite, in Hegel’s
sense of a self-sufficient unity, it does not transcend the particulars of
worldly phenomena. Rather, through cognition and practical action,
absolute spirit elevates the world to its own level in a continual quest
for unity. In cognition, spirit discovers itself in worldly phenomena
because a logical structure emerges through the interaction between
spirit and world. In this way, logical categories exist within particular
things, in a manner similar to Aristotle’s conception, but are also be-
queathed to particular things by spirit’s cognitive activity. Through
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this activity, combined with practical activity that manually shapes
the particular things of the physical world, spirit overcomes its alien-
ation from the world, fashioning a home for itself. Dewey recognized
this in a remarkably insightful 1894 letter to his wife Alice: “I can
sense that I have always been interpreting the Hegelian dialectic
wrong end up—the unity as the reconciliation of opposites, instead
of the opposites as the unity in its growth.”'” Rather than absorbing
the particulars of everyday experience into a ravenous, all-consuming
whole, on this reading, the unity of Hegel’s absolute spirit is con-
stantly being sundered and re-created by adversity and diversity
(Hegel’s “negation”). Hence particular identities are not a mere
means to a final state of maturation in which they will be abolished
but are the essential engine of its never-ending growth. Thus, in Dew-
ey’s many writings on the philosophy of education, in which he char-
acterizes education as perpetual growth, he formulates a philosophy
of spirit.'® Moreover, when Dewey writes that “Progress means in-
crease of present meaning, which involves multiplication of sensed
distinctions as well as harmony, unification,” he formulates a Hege-
lian philosophy of spirit in which adversity and diversity drive
growth."

My hope is that if readers keep this interpretation of Hegel’s “ab-
solute” and “spirit” in mind, our claim that Dewey had a philosophy
of spirit, and my examination of Dewey’s lecture on Hegel’s philoso-
phy of spirit, will make more sense.

Dewey on Hegel’s Philosophy of Spirit

Examination of Dewey’s lecture “Hegel’s Philosophy of Spirit” re-
veals that the text can be divided into three main sections. The first
thirty-four paragraphs focus on Hegel’s intellectual development
from the time he was born in 1770 until the publication of his first
major work, the Phenomenology of Spirit, in 1807. In the second sec-
tion, Dewey discusses the Phenomenology for three paragraphs. The
third and longest section is a commentary on Hegel’s Philosophy of
Mind, part 3 of the Encyclopedia, originally published in 1817.2° The
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third section follows the Philosophy of Mind so closely that it can be
outlined by reference to Hegel’s table of contents.

In the biographical section, Dewey draws on three secondary
sources, Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel’s Leben (1844) by Karl Rosen-
kranz, Hegel (1883) by Edward Caird, and an article by Josiah Royce.?!
Dewey’s use of Rosenkranz’s biography, which has never been trans-
lated into English, indicates that he read German rather well.>> More-
over, because Caird and Royce both relied on Rosenkranz’s
biography, it is the most significant of the three sources. It is revealing
that Dewey did not mention the only other major biography of Hegel
that was available in 1897, Rudolf Haym’s Hegel und seine Zeit (1857).
Haym’s biography is a key document in the history of Hegel interpre-
tation because it sought to counter Rosenkranz’s more positive ac-
count and thus contributed to the myth of Hegel as the official
philosopher of Prussian conservatism. Because of the politically
charged atmosphere in which Hegel scholarship was inaugurated, it
is revealing to consider the significance of Dewey’s choice of bio-
graphical sources.

As one of Hegel’s students at the University of Berlin, Rosenkranz
is accurately labeled an Old Hegelian. Contrary to popular opinion,
not all of the Old Hegelians were right-wing Hegelians. Rosenkranz
led the Center Hegelians from his prestigious position at the Univer-
sity of Konigsberg, where he held Kant’s former chair from 1833 until
his death in 1879.2* Known as liberal reformers, the Center Hegelians
were critical of both Prussian conservatism and the revolutionary
thought of the Young Hegelians. Rosenkranz was also well known in
the United States. An auxiliary member of the St. Louis Philosophical
Society, Rosenkranz’s writings appeared frequently in the St. Louis
Hegelians’ Journal of Speculative Philosophy.?* In his biography and
other writings, Rosenkranz drew on Hegel’s early, unpublished writ-
ings, and his short political essays, to depict him as a lifelong advocate
of the ideals of the French Revolution, despite its derailment in the
Reign of Terror. Like many recent scholars, Rosenkranz argued that
Hegel focused primarily on problems raised by the emergence of
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modern thought and culture. How do we assert and maintain mod-
ern individuality and autonomy without surrendering social har-
mony and cohesion in subsequent terrors? Fundamentally, Hegel was
concerned with existential issues raised by the Cartesian dualism on
which modern thought was based. Like other thinkers, Hegel believed
Cartesian dualism was emblematic of Western man’s alienation from
nature, society, and even himself.?* Thus in “Hegel as Publicist,”
which appeared in the Journal of Speculative Philosophy in 1872, Ro-
senkranz showed that we can better appreciate Hegel’s concerns if we
supplement study of his major writings with his political tracts, and
keep in mind the momentous political events of his lifetime.?® Al-
though it is difficult to say conclusively from the evidence of the lec-
ture alone, one might speculate that Dewey embraced the moderately
left of center reading of Hegel that Rosenkranz defended. Moreover,
because recent biographical work on Hegel has vindicated Rosen-
kranz’s depiction of him as a liberal reformer concerned with theoreti-
cal issues only to the extent that they illuminate momentous concrete
issues, Dewey’s depiction of Hegel’s intellectual development seems
remarkably current.?”

As a child growing up in Wiirttemberg, Hegel was imbued with a
sort of Yankee practicality, Dewey maintains, a disdain for empty ide-
als that have no concrete effect on the everyday world in which we
live. Dewey also compares Hegel to the American Transcendentalists
in order to make the point that, in all of his practicality, Hegel had a
deep appreciation for the spiritual needs of humanity. Dewey finds
three other personality traits noteworthy: Hegel showed an early in-
terest in contradictions, paradoxes, and ironies; he was plodding and
meticulous rather than precocious and brilliant in his studies; and he
was inherently humble. This humility is manifested by the fact that
Hegel was a relatively late bloomer. According to Dewey, Hegel be-
lieved that he must disregard his own ideas, remain silent before the
subject matter at hand, and allow it to speak for itself.2* Although this
method of study was time-consuming, it was the only way to compre-
hend things as they really are.
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Hegel’s method of study is so important to Dewey that it merits
careful consideration of Dewey’s analysis of its philosophical
implications.

This does not imply a low conception of thought or reflection: it
implies rather the highest conception of the value of thought. It
implies that thought is so real that it can be found only in the ob-
ject and not in any subjective opinion. Nor does such a method
imply that knowledge is passive,—that the mind is to be merely
receptive in knowing; on the contrary, it implies the most acute,
the most intense mental energy. It is when mental energy is only
partial that we indulge in opinions and arguments. We get part
way into a subject and, lacking energy to pursue the quest for the
real meaning of the fact, we come to a halt. Then the checked en-
ergy relapses into subjective reflection and disputation. The mind
has not enough activity to break out of the weary treadmill of its
own ideas, to make its way to the fact itself. The highest activity of
thought is that which will make itself the pure expression of the
facts. (John Dewey, “Hegel’s Philosophy of Spirit,” 94)2°

According to Dewey, Hegel was not a subjective idealist who re-
duced material reality to thought; rather, he believed thought is as
real as the tangible, material world. Dewey elaborates on this point
by explaining that Hegel’s “real meaning is that there is no such thing
as a faculty of thought separate from things: that thinking is simply
the translation of fact into its real meaning; it is subjection of reality
subjecting” (Y5).>° This passage also suggests that Dewey was well
aware of Hegel’s frequent criticisms of faculty psychology.’® And
Dewey stresses that Hegel rejected the model of the mind as passive
spectator and emphasized the importance of “intense mental energy”
in the search for knowledge (Y4). The rejection of mind/body dual-
ism, faculty psychology, and the passive spectator theory of knowl-
edge are all prominent features of Dewey’s mature thought.

Finally, the passages just cited brings to mind Dewey’s frequent
criticism of philosophers who stop with analysis of a subject into its
constituent parts without seeing how those parts fit into an inclusive
organic process. Scholars frequently note that Dewey made this ob-
jection in his seminal essay “The Reflex Arc Concept in Psychology”
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(1896), which is often hailed as the founding essay of functional psy-
chology. Dewey argues that psychologists err when they view stimulus
and response as discrete events rather than as a “sensori-motor co-
ordination,” referring to this mistake as “the psychological or histori-
cal fallacy.”?? Although the influence of William James’s Principles of
Psychology is clear in that essay, Shook has shown that James was not
the primary source for this line of criticism.> Dewey’s lecture “Heg-
el’s Philosophy of Spirit” indicates that Dewey discerned this mode
of criticism in Hegel and that the emergence of Dewey’s functional
psychology did not require him to reject Hegel.>* Dewey seems to
have believed that Hegel himself perceived and avoided the pitfalls of
the psychological fallacy. Whereas Hegel spoke of the limits of the
understanding (Verstand) and the necessity of seeing the whole
through reason (Vernunft), in his mature thought Dewey drew on
C. S. Peirce’s description of the doubt/inquiry process.>*> For both
Hegel and Dewey, analysis was a necessary moment of fruitful cogni-
tion, but to stop there was to artificially and prematurely truncate the
search for knowledge.

After these passages, Dewey briefly discusses Hegel’s development
at the seminary in Tiibingen (1788-1793), where he befriended Schel-
ling and Friedrich Holderlin (1770-1843), and where his theological
studies paled by comparison to the ongoing revolution in France.
Dewey devotes more space to Hegel’s years as a private tutor in Berne
(1793—1796) and Frankfurt (1797—1801), noting that in his early theo-
logical writings, Hegel believed the answer to the modern problem-
atic lay in a reconstruction of religion. Dewey correctly points out
that Hegel’s early theological writings revolved around the issue of
church/state relations, which amounted to an examination of the
problem of instantiating the ideal (spiritual values and aspirations) in
the real (the state).’ In this part of the text, Dewey describes Hegel’s
approach to intellectual problems in a way that is rather provocative.

Hegel was a great actualist. By this I mean that he had the greatest
respect, both in his thought and in his practice, for what has actu-
ally amounted to something, actually succeeded in getting out-
ward form. It was customary then, as now, to throw contempt



66 JAMES A. GOOD

upon the scientific, the artistic, the industrial and social life, as
merely worldly in comparison with certain feelings and ideas
which are regarded as specifically spiritual. Between the two, the
secular, which after all is here and now, and the spiritual, which
exists only in some far off region and which ought to be, Hegel
had no difficulty in choosing. Hegel is never more hard in his
speech, hard as steel is hard, than when dealing with mere ideals,
vain opinions and sentiments which have not succeeded in con-
necting themselves with this actual world. (9)

Dewey’s claim that Hegel was a great actualist markedly contrasts
with the common characterization of Hegel as the grand metaphysi-
cian who reduced the particularities of experience to transient nodes
of a dynamic, eternal, and transcendent supreme being. In this pas-
sage, Dewey implies that Hegel was essentially a secular philosopher
who believed ideas are valuable to the extent that they have effects in
the everyday world. Again, this is at odds with the way Hegel is often
characterized, not only in textbooks, but also in analyses of Dewey’s
debt to Hegel. According to Louis Menand, “[T]he attributes of the
Absolute that Hegel arrives at working philosophically coincided per-
fectly . . . with the attributes of the God of Christian revelation.”” This
point is telling because Dewey scholars have tried to distinguish his
mature thought from his early idealism by claiming that Dewey’s rejec-
tion of traditional Christianity during the 1880s was part and parcel of
his rejection of Hegel. It is implied that Dewey’s naturalism, according
to which there are no supernatural realities, was incompatible with
Hegelian philosophy. This inference would be true, however, only if
Dewey embraced the neo-Hegelians’ theological/metaphysical reading
of Hegel. It is also assumed that Dewey’s pragmatic notion that ideas
have real effects in the world was at odds with Hegelian philosophy.
But Dewey’s lecture “Hegel’s Philosophy of Spirit” demonstrates that
he saw this pragmatic account of ideas in Hegel. As Dewey depicts
Hegel here, he was certainly concerned with man’s spiritual needs, but
he did not see the spiritual as opposed to or distinct from the secular.
Spiritual ideals are real only to the extent that they can be fully experi-
enced as real within the secular world.
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Dewey’s description of Hegel as a great actualist also provides a
clue to his reading of the controversial maxim in the preface to the
Philosophy of Right: “What is rational is actual; and what is actual is
rational.”?® Although this assertion has been interpreted as evidence
that Hegel supported the conservative status quo in Prussia that ex-
isted when that book was published in 1821, the state that Hegel out-
lines throughout the body of the book is utterly at odds with the
reactionary Prussian state.* Dewey seems to have understood this
claim in a way that is consistent with Hegel’s elaboration of it in the
introduction to the “Lesser Logic,” where he explained that “The
actuality of the rational stands opposed by the popular fancy that
Ideas and ideals are nothing but chimeras, and philosophy a mere
system of such phantasms” and “by the very different fancy that Ideas
and ideals are something far too excellent to have actuality, or some-
thing too important to procure it for themselves.”* Hegel’s point is
that rational ideas actually have effects in the world. At the same time,
Hegel was criticizing philosophers’ tendency to embrace lofty ideals
that have no real import in actual life. Hegel reiterated the point later

», «

in the “Lesser Logic”: “With such empty and other-world stuff phi-
losophy has nothing to do. What philosophy has to do with is always
something concrete and in the highest sense present.”*' The overall
thrust of Dewey’s lecture suggests that he read Hegel’s commitment
to the rationality of the actual as a commitment to realism, a commit-
ment to that which actually is, and as a commitment to the practical-
ity of philosophy.*

As Dewey continues to discuss Hegel’s early theological writings,
he maintains that, for Hegel, true religion would unite the self inter-
nally and also unite individuals with one another in society—like
Hegel’s idealized version of Greek society. As Kant and Fichte had
seen before him, Hegel saw a role for religion in modern society, but
Hegel believed Kant and Fichte both articulated versions of rational
religion that would not resonate with modern man.* Rather than an
abstract religion for philosophers, Hegel envisioned “a natural reli-
gion which would unite the reason, avoiding all superstitions, with
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the positive course of history and the imagination and feelings” (13).
Dewey writes that Hegel’s

ideal was an organism which would unite in a totality reason and
feeling; the world of nature, of the individual and of society. All
of Hegel’s speculative work grew out of this practical problem, the
problem of how a free natural life is possible; how a man can live
as a whole, neither surrendering himself to a fixed external au-
thority, nor in his desire to escape this external something, retir-
ing into his own private feelings or into a region of intellectual
abstractions. (Y14)*

Thirty-seven years later Dewey provided a parallel characterization
of religion in A Common Faith. The similarity is particularly apparent
in the aptly titled chapter, ““The Human Abode of the Religious Func-
tion,” in which he explains that rather than joining a church through
intellectual assent to abstract doctrines, a person “was born and
reared in a community whose social unity, organization and tradi-
tions were symbolized and celebrated in the rites, cults and beliefs
of a collective religion.”* Communal religion cannot be reduced to
intellect or feeling, nor can its moral precepts be at odds with every-
day practical life. Religion’s authority is not external; rather, its au-
thority comes from the heart of the person who has grown and
matured within its encompassing social atmosphere. Moreover, when
religion is communal, church and state are two sides of our multifac-
eted social life, rather than opposing institutions. Given their empha-
sis on communal religion, it comes as no surprise that both Hegel
and Dewey were intrigued by the historical development of religion,
both within the individual and within society. In the lecture, Dewey
discusses Hegel’s three stages of religious development, in which the
individual progresses from an awareness of his abstract universality,
in isolation from nature and from others like himself, to a concrete
universality, in which the individual creates a niche for himself within
nature and society. In the earliest stage of development church and
state may seem opposed, but as we mature we recognize that they are
organically related components within the complex fabric of our so-
cial life.
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Dewey then notes a decisive difference between Hegel and his
peers. As Hegel reached the conclusion that the modern problematic
required a reconstruction of philosophy, his practicality and his mod-
ification of rational religion evince a conception of philosophy differ-
ent from the conceptions of Immanuel Kant, Fichte, and Schelling.
Whereas those philosophers were “more or less professional and aca-
demic,” building “upon the results and methods of previous philo-
sophic schools,” Hegel began by reflecting “upon life itself as he
found it in history and upon the main problem of religion, especially
as that was related to social development.” Dewey does not deny the
technicality of Hegel’s mature philosophical works, but he maintains
that “technical philosophy supplied . . . the . . . outward form of
[Hegel’s] thinking” rather “than its inner substance and spirit” (Y21).
He always focused on the problems of inner and social unity, refusing
to reduce the inner life “to an empty spirituality” and refusing to rob
the outer life of “deep spiritual meaning” (22). Hegel sought to
reconcile the immediacy of the Greek polis with the Christian con-
sciousness of sin, the church with the state, and Enlightenment indi-
viduality with man’s social relations.

To address this problem, Dewey explains, Hegel developed a
method that is based on the conviction that thought is not “a subjec-
tive faculty” but “the manifestation of the meaning of reality itself.”
Hegel’s emphasis on opposition, contradiction, and negation is essen-
tial to this method. Analogous to his three stages of religious develop-
ment, Hegel’s method begins with an “implicit unity,” proceeds to
an apparent opposition in which “the various elements of the original
unity [are] isolated and set over against each other,” and ends with
“true reconciliation.” The first stage can also be viewed as uncritical,
dogmatic thought, the second as skepticism, and the third as critical,
self-conscious thought in which neither affirmative nor negative are
denied but are seen as necessary moments of a developing process.
Hegel’s method allows for unity in difference, a unified society in
which the uniqueness of individuals is not merely tolerated but is es-
sential to society’s continual growth, because periods of discord are
“element(s] in the process by which the real harmony maintains and
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extends itself” (924).% This point reveals that, for both Hegel and
Dewey, rejection of Cartesian mind/body dualism goes far beyond re-
solving the perplexities of modern epistemology. More than a prob-
lem for the formal logician to resolve within the confines of an ivy-
laden tower, both philosophers believed Cartesian dualism signified
the depth of modern man’s alienation from his bodily and emotive
self, as well as his world.

Dewey’s discussion of Hegel’s method is directly relevant to the
notion that Dewey had a philosophy of spirit in his own mature
thought because of the light it sheds on how he understood Hegel’s
concept of spirit. According to Dewey, Hegel’s absolute is neither a
Parmenidean unity nor an aggregate of individuals, because it is an
active unity in which the opposition of finite individuals is overcome
but at the same time maintained as necessary moments within its on-
going development. Dewey aptly asserts that Hegel achieved this by
transforming the dialectical method he inherited from other German
idealists with his concept of negation. Dewey explains that “[t]he
truth which lay below” Hegel’s version of the dialectic “was that all
thinking involved, like the process of reality itself, a union of affirm-
ative and negative, or of universal and particular factors” (925). Hegel
avoids monism, which would undermine the reality of opposing par-
ticulars, affirming the reality of particulars by viewing them as the
engine of unity: “[I]t is of the very nature of reality . . . to oppose
itself and through this opposition to reach its own realized develop-
ment” (127). In fact, for Dewey, Hegel’s concept of negation is his
greatest insight because it allowed him to account for the unity of
reality while moving beyond Schelling’s and Fichte’s monisms. Schel-
ling reduced reality to “the universal ego itself, the principle of iden-
tity in which all opposition of the objective and the subjective was
swallowed up,” and Fichte reduced it to “the subjective realm of
moral action” (Y33).#” Hegel “reconciles” Fichte and Schelling “by
conceiving of spirit as an active unity in which all absolute opposi-
tions are overcome but in which they are maintained as relative dis-
tinctions” (935).
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Dewey develops this theme as he examines Hegel’s relationship to
Rousseau, Kant, Fichte, and Schelling. Rousseau’s exaltation of the
individual, the first moment of a dialectical process, left man isolated
and empty. Kant provided the negation by asserting a relationship
between the individual and the universal, but he left them in opposi-
tion to each other. Fichte’s effort to overcome the opposition that
Kant bequeathed to philosophy made the moral ideal unattainable
because universal spirit could act only to overcome resistance. Spirit
emanates the material world in order to have something to overcome,
but if it were to overcome the material world, it would destroy itself.
Unlike Hegel’s system, Dewey maintains, Fichte’s is a subjective ideal-
ism because it makes the material world mere illusion with “no true
objective worth.” Schelling tried to correct Fichte by positing “two
parallel systems of reality,” nature and mind (932). The universal
ego—the principle of identity—was behind these two systems, but it
absorbed all individual identity into an undifferentiated whole, thus
denying the reality of the individual. Moreover, for Schelling, knowl-
edge of this original identity came through a mysterious and unde-
fined intellectual intuition.

Dewey’s characterization of Fichte also sheds light on why he
claimed in the early 1890s that T. H. Green’s ethical theory was
“falsely named Neo-Hegelian, being in truth Neo-Fichtean.” For
Dewey, “No thorough-going theory of total depravity ever made
righteousness more impossible to the natural man than Green makes
it to a human being by the very constitution of his being.” Like
Fichte, Green had made the moral ideal unattainable. Green did so
because he “split the . . . self into two parts,” the self that has been
realized to date and “the ideal and as yet unrealized self.” In so doing,
Green committed “the fallacy of hypostatizing into separate entities
what in reality are simply two stages of insight.” He “stop[ped] with
a metaphysical definition, which seems to solve problems in general,
but at the expense of the practical problems which alone really de-
mand or admit solution.”*® Dewey’s lecture “Hegel’s Philosophy of
Spirit,” in conjunction with Dewey’s critique of Green’s moral
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thought, demonstrates that his rejection of neo-Hegelianism during
the early 1890s should not be equated with a rejection of Hegel. More-
over, there are other indications that Dewey saw a sharp distinction
between Green and Hegel. A year before he gave these lectures, he
objected to people who refer to Green as Hegelian: “I never have been
able to see any basis for this identification. Hegel protests continu-
ously and consistently against the Kanto-Fichtean ethics, and Green’s
standpoint is essentially the latter. The logic of the identification of
Hegel and Green seems to be: Each is ‘unsound’ as to the relation
of the human and divine self, and, therefore, both teach the same
doctrine.”®

This brings us to the second section of Dewey’s lecture, in which
he offers a few observations on Hegel’s Phenomenology of Spirit. Ac-
cording to Dewey, the philosophy of spirit Hegel outlines in the Phe-
nomenology successfully rejects Schelling’s absorption of nature and
mind into an undifferentiated unity that devalues them both, and also
rejects metaphysical dualism. Hegel sought a position that was nei-
ther monistic nor dualistic by moving beyond the traditional concep-
tion of substance; rather than a substratum underlying the diversity
of experience, Hegel conceived of substance as an “activity to be real-
ized in and through diversity and opposition.” Rather than the end
of all philosophy, Schelling’s unity was the starting point of Hegel’s
dialectic. In Dewey’s words, for Hegel, “The true absolute could be
found only when this original identity had differentiated itself and
when out of its differences it had reached a unity of life and of activity
in which the subject and the object no longer expressed two parallel
lines, but were themselves factors contributing to the higher unity of
the spirit” (933). Rather than substance, Hegel’s absolute spirit is sub-
ject, and it is engaged in a process of development. The individual
things we find in nature are factors within the process, but they are
not unreal, as in Fichte’s system, because “spirit maintains itself by
means of the eternal maintaining of nature in existence” (Y35). More-
over, whereas Schelling’s unity is “identity undifferentiated,” Hegel’s
is an identity in difference (933).
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In all of the technicalities of the Phenomenology, Dewey maintains,
Hegel did not abandon the problem that initially led him to philoso-
phy. He overcame the Enlightenment’s inability to properly account
for the relationship of the individual to society. Enlightenment
thought so exalted the individual “that law and government were by
their nature limitations on freedom and hence, at the most, were to
be endured as necessary evils.” Yet Hegel maintained modern indi-
viduality because his philosophy of spirit gives objective reality “to
nature and to the State without thereby making them external bur-
dens upon man’s own activity or limits of his freedom.” Rather than
realities opposed to spirit, nature and state are forms in which spirit
realizes itself. In the same way, as an individual develops his own la-
tent spirit, not by vanquishing oppositions as though they are limita-
tions, but by incorporating them into his own activity, he realizes that
mastery of “concrete relations of Nature and of the State” allows him
to master himself and make himself free. In this way, the individual
neither succumbs to external authority, nor does he retreat from the
world into his own subjectivity. Through “science, art, religion and
state,” the individual realizes his unity with absolute spirit without
surrendering his individuality and freedom (Y37).

Mind, Morality, and Freedom

Dewey then begins the third section of the lecture, his analysis of
Hegel’s Philosophy of Mind. Following Hegel’s organization, Dewey
discusses subjective mind, objective mind, and absolute mind, and
within each of those major divisions, Dewey closely tracks Hegel’s
outline.

In his treatment of Hegel’s introduction to the Philosophy of Mind,
Dewey directly addresses Hegel’s concept of spirit. Spirit’s purpose is
self-knowledge, which it gains through the course of human history.
In Christianity, men, finite spirits, became aware that their spirits are
absolute spirit; in the advances of modern science, spirit has achieved
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a more complete understanding of itself. When we study the philoso-
phy of spirit, we study “the process by which the spirit works out its
true infinity” (938).°° Rather than an independently existing sub-
stance “in some external relation to the body,” finite spirit “exists in
organic unity with it” (439); its “faculties” are better understood as
“stages in its evolution,” or, one might add, functions within the
process of its growth (Y40). In the same way, absolute spirit is not
separate from the world. As Dewey reads Hegel, absolute spirit is a
historical reality; it is the process of humanity evolving in its natural
environment. In contrast to the theological reading of the neo-Hege-
lians, Dewey’s is a humanistic/historicist reading of Hegel.

