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Abstract

In this paper, | draw upon the ‘post-Kantian’ reagof Hegel to examine the
consequences Hegel's idea of God has for undetisahts metaphysics. In
particular, | apply Hegel’s ‘recognition-theoretapproach to his theology. Within
the context of this analysis, | focus especiallytlomincarnation and sacrifice of
Christ.

First, | claim that Hegel's philosophy of religie@mploys a peculiar notion of
sacrifice kenoticsacrifice). Here, sacrifice is conceived agithdrawal that is, as a
‘making room’ for the other. Second, | argue ttegt idea of kenotic sacrifice plays a
fundamental role in Hegel’s account of Christ. @hirconclude by sketching some of
the consequences Hegel’s idea of a God who rensuns@wn divinity has for an
idealistically conceived metaphysics. My main teasithat Hegel’s turn to
Christianity can be regarded as indicative of mdagsement of social and political
freedoms that are characteristic of modernity. Thanodern freedoms are cognate
with a certaindeaof God. Thus, the notion of incarnation is conedias the
expression of a spirit that advances only insagat s willing towithdrawand make

room for the other.

Introduction

Hegel scholarship in the Anglophone world has rdgemtnessed the establishment
of new approaches that aim to show the relevandeéapicality of a thought that, for

a long time, was often considered one of the mostract, or even lunatic, instances



of a philosophical school (Idealism) that was oftegarded as incapable of offering
any significant contribution to contemporary thougbne of these new approaches is
represented by the so-called ‘post-Kantian’ intet@ion of Hegel pioneered by
Robert Pippin and Terry Pinkafdt the core of this interpretation is the ideattha
Hegel’s philosophy does not represem¢égressiorto pre-Kantian metaphysics, but
rather arextensiorof Kant's critical philosophy.While such an approach might lead
to the conclusion that Hegel's philosophical projssubstantially anti-metaphysical,
it has been suggested that it is possible to regagel’s thought in continuation with
the Kantian project and, at the same time, toatitisider Hegel's philosophy as
maintaining a metaphysical dimension—or, bettepraposing alifferentkind of

metaphysics: aitealistmetaphysics.

To understand how this interpretation is possihes has to consider that Kant’'s
use of the term ‘metaphysics’ was ambiguous. Tiauhlly, theCritique of Pure
Reasorhas been interpreted as representing a radigaficisen about metaphysics.
Metaphysics is ‘the science of illusion’ becaudesis the intention of providing
knowledge about objects (such as the soul, or Gddyhich, no empirical (i.e.,
spatio-temporal) intuitions are possible. Thenedgloubt that most of theritique of
Pure Reasompursues this path. Sometimes, however, Kant seesgygest that
metaphysics is somehguossible—not the traditional (pre-Kantian) metaphysics that
treated metaphysical objects as if they were nhtinjacts, but a new (idealist)
metaphysics, conceived as that discipline in whéason is concernedth its own
products® The possibility of reading Kant’'s account of métggics in two different
ways has been suggested by Sebastian Gardner (stingdishes between an
“analytic” and an “idealist” way of interpretingeiCritique of Pure Reasg. This
interpretation was articulated more fully by Paeldg@ing (who calls the two
viewpoints ‘weak transcendental idealism’ and ‘sggdranscendental idealism’,
respectively). A meaningful example is represented by the idé#iseohuman soul
and of God. Whereas pre-Kantian metaphysics detdtthe human soul and God as
if they were natural objects, Kant approached thsmroducts of reasons that hold a
peculiar regulative status, that is, as regulgtiveciples that ‘serve to lead the
understanding by means of reason in regard to exer and to the use of its rules in
the greatest perfectiolf’In other words, in light of Kant's ‘strong transciental

idealism’, the existence of the objects of metapisys different from the existence



of natural objects—that is, metaphysical objectgehanideal rather than a

‘naturalistic’ existence.

If this is the case, then it is possible to readéfis thought as a development of
Kant’s critical philosophy and in continuity withshproject—or at least with one of
the possible interpretations of his project, ors ant himself advanced: ‘strong
transcendental idealism’. ‘Read as an “absolutealidt in a post-Kantian sense’,
Redding writes, ‘Hegel might be seen as extendiret) & non-realist approach to
both the individual soul and to Gofl’ In other words, Hegel is regarded as
conceiving of the content of metaphysics as egtmermative rather than as a type of
‘scientific’ or ‘naturalistic’ knowledge about tiveay the world is ‘anyway’. From
this point of view, Hegel's idealist metaphysicegldl be conceived as that ‘realm of
reason’ whose objects (e.g., values and norms) g@xeproducts of reason. Clearly, a
problematic aspect of such an approach might besepted by the question of what
criterion should be used to determine which objbeteng or do not belong to that
‘realm of reason’. Hegel’'s answer to this quest®forged out of an assimilation of
the Kantian conception that ideas play a regulan normative role in human
cognition and morality in conjunction with the Fiean concept of recognition
(Anerkennuny The main idea here is that to be an idealisubbwtaphysical objects
is to recognize that their reality (their existemseobjects of reason) is conditional
upon human recognition. Thus, for example, to balealist about God means to
claim that God exists (qua metaphysical object, &g a product of reason) insofar as
we recognise him as existing. Furthermore, fromegdtian perspective, human
beingsthemselvebave to be regarded as products of reason. Hueiagd) qua
knowing subjects, exist in the realm of reason amlgs much as they mutually
recognize themselves as existitign other words, Hegel is thought of as making the
necessary reflexivity of self-consciousness depeinoie one’s recognition of other
subjects aself-consciousubjects. As Redding nicely puts it, ‘Without tBistem of
recognition, there is no self, just a natural oisan™