Dewey now begins his analysis of section 1 of the Philosophy of
Mind, “Mind Subjective.” The first topic is anthropology, or the
study of “this single developing soul of man” as it interacts with na-
ture (Y54). Like spirit, the soul is not an entity; it is finite spirit before
it reaches the level of consciousness. In this part of the lecture, Dewey
asserts that Hegel’s conception of the soul allows him to sidestep the
epistemological conundrum raised by the modern view, Cartesian
dualism.

In strong opposition to this ancient view is the modern one which
sets the soul over against nature. It makes a thing out of matter
and another thing out of the soul and then asks how it is possible
that these two fixed and separate things should have any relation
to each other. The question put is, by its very nature, insoluble,
and thus we have from the persons who put this problem long
dissertations upon the incomprehensibility, upon the mysterious-
ness of the relations of the soul to matter. The true solution is
found when the problem is stated in its true terms. Matter is not
one thing and soul another; it is the very nature of matter to come
to itself out of its externality, and thus to feel itself, to become
internal and ideal. Matter, in other words, is so far from being
the fixed, rigid opposition of soul that it must necessarily in its
development manifest itself as soul. The soul, in other words, is
the truth of matter; it is the real meaning of matter. (Y56)

This passage reveals how Hegel and Dewey sought to reconstruct phi-
losophy. The insolubility of a philosophical conundrum indicates
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that philosophers have not seen the bigger picture in which supposed
opposites are related. Rather than wrestle with such an issue, both
philosophers believed that the reconstruction of philosophy required
transcending the paradigm in which the old questions were
generated.

Dewey digresses a bit from the Philosophy of Mind as he addresses
an issue that recurs in various forms throughout the lectures, Hegel’s
theory of causation. This digression is so important that I will digress
as well in order to make a crucial point about the Hegelian deposit in
Dewey’s mature thought.

Dewey seems to draw on Hegel’s logical writings when he men-
tions Hegel’s claim that “cause goes into its effect.” For Hegel, the
understanding sees cause and effect as demonstrably distinct and op-
posing events, but according to reason “effect contains nothing what-
ever that cause does not contain . . . [and] cause contains nothing
which is not in its effect.”>® At the level of reason, we can see that
cause and effect are equally real moments or functions within an or-
ganic process.* Hegel argues that we perceive a cause only after we
see its effect and, we perceive an effect only after we discover its cause:
“Both cause and effect are thus one and the same content.”* This is
more than an epistemological issue, however, because a cause is ac-
tual “only in its effect.”>® Only when a cause produces an effect does
it become a cause; thus it is both the cause and the effect of itself. The
effect is also a cause, because only when it occurs does the cause be-
come a cause. Hegel’s point is that cause and effect are more fruitfully
seen as reciprocal moments within an organic process rather than lin-
ear relations. For Hegel, this is a more complete picture of causation
than one that elevates one element, cause or effect, means or end, as
somehow more real than the other. Dewey makes the same point
when he discusses the difference between the material world and “the
animal organism”: “Each member of the animal body is cause and
effect of every other: each organ is at once means and ends of every
other. All the parts are so penetrated (permeated) by the unity of the
whole that nothing which happens in the whole is external or indif-
ferent to it” (Y41). Dewey also explains that even the material world is
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more fully understood when it is seen as a moment within the organic
process of spirit’s development.

In the course of his discussion of cause, Dewey makes an argument
against materialism much like the one he made in his first published
article, “The Metaphysical Assumptions of Materialism,” which ap-
peared in the Journal of Speculative Philosophy in 1882.°” Because we
know a cause only by its effect, “[t]o say . . . that matter is the cause
of soul is to say simply that it is the very nature of matter to become
soul, that the soul is the real meaning, the real truth of matter, and
this is precisely what is meant by idealism” (Y57). In that article
Dewey elaborates on this argument by stating that when materialists
claim that matter takes on soul-like functions, they covertly adopt an
idealist position that undermines their materialism.

Dewey’s attention to Hegel’s theory of causation is also apparent
when he talks about Hegel’s philosophy of history, a subject that
Dewey seems to have found especially interesting. Not only does
Dewey devote a disproportionate amount of space to Hegel’s philoso-
phy of history, he discusses it at several points in the third section of
the lecture.®® In his discussion of the soul, Dewey writes,

Hegel . . . makes the fullest allowance for the determining influ-
ence which the physical surroundings can have upon the human
soul. He only differs from Buckle and Draper, who have at-
tempted to trace back all historic events to the influences of this
environment in this respect. Buckle and Draper make these sur-
roundings the cause of the conscious states and events. Hegel
treats them rather as factors in the conscious state. (58)

Dewey refers here to Henry Thomas Buckle (1821-1862) and John
William Draper (1811-1882). Buckle’s most prominent work was his
History of Civilization in England (1857, 1861), the first two volumes of
a planned, but never completed, panoramic history of civilization. It
is perhaps significant that a new edition of the book was published in
1897, the same year as the most complete version of Dewey’s Hegel
lecture. Draper’s most important work was The History of the Intellec-
tual Development of Europe (1862). Working independently, both men
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were influenced by the writings of Auguste Comte (1798-1857) to be-
lieve that history could become an exact science. Buckle claimed there
were laws of history, for example, the law of climate. Similarly,
Draper claimed that scientific history should report the ways in which
climate, soil, natural resources, and other physical surroundings de-
termine human behavior, as though the causal relationship were
strictly unidirectional. Both men believed that physical causes such as
climate fully explain the development of nations. Although Buckle’s
and Draper’s books were quite popular during the second half of the
nineteenth century, their critics argued that they were generally based
on poor research that was selected and distorted to support their pre-
conceived biases about peoples and nations.

By distinguishing Hegel from Buckle and Draper, Dewey makes
three important points. First, he asserts that Hegel sees environment
as a factor in human history rather than a cause. Environment is
merely a factor because, for Hegel, human souls alter their environ-
ment, and when they rise to the level of spirit, self-consciousness, they
achieve the ability to stake out a place for themselves within their en-
vironment by incorporating the materials they find there into their
own projects. As Hegel says, each particular human spirit seeks to
be “at home with itself.”® This point is relevant to Dewey’s earlier
discussion of two “essential characteristics” of spirit: “its freedom
and its self-revealing power” (946). Spirit’s freedom lies in its ability
to oppose other things, and even itself, without surrendering its iden-
tity. This is spirit’s abstract universality, which is equivalent to its ab-
stract, negative freedom. Abstract freedom is also manifested in the
will’s ability to “identify itself with any particular inclination” (Y103).
Abstract freedom is merely arbitrary and subjective. Spirit’s self-re-
vealing power lies in its ability to impress “its own identity upon all
the material which seems to resist it” (946). This is spirit’s concrete
universality, its positive freedom. Positive freedom is not contrary to
negative freedom; it is its fulfillment, because spirit seeks more than
the realization of particular inclinations. Spirit seeks “a satisfaction
which meets, not one particular desire merely, but all” (103). Fur-
thermore, Dewey explains that “Freedom . . . does not remain a mere
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power of spirit, but the spirit gains freedom as it gains actual power,
and it gains this actual power just in the degree in which it transmutes
all things into tools of its own action” (946).

Second, Dewey notes that Hegel is often accused of “making his-
tory purely a priori.” Many have claimed that Hegel imposed his phil-
osophical and political convictions onto the facts of history rather
than letting the facts speak for themselves. Dewey unequivocally de-
clares that this charge “is absurd.” Every historical narrative requires
unity, a goal toward which it moves, in order to make sense; other-
wise, “it would not even be so much as a child’s fairy tale, for children
require a certain point in their stories” (9128).° Although Hegel’s
historical narrative is unified, Dewey argues, he does not arbitrarily
impose a unity that is external to history.®! To paraphrase Dewey, in
his philosophy of history Hegel remains silent before the subject mat-
ter, allowing it to speak for itself. This highlights the difference be-
tween Hegel’s approach to history, which he also believed should be
scientific, from the sort of scientific history found in Buckle and
Draper. As Frederick Beiser explains, Hegel “emphasizes that each
culture should be understood from within, according to its own ide-
als and aims.”® Rather than impose an external scheme of natural
laws on history, Hegel’s method is to discover historical unity by pa-
tiently observing, and then describing, the inner logic of human
history.

Finally, Dewey addresses Hegel’s theory of causation more spe-
cifically. In an apparent allusion to Hegel’s notion of the world-his-
torical individual, Dewey averred, “[E]very great historic character is
at once made by his times but in turn makes his times” (Y44). Dewey
makes this argument for himself in “Time and Individuality” (1940).
In that essay, Dewey uses the example of Abraham Lincoln to argue
that, although we can speak of the way Lincoln was created by the
time in which he lived, this does not logically preclude the notion
that he shaped his time. “The conditions did not form [Lincoln] from
without as wax is supposed to be shaped by external pressure. There
is no such thing as interaction that is merely a one-way movement.”
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In good Hegelian fashion, Dewey explained that the self is not “some-
thing given ready-made . . . in abstraction from time, instead [it is] a
power to develop.”®?

These observations highlight a significant portion of the Hegelian
deposit in Dewey’s mature thought, in which he espouses a Hegelian
theory of cause and effect. In Experience and Nature, he writes that
cause and effect are components of one historical process. Rather
than Hegel’s term “moments,” Dewey asserts that reality is composed
of “events.” Although we distinguish between earlier and later events,
we cannot reasonably assign more value or reality to either: “It is as
arbitrary to assign complete reality to atoms at the expense of mind
and conscious experience as it is to make a rigid separation between
here and there in space. Distinction is genuine and for some purpose
necessary. But it is not a distinction of kinds or degrees of reality.”s
In Art as Experience, Dewey, like Hegel, espouses an emergent theory
of consciousness to explain our ability to think in terms of causal re-
lationships: “Through consciousness, [man] converts the relations of
cause and effect that are found in nature into relations of means and
consequence. Rather, consciousness itself is the inception of such a
transformation.”® Finally, in Knowing and the Known, Dewey’s last
book, he writes,

If we watch a hunter with his gun go into a field where he sees a
small animal already known to him by name as a rabbit, then,
within the framework of half an hour and an acre of land, it is
easy—and for immediate purposes satisfactory enough—to re-
port the shooting that follows in an interactional form in which
rabbit and hunter and gun enter as separates and come together
by way of cause and effect. If, however, we take enough of the
earth and enough thousands of years, and watch the identification
of rabbit gradually taking place, arising first in the sub-naming
processes of gesture, cry, and attentive movement, wherein both
rabbit and hunter participate, and continuing on various levels of
description and naming, we shall soon see the transactional ac-
count as the one that best covers the ground. This will hold not
only for the naming of hunter, but also for accounts of his history
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back into the pre-human and for his appliances and techniques.
No one would be able successfully to speak of the hunter and the
hunted as isolated with respect to hunting. Yet it is just as absurd
to set up hunting as an event in isolation from the spatio-tempo-
ral connection of all the components.

By this point in his intellectual development, Dewey began to use
the term “transaction” for Hegel’s dialectical theory of causation.
Like Hegel, he maintains that the linear, mechanistic conception of
cause and effect is not false. In fact, it is a useful conceptual tool in
many situations. It is a mistake, however, to assume that our notion
of linear causation is something more than a conceptual tool, or that
cause and effect exist as static and discrete realities. When we step
back from the immediate situation in which cause and effect were
useful, we can see that they are interrelated moments within a larger
process of development.

As Dewey considers Hegel’s discussion of the feeling soul, he writes
that the soul is at one with its feelings. That is to say, Hegel does not
discount the value of feelings and the emotional life because, as
Dewey maintains, he believed that all conscious life is rooted in feel-
ing. The soul makes no subjective/objective distinction; it is one with
nature. “And since the soul is still a unity with nature, it can feel its
own qualities only so far as these find bodily expression. Just as a man
can make others feel his feelings only as he expresses them by some
bodily gesture or outward sign, so a man cannot feel his own feelings
except as they come in this round-about way through his body”
(169).¢” The theme of Hegel’s expressivism is intertwined with his ac-
tualism throughout the lectures.®® Just as feelings must find some out-
ward bodily expression, the highest form of which is speech, Dewey
writes that we know our thoughts only when we give them objective
form in speech or the written word. Thus our thoughts gain “a cer-
tain universality of their own” (Y100).

The soul “comes to possess its experiences instead of being ab-
sorbed in them” by turning feeling into habit (Y72). Habit liberates
the soul from the immediate control feeling has on it in three stages.
First, it becomes accustomed or indifferent to certain sensations and
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“is no longer carried away by every experience.” Next, the soul attains
the ability to hold satisfaction of its appetites in abeyance. Finally, the
soul “comes to possess itself” by developing a habit, that is, a skill.
The original unity found in the soul becomes “a made unity” in habit.
The soul now creates the unity as it gains mastery over the body,
which allows it to gain mastery over nature. No longer is the soul
inundated by nature in feeling, as habit makes the body “the tool of
the soul,” particularly in speech, which is “the highest evidence of
this fact” (Y73). Habit allows the soul to make the transition to con-
sciousness, and thus Dewey makes the transition to Hegel’s discus-
sion of consciousness, phenomenology.

Although consciousness distinguishes subject and object, “the ob-
ject is always an object of consciousness.” Modern philosophy stum-
bled over the problem of how the world could be independent of
consciousness and yet known only if and when it is in relation to
consciousness. Dewey writes that Hegel moved beyond this problem
by conceiving world and consciousness, subject and object, as distinc-
tions made for specific purposes within “the process of spirit” rather
than as metaphysically distinct realities (75). Until consciousness
fully understands the rationality of the object, it seems external be-
cause it is unpredictable and sometimes at odds with spirit’s pur-
poses. As spirit comes to understand “the relations which make [the
object] what it is,” it again becomes one with the object and under-
stands its truth (76). As Hegel would say, “The True is the whole.”®
Apprehension of the truth is a matter of understanding the object in
all of its relational glory. That is to say, a true statement or idea is one
that provides a full account of the object it addresses. To be false is
not to fail to provide a carbon copy of the object, but to fall short of
a full account.”” Regularity among the relations is natural law, “a
unity which comprehends differences within itself.” Notice that, as
Dewey reads Hegel, our cognitive apparatus does not impose these
regularities on nature, as Kant would have it. “In the consciousness
of law, that is, there is the consciousness of a unity which controls
both the object and our consciousness of the object” (177). The cate-
gories according to which we interpret our experience emerge in the
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process of interaction between thought and object.”" As consciousness
realizes this, it rises to the level of self-consciousness.

Consciousness does not create its objects out of whole cloth, be-
cause of “this unity which underlies and controls differences” (178).
The regularities of nature show us that there is a way the world is,
which means that true ideas are ideas that conform to the actual rela-
tions in the world. To revisit the distinction between Kant and Hegel,
Dewey writes that Hegel’s self “is not a formal uniting activity,”
rather “it is the real unity of the experience itself” (81).7 Yet the
unity is not complete until it is actualized in the life of the self. Desire
arises because the self has not actualized its unity with the objective
world. That actualization requires activity on the part of the self as
it learns to make “objects contribute to itself” (183). Objects alone,
however, can never fully satisfy desire because the self seeks an object
that cannot be consumed, a universal like itself. In the Phenomenol-
ogy, this is the point at which Hegel discusses the famous master/slave
dialectic; similarly, in the Philosophy of Mind, Hegel talks about “the
fight of recognition,” which is “a life and death struggle.””> Once con-
fident of our ability to understand the objective world, our inability
to actualize our unity with that world leads to self-doubt, which is
why we seek recognition from another like ourselves. In this way,
Dewey documents Hegel’s move beyond epistemology to social
psychology.

Dewey discusses the struggle of recognition through which the self
realizes the difference between objects and persons and “becomes
conscious that he himself is a person” (984). The master/slave rela-
tionship emerges as one self submits its will to the other in order to
preserve its life. The master finds the relationship unsatisfying and
counterproductive because he seeks recognition from an equal, not a
slave. As the master stagnates, the slave continues to develop, but the
complete recognition of “the principle of selthood” requires a society
that moves beyond master/slave relationships to “universal self-con-
sciousness.” It is “In this universal self-consciousness [that] the par-
ticular self-consciousness learns that it can only be in and through its
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unity with others” (85). At this point, man begins to view himself as
part of a larger whole, the community.

Dewey now follows Hegel’s transition to psychology, which deals
with reason. “This unity of the self and objects, or the discovery that
self is the true universal, and that there is no true objectivity excepting
in and through unity of particular selves, constitutes reason. Reason,
in other words, is a concrete unity of consciousness” (85). Once
more, reason is a process rather than a mental faculty. The process
has two sides, intelligence and will. Intelligence, the idealization of
the objective, moves from the object to the subject when the subject
comprehends the “rationality of the object,” and thus gains knowl-
edge. Will, “the objectifying of reason,” moves from the subject to
the object (186). Dewey’s discussion of Hegel’s notion of the will
shows that he appreciates its subtlety.

Will realizes the unity in an activity which is neither merely sub-
jective nor merely objective, but in which both the idea and the
existing object are included and transformed, thus constituting
what we may term either a higher idea or a more adequate form
of the object. Will, that is to say, is not merely an act of changing
ideas into existences, but is the activity which comprehends
within itself as factors both an idea and an object. (186)

Dewey places so much emphasis on Hegel’s concern about allow-
ing the object to speak for itself that one might ask if he reads Hegel
as an empiricist. As Dewey explains, for Hegel, “Sensation is the stuff
or material for all knowledge whatever.” But Hegel’s rejection of
mind/body dualism prevents him from being an empiricist in any tra-
ditional sort of way. Intelligence does not receive “all its content from
without as something foreign to itself” (988). Intelligence is always
interested and thus attentive to certain elements of its environment;
it breaks up the flux of sensation into objects and because it is inter-
ested, it brings “a certain unity” to all experience. The actual is ratio-
nal because at the level of self-consciousness we approach the world
as intentional beings. As Dewey explains, “[W]e attend only to that
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which interests us, and only that interests us which is felt to be bound
up within our own being” (189). Through attention and interest, sen-
sation becomes perception. Perception “is the state of mind illus-
trated in the attitude of the poet to some natural object, or of the
practical man to some act. The practical man sees into the situation
and therefore can tell what should be done” (Y90). When intelligence
penetrates into the inner meaning of the object, it makes it its own
because intelligence is practical in the sense that it is always engaged
in some project.

This brings Dewey back to Hegel’s concept of will as he follows the
transition in the Philosophy of Mind from subjective to objective
mind. Although will can identify itself with any particular inclination,
in its “struggle for happiness,” spirit seeks a satisfaction that will ad-
dress all of its inclinations (Y103). Christianity addressed this desire
by teaching man that the individual is of infinite value, and that he
can rise above particular inclinations by recognizing his identity with
absolute spirit. Again, absolute spirit is neither a transcendent nor a
personal God. “[R]eligion . . . teaches that the divine spirit is actually
present in the sphere of the world’s existence, that it is the very sub-
stance of the State and Family.” Absolute spirit is the process of man’s
development in interaction with nature, and it is known by what it
does. The individual must learn to identify with “the absolute will
[as] expressed in the world and in social institutions” (Y104). Just as
the individual seeks more than the satisfaction of particular inclina-
tions, however, rather than identify with the institutions of a particu-
lar community, the individual needs to identify himself with the
universal truths of all social institutions. This he does by understand-
ing history, absolute spirit’s process of growth or maturation. Rather
than acquiesce to the status quo, the individual must work to pro-
mote the unfolding of absolute spirit, whose very essence is freedom.

Although man’s negative freedom follows from his ability to make
free choices, he must realize positive freedom. For Hegel, he can do
that only in a society with laws and other institutions that protect his
rights. As Dewey explains, “Law and right constitute . . . the objective
system of man’s freedom” (Y106). Similarly, in the Philosophy of
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Right, Hegel contends that property gives man “an external sphere of
freedom” by enabling him to act in certain ways.”* Moreover, property
requires not only that a person take possession of something but also
that his or her ownership be recognized. Consequently, abstract
property rights are meaningless unless the community recognizes,
and thus actualizes, them. With the notion of recognition, Hegel
grounds the actualization of rights in the community, without deny-
ing that individuals have abstract rights as individuals. Dewey is also
interested in Hegel’s treatment of contracts, which are perhaps more
obviously based on the mutual recognition of two or more parties of
one another’s rights as stipulated in the contract. As Dewey explains,
Hegel did not see conflict as something that can be eliminated from
society; contracts both unite and divide individuals because they lead
to disputes. People do not enter into contracts because they are “one
in their inner being and purpose” but because they have different in-
terests with regard to some external object (Y107). People come to-
gether, not in spite of their differences, but because they are different.
Rather than an annoyance we must learn to tolerate, diversity is a
necessary condition of social progress and unity. In human society
then, conflicts are inevitable, and punishment will at times be neces-
sary. Punishment must be more than retribution, however; it must
negate the illicit act, and it can only do so by including compensation.

As Dewey and Hegel make the transition to morality, we see that
the goal of individual wills is “the realization of the universality of
will,” or moral unity (f109). Like Kant, Hegel states that unity is
achieved by acting according to a principle that would be accepted by
all. Unlike Kant, Hegel argued that this universal moral principle
must come from within individuals because every person is a will of
infinite value. As Dewey writes, “My every act must . . . be my act, it
must proceed from my recognition of what I consider to be good for
myself” (Y111). Thus the unity Hegel has in mind is a unity that does
not just leave room for individual diversity but that requires it. More-
over, for Hegel, consequences matter because “they re-act upon the
original aim, extending it and enlarging it.” This point follows from
Hegel’s dialectical theory of causation in which cause and effect are
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inextricably intertwined. As we learn of the consequences of various
courses of action, we become responsible for considering those con-
sequences as we deliberate about our actions. Similarly, in his 1932
Ethics, Dewey wrote that deliberation is “an imaginative rehearsal of
various courses of conduct.””> We formulate a plan of action and then
consider the consequences that would follow in order to evaluate the
plan. In this lecture, Dewey explains that because “every act . . . re-
acts upon the interests of the agent,” all acts “can be viewed from
their relation to the agent’s happiness.” The agent’s happiness is im-
perative to Hegel, because every individual has the right “to get his
own satisfaction and to get it in his own way, not having to take either
his ideals or his means from another person” (f112). This right be-
longs to every person, and “the happiness of other individuals” is “a
social end” for each person (Y113). Individuals have an obligation,
however, to “form the best possible judgment of what is right. This
control of his judgment by the rationality of the subject matter is
what Hegel calls the right of the object” (Y115). Rather than do our
duty simply for duty’s sake, we must freely choose to do our duty
because we fully understand it to be the right thing to do and that it
is in our interest to do it. As long as an individual does his duty sim-
ply out of conformity to an external authority, including a universal
moral principle such as Kant’s categorical imperative, he is not at
home with himself, and his particular will is not in unity with univer-
sal law.”® As Dewey explains, “Only when the individual will and the
universal law are really together does the will find full realization, and
the good become an actual fact instead of something which ought to
be” (Y116). Once more, for Dewey, the actualization of ideals is the
key to Hegel’s thought.

The actualization of freedom is possible only in a society whose
institutions are rational and in which the individual can feel at home.
In such a society, the law is no longer abstract and in opposition to
the individual, nor is it merely something “which ought to be.”
Rather, the individual is able to perform his function in a way that is
both fulfilling and liberating. This is Hegel’s “ethical world” in which
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the particular and universal wills are united and in which the individ-
ual develops in the family, civil society, and the state (Y117).

Dewey explains that Hegel conceives the family as based on love,
which means “each member of the family satisfies himself only so far
as he gives satisfaction to the other members of the family” (Y119).
The family overemphasizes unity, however; as children mature, they
leave the family to assert their own individuality in civil society,
which “is the realm of particular self-interest” (Y120). Civil society,
“the realm of the system of wants or of industrial society,” overem-
phasizes difference (Y121). But in civil society, the individual can sat-
isfy his particular wants only by providing products or services that
satisty the individual wants of others. Although Hegel speaks of three
classes that exist in civil society—substantial (agricultural), reflected
(business), and thinking (civil servants)—Dewey acknowledges He-
gel’s position that in modern society class membership is determined
by one’s “capacities and inclinations” rather than by birth (9122).7

As Dewey discusses Hegel’s philosophy of the state, he rejects the
notion that Hegel is an apologist for the conservative Prussian state,
but he also voices a criticism:

This portion of Hegel’s philosophy of the state has often been
termed simply a philosophical extraction and justification of the
then existing Prussian monarchy. While this, perhaps, is saying
too much there can be no doubt that Hegel’s discussion of the
internal organization of the state is the most artificial and the least
satisfactory portion of his political philosophy. He makes the ideal
State most highly realized in the constitutional monarchy in
whose structure simple monarchy, aristocracy and democracy are
simply subordinate phases. (Y124)78

Dewey does not elaborate on why Hegel’s conception of the inter-
nal organization of the state is artificial, other than that it concludes
with a constitutional monarchy, an unpalatable system of govern-
ment for a democrat such as Dewey.” Perhaps Dewey believed it is
artificial because it does not follow that democracy should be a subor-
dinate stage. One could reasonably speculate that Dewey believed de-
mocracy should be the conclusion of Hegel’s dialectic of the state, but
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there is not enough evidence from the lecture to say for certain. It is
clear, however, that Dewey recognizes the difference in Hegel’s phi-
losophy between the government and the state, as well as particular
states and the “true organic unity” of all humans (9123). Rather than
a particular government, Hegel’s state is the articulated totality of
human relations; thus Hegel can consistently claim that it is the
“highest duty” of the individual to be a member of the state, meaning
the human community, and deny that patriotism, “the political dis-
position,” consists in self-sacrifice for one’s country.®

But world history is the history of individual states, for Hegel, pre-
cisely because he rejected the notion that a supernatural force drives
history and assumed that all history is human history; that is to say,
it is the story of man’s self-conscious evolution. As Dewey writes,
“[H]istory began only when man came to know himself, when he
became a conscious object of interest and of action to himself” ({131).
Individual states have a spirit, in the sense of the spirit of their people,
and the world spirit is the spirit of all humanity. Although Dewey
speaks in some detail about Hegel’s stages of history, in which spirit
moves toward the actualization of freedom, that section of the lecture
reiterates themes we have already examined. Suffice it to say that, like
Dewey’s own histories of philosophy, it is a history of man working
through dualisms toward a unity of the subjective universal individ-
ual and the particularities of his objective social and natural environ-
ment. Moreover, it is a history of the unification of what is and the
actualization of what ought to be. Such unification and actualization
liberate the individual as he continues the struggle to carve out a
home for himself within his ever-changing world.

Having addressed subjective and objective mind, Dewey ends the
lecture with a brief discussion of absolute spirit, which is realized and
manifested in art, religion, and philosophy. In art, the subjective and
the objective, ideal and material, are one. And since, as Dewey writes,
Hegel conceives absolute spirit as the “completeness of relation in
which spirit constitutes both terms,” the work of art has “an infinite
value.” Rather than laboring to communicate ideas in a material for-
eign to himself, a resistant other, in art man “breath[es] out spiritual
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life through a medium as plastic and free as [spirit] itself.” Although
spirit’s ideal side can be lost in the state and in history, “In art the
spirit exists” rather than “simply striv[ing] to find existence” (Y149).
Dewey discusses Hegel’s three stages of “the realization of the artistic
idea”—symbolic art, classical art, and romantic art—through which
man progressively defines his ideas, ultimately recognizing in roman-
tic art that “[t]he material is never able fully to convey the richness
of the idea.” Hence romantic art works “by suggestion, by delicate
hinting, by indicating more than is expressed” (Y152). In this way,
romantic art asserts the spiritual above the sensual, which leads to
religion. Christianity is the absolute religion because, according to
Hegel, its central teaching is that God and man are one, unifying the
infinite with the finite, which is “the truth of philosophy itself”
(Y154). Rather than elevate man to the level of a transcendent God, in
this way Hegel brings God to man on earth by showing him that,
taken as a whole, the human race is absolute spirit.

Art, religion, and philosophy have the same content, but philoso-
phy apprehends its content in thought. Philosophy is “that point of
view whence we see nature, life and experience as elements in the ac-
tive process of the self-revelation of spirit to spirit. It is the work of
philosophy as such simply to place the dot which ends the sentence,
thus for the first time getting the full meaning of that sentence”
(Y1155). Hence philosophy, as Dewey reads Hegel, is the activity of
man coming to know himself through his own historical develop-
ment. Self-knowledge is not the ultimate purpose of man, however;
it is rather a means to the end of man’s creating a home for himself
by realizing his unity with nature, and the unity of his individual life
and experience, within a larger, and perpetually evolving, whole. In
this way, Dewey articulates a humanistic/historicist reading of Hegel,
in contrast to the theological/metaphysical reading of the British neo-
Hegelians.
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H egel was a Wiirttemberger, born in Stuttgart in 1770; and if we
believe others, the Suabians have certain peculiarities which are
not without meaning in relation to Hegel himself. Speaking a some-
what peculiar dialect, they are also marked off as Protestants in Catho-
lic South Germany. They seem to unite a Scotch and Yankee hard-
headedness and industry, a devotion to detail, an eye to the main
chance in business, a contempt of all idealism that does not succeed,
with a certain mysticism of nature. A similar union has been witnessed
in our own country in Emerson and others of New England Transcen-
dentalists. Hegel was born of a family of hand craftsmen and minor of-
ficials in the Civil Service. His father was in the Fiscal Service and seems
to have been more noted for fidelity to his work than for any unusual
intellectual ability. Hegel always speaks of his mother with great regard,
but she died when he was a youth and not much is known of her.
Nothing striking seems to have marked Hegel’s boyhood. He
began to keep a diary at about the period when young people usually

{93}



94 JOHN DEWEY

commence to take an interest in their own affairs. But the three or
four years of his record show no trace of sentiment or of introspec-
tion, nor yet any important outward act. “Not one thing that could
be called an event,” says Rosenkranz, his biographer, “appears in his
diary.” Professor Royce, however, in his recent interesting article in
the Atlantic, January, 1891, notes two anecdotes which seem of interest
as foreshadowing Hegel’s later method.! They are anecdotes which
seem to indicate, even in his boyhood, a certain interest in the contra-
dictions, paradoxes and irony of life. One of them is a record of an
occasion when Hegel, as a boy, was eating cherries. A passer-by noted
this with some scorn and remarked that young people would not pass
a cherry-woman without having their mouths water, but that when
one got old one did not care for such things. “From this,” says Hegel,
“I drew the sad, yet important reflection that when one is young one
cannot get all he wants to eat, while when he is old, he does not care
about eating that which he can get.”? The other anecdote is a story
told by the rector of the school. It is that he and some other boys
were out star-gazing one evening and in wandering about, were over-
hauled by the police. When explaining their occupation, they were
told by the policeman that they should go to bed at night and do
their star-gazing in the daytime.

Hegel’s chief interests seem to have been in his studies. A large
part of his diary is taken up with them. Early in his life, too, he began
the habit of making analyses of all important writings that interested
him. He was apparently industrious and many sided in his studies
rather than brilliant. If he had not afterwards gained distinction prob-
ably nothing in his youth would seem to mark an unusual genius. As
it is, his studies manifest at least one great trait of his philosophical
method:—his attempt to get at the natural relations of his subject
matter, unperverted by his individual sentiments. Self-effacement
Hegel held to be the first law of the intellect. In his discussion of
the Pythagoreans, Hegel says that the duty of silence is the essential
condition of all culture and learning. We must begin with being able
to apprehend the thoughts of others and this implies a disregarding
of our own ideas. It is often said that the mind is to be cultivated
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from the first by questions, objections, answers, etc. In fact, such a
method does not give a real culture, but rather makes it external and
superficial. By silence, by keeping ourselves to ourselves, we are not
made poorer in spirit, rather by it we gain the capacity of apprehend-
ing things as they really are, and the consciousness that subjective
opinions and objections are good for nothing, so that at last we cease
even to have them. This self-suppression, this silence as to individual
reflection, Hegel himself practiced when a boy. This accounts for
what seems so strange in one of the world’s greatest philosophers,
according, at least, to the usual idea of the philosopher; namely, the
lack of evidence, that in early years Hegel was a “thinker.” This is
because from the very first he saw that the suppression of individual
thought is the fundamental principle of thinking.

As Hegel grows older, his philosophic method is hardly more than
the conscious statement of this early instinct of his. Why is it that
individual thought and criticism are to be suppressed? In order that
the fact may speak, in order that the fact may be heard out to its last
word. Not until the very stones are on the point of crying out will
Hegel himself break silence. Not until reality has uttered itself will he
speak. This does not imply a low conception of thought or reflection:
it implies rather the highest conception of the value of thought. It
implies that thought is so real that it can be found only in the object
and not in any subjective opinion. Nor does such a method imply
that knowledge is passive,—that the mind is to be merely receptive
in knowing; on the contrary, it implies the most acute, the most in-
tense mental energy. It is when mental energy is only partial that we
indulge in opinions and arguments. We get part way into a subject
and, lacking energy to pursue the quest for the real meaning of the
fact, we come to a halt. Then the checked energy relapses into subjec-
tive reflection and disputation. The mind has not enough activity to
break out of the weary treadmill of its own ideas, to make its way to
the fact itself. The highest activity of thought is that which will make
itself the pure expression of the facts.

I have dwelt on this point at such length because we have in this
strain of Hegel’s mind a simple and clear illustration of the main
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point in his philosophic methods:—his insistence that all thought is
objective, that relations of thought are forms of the objective world;
that the process of thinking is simply following the movement of the
subject matter itself. This is often interpreted as exactly the reverse of
what Hegel meant. It is often considered to mean that thought as a
special faculty of the mind has the power of evolving truth out of
itself; that subjective ideas, by some magic, transform themselves into
objective facts. But his real meaning is that there is no such thing as
a faculty of thought separate from things: that thinking is simply the
translation of fact into its real meaning; it is subjection of reality
subjecting.

From 1788 to 1793 Hegel was at the University of Tiibingen in its
theological faculty. His life here presents, in the main, only three
features of interest to us, first, an inactivity that showed that his theo-
logical studies repelled rather than attracted him. The entire instruc-
tion was lifeless, rigid and formal; and this apparently both in method
and substance. Secondly, he here formed the intimate acquaintance
of Schelling, who was to be a great philosopher of Germany; and also
that of Holderlin, a future romantic poet who turned his face
towards, and drank his inspiration from, Greek life. The third feature
was Hegel’s great interest in the French Revolution, then just bursting
upon the world. Older heads than those of Hegel and his mates were
turned by this outburst for freedom. Klopstock, Schiller and Kant in
Germany, like Wordsworth and Coleridge in England, welcomed it as
the dawn of a new era. It seemed to be the beginning of a time of
freedom, of mutual help and of reason; a time when intellectual for-
malism, social inequality and political oppression would be swept
away. Hegel was a member of a political club and one of the foremost
in the defense of the ideas of liberty and democracy.

At the University Hegel continued to suppress his thinking. He left
the University with a certificate that he was a man of good ability and
character, with but little power of speech, fairly well acquainted with
philology, but having bestowed no attention whatever on philoso-
phy.? This was at the age of twenty-three, an age when Berkeley and
Hume had outlined the philosophy of their whole lives.
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For six years, that is, from 1793 to 1799, Hegel was a private tutor,
first in Berne, Switzerland, and then in Frankfurt. In those six years
his philosophic ideas seethed and fermented, and finally precipitated.
The first questions which occupied him were concerned with theol-
ogy; with theology, however, on its historical and social sides. His
fundamental problem was the relation of church and state. This ques-
tion, however, was not to Hegel a problem of external expediency,
nor of political machinery; it was the deepest question in life, that of
the relation of the spiritual and the worldly sides of man. It was the
question of how man’s relation to God stands towards his relation to
man. The church was the symbol of what binds man and God to-
gether; the state, the type of what binds men together.

Hegel dealt with this problem in at least three aspects. First, with
his characteristic dislike of the merely vague and sentimental, he con-
trasted religion with the state, rather to the advantage of the latter.*
Religion is often interpreted as simply a form of feeling, as a sort of
personal experience to be gone through with; and this seemed to
Hegel of comparatively little account when compared with the wealth
of science, of art, and of social life to be found in the state. Hegel was
a great actualist. By this I mean that he had the greatest respect, both
in his thought and in his practice, for what has actually amounted to
something, actually succeeded in getting outward form. It was cus-
tomary then, as now, to throw contempt upon the scientific, the artis-
tic, the industrial and social life, as merely worldly in comparison
with certain feelings and ideas which are regarded as specifically spiri-
tual. Between the two, the secular, which after all is here and now,
and the spiritual, which exists only in some far off region and which
ought to be, Hegel had no difficulty in choosing. Hegel is never more
hard in his speech, hard as steel is hard, than when dealing with mere
ideals, vain opinions and sentiments which have not succeeded in
connecting themselves with this actual world. He thus points out how
the religion which consists simply in individual feelings necessarily
leads to self-deceit and to a doubling of character. “Its usual form,”
he says, “is a mode of self-deception in which the person, along with
his health and sentiments still retains his usual character. He lodges
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his usual self along side his spiritual, perhaps dressing him out with
flourishes and other tokens of respect. But in conduct and in inter-
course, he is the usual self, while on Sundays or among the brethren
or before his prayer book, he is quite another man.”

On the other hand, Hegel points out that the entire means of grace
worked by the church, backed by the most full and learned explana-
tions, weigh very little in the scale when the passions, the power of
circumstance, education, example and government are thrown into
the other scale. The problem, then, which Hegel found on the psy-
chological side was the discovery of that form of religion which would
unite in a fertile way the feelings of the individual with the conduct
and institutions of every-day life.

This union, secondly, Hegel, for a time, thought that he found in
Greek life. Judaism was to Hegel a type of religion which divided man
from nature and all social relations. It was the religion of an external
God and an external law. This externality of law and of God was
simply the sign of their separation from all concrete relationships in
life. In Christianity, as seen at its best, for example in the life of Jesus,
there is a higher principle—that of love. While the Jew would be
saved in obedience to an external law, Jesus would be saved by with-
drawing all claims to salvation. He claims nothing for himself and
thereby frees himself from the realm where law and punishment have
meaning. There is no law to regulate and restrain personal desires,
because there are no merely personal desires. There is no punish-
ment, not because the external result of evil is done away with, for
that must follow action, but because that person accepts with love
that very punishment. Being reconciled to punishment, it ceases to
be punishment. Forgiveness of sins is fate reconciled to love, Hegel
says. But this freedom from law and guilt has been at the expense of
all the positive interests of life. The very attempt to escape from the
fate of all finite things brings the entire fate of the finite upon Jesus.
He has the guilt of innocence. Hegel means by this that the principle
of love is indeed a principle of unity, but a unity made by keeping
out of, by denying all the specific relations of the world, and thus the
world is set against it. The principle of the church thus becomes that
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of a society of men who, remote from the world, are engaged in the
service of God. “Between the extremes of friendship, hate or indiffer-
ence toward the world, between these extremes which are the neces-
sary results of the opposition of God and the world, the Christian has
had its circle, now forwards, now backwards; but it is its fate that
church and state, service of God and love, piety and virtue, spiritual
and secular action, can never unite into one.”

The Greek conception of the relation of church and state was then
more satisfactory to Hegel than either the Jewish or the Christian.
“To the Greek, the idea of the fatherland, the State,> was the invisible,
the higher reality, for which he laboured, and his constant motive.”*
(Caird) Religion centered in and about the state. It was only the ideal-
ization of the interests which made up the actual social and political
life of the Greek. In Greece there was no division, no divorce of the
worldly and the spiritual, of piety and virtue. Man lived a single,
concrete life in which science, art, religion and politics were as one.

The other phase of Hegel’s interest in church and state had a more
directly philosophical origin. Kant and, following him, Fichte, had
endeavored to establish the conception of a purely rational religion,
a religion which was the outgrowth of rational ethics. They thought
that within the ethical ideas themselves there could be found a basis
for the conception of God and immortality. The religion of History
and of positive worship meant little or nothing to them. Indeed, this
was the period of the Enlightenment, of the Aufklirung that is, of
extreme rationalism. The conception of miracle and of external reve-
lation had no hold upon the educated classes. Kant accepted the intel-
lectual results of the Enlightenment so far as they were negative to
the supernatural religion, but endeavored on its ruin to establish a
rational religion. Hegel both agreed with and differed from this prev-
alent rationalism. In agreement with it he distinguished between a
fetish and a rational faith. And yet the formulae of rationalism Hegel
found to be mere babbling, and the peddling of stale panaceas. The
current rationalism, even that of Kant, was abstract; it took no ac-
count of historical development. It made of no value the feelings,
the desires, or the sensuous side of man. It was a religion only for
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philosophers, and for them only in the region of intellectual abstrac-
tions. As against this abstract religion, Hegel conceived a natural reli-
gion which would unite the reason, avoiding all superstitions, with
the positive course of history and the imagination and feelings.

We thus have before us the stage of Hegel’s reflection. His ideal
was an organism which would unite in a totality reason and feeling;
the world of nature, of the individual and of society. All of Hegel’s
speculative work grew out of this practical problem, the problem of
how a free natural life is possible; how a man can live as a whole,
neither surrendering himself to a fixed external authority, nor in his
desire to escape this external something, retiring into his own private
feelings or into a region of intellectual abstractions. Upon the whole,
Hegel is as yet more conscious of the problem than of its solution.
He is more aware of the oppositions which must needs be reconciled
than of the unity which says the solvent word.’”

Two thoughts commend themselves most favorably to him. One
speculative, the idea of love as the unity which reconciles all differ-
ences, a unity which must go forth of itself, and yet which in its
outgoing only manifests and confirms itself. The other thought was
historical, the idea of the Greek life as the true life, the life which
made?® no breach between God and nature, nature and man.

In the last two years of this period, we find Hegel advancing to a
more positive solution and by 1800 he had worked out in outline the
whole of his future system. The keynote to his thought we find in a
comment which he makes upon Kant’s “Theory of the Law.” He
summed up Kant’s position as follows: The Church and the State
must leave each other in peace, they must have nothing to do with
each other. Hegel goes on to ask how far this division is possible. If
the State is simply a secular organization, based upon natural wants,
and limited to securing and protecting property, then it stands below
and opposite the Church; for the Church deals with man, not simply
as a property owner, but in his whole being. The object of the Church
is to give man, and to maintain in him, the sense of his completeness.
A man acting according to the spirit of the Church must therefore
act against the very nature of the State. “In truth,” says Hegel, “no
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one except the Jesuits and the Quakers really act upon this conception
of the division of the Church and the State. If the principle of the
State is itself complete and whole, it is impossible that Church and
State should be divided. The totality which belongs to the Church is
only a fragment when man is split up into a secular and spiritual
being.” Hegel adds, “The very same totality that belongs to the State
in thought and as a controlling law also belongs to the Church in
imagination and life.” Hegel, in other words, is now convinced that
Church and State, as man’s social relationships, and his connection
with the absolute unity of life, are only two sides of the same fact. On
one side we have the truth in the form of imagination, feeling, art; on
the other, in the form of understanding and philosophy. Hegel at this
period placed religion higher than philosophy on the ground that
thought can never get beyond a certain abstraction, and that therefore
its result was to set the finite over against the infinite, even when
pointing out the necessity of their union. The unity which to thought
was only an ideal to be reached, in the actual life of religion and art,
was realized.

Hegel’s thought during his two years of residence at Frankfurt is
simply a working out of the opposition and yet necessary relation
between the finite and the infinite. We may trace this development in
the sketch of his philosophy written in 1799 or 1800, especially in that
part of it which deals with the development of the religious idea.
Hegel now conceives of three periods in the working of man’s reli-
gious consciousness. First, the period of the unconscious union of
the infinite and the finite. The object of all religion is to reconcile the
Divine and the human. In the first period, the reconciliation is direct
and natural. There is unity, because as yet no separation has been
conceived of; nature is itself divine. No element of the world or of
man has parted from God. The daily affairs of life are a conversation
with God, a mutual giving and taking, and every daily event is a
pregnant word of divine faith. But this direct unity must pass away.
It exists only because man is not yet conscious of himself. It is a
union of art, of the imagination and the feelings, rather than of devel-
oped thought. When man’s spirit comes to the consciousness of its

17



18

19

102 JOHN DEWEY

own universal character, it must necessarily abandon its dwelling
place in nature and elevate itself above nature. It conceives of itself
as universal, in comparison with which everything in nature is only
particular. This break in man’s life has two sides:—on one side, it is
the consciousness of personality that I am I, as against the world and
every other individual. This is the universal side, but it is purely
empty; it has lost all definite relation to nature and to other men. It
is a bare, empty self-assertion. In this universal self, which has no
special content, lie the contradictions of man’s life. It is a time of the
consciousness of sin and of the weight of law. It is a time of infinite
pain. A consciousness of the universal which should be everything
and yet is nothing is man’s consciousness of his isolation and of his
guilt. Without this consciousness of his own universal nature, man
would not be aware of the divine spirit present within him and thus
could have no consciousness of law or of sin.

But in the very depth of this consciousness of sin there is involved
a higher principle of unity than was to be found in Greek life. In his
practical consciousness of himself as distinct from and set over
against Nature and the State, man is conscious of his unity with God.
This truth is expressed in Christ. In taking upon himself the pain of
the separation of all concrete relationships, Jesus realized his unity
with God and thus infinite pain was transformed into infinite joy.
The suffering of the isolation and of the joy of complete union were
but the negative and the positive sides of the same thing. Man’s very
consciousness of his isolation, the negative side, was in reality but the
dawning consciousness of a higher union than before known. These
two sides of man’s life, his consciousness of sin on one side, that is,
his consciousness of separation from all definite relations, and his
consciousness of redemption on the other, Hegel found symbolized
in the crucifixion and resurrection.

This consciousness of separation from nature and of the possibility
of a higher unity, that is, that afforded by nature, is the second period
of religious development. The third period comes when the spirit,
now conscious of its universal and divine nature, works upon the
external world and elevates it to its own level. We thus have again, as
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in the first period, a union of nature and spirit; not, however, an
immediate union, but one which has been worked out, which has
been made by the spirit itself. It is realized that the breach is not
really between Nature and the Spirit, but is rather within the Spirit
itself, between its consciousness of its own universal character and
the actual lack of such universality on its objective side. This breach
is overcome just so far as man’s spirit, by science, by art and by
invention, makes nature the expression of his own purposes and
ideals.

By man again consecrated, all nature is also made holy, a temple
of renewed life. To everything is given a new consecration; to every
act and to everything from the highest to the lowest that divinity
which has been lost is given back. The old curse laid upon everything
is dissolved. All nature becomes gracious again and in its pain is
reconciled. Man, who has been cut off from Nature, becomes the
point of union between Nature and God. The spirit now has a true
universality, a universality which maintains itself in the whole process
of life.

At this point we may sum up Hegel’s thought as it now stands.
First, as to the main course of his philosophic interest. His chief inter-
est was practical rather than merely theoretical. His philosophic prob-
lem and speculations had not grown up through a study of the
previous philosophers. Kant’s philosophic interest was from the first
somewhat technical in character. It was more or less professional and
academic. He built upon the results and methods of previous philo-
sophic schools. The same may be said in general of Fichte and of
Schelling. Hegel had first reflected upon life itself as he found it in
history and upon the main problem of religion, especially as that was
related to social development. His interest in philosophic work went,
indeed, hand in hand with his more general studies; but technical
philosophy supplied rather the mould and outward form of his think-
ing than its inner substance and spirit. It gave him his terminology
and the formal side of his method and of his mode of statement. But
after all, Hegel was mainly concerned with the problem of the unity
of life. The questions of the unity of thought and of the unity of
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Nature were of interest to him on account of their connection with
this practical question. Of course, the special ways in which Hegel
looked at this problem of the unity of life was fixed for him by certain
more or less definite historic and philosophic problems. There was,
for example, the question of how the principles of the Greek and
Christian theories of life could be reconciled; how the idea of beauty,
of oneness with Nature, which animated the Greek consciousness
could be united with the consciousness of sin and of isolation, the
consciousness of law and duty which played so large a part in the
Christian consciousness.

Then, again, there was the question of the reconciliation of the
Church and the State. In both Catholic and Protestant countries the
idea of dualism between the two still prevailed. The Catholic held
that the Church and the State were in themselves wholly separate. He
only contended that in the case of a conflict between the two the
interests of the Church, since they represented the eternal and the
spiritual side of man, should predominate over the State, which rep-
resented only the temporal and worldly side. Even here, however,
there was a contradiction in practice; for the Church, as a matter of
fact, had become an immense state with widespread temporal and
political interests. On the other hand, the Protestants, while confess-
ing in general that the spiritual interests of man were higher than his
temporal, still insisted that the State should never be interfered with
by the Church. Protestantism held that there could be a division by
giving the domain of the internal, the domain of conscience in the
sense of subjective ideas and beliefs, wholly to the Church, to religion,
while the outward forms of life and the actual points of contact be-
tween men should be reserved wholly for the State. But here also
there was a confusion. In practice such separation meant that all the
final deciding weight should be given to the State as the objective
element. At least to separate the inner from the outer was to deprive
the internal side of all concrete bases and ends, reducing it to an
empty spirituality, while it made the outer side lifeless, perfunctory
and without any deep spiritual meaning.
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Then there was, finally, the question of how the idea of freedom,
individuality, the principle, that is, of the Enlightenment, could be
reconciled with the substantial value of history and of social relations.
The principle of the Enlightenment in working itself out had appar-
ently resulted in an almost anarchic individualism. Seemingly all so-
cial ties, all objective institutions, all settled authority, had been
dissolved in favor of an unstable liberty of the individual. The excess
of the French Revolution seems to be the logical outcome of the prin-
ciple of freedom. And yet this conception of individuality, of the
rights of the individual, is the animating spring of the whole modern
consciousness. Was there no way of uniting this principle of individu-
ality, this conception of the rights of private conscience with the prin-
ciple of stable outward authority?