Because the (ideal) existence of metaphysical tdhjs@dependent on recognition,
it follows that recognition is the ‘organising peiple’ of that realm of reason in
which Hegelian metaphysics consists. As alreadytimaed, the fundamental act of
recognition is the recognition of the other. I&§ a subject (or, to use Hegel's

terminology, as a subjective spirit), do not reagegrothers as human beings (and, as



such, equally capable to recognise me as a humag)bthe very possibility of a
realm of reason made up by values and norms (wisastence depends upon a joint
act of recognition) disappears. In fact, if metagpbal objects exist only insofar as
human subjects recognise them as existing, ame i€xistence of human beings (as
distinct from mere natural organisms) is, in tutependent upon mutual recognition,
it follows that recognition of the other is the dlamental organising principle of

Hegel’'s metaphysics.

While the importance of recognition is often acktexged with respect to Hegel's
subjective and objective spirit (especially hisificdl and moral philosophy)its
relevance for absolute Spirit (Hegel's metaphydas still to be shown in all its
clarity. As a part of this larger project, this pajaims to show the importance of
recognition in Hegel’s philosophy of religirfthe second moment of Hegel's
absolute spirit), an area that is often appealedhien criticising the post-Kantian
interpretation of Hegel. More specifically, the m&ocus of the paper is an analysis
of the notion okenotic sacrificel claim that an understanding of kenotic saceifie
essential to fully grasping the relevance of redtogmand what it entails (Section 1).
Furthermore, | suggest that once the kenotic asigebe Hegelian notion of sacrifice
has been made clear, it becomes easier to expli@mphasis that Hegel places on
the incarnation of Christ (Section 2). FinallyJdin that Hegel's particular view of
kenotic sacrifice, conceived as the key eleme@toist’s incarnation, sheds light on
how his metaphysics is to be interpreted, andiirctaat the organising principle of
an idealist metaphysics is the reciprocal recognitf different finite points of view.
The conclusion will also provide a possible solatio the dispute between ‘left
Hegelians’ and ‘right Hegelians’ concerning thesdaof the idea of God in Hegel’s
philosophy.

1. Sacrifice, Kenosis, and Recognition

There is little or no evidence in previous literatof a connection between
recognition and sacrifice. This is partly becaumseinhterpretative standpoint that
emphasises the importance of recognition for Hegetilosophy has not yet
addressed Hegel’s philosophy of religion. This leckrobably also due to the

influence of Georges Bataille’s essaiegel, la Mort et le Sacrificg” Bataille sees



sacrifice merely as destruction or suppression. él@wn, | claim that this is only one
aspect of the Hegelian conception of sacrifice.réh another, and even more

important, aspect. It is the kenotic sacrificesacrifice awithdrawal

To contextualise this distinction, it is usefulttwn to the section of Hegel’'s 1827
Lectures on the Philosophy of Religidevoted to the Cultus. Here, Hegel
distinguishes three forms of the Cultus: devotibndachj, external sacrifice(pfer),
and interiorised sacrific&! Introducing the second form (external sacrifi¢éggel

writes:

Negation exists within devotion and even maintan®utward configuration by
means of sacrifice. The subject renounces somethtinggates something in
relation to itself. It has possessions and divies¢df of them in order to demonstrate
that it is in earnest. On the one hand this negas@ccomplished in a more
intensive fashion only through the sacrificing arting of something — even
through human sacrifice; on the other hand theiklensnjoyment [of the sacrifice],
for instance the eating and drinking, is itself tiegation of external things. Thus
from this negation or from the sacrifice one adwasio enjoyment, to
consciousness of having posited oneself in unitit @iod by means of it. The
sensible enjoyment is linked directly with whahigher, with consciousness of the
linkage with God. (LPR 194)