Second, as to Hegel’s method. We have already noted one main
trait of this method, namely, that it is based on a conception of
thought, not as a subjective faculty, but as the manifestation of the
meaning of reality itself. This idea of method was deepened and al-
most transformed by Hegel’s conviction of the important place of
opposition, of contradiction and of negation in life. We have already
seen that he was led to conceive of three stages in historical develop-
ment. First, the period of implicit unity when, apparently, all was
harmony; when man and Nature and God were at one. Then, sec-
ondly, there was the period of negation and of discord, the period
when the various elements of the original unity were isolated and set
over against each other. In the third period, however, a true reconcili-
ation takes place. It is seen that underlying the discord and opposi-
tion there is still a unity, nay, even more, it is seen that the very
principle of difference, of negation, is itself an expression and a real-
ization of this unity,—that the period of discord is an element in the
process by which the real harmony maintains and extends itself.
Hegel simply translated this process of historical development into
terms of thought and by it the character of his method, or of what he
called dialectic, was fixed. He recognized, that is, three factors in every
process of thought.
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In the technical development and statement of these three pro-
cesses, Hegel found support in previous philosophers, notably in
Kant and Fichte. Fichte, indeed, had distinctly stated that every proc-
ess of thought has the three stages of thesis, antithesis and synthesis.
In the first stage, that of thesis, thought simply lays itself down, sim-
ply declares something to be done, without any element of relation
whatever involved. In the second period, that of the antithesis, this
original unity is broken up into different elements which are set over
against each other. In the third stage, that of synthesis, these are re-
united into a truer and higher whole. This was the formal side of
Hegel’s method. The truth which lay below it was that all thinking
involved, like the process of reality itself, a union of affirmative and
negative, or of universal and particular factors. Hegel never let go of
his conception that the negative side of life was not either a mere
unreality or something aside of and apart from the positive. It was
his idea that the side of opposition, of apparent discord, and even of
contradiction, was the moving spring by which the positive first really
made itself positive. That which was prior to such negation could not
be called in any true sense a positive. It was positive only because it
had not as yet been questioned. Then came the period of apparent
negation, the period of denial, of separation. But this, again, was not
ultimate; it rested upon a positive; it was only the negation of a posi-
tive and therefore, in its complete development, it must give rise to a
higher positive. Being negative, it must destroy itself. This third stage
Hegel called negation of negations, which, however, is not mere anni-
hilation, but the statement of a positive in which all contradictions
had been reconciled.

Thus it is that Hegel says that truth is the union of contradictories.
Every truth, that is, is a synthesis of two elements, which if isolated
would contradict each other, but which, because they do contradict
each other in their separation, demand a third higher truth into
which each is absorbed. Another way of looking at it is to call the first
period one of dogmatic thought, a thought which is not at all aware
of its own conditions, limitations and relations. The second period is
skepticism, in which all conditions latent in the dogmatic view are
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worked out and opposed to each other. For the time being it seems
as if all truth had been destroyed and as if doubt were the final word.
In reality, however, this doubt is only a doubt of dogmatic truth, of
truth which does not realize its own basis and bearings. The results,
therefore, of a skeptical period must be the discovery of a truth which
is aware of its own conditions and relations. This is the period of
criticism, that is, of self-conscious thought.

All Hegel’s philosophy will be found to run in threes. It may
often occur in special instances that these sets of threes are forced
and arbitrary, but the principle that lies below them all should be
remembered. This is the principle that it is of the very nature of
reality, of life and of spirit, to oppose itself and through this opposi-
tion to reach its own realized development. First, life, mere life,
natural life; and then the death to life, the destruction of the merely
natural life; and then, thirdly, through this negation a higher life, a
life of the spirit. This is the principle which underlies all of Hegel’s
triadic divisions.

His philosophy as a whole, for example, is divided into three parts.
First, logic; second, philosophy of nature; and, third, philosophy of
spirit. Logic is the theory of the implicit or undeveloped spirit, spirit
in which the opposition of the subject and the object, of conscious-
ness and of nature, of the ego and non-ego, has not as yet shown
itself. Then we have the philosophy of nature which is spirit in its
extreme externality, thought which has gone forth out of itself and
lost all consciousness of its own spiritual and rational nature. But
nature itself gradually gives rise to life, and then to sentient life, life
which feels itself. Thus the externality of Nature returns to the inter-
nality of Spirit. We get the conscious life of spirit in which the subjec-
tive and objective are again united, not as they were at first in the
logic, but in a constant process of life. In the logic they were united
simply because they had not been separated. In the process of separat-
ing, the subjective and the objective, nature and thought, the ego and
the non-ego, are each given their due rights in relation to the other.
Then opposition is constantly overcome in the very life of the spirit
itself.
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Third, as to his philosophic antecedents. We have already noted
that Hegel’s original impulse was not from the study of philosophy
as such, but none the less he was engaged in the study of philosophy,
at least all the time after he left the University. At first it was Rous-
seau, then Kant, then Fichte; later he was in close contact with Schel-
ling himself; and in his Frankfurt period he seems to have studied
Plato and the Middle Age mystics. He thus began with the great
prophet of the modern idea of liberty and individuality. It was the
whole tendency of Rousseau to exalt the individual as absolute, to
make the duties of the family, of the civil society and of the state, to
make the institutions of science and of art and the whole process of
history,—as nothing when compared with the value of the individual
to himself. Yet this very process of exalting the individual had been
at the expense of isolating him. The higher the individual was de-
clared to be, the more he was cut off from all specific relations in life,
and the more empty and thus apparently worthless he became. The
individual in himself, the individual to the exclusion of all external
and outward relations was declared to be the ultimate principle in
life! And yet in this isolated individual what is there which has any
value at all? This was the contradiction inherent in the philosophy of
the Enlightenment.

This problem of later philosophy came to be this: how, without
giving up the conception of the individual, of the ego, of the subject
as the ultimate and absolute principle,—could some definite content
be found within this individual. If all external relations have been cut
off and yet the ego is to retain any value, it must be because within
the ego the same relations can be found, only transformed and spiri-
tualized by being made free. It is practically at this point that Kant
stands. The fundamental principle of his philosophy is what he calls
the unity of self-consciousness or the transcendental ego. Back of the
individual self, back of nature and the whole process of experience,
lies, according to Kant, a unity of self which binds together all things
in space and time into one harmonious whole. In spite of the extreme
technicality of Kant’s philosophy, his system, after all, is nothing but
the reflective theory of the modern consciousness, and its end is to
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give the real basis and justification of the modern faith in individual-
ity and freedom. Kant, however, left as great a problem as he had
solved. What was the relation of this universal ego to the individual
ego and the concrete world with its forms of science, art and society?
Kant’s own position left the two necessarily related, indeed, and yet
necessarily opposed. The unity of the self had no meaning nor value
excepting as it connected the various elements of the empirical world,
and yet by the very necessity of the case this universal ego must always
set itself over against the process of experience. On the other hand,
this process of experience could never become an adequate manifes-
tation of the unity of the self.

Fichte attempted to solve Kant’s problem as follows: The universal
spirit can realize itself only on condition that it may have some mate-
rial against which it acts. It can really act only as it overcomes resis-
tance. This universal ego, therefore, creates the world of sense and of
nature in order that it may have something to overcome. It produces
it simply for the purpose or sake of getting a stimulus for its own
higher action. The ego can realize itself morally only in its struggle
with, and conquest of, the world of sense. As a necessary condition,
then, of its own moral activity, it must set over against itself the world
of experience. But this world of experience has no subsistent reality;
it exists only to be destroyed. All forms of necessity are simply stuff
by which freedom may be realized.

Now, it is obvious that such a view both involves a contradiction
and makes the process of nature and of experience purely subjective.
It involves a contradiction, for, if the universal ego should once suc-
ceed in overcoming the material which it makes external to itself, that
is, if it should succeed in realizing its own activity,—it would destroy
itself. Having no more stimulus nor material of action, it would cease
to be. Fichte’s philosophy, then, leaves us at the point of tension
between what we may call the universal principle of the world and
the world itself. The universal spirit is, not in any true sense, but yet
is something which eternally should be. It is, as it were, perpetually
perpetrating an illusion upon itself. It creates a world external to itself
for the sake of destroying it, and yet it knows that it must not really
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destroy the outer world, for if it should do that it would also destroy
itself. Such a view is also subjective. It gives the realm of Nature and
of history no true objective worth. They exist simply for the sake
of—merely as a means to—the subjective activity of the ego. Schelling
was impelled by these defects to give the problem a new form and a
new solution. His idea was that there were two parallel systems of
reality. There was Nature, on the one hand, which was a system of
objective thought forms, a nature which in itself and for its own sake
was a real and true expression of the universal ego. Corresponding to
this world of nature was a world of mind which was equally and in
like manner an embodiment of the universal ego. Below and back of
these two parallel systems was the universal ego itself, the principle
of identity in which all opposition of the objective and the subjective
was swallowed up.

Now, Hegel for a time, in outward seeming at least, agreed with
Schelling’s point of view. After leaving Frankfurt he went to Jena and
for three years was closely associated with Schelling. They were in-
deed joint editors of a philosophical journal.'® The point in which
Schelling and Hegel were agreed was, of course, the existence of a
unity underlying the opposition between man and nature, between
the objective and subjective worlds. This principle of unity they
agreed in regarding as absolute spirit or God. They agreed further in
holding that this absolute principle manifested itself as truly in the
objective world of nature as in the subjective realm of moral action,
thus disagreeing with Fichte, who admitted the former as a mere
means to the latter. But, from what has been said of Hegel’s mode of
treatment, it is evident that a deep antagonism existed, latently at
least, between his theory and that of Schelling. The unity of Schelling
seemed to be an identity undifferentiated in itself, an identity lying
back of or underneath opposition. Hegel already at this time had
begun to conceive of the unity as not a mere underlying point of
union, or as a common substratum, but as a unity of activity to be
realized in and through diversity and opposition. Schelling’s identity
seemed to be in itself a mere blank and undifferentiated unity out of
which somehow two different yet corresponding worlds arose. This
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absolute identity, then, which to Schelling was the highest principle
of all philosophy, could be to Hegel only a starting point. It was
simply the implicit unity, the reality which had not as yet gone forth
and manifested itself. The true absolute could be found only when
this original identity had differentiated itself and when out of its dif-
ferences it had reached a unity of life and of activity in which the
subject and the object no longer expressed two parallel lines, but were
themselves factors contributing to the higher unity of the spirit.

This original defect of Schelling’s also led, in Hegel’s mind, to an-
other defect. Not perceiving that all difference is the first step in the
unfolding of the great spiritual reality which comprehends all things,
Schelling really had no method by which he could trace the various
phases either of thought or of the world. Schelling thus fell back on
what he called intellectual intuition, a sort of direct perception of the
original identity and of corresponding forms of mind and nature
which grew out of it.

Hegel’s elements of opposition to Schelling soon became overt and
in the preface of his first published philosophical work, the Phenome-
nology of Spirit,'* Hegel breaks once for all with the standpoint and
method of Schelling. Among other things in his preface Hegel says
that the identity of Schelling is simply like the blackness'? of night in
which all cows are black. Again, he says that Schelling’s identity is
like a lion’s den into which all the tracks of thought lead, but out of
which none proceed. Again, he says that the results of Schelling are
obtained as if they were shot out of a pistol. The essence of philoso-
phy, he says, is to comprehend absolute truth, not simply as sub-
stance but as subject. All these various sayings point in one direction.
They are modes of saying that Schelling’s principle is too immediate;
that it lacks the factor of development. Schelling had made the abso-
lute simply an identity in which differences of subject and object,
man and nature, were swallowed up. This is what Hegel means by
substance. By subject, on the other hand, Hegel understands a spiri-
tual principle which maintains itself as unity, not by abolishing dis-
tinctions, but by making them elements in its own self-conscious life.
It is a principle of activity as against one of mere existence. As regards,
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then, the relation of nature and mind Hegel may be said to unite
Fichte and Schelling. Like Fichte, he holds that the world of nature is
not of equal value with the life of spirit; he denies, that is, that mind
and nature are simply two parallel systems of equal value set over
against each other. But at the same time, he agrees with Schelling in
holding that nature is not a mere obstacle to be overcome by spirit.
It is itself the real and true manifestation of spirit. He reconciles the
two, then, by conceiving of spirit as an active unity in which all abso-
lute oppositions are overcome but in which they are maintained as
relative distinctions. Nature, for example, is neither swallowed up in
spirit nor of equal value with it. It is a factor in the process of spirit
itself and spirit maintains itself by means of the eternal maintaining
of nature in existence.

It should never be forgotten amid all the technicalities and details
of Hegel’s statement that he has not abandoned his original problem.
The idea of a universal ego, of spirit as itself found in Hegel’s philoso-
phy, is simply a theoretical formulation of the idea of subjectivity, of
individuality, of freedom, which has played so large a part in the
modern consciousness. How are we to justify the large claims which
are made for the individual both in political and intellectual matters?
Only by seeing that the individual is more than a mere individual,
that he is not a being by himself exclusive of all objective relation-
ships, but that in his true nature he is a focus in which all these
objective relations come to conscious unity. By such a conception of
the individual Hegel overcame the weakness of the Enlightenment
while he retained its strength. Its weakness had been its inability to
reconcile the principle of individual freedom with the substantial re-
ality manifested in the objective world and in society. In the process
of knowledge, for example, in order to save the subjective side of it,
it was necessary either wholly to deny the existence of the objective
world, reducing it to mere clusters of sensations found in the individ-
ual mind itself; or to treat it as a mere unknown cause lying back of
experience, experience itself being wholly individual and subjective in
character. So, on the side of practice, in order to save its principle of
individual freedom from external dogmatic authority and control, it
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was obliged to reduce the moral life to a mere succession of feelings
whose end was happiness in the sense of an aggregate of particular
pleasures. Having no way of reconciling the objective constitution of
the State with this principle of individual freedom, it turned upon the
former and declared that law and government were by their nature
limitations upon freedom and hence, at the most, were to be endured
as necessary evils.

Hegel, by his conception of subjectivity or spirit as the ultimate
reality of the world, was able to reach the standpoint from which he
could give objective value to nature and to the State without thereby
making them external burdens upon man’s own activity or limits of
his freedom. Nature and the State are both forms in which spirit
realizes itself. The individual as he is born into the world of physical
and social relations may at first find these external and hostile to him,
but, as the spiritual principle latent within him develops, it finds that
these two relations are after all akin to itself, and it is only as the
subjective spirit takes for its own and makes a part of itself these
objective relations that it becomes spiritual or free in any real sense.
Hegel, that is, saves the principle by showing that individuality in-
cludes, rather than excludes, concrete relations of Nature and of the
State; but includes them not in any passive way but in and through
its activity. In order to be itself the spirit has to master the realm of
its outward relations, and in mastering them truly masters itself and
thus makes itself free. The whole question of modern life is precisely
how are we to reconcile the principle of the spiritual with the concrete
values of our actual life, without at the same time falling a prey to
external authority or to merely internal sentiments. Hegel solves the
problem by declaring that the individual is himself an expression of
the absolute spirit, that in order to realize this unity with the absolute
spirit in which consists his freedom, he has to work himself out in
the definite forms of science, art, religion and state.

1. Hegel begins his Philosophy of Spirit with the declaration that
it is simply the fulfillment of the historic command to man to “Know
thyself.” For man to know himself belongs to the very nature of spirit.
The command to knowledge of self is not a law imposed on the spirit
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by some foreign power. The God which impels man to self-knowl-
edge is none other than the spirit’s own absolute law. All activity of
spirit is just this self-knowledge, and the nature of all true science is
only that the spirit shall know itself in everything which is in Heaven
and upon earth. Anything that is entirely foreign to the spirit does
not exist. Even the Oriental did not wholly lose himself in the object
of his adoration. The Greeks recognized that which they worshiped
as divine as somehow akin to themselves. But in Christianity man
recognizes the true infinity of his own spirit and therefore for the
first time becomes truly free. The philosophy of spirit is simply the
knowledge of the process by which the spirit works out its true
infinity.

2. Hegel distinguishes his philosophy of spirit in its standpoint
and method from both empirical and rational psychology. Rational
psychology regards the soul as a sort of thing, as a simple substance,
immaterial, an essence behind all phenomena, and as static and rigid.
But spirit is absolute unrest, it is active, it is not merely simple, but a
unity whose very nature is to express itself in definite and specific
forms. It is not a ready-made substance keeping itself to itself behind
the mass of phenomena, but is actual only in and through definite
modes of its necessary self-revelation; only in and through phenom-
ena, that is to say. It is not a thing in some external relation to the
body, but exists in organic unity with it.

While rational psychology sets up a ready-made and abstract soul,
empirical psychology begins with a lot of ready-made faculties, not
attempting to show any necessary connection between these faculties
and the nature of spirit itself. It resolves the soul into an aggregate of
independent powers which stand in mechanical relations to each
other. The philosophy of spirit shows that these so-called faculties of
mind, and also all concrete empirical material, are simply elements
in the development of the active unity of spirit. We understand spirit,
then, not when we begin by supposing a substance which we term
soul or by supposing a lot of separate mental faculties, but only when
we trace the varied process by which spirit realizes itself. Our so-
called faculties will then appear in their proper place as stages in
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its evolution. Thus the whole science becomes living, organic and
systematic.

3. What, then, does Hegel mean by spirit? Nature, he says, is the
presupposition, the basis of spirit, and spirit is the negation of nature.
What are we to understand by this somewhat Delphic sounding state-
ment? Hegel says that if we ask what nature is, it is indeed rational,
the manifestation of thought, but of thought in the form of external-
ity. Everything material is external to the mind; indeed, the material
is external to itself. It exists spread out endlessly in space and time,
and it is the very nature of every atom of it to repel every other
atom. In the animal organism this externality of nature is somewhat
overcome. Each member of the animal body is cause and effect of
every other: each organ is at once means and ends of every other. All
the parts are so penetrated (permeated) by the unity of the whole that
nothing which happens in the whole is external or indifferent to it.
Sensation is just this unity of the organism throughout all its mem-
bers. In sensation any specific sensation made on any particular part
is at once felt by the whole, and as an affection of the whole. At first,
the particular impression is wholly lost in the unity of the organic
sensation, but the sensation produces a craving, a need. It arouses
impulses. Thus the animal is aroused out of its mere unity and set in
opposition to its surroundings. The appetite, however, leads the ani-
mal to attack something in its surroundings to satisfy itself. Thus its
unity is restored.

We have here a sort of symbol or foreshadowing of the process of
spirit. In sensation, in feeling, the soul is at one with the object. But
when self-consciousness rises this unity breaks into two, the object is
set over against the subject, the subject against the object. But this
division makes a contradiction in spirit, whose very nature is to be
an active unity. The subject, therefore, sets to work to subdue the
object to itself. The difference in the process as it takes place in the
mere animal and in man is that in the animal the process is not self-
conscious. The animal never consciously recognizes its own nature
and never makes it objective to itself, and thus it never has a world
of known objects: it never has reason, intelligence in the true sense.
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The animal consciousness, again, does not recognize its own unity, it
does not set up this unity as an end or an ideal to be secured and
maintained. Thus it never has a world of objective aims to realize; it
has no true will. Spirit, then, as distinct from mere feeling organism,
frees itself from nature by making its own being self-conscious. Hav-
ing thus set nature over against itself, it then, as it were, turns around
and proceeds by knowledge, art and conduct, to transform this outer
nature into a factor of its own activity.

This process is what Hegel means by nature being the basis of
spirit and spirit being the negative of Nature. All the activities of
spirit, says Hegel, are only ways by which the external is brought back
to the internal, is made ideal. Only through this process of restora-
tion, through this idealizing or assimilating of the external, does the
spirit come to be. This negative power of spirit, its power to make
abstraction of all particular content and still to be itself, constitutes
the ego, the I. Taken as merely negative, this ego is a bare or abstract
universal. It is the T am I which sets itself up to the exclusion of
things in space and time and of all other persons. But the ego, thus
recognizing its universality, is an active negative, it is not bare empti-
ness. It therefore attacks all the material set over against it. It makes
this material its own and thus stamps upon it its own universality. In
the same way the ego loses its isolated universality and becomes a
definite spiritual being. The spirit does not lose itself in the manifold
material which it deals with, but weaves together many threads into
a unity of its own life. Spirit, so far, however, is still finite. It has an
external world over against it and simply works against it, gradually
overcoming and transmuting it. But in religion and philosophy the
shell of externality is entirely broken through. The spirit of man pene-
trates the spirit of which nature and history are only expressions. It
thus no longer struggles to conquer what is external to itself, but
realizes that this apparent externality is in truth of one spirit with
itself. In the complete union of the subjective spirit, the ego or per-
sonality of man and the objective spirit as manifested in nature and
in society is found the absolute spirit.
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In philosophy which deals with absolute spirit, Hegel says, man is
not dealing with a material external to himself. Just as every great
historic character is at once made by his times but in turn makes his
times, so with philosophic knowledge, it is at once the expression, the
content of reality, and at the source of truth. Just as the historic char-
acter, in other words, simply elevates time to complete consciousness
so that what he does is simply the complete energy of his times come
to a focus and thereby transforming itself, so with philosophic energy.
It is not the process by which the individual mind knows a reality
over against itself, it is the process by which this reality comes to a
consciousness of its own basis, meaning and bearings.

The spirit’s relation to nature, however, is not to be understood as
if nature were the first thing, as if that were the original power. Na-
ture is rather dependent upon spirit, and spirit is the absolute begin-
ning. The appearance with which we begin, namely, that spirit is
dependent upon something external, as upon nature, is destroyed by
spirit itself, as it works itself out. Spirit has the supreme ingratitude
to reduce that upon which it seems to be dependent to a dependent
element of itself. It makes it something which is formed and fixed by
its own activity. In this way the spirit makes itself perfectly indepen-
dent; that is to say, the transition from nature to spirit is not a transi-
tion to something else, it is only that of the spirit which has been, as
it were, lost in nature.

Two other essential characteristics of the spirit are its freedom and
its self-revealing power. The very essence of spirit is freedom; that is
what we mean when we say that spirit is the ideality, the negativity of
Nature. Spirit can set itself over against everything that is outside of
it and in this opposition to everything else, it can still retain and
assert its own being. It can even bear the negation of its own individ-
ual character; that is to say, it can bear an infinite self-negation or
pain. So, too, evil is nothing which comes upon the spirit from with-
out, it is only the spirit itself placing itself upon the very summit of
its independence. While natural things cannot endure resistance or
contradiction, since they pass away when they are negated, spirit can

44

45

46



47

48

49

118 JOHN DEWEY

sustain itself even under infinite self-denial. This power of the spirit
over all particular and special relations, its power to get along with
them, its power to endure when they are taken away or even when
they oppose it, is its universality, its freedom. This, however, is only
an abstract freedom, it is the freedom of the spirit “by itself,” that is
potentially unrealized. Spirit attains to positive freedom, not when it
withdraws from all positive relations and still maintains its identity,
but only when it impresses its own identity upon all the material
which seems to resist it. Freedom, that is to say, does not remain a
mere power of spirit, but the spirit gains freedom as it gains actual
power, and it gains this actual power just in the degree in which it
transmutes all things into tools of its own action.

The very nature of the spirit is to manifest, to reveal itself. This
does not mean that spirit reveals something, that it makes something
known. We are accustomed to think of revelation as an empty form
which may reveal this thing or that thing or the other as it happens.
In the ordinary conception there is no intrinsic relation between the
process of relation and its content, that which is revealed. But the
spirit reveals precisely itself; the revelation and the revealed are the
same thing. In other words, the outward form which the spirit gives
itself is the absolute, transparent expression of its own inner nature.
Taken simply on its inner side, as the revealer without the revelation,
spirit would be only a potentiality. It exists only as it manifests itself,
only as this potentiality becomes actual.

Spirit is, then, the absolute, and the absolute the spirit. This means
just this,—that spirit is the one complete and independent activity,
not independent in the sense that it gets along without things, but
independent in the sense that it succeeds in reducing all things to
factors, to instruments of its own action, indeed, in the sense that in
final analysis, these very things which the spirit uses in order to realize
itself are only its own objective manifestation.

Self-revelation has three distinct forms. In the first place, thought
externalizes itself in nature. Secondly, thought returns to itself
through and by means of this externality. It becomes self-conscious,
and, in the finite spirit, idealizes nature and reduces it to a oneness



HEGEL’S PHILOSOPHY OF SPIRIT 119

with itself. But nature is still a limit to spirit. It is something other
than spirit which spirit has to master in order to really be. So the
third and highest revelation of spirit is that in which the dualism of
an independent nature, on one side, and of spirit on the other, which
is transforming nature into itself, has vanished. The absolute spirit is
that which reveals itself both in nature and in the finite spirit. Nature
is no longer a limit which has to be overcome by spirit, but simply a
stage in the process by which self-consciousness elevates itself to its
own complete and objective being.

The whole philosophy of spirit is divided into three parts. First,
the Subjective; second, the Objective; and third, the Absolute Spirit,
the subjective and the objective being included under the head of
finite. The subjective spirit is spirit in its process of coming to self-
consciousness, spirit as it is withdrawing out of its slavery to nature
and becoming aware of its own universal character. It is called subjec-
tive for the very reason that it implies this withdrawal from nature. It
is free by itself only; it is not free objectively or outwardly. It is what
we ordinarily mean by the I, when we emphasize the conscious indi-
vidual, I, as aware of itself as against all objects and as against all
other persons. But the spirit is not content with this inner freedom
and universality. It must seek, as we have already said, objectively to
realize its freedom. Thus it brings forth, as it were, a new world; it
utilizes the material of nature by forming out of it ends and ideals
and then proceeding to realize these ends. It does not simply draw
itself up in proud self-consciousness, and say that I am I, higher than
every thing material, but it tries to put this I out into the world to
make the world conformable'® to its own spirit nature, to make the
things simply tools of its own power. This, of course, is illustrated in
the process of industry and applied science. It reaches its summit in
the State, where the inner freedom of man becomes outward in a
whole organized system of laws and institutions. The world of history
is at once a world produced by man and a world objective to man. It
is, that is to say, man himself as he gets objective expression, as he
gets out of his mere self-consciousness and realizes the actual ends
and relations, at first only implicit in himself. The absolute spirit is
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the spirit which does not have to overcome an external material, but
which is thoroughly conscious of itself in and through all material. In
every thing which seems most foreign to it, it still finds its own pres-
ence and its own activity. This absolute spirit is manifested in art,
religion and philosophy.

Beginning now with the subjective spirit, that is, subdivided into
three heads: Anthropology, Phenomenology and Psychology. In an-
thropology, the spirit is treated as it still stands in closest contact with
nature, climate, soil, physical surroundings, conditions of sex and of
all the circumstances and vicissitudes of physical life. The spirit in
this direct contact with nature, hardly as yet rising out of nature,
Hegel calls the soul, the natural spirit, but in this science of anthro-
pology itself the soul gradually rises above nature. It does not indeed
escape from the body, but subordinates the body into an outward
sign and into a tool, into a representation of the self. The phenome-
nology considers the soul in its process of rising to practical self-
consciousness. It begins with man’s consciousness as such, with the
ego, the I in its abstractness, in its empty freedom. It is the spirit as
standing in relation to nature and in negative relation to it, but not
having as yet realized what it means to be I, to be conscious. All
concrete content seems external to the I. The activity of the I consists
in this, then, to fill up the void of its abstract selfness, to take the
objective over into itself and to make the merely subjective, objective.
The result of this process is that man comes to self-consciousness, to
what we may term reason. Psychology takes the soul at this point.
Spirit and reason stand to each other in the same relation as body
and weight, as will and freedom. Reason forms the substantial nature
of spirit. Thus reason grasping itself on the subjective side is intelli-
gence; on the objective side, it is practical reason or will.

Intelligence, at first without any content, destroys its own inade-
quate form when it takes the material which stands over against it,
the material which exists as'* bare brute particular facts and by
measuring them according to the absolute standard of reason gives
them a certain rationality. This translates them into a universal form
more like itself. In this process of intelligence, reason comes to the
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consciousness of its own powers of generalization, and in this way it
becomes will. Will is intelligence dealing, not with external particu-
lars, but with internal particulars; with appetites, inclinations, etc.
Just as intelligence, as theoretical reason translates the objective par-
ticulars into'* the universal form, so the will, as pure reason, gives the
subjective particulars a universal form. It changes them into univer-
sals'® It takes the mere inclination out of its mere isolation and orga-
nizes it into unity with all the aims and ends of life.

We begin, then, with Anthropology whose object is the soul. We
must bear in mind here that by the soul Hegel does not mean any
particular soul, nor individual consciousness. He does not mean, in-
deed, that there is any soul in general apart from individual souls,
but simply that we have not yet arrived at the point where we can
deal with souls individualized as the ego. What he means, then, by
soul, is the whole process of nature itself, so far as that has become
internal to itself, so far as that has been transformed into a feeling of
itself. We may, perhaps, understand what Hegel means if we take the
process of evolution to the exclusion of all particular forms which are
evolved. We cannot think of this or that particular individual, but we
can think of the process of evolution itself out of which every species
of individual comes, and back into which it goes.

Suppose we take this process of evolution simply with reference to
the development of human beings. From one point of view, we can
regard all these different human beings simply as so many accidents
or qualities into which the one substantial process of life has differen-
tiated itself during its evolution. The individual is thus regarded as so
many waves which the sea causes to rise out of its own substance,
and which it finally causes to fall into its own substance. That is to
say, we may take the common substratum of consciousness itself
which underlies all particularized consciousness and will. We speak
in this way of the soul of man, meaning by it neither the soul of any
particular man nor aggregate of men, but a sort of substratum which
lies behind all the special individual persons. Now if we take the soul
of man in its generic sense and think of it especially in its connections
with the world of nature, we have something like what Hegel means
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by the soul as the object of anthropology. Anthropology has for its
subject matter, then, this single developing soul of man, considered
not with reference to its spiritual achievements but simply with refer-
ence to its own contact with nature.

Hegel thus says that the standpoint of the soul, if we do not get
beyond it, lies at the basis of philosophical pantheism. All the Orien-
tal religions and philosophies are essentially pantheistic. They con-
ceive of the reality of things as a sort of vast single soul which gives
birth to, and in turn destroys all particular objects and all persons.
The soul is neither matter nor self-conscious spirit; it is a sort of
direct unity in which the material and the spiritual are one.

In strong opposition to this ancient view is the modern one which
sets the soul over against nature. It makes a thing out of matter and
another thing out of the soul and then asks how it is possible that
these two fixed and separate things should have any relation to each
other. The question put is, by its very nature, insoluble, and thus we
have from the persons who put this problem long dissertations upon
the incomprehensibility, upon the mysteriousness of the relations of
the soul to matter. The true solution is found when the problem is
stated in its true terms. Matter is not one thing and soul another; it
is the very nature of matter to come to itself out of its externality,
and thus to feel itself, to become internal and ideal. Matter, in other
words, is so far from being the fixed, rigid opposition of soul that it
must necessarily in its development manifest itself as soul. The soul,
in other words, is the truth of matter; it is the real meaning of matter.
We may see that this is so, if we take the standpoint of materialism.
Once admit that matter is the sole existence, that all feeling and all
thought are the outcome of matter; what is this but saying that matter
in the highest forms of its activity and organization manifests itself as
feeling and as thought.

Take, for example, Tyndall’s statement that we may see in matter
the promise and the potency of all conscious life. At first sight, this
seems to reduce consciousness to the plane of matter. This is so if we
look at it from the beginning, from the first end, but if we look at
it from the side of the process by which it is best revealed in its
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outcome, it is simply to say that matter is spirit in its potentiality,
that we have spirit all the time. Only undeveloped spirit is what we
call matter; it is spirit external to itself. In other words, it makes no
practical difference in the outcome whether we take the standpoint
of materialism or idealism providing only we will be consistent with
ourselves and look at every thing from the standpoint of this one
principle. As Hegel says, in ordinary materialism it is entirely over-
looked that the cause goes into its effect. In other words, we get the
satisfactory meaning and value of the cause only when we know the
effect. We know what the means are only when we see the end which
they bring about. To say thus that matter is the cause of soul is to say
simply that it is the very nature of matter to become soul, that the
soul is the real meaning, the real truth of matter, and this is precisely
what is meant by idealism. It is only when we assume an original
idealism, a hard and fixed separation of mind and matter, that we
cannot'” avoid dualism, and this dualism practically refutes itself by
confessing that the outcome of its own premises is something truly
mysterious.

We begin, then, in anthropology, with the soul, with nature still
clinging to it, still determining it. The soul has not risen to that point
of consciousness of self where it can say that I am . It simply exists,
and in its existence it takes up into itself all the necessities of nature.
This soul, Hegel says, is sleeping spirit. He begins by considering the
soul as it is affected by climate, by the influences of night and day
and of the seasons. Astrology illustrates the same point. It is not, of
course, true that the stars affect man’s life, but the fact that people
once thought they did is at least a sign of a period in which the soul
of man and natural influences were thought to be in the most direct
connection with each other. Hegel in this portion of his treatise
makes the fullest allowance for the determining influence which the
physical surroundings can have upon the human soul. He only differs
from Buckle and Draper, who have attempted to trace back all his-
toric events to the influences of this environment in this respect.
Buckle and Draper make these surroundings the cause of the con-
scious states and events. Hegel treats them rather as factors in the
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conscious state. They simply translate themselves into consciousness,
giving it its basis, its substratum. More than this, Hegel holds that out
of this substratum the principle of subjectivity, of the ego, finally
develops, and that this can use its own substratum, its natural sides,
as a tool for its own ends. The soul, as affected by all these phases of
nature, is to Hegel simply the material which in time grows into the
higher and freer life.

After treating of these physical concerns, Hegel goes on to treat the
soul as differentiated into what we may call the different race souls.
He discusses the various racial peculiarities at some extent and at-
tempts to show that they mark certain phases of the relation of the
soul to nature. The racial soul then differentiates itself still further;
there are nationalities, there are what we may term the local or provi-
sional spirits. Nature determines the external way of living, the occu-
pation of the race, and this in turn shapes the inner tendency and
capacity of the peoples’ character. Thus we have a fishing people,
whose occupation is fixed originally by surroundings, but in turn this
occupation gives rise to the peculiar emotional and mental traits of
the people. We have here what is generally called a spirit of national-
ity, that spirit which runs through all different individuals of the same
nationality and gives them a certain indescribable unity of feeling and
attitude.

Hegel illustrates this development in all great historic nationalities.
We may take as an example of his mode of treatment what he says
about the French, English and German. The French, he says, show
both fixity of thought and mobility of wit or emotion. They are a
people who delight in general views, in abstract principles; who carry
out their general principles in detail regardless of particular conse-
quences. This same fixity and firmness of their understanding gives
them a great taste for clearness and definiteness, both of thought and
expression. They dislike mystery. But this very attitude of mind is
necessarily very one-sided. The logical understanding is abstract,
picking out now this side of the thing, now that, and so the French,
in feeling out their ideas, fail to get the whole out of life. An illustra-
tion is the time of the Revolution and immediately afterward, when
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all factors of political thought were carried out, not in their union,
but separately, one after the other.

The English are a people of the particular rather than the general.
They do not care much for the rational in the form of generalities.
Their poets, therefore, stand higher than their philosophers. They do
not'® put much stress upon generality, but on'® the independence of
persons. The individual is to be a center in himself. On account of
this disregard of general principles, law and rights in England are
not derived from general principles but are established by precedent,
historic accident. They take the form rather of established detail than
of recognized principle. With this love of detail comes the English-
man’s practical activity, his commercial spirit.

The Germans are deep, but often unclear in their theories. They
want to get at the innermost nature and connection of things. Their
spirit is turned within more than that of any European nation. They
cannot act until they have thought the principles of their action. The
result of these two traits is often a formalism on the part of thought
and a failure to act properly. Since they will not act without reasons,
the occasion for acting often goes by while they are hunting for a
reason. When they have been pressed in their political life, they have
often contented themselves with drawing formal statements and pro-
tests rather than to act. Although their political spirit is not very vital,
they have always had an extraordinary sense of honor, of position,
and have been rather of the opinion that the office and the title made
the man.

When still further particularized, this natural soul occasions what
we call temperament, original capacity, tastes and natural disposition.
Each of these points Hegel discusses at some length. So far we have
been considering the soul on its static side, in the various outward
forms in which it manifests itself. If we take it on its active side, we
get another series of distinctions. For example, there are the various
stages of life from infancy to old age; there are the sexual relations;
the opposition of waking and sleeping in life, etc.

This stage of the development of the soul comes about as follows:
So far Hegel has traced the relations by which the natural soul, in
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itself universal, is particularized or given more definite form in the
race, national and local spirit, and then still further in the genius and
disposition of the individual soul. These characteristics are consid-
ered as fastened upon the soul from without; they are fixed distinc-
tions. But now the soul has gained a certain individuality. Its qualities
are not so much thrust upon it from without as changes which it
undergoes in itself. The process of the law of these changes is as
follows:—The particular soul is, as it were, an accident, a mere partic-
ular manifestation of the universal soul which is the substance. But
now this accident, this attribute, has to work out its relations. The
individual soul, in other words, with its peculiar characteristics of
occupation, surroundings, nationality and race, has to elevate itself
to the plane of the world’s soul. It has to get out of its mere particular
existence and realize within itself the generic soul of which it is one
differentiation. The individual soul seems to be set over against his
kind, his genus,? and the latter seems to possess all the real power
and substance. Of course the full attainment of the individual to his
substantial or generic being can be found only in self-conscious life.
Here, where the soul has not yet become conscious of itself as distinct
from nature, we can only trace the series of changes which the soul
goes through on account of the presence of the generic soul in it.

First we have the changes which constitute the life growth of the
soul. In infancy the soul is merely subjective and over against it there
is merely objective world. The soul is potential for it is undeveloped.
The world is only potential, it is not a world to the child, but only
stuff, material, for a world. The development is the process by which
the soul gets out of its merely subjective condition. The man recog-
nizes the objective necessity and rationality of the world and at the
same time makes himself amount to something in it. He gets a defi-
nite place and function in the objective world. The relation of sex is
another form in which the individual comes to consciousness of a
generic or universal nature, largely indeed within his particular exis-
tence, and yet constituting his true nature.

As the soul gets more reality it gets to an active condition, that of
being awake. In sleep the soul is at one with its surroundings. The
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awakened soul is interested, it sets itself against its surroundings, not
however, absolutely, but in such a way that it directs itself to these
surroundings, it attends to them. It is in a constant condition of
stretching out. The realization of the individual soul, of the generic
soul, of the universal ideality of nature, is brought about mainly in
sensation. In sensation the universal character of the soul manifests
itself. The soul manifests itself against every outward impression, and
translates these outward impressions into their own inner condition.
Sensation, in other words, is the universal in the particular. This is at
once its strength and the weakness of feeling. Every feeling is a partic-
ular condition of the soul and yet the whole soul is in that particular
condition. The soul does not regard the feeling as something external
and indefinite to itself, but it identifies this whole being absolutely
with the feeling. On this account everything in the higher conscious
life must grow out of sensation, out of feeling; science, art, religion,
all are in feeling. This is because this feeling is the first expression of
the soul’s own nature, it is the identification of itself with the content,
and to say that art, science, etc., grow out of feeling is simply to say
that they have come, not from any external source, but from the soul
itself. When, however, it is said that sensation is the origin of these
higher powers, it only means that sensation is undeveloped science,
or art, for by the word origin we mean nothing but the first, most
direct way, and therefore most rudimentary way in which a thing
manifests itself.

The soul, then, feels itself in all its sensations and hence the abso-
lute certainty of sensation. A person cannot doubt pain or light or
sound. They are the one absolutely immediate certain thing: they are
certain because the soul is absolutely one with them. They are not set
over against the being of the soul at all, and hence there is no chance
for doubt or questioning to come in. For the soul to doubt what it
felt would be for it to doubt itself, its feelings. But the weakness of
sensation, its particular transitory and shifting character, has its
ground here also. Certain as is the sensation, it is only the fact of its
occurrence that is certain. What is felt, the content of sensation, is
absolutely uncertain. Just because the soul is immediately and directly
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at one with its own sensation, because it has not defined itself, the
sensation is vague and changing. The soul that argues from its feelings
to truth always confounds the form and the substance. Really we only
know that we have felt something, but we make a mantle of this
general certainty to spread itself over any doctrine or idea which has
come in contact with it, however sporadic and accidental this contact
may be.

People are directly certain only of what they have not defined;
they confuse their self-certainty with the certainty of the particular
doctrine in question, simply for the reason that they have not defined
their feeling, they have not set it over against themselves. Thus is it
that people who argue about politics and religion get angry so easily.
They are certain there is some truth in what they say because there is
something there by which they have absolutely identified themselves.
But the certainty which comes from this feeling of themselves they
identify with the certainty of the subject matter, and thus when the
subject matter is attacked they feel as if they themselves were attacked
in the most sacred and most certain parts of their being. In other
words, there is a contradiction in the very nature of sensation. The
sensation is the universal directly present in the particular, that is, it
is the whole soul directly present in some particular condition of
itself. It is, Hegel says, as a universal water could still exist as universal
in some colored water. Just because the universal is present in this
undefined, unrelated way the sensation must change. The particular
is not adequate to express the universal and therefore that the univer-
sal may be wholly expressed it gives way to another feeling, etc. Not
till the soul has definitely worked out in specific form its own univer-
sal nature can its particular expression be other than a changing acci-
dental state.

Since the soul is directly one with its particular condition there is
in sensation no opposition of subjective and objective. This distinc-
tion does not exist consciously or for the soul, but only in the content
of the sensations themselves. The sensations themselves, therefore,
become divided into two classes, an outer and an inner. The outer
sensations are the direct translation of nature into the soul’s own
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inner life; they are such experiences as light, sound, heat, etc. But we
have also the life of the soul itself, the soul in its own true inner
nature. And since the soul is still a unity with nature, it can feel its
own qualities only so far as these find bodily expression. Just as a
man can make others feel his feelings only as he expresses them by
some bodily gesture or outward sign, so a man cannot feel his own
feelings except as they come in this round-about way through his
body. For anything to be felt it must at once be distinguished from
the soul, that is, be particularized, and yet identified with the soul,
and this distinction and identification takes place through bodily sen-
sation. That is to say, sadness or joy, scorn, hatred, courage, etc., are
not felt directly and of themselves; they are felt only through the
outward bodily expression. Take away this bodily expression and
there is nothing left to characterize the feeling; we have only the
blank, undisturbed identity of the soul itself.

Hegel discusses, then, an expression of emotions on this basis, at-
tempting to show how any particular concrete expression of the vari-
ous emotions symbolizes to the soul its own feelings. Humor, for
example, is the consciousness of the nothingness of some object pres-
ent to the consciousness. It is the consciousness of something which
amounts to nothing, something which immediately destroys itself;
this trivial thing, this self-destructive thing, not being in any way
identified with ourselves. In the experience, then, the comic or the
humorous, the subjectivity of the spectator comes to a complete and
untroubled enjoyment of itself. This humor is indeed the conscious-
ness of a soul as itself superior to the outward destruction as capable
of experiencing it and yet being unaffected by it. Now, with this inner
humor the physiological expression is in direct agreement, for in
laughing this untroubled subjective enjoyment, the pure self, is like a
light which spreads over the whole countenance. The self, having
nothing opposed to it, radiates as it were through the entire body.
The explosive act of laughter is simply the symbolic expression of the
spiritual act by which the soul repels the laughed-at-thing from itself
saying, as it were, it is no affair of mine. Speech is the highest form
of the expression of the feelings. Speech is the outward token through
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which the feeling expresses itself. Only in speech, therefore, does the
soul truly feel its own feelings. But when it does thus completely
realize them, the feelings are so defined that they cease to be feelings,
and thus we are taken beyond the scope of anthropology.

All particular sensations, as we have said, are transitory because
they are not adequate expressions of the universal nature of the soul,
although they pretend to be. The true being of the sensation is indeed
its passing away. It thus recognizes its failure to be what it claims to
be. Over and above, then, all particular sensations we have the soul
itself which reduces, one after another, its own feelings to past condi-
tions of itself. These feelings, indeed, do not pass away, they remain
simply as modifications of the way in which the soul itself feels. If it
were possible for the soul consciously to remember one of these past
experiences it would not be the natural soul any more, but would
have attained to the conscious soul, the soul which can make its own
conditions objective to itself. The past experiences, however, remain
simply ideal, latent within the soul itself. Every soul is in this condi-
tion so far as it cannot make objective to itself its own experiences or,
as we ordinarily express it, so far as it cannot remember its own past.

Feeling, by which Hegel means sensation, appetites, impulses and
passions, so far as it loses its independence and becomes reduced to
a capacity of the soul itself,—is habit. The soul in this way comes to
possess its experiences instead of being absorbed in them. It has them
in itself, without being obliged to feel them, and it thus moves freely
in them. It is free from them so far as it is not interested in them, as
it is not constantly taken up with them, and thus is not only left open
to other occupations but also has an additional power to bring to
bear on this other occupation. Habit, then, is the freedom which the
soul obtains over its particular experiences by reducing them into
powers of its own. It is the mechanism of feeling by which the partic-
ular feelings are reduced to organs of the soul itself.

There are three stages in the development of habit: first, being
accustomed to sensations and thus reducing them to indifferent
things. Thus?' the soul becomes to heat and cold, to weariness, etc.,—
independent. The soul, in other words, is no longer carried away by
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every experience. In the second place, the soul becomes indifferent to
the satisfaction of its appetites. Through habit the soul is freed from
the necessity of immediate and direct satisfaction. In the third place,
habit takes the form of skill, active habit, and from the soul makes
itself felt through the body and subjects the latter to its own use.
Habit is thus the process by which the soul comes to possess itself, to
know its experiences instead of being lost in them. That unity of the
body and the soul which merely existed in feeling is transformed in
habit into a made unity, a unity which is the outcome of the soul’s
own activity. It thus forms also the transition between the soul and
the whole outer world. It is getting the mastery of the body through
habit that the soul gets the power to master the whole world. In other
words, mere feeling represents the flooding of the soul by nature;
feeling changed into a capacity reverses the movement and enables
the soul to project itself into nature. Through this process the soul
appropriates the body to itself and the body becomes at once the
outward token and the tool of the soul. Speech is the highest evidence
of this fact.

The soul which has freed itself from dependence upon particular
states, and which has reduced its particular experience to the means
of expressing itself, is no longer the mere soul. The universal is no
longer one with the particular, but has got a certain preponderance
over the particular by getting outside of it. So we have here the transi-
tion from soul to consciousness. By consciousness Hegel means that
stage of development of spirit in which the self regards the totality of
what was formerly its own states as an object or world external to
itself. But at the same time it is its own world, a world of which it is
as certain as it is of itself. The feelings which were formerly one with
the soul are now an object to the soul. The ego, says Hegel, is the
lightning which strikes through the natural soul and devours its
merely natural aspects.

That part of his philosophy which treats of consciousness as dis-
tinct from the soul Hegel calls phenomenology. By consciousness he
means the ordinary attitude of the mind toward objects,—when the
mind seems to be one thing and the object another thing and yet the
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sole use of consciousness is to be conscious of objects and the object
is always an object of consciousness. It is at this point of conscious-
ness, then, that the great difficulty of modern philosophy arises. How
does it come about that the world seems independent of conscious-
ness and external to it while at the same time it can be known only
in relation to consciousness, only as its object? The characteristic
point in Hegel’s treatment of the problem is that he does not isolate
this question of the relation of subject and object and consider it by
itself: he shows us where it comes from and where it goes to, that is
to say, he shows us how, in the development of spirit starting with
the soul, that which was first a simple content of the soul becomes
transformed into an object, and hence apparently is thrown outside
of it. He shows us also that the distinction is not a fixed separation
but is one stage in the process of spirit by which it ultimately affects
its own particular unity or activity.

In the beginning of our study of consciousness we seem to have
simply the bare fact of a relation between subject and object. Since
we do not know what the relation is, the relation seems to be arbitrary
and external. The ego on the one side seems to be purely subjective
and the object, on the other, purely objective, that is, external to
consciousness. The contradiction is that consciousness is just as cer-
tain of the object as it is of itself. The object, in other words, is both
in and without consciousness; it is in consciousness simply as known
object; it is out of consciousness because the rationality of its content
not being understood, it is not seen to be one with consciousness
itself. The dialectic here, then, is the process by which the self finds
out that the object is identical with spirit and that the apparent inde-
pendence of the subject is due simply to the self-division of spirit. In
this process certainty is elevated to truth. There is no certainty from
the start because the ego has the absolute certainty of itself, but only
when it finds out its own nature and becomes rationally aware of the
identity of objects with itself is this certainty transformed into truth.
A child is absolutely certain of every object which it sees but only
science can see the object in its truth; see it, that is, in the relations
which make it what it is. Certainty is the direct conviction of the fact;
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truth is knowledge of the fact in its reason and ground, the knowledge
not only that it is so but why it is so. In the history of philosophy,
the Scotch philosophy of natural realism illustrates the standpoint of
certainty. This conviction simply consists in asserting that we are di-
rectly conscious of objects and that nothing can rob us of our convic-
tion that we know objects just as truly as we know ourselves. Kant
attempted to transform this certainty into truth, that is, he attempted
to show how and why it was that self could have an objective con-
sciousness. Consciousness which has realized its positive relations
with the object known is reason.

The first step in the advance toward reason is sense perception.
Here the object has no more value for thought than simply to be the
object of thought. This minimum of relation to consciousness cannot
be got rid of, but since it is a mere empty relation no essential connec-
tions between the object and reason are known. The mind has before
it an indefinite multitude of separate and independent objects. But as
consciousness makes each of these things an object to itself, it finds
out that each object has certain relations to others, it finds out that
every quality of an object implies relation of other objects. And if you
take away this relation, the quality itself vanishes. The quality of color
implies a relation to waves of ether, on one side, and to a nervous
organism, on the other. Change one of these related objects and the
quality changes. Finally the object seems to dissolve into this network
of relations. Thus the relations seem to have a certain universality
and permanence; given the same conditions and you have the same
relations. Thus the universal relation, the law, is seen to be the essen-
tial thing about an object. We no longer have a multitude of wholly
separate things but a unity which comprehends differences within
itself just as the law of the movements of the planets comprehends all
the differences in the positions and rates of movement of the planets.
Thus the rationality of nature is discovered, and our understanding
ceases to be a mere capacity and is objectively realized. In the con-
sciousness of law, that is, there is the consciousness of a unity which
controls both the object and our consciousness of the object. Con-
sciousness thus becomes self-consciousness.
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The consciousness of law is the consciousness of a unity manifest-
ing itself in and through differences, so that these differences are not
separate things but the differentiations of a common principle. In the
discovery of such a unity, consciousness finds itself and thus becomes
self-conscious; or in becoming conscious of a universal, not simply
an abstract universal or bare identity, but a concrete universal or
ideality manifested in differences, the self is elevated to universality.
At first consciousness seems separate from the object; there is simply
a relation between the two. The object has one character and our
ideas existing simply in consciousness may have any character. But in
the discovery of this unity which underlies and controls differences,
consciousness discovers that it is not arbitrary and accidental, that it
cannot have any idea that it pleases; but that if it is to have real ideas,
true ideas, it must regulate them according to unity, according to the
necessary relations which constitute the object.

It is discovered, in other words, that consciousness has an objective
content. But now this discovery of the necessary or the universal con-
tent of consciousness, this discovery of the unity of differences to
which consciousness may conform, if it is really to be consciousness,
makes self-consciousness. On the other side, it is discovered that ob-
jects are not a mere aggregate of particular things; that such objects
are only appearances and that their reality lies in law, or in the unity
of differences. Thus it is discovered, on the one hand, that conscious-
ness is objective, that it can be consciousness only as controlled
through certain objective and universal laws and relations, while on
the other side, it is discovered that the consciousness involves a con-
sciousness of the unity underlying them all, that is, self-conscious-
ness. In the discovery, therefore, of the unity which controls and
constitutes all different things, consciousness comes to itself; it be-
comes truly an I, or ego.

By the student of Kant this process of the elevation of conscious-
ness to self-consciousness may be compared to Kant’s deduction of
the categories. In Kant there was the same attempt to show that the
consciousness of self is dependent upon or mediated through con-
sciousness of objects; that we cannot form an analytic judgment “I
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am I,” excepting through the synthetic judgment that the I has for its
content a manifold of objects combined according to the necessary
principles of union. On the other hand, Kant attempted to show that
a consciousness of objects was possible only through synthetic neces-
sary principles which combined the manifold of sense into a unity,
and that the self was required in order to exercise this function of
synthetic unity.

There is, however, a difference here between Kant and Hegel.
Kant conceived of the self as a sort of uniting principle which some-
how stood outside of the manifold and simply reduced it to con-
nected form. He never was able, therefore, to reconcile self-
consciousness with the consciousness of objects. Each was necessary
to the other, yet?? each always remained separate from the? other
and even opposed to it. Self-consciousness was in itself formal and
a mere point of unity having no content of its own. The objects
could never be reduced to any final or unconditioned unity. But
according to Hegel, the self is not a formal uniting activity, it is
rather the organized unity of the objects themselves. It is not some-
thing required to give unity to an experience otherwise chaotic, but
it is the real unity of the experience itself. The soul comes to self-
consciousness when in its development, it realizes this unity which
is forever involved in the constitution of the objective world. There
is no real difference, then, between self and objective consciousness.
Objective becomes self-consciousness the moment we realize the
unity which controls it.

At first, however, we seem to have self-consciousness and the con-
sciousness of objects; that is to say, we become conscious of the prin-
ciple of unity long before we are able to carry out this unity into its
details. We know that there is a unity and a universal in the object
before we can tell what it is. Just so far as it occurs, the unity falls
outside the multiplicity of objects and yet we know that this unity is
only the unity of the objects themselves. There is, therefore, a contra-
diction; in principle the self and objects are one, as a matter of real-
ized fact they are not. But they ought to be one. The self, in being
conscious of the unity or universal, practically knows that all objects
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belong to itself, and yet so far as it has not concretely worked out
their unity, so far they do not belong to itself.

Desire is the expression of this contradiction. Were man and the
object wholly one, he would not desire it, and would always enjoy the
full satisfaction, but on the other hand, were man and the object
wholly separate he would never desire it. It would never occur to him
that the object stood in any relation to him so that it could afford
him any satisfaction, but because of the unity which exists in princi-
ple, although not realized in fact, man desires. The desire is thus the
first step in the more concrete realization of the unity. In the satisfac-
tion of the desire the independence of the object is negated; the object
is made simply one element of the activity of the self, the object is
translated into the subject. On the other hand, the self, in satisfying
its desires, becomes active and thus ceases to be a mere capacity.
Instead of being a mere I in general, it realizes itself by making the
objects contribute to itself; thus the subjective becomes objective.
There is a defect, however, in the satisfaction of desires through ob-
jects; desires are satisfied only through the destruction of the object.
The very process of satisfying the desire annihilates the object which
satisfies it, and thus there is the recurrence of another desire, and so
indefinitely. Man can really satisfy himself only in an object which
endures, in an object which is as permanent and universal as himself;
hence the very attempt to realize himself, through annihilation of
particular objects, that is to say, through the satisfaction of particular
desires, involves a contradiction. But by the process of satisfying de-
sires, man loses his mere subjectivity and becomes a definitely con-
scious self. He comes to recognition of self as an object, or he
becomes conscious of an object which is not merely a thing but which
is universal. Man therefore struggles to get recognition of himself. He
finds himself one in the world of individuals each of whom is striving
to obtain this recognition in order that he may realize his selthood;
in order, that is, that his self may not be simply something set over
against objects, but that it may itself be truly objective.

In the first place, each individual attempts this other struggle by
giving battle to every other self, each one attempts to reduce the other
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to a thing or to a means for his own satisfaction. As a simple natural
being, that is, as a particular self, consciousness limited to a particu-
lar time and place, self-consciousness contradicts itself. This merely
natural being must therefore be destroyed, and through battle of
each with others it is destroyed. Man, in becoming conscious that
others are not things but persons, becomes conscious that he himself
is a person. Only through this mutual struggle and resistance, then,
is the consciousness of freedom evolved. At first, however, the strug-
gle gives rise only to the condition of master and slave. This is not a
recognition of the universality of the self or of the ego, but it is a
necessary stadium in such recognition. The master learns that he
must not destroy others but that he must care for them in order to
be cared for himself. He recognizes, that is, that his free existence is
dependent upon the existence of others and is not in hostility to
other existences. The slave learns also to subordinate his own partic-
ular desires and ends to the wants of others; he learns to socialize to
some extent his activity and thus becomes truly universal. But since
we have here simply the dependence of one individual upon another
individual, we have indeed a step beyond mere isolated individual-
ity, but in the full recognition of the principle of selthood. This can
come about when the self exists not simply through other particular
selves, but through the principle of selfhood involved in it all. The
state of slavery or of serfdom expresses, that is to say, only a particu-
lar union of wills and a union which, therefore, is more or less exter-
nal. The complete union of will or the true universality of self-
consciousness can be brought about only when all are recognized as
free. Slavish obedience forms thus the beginning of freedom, but
since that which is obeyed is not the truly universal or rational self-
consciousness in some other particular form, it is only a beginning
of freedom.

Full freedom is developed when the particular selves recognize that
there is a true unity of will to which all equally owe obedience. This
constitutes the transition to the universal self-consciousness which is
the substance of every social organization. It is the spirit of the family,
of the fatherland, of the state, the basis of all virtue, of love, friendship,
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honor and fame. In this universal self-consciousness the particular self-
consciousness learns that it can only be in and through its unity with
others. It learns, in other words, that the true objective self is neither
itself nor some other particular self, but is a unity which expresses itself
in all these particular selves. Now then it is seen that self-consciousness
is truly objective instead of being simply one object among or by the
side of other objects. This unity of the self and objects, or the discovery
that self is the true universal, and that there is no true objectivity excep-
ting in and through unity of particular selves, constitutes reason. Rea-
son, in other words, is a concrete unity of consciousness.

Hegel calls the third part of the doctrine of subjective spirit, that
part which deals with reason, psychology. Reason is the spirit which
divides itself, on the one side, into the universal self, and on the
other into the object identical with it. This object is just as rational
as reason is and reason is no longer an empty capacity but has a
content which is itself objective. The process of reason is simply
carrying out in detail the identity of itself with the object already
known to exist in principle. This process has two sides; on one hand
it is intelligence. Here the identifying movement comes from the
object inwards toward the subject. It consists, in other words, in
realizing a rationality of the object. When the unifying movement
begins on the side of the subject and goes toward the object, we
have will. Will is the objectifying of reason. The content, then, of
both intelligence and will is the organic unity of subject and object.
Intelligence gets this unity in the form of ideas or of meaning; in a
form, therefore, which is somewhat one-sided. Will realizes the
unity in an activity which is neither merely subjective nor merely
objective, but in which both the idea and the existing object are
included and transformed, thus constituting what we may term ei-
ther a higher idea or a more adequate form of the object. Will, that
is to say, is not merely an act of changing ideas into existences, but
is the activity which comprehends within itself as factors both an
idea and an object.

The activity of intelligence takes the form of knowledge. This is
the process of translating that which seems to be given to thought
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into a form of thought. Its end is to find reason, reason not in the
abstract, but concrete reason, reason expressed in definite form. All
so-called faculties of mind are simply stages in this development of
knowledge. This process begins with feeling or sensation which we
now come upon for a third time in a third way. In the first place,
sensation was a condition of the soul, simply an experience with
which the soul identified itself. In the second place, it was a form of
consciousness; here the qualities of feeling were spread over the soul
and projected into the form of an independent object. Now sensation
is seen to be the primary realization of the unity of subject and object.
Were subject and object really independent of each other no sensation
would be possible. At the standpoint of the soul sensation seemed
to be wholly subjective, at the standpoint of consciousness wholly
objective, a property of the thing. We now see that it is both subjec-
tive and objective. In sensation the subject ceases to be mere subject
or capacity and gets a certain objectivity, while the object on its side
ceases to be brute thing or fact and gets a quality and a meaning for
consciousness. Sensation, in other words, is a concrete reality which
includes within itself both the abstract subject and the abstract object.
So far as sensation is a stage in knowledge, reason is in and behind it
just because sensation is an expression of the unity of subject and
object.

Sensation is the stuff or material for all knowledge whatever. All
our ideas and scientific notions of nature and of political and ethical
relations, and all other religious ideas develop themselves out of their
intelligence,* out of a condition of feeling. But this does not mean
that intelligence was originally empty and that it has received all its
content from without as something foreign to itself. On the contrary,
all reason is latent or implicit in sensation and the development of
the higher forms from sensation is simply the working out of the
unity of the subject and object which is expressed in a rudimentary
way in sensation, into more definite and adequate forms.

The activity of spirit in relation to this stuff of sensation first takes
the form of attention. This distinguishes, breaks up the aims of sensa-
tion and gives its various elements an individuality of their own. In
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thus distinguishing sensations from each other spirit makes them ex-
ternal to each other or puts them in space and time. Space and time
are thus, as Kant called them, forms of perception, but this does not
mean that they are only subjective forms; they are true forms of the
perceived objects themselves, for perception is just this activity of
distinguishing objects and events from each other. The form of this
distinction, if we separate it from what is distinguished, constitutes
space and time, just as the what that is distinguished are objects in
space and time. Neither of the two, then, can be separated from each
other. Space and time are the general sides of the distinguishing, ob-
jects the particular side. But attention marks more than the breaking
up of sensation into objects apparently external to itself; attention
depends upon interest in the object and this interest means a certain
unity of the object with self; we attend only to that which interests
us, and only that interests us which is felt to be bound up within our
own being.

Perception, as the outcome of attention to sensation, does not
mean the recognition of a lot of particular objects distinct from the
subject or self: that was what we had in the stage of consciousness.
Perception, as we have it here, is intuition in the popular sense of
that term, insight, getting hold of the real meaning of our experience.
It is piercing through the outward shell of an object and seeing into
its true value and meaning. It is not an act of some isolated faculty,
getting hold of some isolated object, it is rather the whole man sens-
ing the object, realizing its value. It is the state of mind illustrated in
the attitude of the poet to some natural object, or of the practical
man to some act. The practical man sees into the situation and there-
fore can tell what should be done. Perception in this sense has exactly
the same object as thought. It is indeed simply a direct thought or
judgment, a judgment which has not worked out its basis of reason.

But when intelligence has thus penetrated the inner meaning of an
object, it has made it its own, it has internalized it, and thus we
advance from the stage of presentation to representation, from per-
ception to remembrance. In both the Latin and German languages,
the words for memory have the sense of making an object inward or
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a form of mind itself. The word “remember” has the same root as
the word “mens” (Latin). We have the same idea conveyed in our
word “mindful” and “remind”; here outer perception is changed into
an inner idea. This is the stage between directly finding meaning or
self in the object, that is, perception, and the reflective or reasoned
finding of self, that is, thought.

There are various stages in the process by which the meaning of the
object becomes part of the self. In the first place, we have involuntary
memory. Here the content of the idea is exactly the same as the con-
tent of the perception. Union with mind is seen only in the fact that
the mind can preserve its ideas; it is no longer directly dependent
upon the actual presence of the object in space. But intelligence has,
as it were, the object stored up within itself: the object, in other
words, is changed into an image. The thing is transformed from an
external space and time into a mental space and time. Through this
process what is gained is a certain generality; the experience is re-
lieved from its immediate limitations of space and time. By remem-
bering an old experience the mind can have it in any space and at
any time. But this gain in universality is accomplished with a loss of
freshness and directness. So far as the image has the same content as
the perception, so far the mind is not free in recalling it; the mind is
not so thoroughly identified with this content that it can make it its
own whenever it will. Remembering has to wait upon some other
actual perception which restores the past experience. The universality
of the image, in other words, is formal and external. So far as the self
succeeds in identifying one of its experiences more completely with
itself, so far the image is not dependent for its presence upon the
actual presence of any object.

Intelligence gets the power of bringing from them this image, and
thus involuntary memory becomes imagination which at first takes
the form of reproductive imagination, which is exactly like memory
in the images which it brings up, but unlike it in that the bringing up
of these images is a matter of will. It is voluntary recollection. The
mind does not have to wait for some actual perception to call up the
image but it can manipulate its present experiences so as through
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them to call up a wished-for or past experience. By this the imagina-
tion forms trains of images, it relates the images to each other and by
this process of relating images finally brings about generic ideas. That
is, it associates this and that and the third experience of color so as
to have a general idea of color. It brings the particular experience into
a line or connection of experiences, and thereby gives it a certain
degree of universality. This associating act of imagination constitutes
the fantasy or symbolic imagination.

Here each image stands, not simply for itself as it does in memory
and in reproductive imagination, but it stands also for the other im-
ages associated with it which may be developed from it. It comes to
symbolize, that is to say, the whole train of ideas connected with it.
Here, then, we have two sides: we have the image which is particular
and so far sensuous, and we have also the movement of ideas back
and forth from this idea, and this movement constitutes the general-
ity of the image. The image is simply a sign or token. It no longer has
value in itself but simply for what may be done with it for the train
of ideas of which it is the starting point. The generic idea, then, is a
sort of mixture of the particular and the universal. It is upon this
stage that art arises, for art is precisely the embodiment of some uni-
versal value in a particular form which stands for, represents, or sug-
gests that universal.

In fantasy, intelligence finds more complete expression; in percep-
tion and in the merely reproductive memory the inner side is related
to intelligence but the existence seems to fall outside of intelligence.
But in the image which symbolizes a universal idea, intelligence gives
itself being: the form of the image as well as its content is the product
of intelligence itself. Fantasy, in other words, is the mutual®® in which
the side of meaning or the universal and of existence, the side which
is the mind’s own, and that which is not found by the mind, the inner
and the outer sides are completely shaped into one. In perception
and reproductive memory, intelligence is a sort of indefinite chamber
in which these forms exist, but in the true image intelligence is no
longer that in which the ideas reside but it gets outward existence in
particular form.
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The fantasy expresses itself in various ways; first, there is the sym-
bolizing fantasy. This is most dependent upon the actual perception,
for it chooses for the expression of its general ideas some material
whose own meaning is analogous to that of the general idea to be
embodied. The allegory introduces more of the subjective element
and treats the objective side somewhat arbitrarily. The poetic fantasy,
while comparatively free from dependence on external material, can
yet employ such sensual stuff as is adequate to the meaning of the
idea to be embodied. But as imagination develops it comes from sym-
bols to signs.

In the symbol the thing itself has a certain identity with the thing
symbolized, but in the sign there is no such connection, the actual
original meaning of the thing itself is done away with or is subordi-
nated entirely into an expression of some idea. A flag or a gravestone,
for example, means something entirely different from that which they
immediately indicate. Symbols can be directly interpreted, signs have
to be learned. There still is something sensuous left like the colors of
the flag or the form of the gravestone, but this sensuous material has
no value any longer for itself, but simply as standing for something
else. The sign is the image which has received the independent idea
of intelligence into itself for its very meaning.

Speech is the great achievement of the imagination at this stage.
In speech, either written or spoken, the thing itself is degraded from
its independent value and reduced to a means of showing forth or
embodying some general idea of intelligence. Speech has thus neces-
sarily two sides; on one side the sensuous stuff which is generalized
by being made the means of expressing an idea. On the other hand,
there is the general idea which loses its abstract generality by being
incorporated into the particular sign which expresses it. Learning to
read and write is, therefore, the sensual means of culture, since it
lifts the spirit from the sensible concrete to pay attention to the
universal or ideal element and thus, on the other side, enables the
ideal element, which would otherwise remain latent or wholly inter-
nal, to express itself freely in outward form. Speech, therefore, as
the embodiment of intelligence in a form which owes its meaning to
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intelligence, constitutes the transition to thought. This translation is
realized in what Hegel calls memory proper.

This memory proper consists in gaining ability to control the par-
ticular name and sign, to get the meaning out of the sign into itself
independently of the sign. Memory in the ordinary sense, or the mere
ability to reproduce a past experience, consists in making external the
meaning of some outward fact or perception. Memory proper, as
Hegel uses the term, is the ability to make internal or get the meaning
out of some sign. It bears the same relation to the sign, therefore,
that the merely reproductive remembering bears to the thing. This
memory proper Hegel takes up under three heads: first, memory
which preserves the name, second, the reproductive, and third, the
mechanical memory. The first means simply that when we see or hear
a word we are capable of calling to mind the ideas which are objec-
tively related to the thing; if we hear the word house, for example, it
is not a mere sound which we take in but through the sound we
appropriate to ourselves a certain set of objective relations or things.

2. Reproductive memory is that which has and knows in the name
the thing itself without the use of any actual perception or any image
of the thing. In the word “lion” we neither need an actual perception
of any such animal nor any mental picture of the thing itself, but
simply the name which, since we understand it, is the simple picture-
less idea. If we had simply the imagination we would be able to pro-
duce only tableaus or panoramas of pictures, each one of which
would stand to us for a certain idea. But in this reproductive memory
we are freed from dependence upon the images and use simply the
name itself which calls to us what we wish to know. Words are, then,
the objective existence of our thoughts and this existence is absolutely
necessary to our thoughts. We only know of our thoughts when we
give to them an objective form, when we get them, as it were, outside
our own inner being and get them out into spoken sounds or written
words; thus they no longer belong simply to us as individuals, but get
a certain universality of their own. The fact, then, that thought is so
bound up with the word is not to be regarded as a lack in thought
and as something unfortunate for thought; it is not true that the
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inexpressible is the most valuable thing. The inexpressible thing is
only something confused, it is an empty void which gets clearness
and content only when it goes over into words. The dependence of
thought, then, upon words is not an external accident. The depen-
dence of thought upon words is simply thought’s own necessity that
it objectify itself and get concrete form. Just as true thought is a fact,
so is the word when it is used by true thought. It is true that words
lead astray and confuse, but this is not because they are words, but
because of the erroneous and misleading thought back of them. So
far as the mind becomes intelligent in its use of words so that it can
deal with the words as things and deal with things through words, it
ceases to be a subjective capacity and becomes itself a sort of thing.
3. In mechanical memory intelligence gets a certain outward exis-
tence and becomes itself a fact almost and is running by its own
machinery. In mechanical memory the intelligence gets a certain out-
ward expression working up its own processes and laws, it goes of
itself as it were without dependence upon presentation. Ideas are con-
solidated into a fact. This transformation of mind into a thing forms
the transition into a fact. Thought is the simple identity of the subjec-
tive and objective. It knows that that which is thought is, and that
which is is only in so far as it is thought. Thought knows itself as the
very nature of things; there is no longer a distinction between the
thing and the meaning of the thing itself. Persons who do not under-
stand philosophy throw up their hands at the absurdity of hearing it
said that thought is being, yet the unity of thought and being lies at
the basis of our activity.?® As rational beings we must have this basis,
but a distinction can be made as to whether we are thinking or
whether we know ourselves as thinking. We are thinking beings under
all circumstances, whatever, that is to say, thought is the content of
all mental processes, but we know our thought only when it becomes
pure thought, that is to say, when we get at the true meaning freed
from all extrinsic circumstance. In ordinary thought, that which does
not recognize itself as such, the elements of the thought are wrongly
put together, they are disordered; but in pure or self-conscious
thought we become conscious of the nature of our thinking and thus
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not simply think, but regulate our thinking or think rightly. So far as
we think rightly, we think on the basis of the act itself.

Thought is at first formal, it takes the material of perceptions and
ideas and, abstracting a universal from them, re-imposes it then upon
them; that is to say, formal thought begins with the process of ab-
straction which discovers the universal element present in particular
cases and then goes on to generalization in which through the me-
dium of this universal the particular facts are reduced to genera or
classes; that is to say, thought appears here as formal since contrasted
with the material thought about. It is the operation of thinking that
is here meant by thought. This operation or form must be indepen-
dent of the content. But after all this process of discovery, the univer-
sal is not arbitrary. If the universal is a true universal, it is not
something separate from the particulars to be found by abstraction
but is the meaning of the particulars themselves. Thinking is thus
transformed from a process of abstraction into a process of deducing
the true meaning of the facts themselves. The true meaning thus de-
duced is the universal. The universal is not something to be hitched
on by further act to the particulars; it is the principle in the facts
constituting their character. When this is discovered, thought ceases
to be merely formal, a process of operation upon an outside material,
and becomes one with the content of the facts themselves. Thought,
when there is a difference between form and content, is termed un-
derstanding; when there is a unity, reason. The discovery of the com-
plete objective character of thought constitutes the transition from
theoretical to practical spirit. The process of working out or realizing
the objective nature of our thought is will.”

Will, in other words, is thought conscious of its own unity and of
its own activity in determining a content. This ability of thought to
determine its own material constitutes the freedom of the will. So far
as the will is the principle of unity, we have the formal will on the
one side, and the particular inclination on the other. The distinction
between the two forms is what we call freedom of choice; that is,
thought can distinguish itself from any particular desire or, having
distinguished itself, can proceed to identify itself with any particular
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inclination. This is our arbitrary or subjective freedom. Thought can-
not be realized outwardly in any particular inclination but only
through the universalizing of our inclination, through getting a satis-
faction which meets, not one particular desire merely, but all. The
struggle to reach this complete satisfaction is the struggle for happi-
ness and is the transition from subjective to objective freedom. So
far, in other words, as spirit actually realizes itself through particular
inclinations, so far it becomes something objective. This constitutes
the transition from subjective to objective spirit. Free spirit is actual
spirit, that is to say, spirit in which the unity of thought has expressed
itself not simply in principle as an abstract unity, but has organized
itself in and through particular inclinations and desires.

The idea of freedom of the individual, as such, came into the world
with Christianity. Previous to that time men had known only that
man was free by birth or by culture or by philosophy and learning or
something of that sort, but according to Christianity the individual
as such has an infinite value, since he is the object and end of the love
of God; since, that is to say, he is the object in which all the forces of
nature and of history culminate, since he is their active out-working.
When religion teaches that man, as such, has a relation to absolute
spirit and that this relation constitutes the very essence of man, reli-
gion also teaches that the divine spirit is actually present in the sphere
of the world’s existence, that it is the very substance of the State
and Family. The relation of the individual will to the absolute unity,
therefore, changes its character. In the sphere of the subjective, spirit
seemed after all to fall outside of the individual; it was something
which the individual was after, something which he was striving to
get or which he ought to get. But so far as it is discovered that the
absolute will is expressed in the world and in social institutions, so
far the mere striving for something beyond ceases. The objective will
or freedom is already there, and the individual instead of striving for
something beyond, has only to appropriate the wealth of spirit al-
ready present in the institutions about him.

The discussion of objective will falls under three heads: First, that
of spirit and law; secondly, the nature of morality; and thirdly, the
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nature of the ethical world as the unification of outward law and of
rights and of the inner intentions and motives. The idea which under-
lies the whole discussion is that the rational will is one with the partic-
ular will and the whole process of the objective spirit is simply the
process of working out this identity involved from the very start. Man
is free from the start, but none the less he has to work out or realize
his freedom. This realization, however, is no reaching for something
beyond which man merely ought to be, it is the continued free move-
ment of taking home to himself that which he already is in principle.

In the sphere of rights and law we have the fact of the existence of
free will; that will is no longer subjective but is an objective fact pos-
sessing, therefore, universality, is testified to by the existence of laws
and rights. Law and right constitute, in other words, the objective
system of man’s freedom. In the sphere of rights the individual will is
a person; personality is a particular will which at the same time knows
itself to be universal. This personal will first finds expression of its
universality through property. The merely subjective will has nothing,
it is simply an inner capacity of action, but let the will realize itself in
some objective content and then it has or knows something. Property,
in other words, is the first stage in the realized will or objective free-
dom. So far as man owns things, so far they cease to be limitations
upon his will and become tools or instruments through which his will
expresses itself. Property is the penetration of nature by personality.
This explains two main facts regarding property:—First, that an indi-
vidual permanently appropriates something to himself, and, secondly,
that others recognize this appropriation. Animals use things and they
even store them up for future use, but they do not in any true sense
have property, they do not express themselves in the realm of nature.
They have, that is to say, no universal or permanent element in their
will, and thus are not able to give themselves permanent objectifica-
tions. It is because of the presence of this same universal element in
property that others recognize the appropriation once made. Property
then involves not only the expression of one individual will, but many.
Nothing is really owned unless the equalization is recognized by oth-
ers. The thing owned is thus a middle ground upon which different
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wills meet. Were the act of equalization simply the act of a particular
will there would be no property at all. The very fact that others recog-
nize the equalization shows that they help constitute it. In an ultimate
sense it is just as much their appropriation as that of the individual
who formally acquires it.

The mutual relation instituted between different wills by property
finds higher expression in the act of contract. Contract is simply the
explicit recognition of what is already involved in property. It is the
express agreement of two wills to recognize each other through the
intermediary of some thing just as property is the implicit recogni-
tion. But while property, and thus contract, are means of uniting
various individual wills, means of transforming them into a unity of
wills, they are at the same time means of bringing about conflict. In
property and in contract the individual wills are only external in real-
ity to each other, they are not one in themselves, one in their inner
being and purpose, but only as realities to some outward thing.
Under two circumstances there would never be any conflict between
different wills: there would be no conflict if they all had the same
interest and purpose; but neither would there be any conflict if, hav-
ing different purposes, these purposes never found outward expres-
sion. In its own inner nature each will would be entirely inaccessible
to every other, but in the outward thing, appropriated by will, the
spheres of the individual wills come into contact and thus into con-
flict with each other. Different persons may under different circum-
stances all acquire a right to the same thing and thus there comes
about a conflict of rights. This violation of right may be uninten-
tional, that is, the individual may assert his claim in good faith, or
the individual may consciously assert his individual will as against the
known rights of others, thus constituting actual wrong, the bad will.
Here the will has violated its own law, that of universality. This uni-
versal character of will, however, is still there and must assert itself.
This it does in punishment; punishment, that is to say, is the re-
assertion of the will in its own true principle against any particular
act violating its principle. In appearance the punishment may be in-
flicted by others; in truth it is inflicted by a man upon himself. The

107



108

109

150 JOHN DEWEY

deed, since the violation of the very law of will comes to nothing, and
this abstraction of the act, its reduction to nothingness, is
punishment.

The philosophy of punishment, then, is that it is the negation of
some particular act of will by means of its reference to a universal
principle of law. This universal principle not lying outside the act is
the revelation of the act itself. So far we have been dealing with the
expression of the will in external form; through this process of pun-
ishment we are led to see that the will has its own inner principle,
its universal, which cannot be violated without some compensating
external act by which the principle again asserts itself. This discovery
of the will of its own inner principle as universal leads us from the
sphere of abstract law to a second division of objective spirit, namely
morality.

Another way to make the transition from abstract law to morality
is as follows: The movement of will is towards the realization of the
universality of will in particular persons by bringing them to com-
mon interests and purposes and thus to real unity of action. In the
sphere of abstract rights and laws, this unity is sought to be obtained
in the region mainly of external acts or rather of acts on their external
side. But external acts are particular, and thus as external they cannot
be completely adjusted to one another. Taken simply as so many
acts, one must inevitably encroach upon the territory of another, thus
giving rise to conflict. Punishment is the solution of this conflict and
thus the restoration of the unity, but punishment itself is another
external particular act and thus itself leads to conflict. The only way
of escaping, then, this conflict of various acts, the only way of uniting
them into a real whole, is by discovering a principle. They are unified,
not as so many particular acts, but on the basis of some single princi-
ple or inner motive from which all proceed. This, then, is the sphere
of morality, discovery and the working out of the inner law of the
will’s action. While the sphere of objective rights is the sphere of the
relation of persons to each other in their outward acts, the sphere of
morality is the sphere of man’s relation to himself; the inner sphere
of his inner motives and purposes and the necessity of the transition
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from abstract rights to morality is that a man cannot really settle his
relation to others in particular cases until he has, once for all, settled
his relation to himself.

Historically, we may mark the transition from rights to morality
in the epoch of the Sophists and of Socrates in Greece. The older
Greek morality had been entirely a morality of custom. It was regu-
lated by social expectation and by instituted social forms. These pre-
scribed for a man what he should do and at the same time assured
him freedom in the performance of his duties. The morality was that
of external acts rather than that of inner principles. The Sophists
became conscious of this fact on its negative side; Socrates became
conscious of it on its positive. The Sophists, that is, seeing that this
current morality was simply a matter of custom, declared that all
morality was simply a matter of convenience and agreement, its only
sanction being the power of some one who insists that this conven-
tion must be kept. Aside from the force which backs the convention
the latter has no binding force at all. Socrates practically agreed with
the Sophists in denying the value of a merely outward morality, of
that based on the conventional life or the customary acquiescence to
prescribed duties. But he added a new and positive principle, viz.:
that morality proceeded from man’s own intelligence; that for an act
to be moral it must proceed from a man’s intelligent recognition of
some end; that an unexamined life is not to be led by man. This was
Socrates’ great contribution to ethics. He transferred morality from
the realm of outer acts fixed by custom and institutions to the inner
motive fixed by the individual’s own intelligent judgment. The
ground and source of all virtue, according to him, was in wisdom or
knowledge. This was simply the historic recognition by man that the
will does not find adequate expression in a series of external acts but
that there must be some principle of intelligence which controls and
unifies these acts. The search for this principle, the search for the law
of will, thus becomes the problem of morality, both of practical con-
duct and in systematic, ethical treatises.

The moral will, as distinct from the abstract and jural will, has its
own rights. This right is primarily that every act be of a man’s own
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proposal or design. The principle of the jural will was that there were
certain other persons to whose acts one’s own conduct must be ad-
justed. The principle of morality is that every person is himself a will,
that this will of his own has an infinite value and that, having this
infinite value of its own, it must look at matters for itself and decide
its own ends for itself. My every act must, in other words, be my act,
it must proceed from my recognition of what I consider to be good
for myself. So far as the act does not depend upon my own examina-
tion of the circumstances and from my own choice, so far the act is
not mine at all. Indeed it is not an act, truly, but simply an event
which occurs. Every act, in other words, in order to be an act must
be based on some aim, purpose or design which is the agent’s own.
Hence the conjunction of responsibility with action.

Now, at first this design may have very little content; it may be
arbitrary, capricious or highly individualistic. The motive may be
simply a chance idea which comes into the head of the agent and is
then acted upon. The action once performed, however, has outward
consequences going far beyond the original immediate aim; thus a
child may mean only to play with matches, and yet the outward con-
sequences of his act may be the burning down of his father’s house.
So far as the outward consequences of an act are noticed, they re-act
upon the original aim, extending it and enlarging it, they make it
more general. So far as an act is seen to have certain consequences
necessary to be with it, so far the design of that act is universalized,
the consequences which would result from the act become its law.
The aim is thus transformed into an intention. The agent can no
longer think simply of a particular act which he was going to perform
but must take into account all the consequences which he sees likely
to result from it, this conception of consequences being itself further
enlarged to the idea of happiness or of welfare as the end of conduct.
Each act has its own particular consequence, indeed, but more than
this every act has its side in which it re-acts upon the interests of the
agent. All acts, whatever, then, can be viewed from their relation to
the agent’s happiness. This happiness may be regarded as the final
controlling intention of the will. So far as any act does not meet some
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interest of the agent, so far it is wholly valueless. This is the right of
the particular subject to find himself satisfied, to get his own satisfac-
tion and to get it in his own way, not having to take either his ideals
or his means from another person, it is the right of subjective
freedom.

This idea is the turning point from the ancient to the modern
world; this right was first brought out in its whole meaning in Chris-
tianity. The ideas of love, the romantic ideas, eternal happiness or
salvation as the aim of the individual and conscience, all belong to
this development. This welfare does not belong, however, to any par-
ticular will. All wills, since the expression of the same principle, have
the same right to their own satisfaction, and thus the well-being, the
happiness of other individuals, is also a social end to the agent. So far
as the individual learns that he must control his conduct not simply
by the idea of his own happiness but also by the happiness of others,
so far he gets the idea of the good; the conception of good, in other
words, is the conception of the universal law of will realized in a
particular will.

This good stands in a double relation to the particular will; on the
one hand every individual has a right to know his own good. That
which he is to recognize as valid must be seen by the agent himself to
be good, and an act is to be reckoned by an agent as right or wrong,
good or bad, just according to his own knowledge of the value of the
act. The good exists absolutely only in thought and through thought.
Nothing is merely good to a man but thinking makes it so, and this
right to recognize nothing which I do not myself see into as rational
is the highest right of the subject. So far, however, since the person’s
insight may be true or false, the principle is somewhat subjective and
formal.

On the other side, therefore, there is the right which the object has
to be recognized in its own rationality, that is to say, while the agent
has the right to recognize the act for himself, he has a duty to use all
means at his command to form the best possible judgment of what is
right. This control of his judgment by the rationality of the subject
matter is what Hegel calls the right of the object. The good, in other
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words, constitutes the very essence of the individual’s own will and
because it constitutes the essence of his own will, it obligates him, it
is his duty. So far as the good takes the form of simply the abstract
universal or principle of will, so far it is duty at large. To do one’s
duty for duty’s sake means to do some act on account of the universal
principle of will without recognizing clearly this universal principle of
reality in the particular act, but the good cannot remain thus general
abstraction; so far as it does do so it gives rise to the idea of the mere
ought or of the opposition between the ought and the is. This puts
the particular over against the universal because it has not fully
worked out the concrete meaning of the universal. So far, in other
words, as a man has not brought home to himself in particular spe-
cific ways what his true good is, so far this good seems to be some-
what beyond his particular actions imposing a law upon them. So far
as he can translate his good into particular acts, so far it becomes his
interest as well as his duty to perform the specific act. The good ceases
to be an abstract law of obligation and becomes the actual controlling
motive of the act itself. In other words, the stage of doing a duty for
the sake of a duty marks the point in the morality at which a man is
sufficiently moralized to see that there is a good which should control
his actions, but not sufficiently moralized to bring this good home to
himself as his own good in every specific act.

The process of translating the abstract idea of good or of duty into
concrete terms, of bringing it into relation, that is, with the special
acts, is the conscience. In other words, conscience is thought brought
to bear upon matters of conduct. Conscience expresses the absolute
right of subjective will to know, in itself and from itself, what is right
and what is duty; but whether the conscience of a given individual is
correct, whether, that is to say, what he holds for right is actually
right depends, not upon the form of his judgment, but upon its con-
tent. Right and duty are themselves the rational or individual ele-
ments of the will and they cannot, therefore, be either the particular
property of an individual nor be brought home to him in the form
of mere feelings, the so-called moral sense. Conscience, in other
words, has a law. It must be true and conscience is not conscience
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strictly as long as it remains simply an opinion any more than in a
physical science a man’s opinion of truth is a sufficient guaranty of
truth; conscience, in other words, as a principle of action, is still
somewhat subjective and formal. We have not mastered the true
meaning of conscience until we have seen how the power of knowing
and deciding what is good becomes a real power, by what means it
actually gets hold of the truth. In itself, conscience, so far as the moral
law stands outside of it as something which ought to be, may go this
way or that. The particular will, that is to say, may adapt itself some-
what to its own private inclinations and desires for its end, or it may
take the universal for its end. In this relation, then, of the individual
will to the universal law, in the relation of the conscience to the
ought, evil arises as well as good. The particular and the universal are
apart, and so far as they are apart their unity is simply something
which ought to be but which need not be as a matter of fact. Only
when the individual will and the universal law are really together does
the will find full realization, and the good become an actual fact in-
stead of something which ought to be. The sphere in which the indi-
vidual will and the universal law are identified, and identified not
in any abstract way but in individual concrete actions and interests,
constitutes the realm of the ethical world as distinct from that either
of abstract rights or abstract morality.

In abstract rights the emphasis is upon the claim which the indi-
vidual will has, claims upon nature, claims upon other wills. The
point is that the will, since the expression of the personality, has a
certain independent sphere of action within which it is supreme, so
that if any other will encroaches, it has a right to punishment. In the
sphere of morality the emphasis falls upon the other side, it is the
idea of duty, not that of rights (which is emphasized). The claim is
no longer of one person upon others, but rather it is the claim of the
law as universal will upon all persons. The surrendering of private
interests to the universal law is demanded. The universal appears as
something beyond the particular person to which he should conform
his conduct. In the ethical world the two ideas of right and duty are
one. The individual interest no longer has to be sacrificed to the
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general law as an accidental or even unworthy element. The particular
self-interest is identified with the law, and the law is no longer an
abstraction which ought to be, but lives in individuals as the very
essence and substance of their own life and interests. In other words,
the individual finds his full motive neither in some abstract right of
his own nor in some abstract moral law. The will finds true expres-
sion neither in the sphere of independent activity of the will nor in an
abstract universal law which controls all wills. The will finds complete
expression only when it gets realized in actual institutions and when
these institutions are so bound up with the very life purposes of the
individual that they supply him his concrete motives.

The law is no longer abstract and it is no longer something beyond
the individual nor is it any longer something which ought to be. In
the first place it is the life and movement of existing social institu-
tions, and in the second place it is concrete. These institutions, since
they are actual existences, furnish the definite and specific conditions
under which action must take place. What would be, say, the abstract
law of justice, is through these institutions differentiated into the spe-
cial circumstances which require one to act justly. And in the third
place, since the individual is a member of these institutions, and can
live his own life only in and through these institutions, they are one
with himself, they are his true good. It is in performing his own
function, taking his own position with reference to these institutions
that he truly becomes himself and gets the full activity of which he is
capable. It is this union, then, of the subjective and objective sides, of
the particular will and the universal, of self-interest and law, which
constitutes the essential character of the ethical world.

The will finds this ethical realization in three stages: the family,
civil society and the State. The family is the ethical spirit of humanity
in its most direct and sensuous form. Its principle is love, which
means a will in which the opposition of self and others has passed
away so that each member of the family satisfies himself only so far
as he gives satisfaction to the other members of the family. The family
is the direct or natural form of the ethical spirit because this unity is
felt rather than comprehended. The basis of the family is the natural
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wants and appetites of man, and these wants transformed through
being made the instruments of a common good and a common life.
As sensation is the first expression of knowledge, so love is the first
expression of the ethical consciousness. All later knowledge is latent
in sensation, but in sensation its real meaning is not brought out, so
in love all higher forms of ethical union are latent but are not devel-
oped. The family, in other words, emphasizes too much the side of
unity, not allowing full play to the principle of difference, and thus
not after all realizing the highest principle of active unity which can
come only when all individualities are allowed to develop themselves
to the utmost.

The transition from the family to civil society comes about in just
this way. As children grow up they recognize their own independent
individuality and thus cease to be held together by the natural bond
of the family. If the family endures, it is a voluntary re-adjustment of
independent wills and not as one substance held together by a per-
vading spirit. Civil society thus emphasizes the state of difference of
particular individuals just as the family emphasizes the side of the
common factor.?® Civil society is the realm of particular self-interest.
The arena for the combat of the private interest of all against all. Will
appears here in the form of external government restricting the play
of this individual interest. To the private individual it seems simply a
constraining force or else a means towards his personal advantage
and security: the latter, so far as it affords free play to his self-interest,
and the former so far as it keeps him from infringing on the self-
interest of someone else. But this external government exercises an
educating influence upon the individual and at the same time brings
him to see that his true interest is public rather than private, it makes
him see that his interest is not hostile to, but one with, that of others.

The region of civil society is also the realm of the system of wants
or of industrial society. In society wants arise which are not simply
individual or animal, but which are social, they are wants, that is to
say, which are conditioned by the fact that the man wanting is a
member of some social organism. In order to satisfy these wants we
have labor which is also essentially social. In order to follow and meet
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men’s wants, this labor has to be specialized, and thus there comes
about the division of labor, through which the satisfaction of each is
made dependent upon the labor of others; thus individuals are knit
together through their mutual dependencies. So far as this comes
about so that the given product does not satisfy simply the agent who
produced it but makes for the satisfaction of others, and through
others, for the satisfaction of society as a whole, we have wealth,
which is the social fund. It is the very essence of civil society that the
individual will, animally and outwardly having only his private inter-
ests which he aims to satisfy, yet only can satisfy these private interests
by contributing to the satisfaction of others by producing wealth as
distinct from mere property.

Through the inequality of individuals in relation to this social fund
arise the classes of society. These are three: the Agricultural, where the
social wants and activities stand in most direct dependence upon natu-
ral forces, where, that is to say, there is little play of thought; secondly,
the Industrial class, the artisan and trading class, where reflection en-
ters in more largely, taking the results of the agricultural class and by
invention and machinery transforming them both in nature and in
place for the satisfaction of social wants; and, thirdly, the class having
charge of the general interests of civil society, the educators, priests and
civil authorities. The latter class, being most remote from immediate
dependence upon nature, have freedom to devote themselves more
specially to the higher spiritual interests and to the control of society.
The main difference between ancient and modern society is that in
ancient society these classes were fixed simply on the basis of their
objective rationality. That is to say, this division of classes is not acci-
dental but determined by the very development of will itself; but the
place of any given individual in one of these classes was not determined
in ancient times by any rational principle, it depended upon some
external accident, like birth. In modern times, while the differentiation
of classes is still recognized, the given individual finds his place in one
of these classes not by external law, but according to his own subjective
capacities and inclinations. It is the principle of this union of outward
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law and subjective choice which gives the modern State its great stabil-
ity as compared with the ancient.

In the arrangement of classes and the various individuals in the
classes, we have the civil order which is conditioned upon justice and
its demonstration. Thus there comes into being the State on its exter-
nal side as government which correlates law as the requirement of
the whole with the private interests of the individual. But this govern-
ment is only the external side of a true organic unity. This constitutes
the State where the individual identifies himself with the will mani-
fested in the community in which he lives and thus gets beyond his
mere individuality and becomes a member and organ of the whole.
The State is then the completed objective spirit, the externalized rea-
son of man; it reconciles the principle of law and liberty, not by
bringing some truce or external harmony between them, but by mak-
ing the law of the whole the prevailing interest and controlling motive
of the individual. The state may be considered in three phases:—First,
on its internal side with its special organization and constitution,
secondly, in its true relations or dealings with other states, and
thirdly, with relation to the generic principle of the organic active
humanity as expressed in any particular state.

This latter point of view leads us on to the philosophy of history.
In the internal constitution of the state Hegel considers chiefly the
so-called functions or powers of the state. According to him these
have a rational necessity. The legislative power is the side of universal
will; the executive that which applies the universal will to particular
cases and persons; and then, thirdly, the princely power which corre-
sponds to the individual. Here the universal and particular elements
are brought together into a single unity. This portion of Hegel’s phi-
losophy of the state has often been termed simply a philosophical
extraction and justification of the then existing Prussian monarchy.
While this, perhaps, is saying too much there can be no doubt that
Hegel’s discussion of the internal organization of the state is the most
artificial and the least satisfactory portion of his political philosophy.
He makes the ideal State most highly realized in the constitutional
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monarchy in whose structure simple monarchy, aristocracy and de-
mocracy are simply subordinate phases.

The guarantee of the constitution, that is, the organization of the
state, lies in the spirit of the people themselves. Laws are rational and
are executed just so far as the people come to self-consciousness. The
constitution and its development is nothing but the process by which
the nation becomes aware of the inner rationality of its own existence.
The question then why and how an organized authority gets the right
to make a constitution is like asking what makes the spirit of a people.
It is perfectly absurd to separate the constitution from the national
spirit, as if the national spirit could exist or ever have existed without
possessing the constitution which is adapted to it. A constitution has
never been made; it has developed itself out of the national spirit
along with the development of that spirit itself.

The living totality which maintains and continually develops the
state and its constitution is the government, the sovereignty in the
truest sense of the term. The government is the universal side of the
constitution; it is that side of the national organization which has the
maintenance of the parts of the state for its intentional end, and at
the same time it comprehends and realizes the universal ends of the
whole which stand above the particular purposes of the parts, such as
the family or civil societies.

On one side, then, the state is the national spirit of some particular
people having their definite spot on the earth and their definite pe-
riod in history. As a particular state it is exclusive in its relation to
other states. In other words, the whole spirit of humanity is not em-
bodied in any particular state. Hence the necessity of international
relations which are simply a growth of one state of organized human-
ity. Because also each particular state is limited in space and time, it
has a history; it is simply one epoch or stage in the larger world spirit.
The state in its independence and separation is not true to its real
meaning and therefore it passes away. Thus Hegel goes on from the
philosophy of State to the philosophy of History as the highest mani-
festation of the objective spirit. The movement of history is the con-
tinuous freeing of spirit. It is the process by which the end and aim
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of the world becomes conscious of itself, and in becoming conscious
of itself secures the conditions of its own expression and thus be-
comes truly free. Since this development goes on in time the national
states are the particular factors and stages of it. Each state brings forth
some one factor in the continuous movement toward freedom.

It is presupposed, then, in the very treatment of history, that the
world has an end or aim. History can be written or understood only
as the development of this end. This is sometimes objected to as
making history purely a priori, the arbitrary stating® of events ac-
cording to some principle which the historian happens to record as
the end to be realized in history. It is insisted that on the contrary the
historian must be impartial, that he must pay no heed to any end,
but simply record the facts themselves as they come. But this is ab-
surd. Every history must have its own object or else it has no point;
it would not even be so much as a child’s fairy tale, for children
require a certain point in their stories; there must be a certain unity
to which the various events are related. The demand is correct, how-
ever, so far as it implies that this end of history is not to be supplied
by the arbitrary reflection of the historian. The historian is to find the
reason in history itself, and this reason in its own law or development
constitutes the end or object with reference to which all historical
events are to be ordered. The complete finding out of the reason or
law immanent in history itself, whose development accounts for and
explains the various peoples and epochs of history, constitutes the
philosophy of history. This end is nothing less than the development
of the spirit itself, the realization of its full capacities. So far as this
occurs we have freedom, and therefore the end of history may be said
to be freedom. The story of history is telling the tale of the develop-
ment of man’s freedom, the coming to consciousness by man, and
the action which results from this mastering consciousness of himself.
Man becomes free as he learns to know himself, for as he knows
himself he masters himself, and in mastering himself he masters na-
ture, making it one element in his own activity.

Progress in the consciousness of freedom is progress, then, in the
consciousness of the absolute reason or spirit which is unfolding
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throughout all history; it is what religion calls God. History is the
record of the continuous creation of God in consciousness just as
physical science is the record of his continuous creation in the con-
scious realm. Any particular people can be understood only when
viewed from the standpoint of the freedom or complete self-con-
sciousness, and of the part which this particular nation plays in realiz-
ing true freedom. The fault of history is that in and through the
passions and inclinations of particular men, in their apparent subjec-
tive choices, there is still working a larger law to which these particu-
lar desires and acts contribute. While a man may be thinking of his
own particular ends and purposes, still the content of his act must be
something larger, something which reaches far beyond the limits of
his own individuality, and which contributes to the freedom of the
whole. On the other hand, just so far as the individual becomes con-
scious of this larger content, so far as he becomes conscious of the
end of the whole and identifies himself with it, so far he actively
participates in the whole. In other words, every man and every nation
has two sides. On one side, they are simply means or tools. So far as
they are conscious of the full meaning of their motives and deeds, so
far the larger end is simply working through them and utilizing them
for itself. But so far as they become conscious of this larger law and
are identified with their own action, so far they are themselves the
end.

Before going on to the philosophy of the particular states, Hegel
considers not only the development of the spirit but its relation to
nature as conditioned upon geographic and climatic considerations.
The spirit of a nation is always in close connection with its natural
surroundings. The human spirit takes up into itself the surrounding
necessities. Nature may either stunt or further the development of
the spirit. So far as nature supplies man’s wants easily, so far it affords
him the leisure to think about himself, relieving him from the pres-
sure of external conditions. In three separate instances the depen-
dence of the development of the spirit upon geographical
considerations may be seen. First, the dry up-lands which are the
home of patriarchal life, nomadic existence, and without any fixed
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political relations. It is second, in the valley plains, where nature is
more fruitful, and we have the shepherd life replaced by agricultural,
and great states founded. Thirdly, it is in the coast region, where
human intercourse is facilitated instead of hindered, where the cycle
of political development is completed.

There was no history simply because man existed: history began
only when man came to know himself, when he became a conscious
object of interest and of action to himself. Thus history in the subjec-
tive and the objective sense coincide. Peoples who have left no histor-
ical records of their existence, even in books, monuments, or some
outward sign, cannot have had any true history. The very fact that
they left no record shows that they were not conscious of themselves
and therefore could not have had any history. The Oriental is the sign
of history’s childhood; it is here that spirit first becomes conscious of
itself. It becomes aware of itself, however, only in a general and vague
way. It only knew that there was spirit, law and power in general
without realizing what this meant in individuals. Thus the Oriental
world only knew that one was free. As in religion, so in politics, it
was despotic. The Grecian world is the second period in history. Here
it is recognized that some are free. It is not seen that the universal
spirit is individualized in every man, but it is seen that it must be
expressed in individuals and not simply in some one vast, dread
power. Thirdly, in the Germanic nations and through the introduc-
tion of Christianity there arises the consciousness that the only defi-
nite spirit is embodied in every man and hence that all are free.

Omitting what is said about the Oriental world, we may illustrate
Hegel’s general treatment, first, by some points taken from the Gre-
cian world. Greek life is the youth of spirit; it gives us the joyous view
of the youthful freshness of spiritual life. In Greece the spirit was not
simply lost in nature, as it is in the Oriental world, nor yet has it set
itself free from nature, rising above it. On the contrary, it is directly
at one with nature. There is a balance, an equilibrium, between na-
ture and spirit. The spirit finds itself everywhere embodied and re-
flected in nature, hence the joyous and artistic character of Greek life.
The typical sign of the Greek world is what Hegel calls the existence
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of beautiful spiritual individualities, meaning by this that the individ-
uals are neither sunk in a single over-shadowing power nor yet are
conscious of themselves as individuals with ends of their own. As
against the first view they are conscious of themselves, as against the
second, they are conscious of themselves only as one with the laws
and religious ideas of their time.

The creations of the Greek spirit flow from the spiritual individual-
ity of Greek character. They are all works of art. These creations of
art may be summed up under three heads,—First, man regards him-
self, his own body, as a work of art; and hence the culture which the
Greeks bestowed upon their body in order that the natural body
might be one with the indwelling spirit. Second, the objective work
of art which took the form of the creation of other gods, the poetic
mythology of the Greeks. The Greek gods were neither one absolute
free spirit nor yet vast overpowering natural forces. They were them-
selves free individualities; they were the Greek individuals themselves
idealized into greater beauty of life. They are neither natural forces
nor mere symbols of such forces, they are complete individuals. The
unity of the whole was conceived by the Greek only in the form of
Fate, and outside blind necessity ruling all, even the lives of the gods.

The highest artistic creation of Greek spirit was, thirdly, their polit-
ical creation, the state. To the Greek the state was his own nature.
The spirit of the whole was the conscience of the individual. He had
no private conscience. The laws of the state were not the declarations
of some private will nor yet the outcome of reflective discussion. They
were the natural outgrowth and flowering of the state itself.

Because the Greek had not become conscious of the universality
of spirit but simply of his own individuality, he could not realize
either that the whole of life was spiritual or that all classes of men
were free. He therefore separated the economical side of life from the
ethical. He held that man had two classes of wants: the natural, as for
food, shelter, etc., labor for whose satisfaction was not ethical, and
therefore degrading; and truly spiritual wants which related to art,
the state, and free intercourse. In order that these spiritual wants
might be supplied, there must be provided a basis in a substratum of
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material good. Those who supplied this basis were outside the ethical
life and hence were rightly treated as slaves. Only men with spiritual
wants and ethical satisfactions were truly free.

The decline of Greek life came through the growing recognition of
the universality of spirit and through the development of the subjec-
tive freedom which this necessitated. The Greek individual had his
life only in and with the substance of the state. But with the growth
of reflective self-consciousness he came to consider himself apart
from the state and thus severed himself from the very substance of
his being. He had so long been one with the life of the state that when
distinguished from it he could no longer thrive. The Greek spirit had
to pass away because it had never come to the consciousness of that
principle of individuality which was its very basis. Just because its
morality was directly*® through the union of the individual with the
state, just because spirit and nature were directly one, just because all
its products were artistic, just because of all these things the Greek
spirit was at once healthy, fresh and choice and at the same time
limited. The removal of this limitation through the growth of reflec-
tive self-consciousness marked the decay of Greek life.

In Greek life the universal and the particular, the spiritual and
the natural, have been at one; and thus characteristic forms of
Greek life find expression as works of art. In Rome this naturalness
and wholeness of life is at an end, the spiritual and the universal
have gained the preponderance over the material, they have become
separated from the particular. As Greece is the artistic spirit of the
world, so Rome is the practical. Rome finds definite particular, ele-
mentary problems on hand and endeavors to solve these by rules.
Greece was the poetry, Rome the prose of life. These rules take the
form of rigid, abstract and general ideas. The genius of Rome is
essentially demonstrative, it organizes empires, military and legal,
through a detailed system of rules and regulations. The Roman em-
pire in which civilized mankind is brought under one uniform law
to which are subject not only the most diverse individuals but also
the most diverse nations is simply one expression of the growing
consciousness of the universal in Roman history. In Greece there
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had been no law over the individual, the individual and the law
were at one in the spirit of the family and the state. Roman mythol-
ogy shows the same trait. Their gods, instead of being free individu-
alities, are rather personifications of mental abstractions. But while
this tendency toward the abstract universal gives a certain limitation
and harshness to Roman life, it also gives to Rome its practical effi-
ciency. These fixed, uniform rules were the weapons with which
Rome conquered the world, mastering it in detail.

The outcome of the Roman principle is seen in the development
of the empire. Here we have on one side a universal rule including
within itself all varieties and aspects of life. On the other side are the
individuals having politically, or with respect to this universal over
them, no status, but yet having as individuals in their relations to one
another a standing which the Greek, much less the Oriental, never
attained. In Rome, men were recognized as legal individuals, as per-
sons. Each individual was conscious of having certain rights in him-
self as an individual, as on an equality with other individuals and
having power to enforce his rights as against them. While there has
been less in the consciousness or oneness with the social organism,
while indeed the living unity of this social organism has been ab-
stracted into a uniform absolute law over the individual, yet there has
been gain in the individual’s consciousness of himself as a person.

This very divorce between the state and the individual at the same
time emphasized both in becoming separated from each other; each
gained in distinctness, but this separation meant a gulf in man’s con-
sciousness of himself. The more the individual became conscious of
himself as an individual, having his own center of thought and will,
having his own rights and duties, the more he became conscious of
the emptiness of his individuality, since the living unity of the state
in which alone he could find satisfaction was outside him. This con-
tradiction between the individual infinity on the one side, that is, as
respects other individuals, and yet as® absolutely limited on the other
because without the sense of his organic unity with them, constitutes
the misery of the later Roman world. The problem is how the empty
form of individuality may be filled and satisfied, how, without
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renouncing the conception of the individual as a self-centered unit of
action, the idea of the social relations may be brought home to him
so that his connections with mankind can become the content of his
activity.

The misery resulting from the contradiction in the conception of
the individual and the resulting problem which this pain forces upon
man were the preparation for Christianity. The conception of Chris-
tianity was that of the individual, this self-centered personality, not
in his isolation or exclusion, but as a manifestation of the absolute
unity of nature and of history, that is, as an incarnation of the divine
spirit. It was in* this consciousness that personality consisted, not in
isolation from others, but in union with them, that lay the essential
principle of Christianity and which was the secret of its redeeming
force. Mankind, without reasoning it out and seeing in any detailed
way the consequences involved in the conception of the unity of God
and man, yet felt a new faith and joy in its confidence of its attained
unity with the source of all power and life. This Christian conception,
then, comprehends within itself both the Greek and Roman princi-
ples and offers the means of reconciling the two. It gives us again the
complete unity of Greek life where the individual feels himself at one
with the state instead of at odds with it but it gives also the principle
of Roman life in which the individual feels his own universality or
absolute worth. The Christian principle involves the unity of man
with the state because it shows that man is himself an embodiment
of the absolute spirit, but it also involves the infinite value of the
individual to himself for the very reason that he is this embodiment
of absolute spirit.

Modern history consists, then, in the working out of this Christian
principle in its definite, outward realization. We may recognize at
least three periods in this realization. First, when the principle was
expressed on the subjective side, was grasped by the intellect in the
form of theology. Second, in the attempt to realize it in a specific
outward form or in the church as an institution. Third, the realization
of the contradiction involved in the attempt to express the Christian
principle in some one specific institution and hence the virtue to
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express the principle in a universal way. This latter principle had
naturally a negative and a positive side. Its negative side was the at-
tempt to overthrow all special forms of belief and all special institu-
tions so far as they limited the universal principle. The positive side
was the organic reconstruction of intellectual and social life in accor-
dance with the Christian idea.

The theoretical development of the Christian principle in the form
of dogma occurred before its use as an organizing power in the region
of political life. This was of course inevitable. The Christian principle
was still confronted by the immense mass of existing social institu-
tions which apparently rested upon another basis. Before the Chris-
tian principle could make effective headway against this objective
structure it had to abstract itself and become conscious of its own
meaning. Thus the early development is almost entirely subjective. It
consisted in comprehending the new idea as an idea, a formulated
statement.

As, however, the old political and social institutions passed away,
or at least passed away so far as their external form was concerned,
as they did at the fall of Rome, the Christian principle found a chance
for finding outward expression and dominion. This chance was fur-
thered by the fact that the peoples with whom it had to deal were
the new barbarian Germanic peoples, the people who combined a
wonderful mass of subjective feeling and capacity with an entire ab-
sence of all settled social organization or rational form in their life.
In the contact of the Christian principle with the Germanic nations
there met on one side the subjective factor of feeling which was aware
of large possibilities eager for action; and on the other side a body of
objective, recognized and stable truth. The union of these two is the
development of the Germanic or modern world involving the politi-
cal expression of the Christian principle. The first efforts of the union
we find in the Middle Ages.*> The Middle Ages are themselves an
embodied contradiction. The contradiction is that the Christian prin-
ciple which, if it be anything, must be a universal principle, losing
itself in the whole of life in order to grow up, then, amid the condi-
tions of human existence and association, attempted to realize itself
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as a special institution as against all other institutions. The spiritual,
instead of being the law of life, individual and political, was changed
into a special kind of life, finding its own particular embodiment.
Thus in the Middle Ages we have everywhere a dualism. On one side
is the spiritual, on the other the secular and profane; on one side the
church, on the other the empire. On one side the priest, on the other
the laity. On one side theology, as a dogmatic body of absolute truth,
on the other hand ordinary knowledge, the fluctuating mass of
worthless opinion, and so indefinitely.

It was impossible, of course, that this contradiction could endure.
The spiritual must either become nothing at all or it must become
the animating principle of the entire temporal structure. The first
realization of this fact constitutes what we call the Protestant Refor-
mation. This took shape in the conception that the Christian princi-
ple, since universal, must be in direct relation with the heart and
conscience of every man and hence that there is no need of an inter-
mediate, special institution to preserve truth and the principle of sal-
vation and to dole it out on harsh terms to the individual. This notion
of the direct relation of divine truth to the individual as such is the
heart of Luther’s doctrine of justification by faith. Faith, then, is no
mere intellectual conviction about certain theoretic formulae or
about certain historic facts. It is simply the name for the capacity of
the individual to have direct relations with the divine spirit. In He-
gel’s language,—it is the subjective and certain assurance of the eter-
nal and essential truth of God. As such it is the organ by which the
individual approaches God and therefore is substituted for the church
as a middle term. “Hereby,” says Hegel, “the new and final standard
was raised about which the nations assembled. It is the banner of the
free spirit, master of itself in the truth and only in the truth. This is
the banner under which we serve and which we carry; this is the
essential meaning of the reformation, namely; that the very nature of
man defines him as free.”>* In other words, since man’s spirit is in
itself akin to the spirit of truth, man has of himself, without requiring
any intervening authority, the power to get the truth, and living the
light of this truth to be free.
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The period since the Reformation has for its object the moulding
of the world according to this Protestant principle. It has had to solve
the problem of securing to the individual that actual access to truth
which shall make him free. It was inevitable that this conception of
individuality and truth should first be interpreted subjectively both
in the individual and so far as society itself is concerned. In the indi-
vidual it was seen in the formation of habits of minute introspective
self-examination which gave to Protestant piety a pitiable and ratio-
nal aspect of spiritual torment. The substitution of the individual for
the church as the organ of truth at first woke the stream of capricious
and introspective subjectivity. This conception of the individual as a
source and test of truth also found expression in what is called the
illumination, in the formal rationalism of the eighteenth century. The
individual, conceiving that he had within himself the standard of
truth, attempted to test all historical traditions and all political insti-
tutions by this private judgment of his own. Naturally, these objective
institutions could not stand the test of formal reason and the result
was that vast wave of skepticism regarding all religious truth ex-
pressed in theological form and regarding all social institutions which
were so prevalent during the eighteenth century. This culminated in
the French Revolution, which in principle was the conflict of the
private reason of the individual with the public reason embodied in
law, institution and tradition.

The consciousness by thought we have so far considered on its
formal side, the attempt to measure objective institutions by the ab-
stract reason of man. On the positive side man’s consciousness of
reason as incarnate in himself took the form, first, of science. Man
became conscious of this presence of reason in himself and sought to
work out its bearing through mastery of nature. Nature, which to
earlier peoples had been either directly one with man or else a barrier
to man, was seen to be so bound up with man’s own life that he had
to master its meaning in order to preserve his own mental integrity.
So it came about as if God had for the first time just created the sun,
moon, the stars, plants and animals, as though the laws of nature
were for the first time settled. For men began first to have a real
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interest in these things when they recognized their own reason in the
reason pervading things. Second, thought was directed toward
human action, toward the moral side of experience. A foundation
was now sought for a law and morality, not in either the laws of
nature nor in those of God’s will externally made known, but as in
man’s own reason and will. Third, man became conscious that society
and the State were themselves his own objective reason, they did not
need to be overthrown in order that the individual might be free, but
it was in and through them that the individual was free.

This realization of freedom of spirit which takes place in history
constitutes the transition from objective to absolute spirit. In the the-
ory of the subjective spirit we see the spirit as an activity working
either upon or against or through a nature external to it. This exter-
nality is the limitation which makes the spirit subjective. In the objec-
tive spirit we find the spirit creating its own content, its own outward
expression, first in the state, and then in the process of history. When
we find that history itself marks the development of spirit we see that
it is neither merely subjective nor merely objective, but that spirit
itself is both the activity and the material of activity; that it is both
form and content; that it is both the subject that undergoes develop-
ment and the object through this development realized.

This brings us to the theory of the absolute spirit which Hegel
treats under three heads: the philosophy of art, of religion and of
philosophy itself. The conflict so far has been between the inner and
the outer, between the meaning and the material which expresses this
meaning, between idea and the form or object which conveys this
idea, between the spiritual and the natural. In history we find rather
the struggle onward toward the goal than the full fruition of the goal.
Spirit is not yet one with itself but is still seeking this unity through
the medium of the objective world.

Now, in art the sensuous and the ideal, the natural and the spiri-
tual, are completely at one. In art, spirit finds spirit; it is reconciled
with itself. Now this completeness of relation in which spirit consti-
tutes both terms, in which spirit is both the feeling, knowing, acting
subject, and the object of enjoyment and appreciation, is what Hegel
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calls the absolute spirit. The work of art, in other words, has an infinite
value. In art man is no longer struggling to express ideas in an alien
material which resists his efforts, but is breathing out spiritual life
through a medium as plastic and free as itself. In Hegel’s language,—art
is the representation of the absolute spirit in sensuous existence. In art
the spirit exists and not simply strives to find existence. And again,
in art, the spirit exists, the ideal or subjective side is not lost in the
representation as it tends to be in the state and in history. The realiza-
tion of the artistic idea occurs through three stages,—first, in symbolic
art; second, in the classical; and thirdly, in romantic.

In symbolic art there is an attempt to convey the spirit by main
strength, as it were, to embody* it forth physically. Historically, this
stage of art is represented by gigantic pyramids, obelisks and huge
grotesque statues of Oriental life. They really had not defined their
own ideas. They had not mastered them and hence these ideas could
not find expression in any clear outward form. They did not know
what their own thoughts were, hence they could only hint at them,
could only endeavor to make them real to themselves by some gigan-
tic outward form.

In classical art, especially that of Greece, the idea was clearly and
sharply defined and hence there was a perfect equation between the
form and the content, that is, between the meaning of the work of
art and the outward expression of it. This indeed is what we mean
by classic art, the perfect interpenetration of soul and body. This
art is plastic in the truest sense of the word; it alone truly deserves
the name of art. Symbolic art is a little less than art; material still
preponderates.

Romantic art, to which we now come, is a little more than art; in
it the idea, the thought, becomes conscious of its full spiritual mean-
ing, its own infinity. Hence it becomes impossible fully to express or
convey the thought in outward forms. In romantic art there must be
a phase of apparent incompleteness or inadequacy. The material is
never able fully to convey the richness of the idea. Hence the roman-
tic has to work by suggestion, by delicate hinting, by indicating more
than is expressed. It does not tell the whole story like classic art, but
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is aimed at the spectator; it hopes to rouse in his mind the emotions
and ideas which were in the artist’s mind but which were too great to
be conveyed in any sensuous form. In other words, the spiritual ele-
ment has become so thoroughly conscious of itself that it cannot get
into an equilibrium with the sensuous element. It no longer expresses
itself in the latter but rather uses it for its own end and aim. Forms
of art repeat within their sphere the same principle of classification.
Architecture is symbolic art; sculpture, classical art; painting and
music, romantic.

Romantic art, since it expresses the predominance of the spiritual
over the sensuous, marks the transition to religion. It may be said that
art and religion both have the same content; both express and convey
the same absolute truth. But art conveys this in the form of outer
existences which are to be looked at and enjoyed by the individual.
Religion conveys this truth with the individual’s own inward experi-
ence in feeling and thought as its vehicle. As has been already said, the
leading idea of absolute spirit is that spirit exists for and with itself. It
is wholly one with itself, it is a system of the relations which constitute
life. This principle must of course be revealed in religion also. Hence
the development of religion is that of the religious consciousness, of
consciousness which appreciates, at least in the form of feeling, that
God is both the subject and object of life; that he is not unknowable
nor far-away spirit, but is the spirit of all spirits. In other words, the
development of religion is simply the progressive revelation of man to
man, the revelation in which man discovers that the ground and aim
of his existence is neither in man as a mere individual nor in a world
of physical force external to him, but in a living process which unites
within its activity him and all other persons, the process of nature
itself. The development of religion, in other words, is man finding that
the divine spirit is the source and end of all his activity and that there-
fore the absolute power of the universe is neither mere blind force nor
simply an intelligent person outside of the world, that is, a living spirit
who lives in and through the world.

Taken from this last standpoint it follows of course that this abso-
lute spirit must reveal himself by the very law of his own being, that
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only in and through this self-revelation which constitutes his relation
to nature and to finite spirits is he truly absolute spirit or God at all.
Hence Hegel lays it down that the absolute spirit requires a finite
spirit. Hegel treats of the historical development of religion under
three heads: first natural religion, where man feels his unity with the
power that is in the world but, in having realized this feeling, either
makes objects of adoration or particular things in nature, thus identi-
fying himself with them, or in some wild frenzy identifies himself
with the absolute power of the world and thus claims the right to be
and act as if he were this absolute power. In the second part Hegel
treats the larger religions of the world, namely, the Jewish, which he
regards as the religion of sublimity, the Greek, the religion of beauty
and the Roman as the religion of external utility and aims and the
conformity of means to ends. The third part treats of absolute reli-
gion which Hegel considers to be Christianity, treating Christianity
neither simply as a historical event nor simply as a collection of dog-
mas, but rather as complete realization of the self-revelation of spirit.
It is the main thought of the Christian religion that God is one with
man and that there is a unity of the infinite and the finite and this
truth, when grasped, not simply on the side of some outward event,
not* of some supernatural dogma, is identical with the truth of phi-
losophy itself. This constitutes the transition to the third part of the
absolute spirit which Hegel calls philosophy.

Philosophy has exactly the same content as art and religion, excep-
ting that which art took in the form of direct apprehension and reli-
gion took in the form of feeling and imagery, philosophy grasps as
thought. This philosophy is not something by itself, Hegel says, as if
before this time we had been going through the steps leading up to
philosophy. Philosophy is nothing but a full realization of what has
been thought and discussed previously. It is simply closing the work
with which we have been previously occupied. It is getting that point
of view whence we see nature, life and experience as elements in the
active process of the self-revelation of spirit to spirit. It is the work of
philosophy as such simply to place the dot which ends the sentence,
thus for the first time getting the full meaning of that sentence.
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a translation of the beginning of part 1. Kedney’s translation was followed
by two more partial translations in 1886: Hegel, The Philosophy of Art: An
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well as the intellectual, as a scene of becoming, and it located reason some-
where within the struggles of life.” Dewey, “Intelligence and Morals” (1908),
MW 4:43.
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79. Dewey is certainly not alone in this judgment. Many scholars argue
that Hegel does not demonstrate that his particular conceptions of the mon-
archy, the legislature, and the civil service bureaucracy are truly necessary
for the state to play the role he envisions for it, which is the actualization of
freedom. See Patten, Hegel’s Idea of Freedom, 166.

80. Hegel, Philosophy of Right, §5258, 267—68.

HEGEL’S PHILOSOPHY OF SPIRIT: 1897, UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO
John Dewey

Dewey gave this seminar, “Hegel’s Philosophy of Spirit,” in 1897 at
the University of Chicago. The University of Chicago Annual Register for July
1896—July 1897, listing courses for 1897-1898, described the “Seminar in the
Philosophy of Hegel,” courses 45, 46, 47, as follows (169):

Hegel’s lesser Logic and Philosophy of Mind, as translated by Wallace,
will be made the basis of study. Points of connection with the thought of
his predecessors, especially Kant and Spinoza, will be studied, and Hegel’s
own ideas will be further developed by reference to selected portions of
the Phenomenology, the Philosophy of Law, and the Aesthetics. For
graduate students.

Autumn, Winter, and Spring Quarters, ’97—8; Mondays, 4:00—6:00
P.M.

Head Professor Dewey

The same announcement was made in the 1894-1895 Annual Register, list-
ing courses for 1895-1896 (with the notation “Not to be given in '95-6”), the
1895-1896 Annual Register, listing courses for 1896—1897 (with the notation
“Not to be given in 96—7”), and, for the last time, in the 1897-1898 Annual
Register, listing courses for 1898—99.

A mimeographed typescript for Hegel’s Philosophy of Spirit class lecture
notes, 103 pages (originally part of the H. Heath Bawden Collection) is lo-
cated in the Joseph Ratner/John Dewey Papers, Box 49, folder 7, Special Col-
lections Research Center, Morris Library, Southern Illinois University
Carbondale. On the cover sheet is written “H. Heath Bawden Vassar College
Poughkeepsie.” The notetaker is unknown.

Corrections made in pencil in the typescript are discussed in the notes.

A similar set of class lecture notes for Dewey’s 1891 Hegel lectures, hand-
written by Eliza Jane Read Sunderland (Sunderland Manuscript Collection,
Bentley Historical Library, University of Michigan), indicates that Dewey
had worked out his Hegel lectures by 1891. The Calendar of the University of
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Michigan for 1891-92 and for 1892—93 lists Dewey as teaching “Hegel’s Logic,
Wallace’s translation.”

Three numbered footnotes, apparently added to the typescript after 1897,
have been treated as editorial notes and are cited below in notes 26, 27,
and 28.

1. Eliza Jane Read Sunderland also cited this Josiah Royce article in her
lecture notes for Dewey’s 1891 Hegel’s Philosophy of Spirit lectures (Sunder-
land Manuscript Collection, Bentley Historical Library, University of Michi-
gan). The reference list for these lectures includes additional references cited
by Sunderland.

2. “Whereupon I thought out the following principle, a rather painful
one for me, but still a very profound one, namely, that in youth . . . one
can’t eat as much as one wants, while in age one doesn’t want to eat as much
as one can” (Royce, “Two Philosophers of the Paradoxical,” 50).

3. Edward Caird, Hegel, 12.

4. In the original typescript “latter” is written above “former,” which
is crossed out.

5. “To the Greek, the idea of the fatherland, his State” (Caird,
Hegel, 31).

6. The phrase “laboured and which formed his persistent motive” is
also from Caird (ibid.).

7. Dewey used the phrase “the solvent word” in “Nature and Its Good:
A Conversation,” in Middle Works 4:26: “But when Arthur was speaking, I
felt that perhaps this disagreement exists precisely because the solvent word
had not been uttered.” William Torrey Harris (in the preface to Journal of
Speculative Philosophy 1 (1867): 1) also used “the solvent word,” one that
changes or adapts to conditions or circumstances.

8. In the original typescript “made” is altered from “may be” by hand.

9. Dewey is apparently referring to Immanuel Kant’s The Philosophy of
Law.

10. In 1802 Hegel and Friedrich Wilhelm Joseph von Schelling founded,
cowrote, and coedited the short-lived Critical Journal of Philosophy in Jena.
Their introduction to the journal was published in 1801.

11. Hegel’s The Phenomenology of Mind was not translated in its entirety
until 1910 (trans. J. B. Baillie, published in London by Swan Sonnenschein).

12. Instead of “blackness of night” the original typescript reads “blank-
ness of night.”

13. In the original typescript “conformable” is altered by hand from
“comfortable.”
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14. In the original typescript “as” is written above “on,” which is
crossed out.

15. In the original typescript “into” is altered by hand from “in.

16. In the original typescript “universals” is written above “particulars,”
which is crossed out.

17. Instead of “cannot avoid” the typescript reads “can avoid.”

18. In the original typescript “do not” is inserted by hand.

19. In the original typescript “but on” is inserted by hand.

20. Instead of “genus” the original typescript reads “genius.”

21. Instead of “Thus the soul” the original typescript reads “This the
soul.”

22. In the original typescript “yet” is written above “and,” which is
crossed out.

23. In the original typescript “the” is written above “each,” which is
crossed out.

24. In the original typescript the phrase “themselves out of their intelli-
gence” is bracketed by hand and “omit” is written above it.

25. The noun that one expects after “mutual” is missing in the original
typescript.

26. Here a footnote was apparently added later to the typescript, citing
John Watson, “The New ‘Ethical’ Philosophy,” International Journal of Eth-
ics 9 (July 1899): 413-34.

27. A partially illegible note apparently added later to the typescript
reads: “Known by peripherally excited new aesthetics ss [sic] chiefly.”

28. A note apparently added later to the typescript reads: “The civil soci-

>

ety of Arabs is simply an extended family idea.”

29. Instead of “stating” the original typescript reads “starting.”

30. Instead of “morality was directly” the original typescript reads “mo-
rality direct.”

31. Instead of “and yet as” the original typescript reads “and yet.”

32. Instead of “was in this” the original typescript reads “was this.”

33. Instead of “in the Middle Ages” the original typescript reads “in the
modern ages.”

34. Caird, Hegel, 22.

35. In the original typescript “embody” appears as “body” with extra
space before it.

36. Instead of “not of some” the original typescript reads “but of some.”
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