This account of external sacrifice substantiallyrors the picture of the ‘sacrificial
dedication’ Hingabg that is featured in thehenomenologybut in theLecturesthe
fundamental characteristics of this form of sacefare stressed more explicitly.
Sacrifice appears when negation enters into thefat#votion, and it consists in the
suppression, or negation, of something externtilgsubject. The enjoyment
resulting from this sacrifice is an expression oéastablishment of the unity between
nature and spirit. This form of sacrifice is ex@rand is never interiorised, not even
when performed on the subject itself, as happemgxample, in acts of self-
mortification, in which sacrifice as suppressiomains, as Hegel writes later in the
Lectures 'the abstractly negative’ (LPR 300). A furtheméiomation of this reading
comes from Hegel’s analysis of the myth of Promeashén Greek mythology,
Prometheus is regarded as the one who taught humaesform sacrifices. When he
sacrificed to Zeus for the first time, he presented sacrificial offerings, one

consisting of beef hidden inside an ox’s stomaaol, the other consisting of bones



wrapped in ‘glistening fat’. The god was caughthia snare and chose the latter, thus
establishing the usual procedure for future sa&#j where humans keep the meat to
be eaten and burn the bones as a sacrificial offeRrometheus, Hegel remarks, ‘still
belongs among the Titans’, that is, pre-human areaf ‘for the very reason that
these skills are only to satisfy the human needsytfave no ethical authority, they
are not laws’ (LPR 338). External sacrifice alwayss out to be “utilitarian”
destruction or suppression of something for the sdlsomething else, be it the
satisfaction of needs, the benevolence of the gwds simple manifestation of
power

External sacrifice is not, however, the highestfaf the cult. The third and
highest form is represented by the interiorisediee, whereby one not only
destroys external things but also gives up one’s subjectivity. Hegel writes:

The third and highest form within the cultus is wiene lays aside one’s own
subjectivity — not only practices renunciation ¥iexnal things such as
possessions, but offers one’s heart or inmoste&lod and senses remorse and
repentance in this inmost self; then one is conscad one’s own immediate
natural state (which subsists in the passions riedtions of particularity), so that
one dismisses these things, purifies one’s headttlarough this purification of
one’s heart raises oneself up to the realm of tinelp spiritual. This experience of
nothingness can be a bare condition or single épez, or it can be thoroughly
elaborated [in one’s life]. If heart and will arareestly and thoroughly cultivated
for the universal and the true, then there is priesat appears as ethical life. To
that extent ethical life is the most genuine cul&ist consciousness of the true, of
the divine, of God, must be directly bound up wit{LPR 194)

What happens when sacrifice is interiorised? Faatrifice becomes self-sacrifice
(Aufopferung, not in the form of self-suppression or self-nfardtion, but as an
offering of the ‘inmost self’. When one ‘lays asidee’s own subjectivity’, she senses
‘remorse and repentance’. As we know fréhe Philosophy of Righsubjectivity is,
for Hegel, ‘a one-sided form’ and ‘pure certitudeatself in contrast with the truth’
(PR 825): it is a (false) presumption of objectivit In the previous state, there was
no distinction between subjectivity and objectivity the external sacrifice, the
relation with the divine is immediate, and the sgbjs concerned only with his

purported achievement (satisfaction of needs, goeisevolence, etc’y. Once the



subject has given up her own subjectivity, she besoconscious of her finiteness
(her ‘nothingness’ in relation to the divine) andmdisses her passions and intentions.
If this is not a one-time experience, but a reagrand cultivated habit, then it
becomes the condition for the emergence of a pregécal life, and the foundation

of metaphysical knowledge (‘consciousness of the,tof the divine, of God’).

The interiorised sacrifice has, therefore, sevienglications for Hegel's
conception of metaphysics, some of which will betsked in the final section. For
now, | would like to stress that the main distiontbetween external sacrifice and
interiorised sacrifice consists in this: exterradrifice issuppressivé'the abstractly
negative’); conversely, interiorised sacrific&kenotic The term ‘kenotic’ derives
from the Greek wor#enosis meaning ‘emptiness$”™ The use of the term in
connection with a ‘sacrificial’ dynamic (but diffemt from the traditional
‘suppressive’ meaning of sacrifice) dates back&@hristian New Testament, in
particular Philippians 2:7, where, to describeittfwarnation of Christ, it is said that
Christ ‘withdrew’ or ‘emptied himself'dkenosen In the previous verse (Philippians
2:6), it is written that Christ did not consides ldivine form fnorphg as something
‘to be grasped’ or ‘to be kept’, but was willing‘empty’ or ‘annul’ himself to
assume a different ‘form’. What is implied is tl@abdd gave up those divine privileges
that are incompatible with the finite nature ofuartan being (omnipotence,
omnipresence, omniscience, etc.) to become fuligdru Retrospectively, and
through a connection with the Jewish Kabbalistiiaroof tsimtsuni™ the term
kenosis has also been used by some theologiarstoilde God’s original act of
creation: God created the universe by voluntanihyting his divine infinity, by
withdrawing and making room for the universe and finite bseifid he notion of
kenotic sacrifice plays a minor and often hiddart, rionetheless significant, role in
medieval and early-modern philosophy and theoldtpe first thinker to model a
theological conception on the notion of kenosis thasGerman philosopher and
mystic Meister Eckhart.Eckhart was a seminal figure, and through the vedikis
disciples (among them John Tauler and Henry Sis®}Yoctrines had a significant

impact on Martin Luther and the Reformation.

Eckhart’s conception of kenosis resurfaced in bloeight of the seventeenth
century mystical thinker Jacob Béhme. SignificanByhme is one of the two figures

(the other being Francis Bacon) Hegel addresse®isection ‘Modern Philosophy in



its First Statement’ of hisectures on the History of Philosophityis ‘through him’,
Hegel claims, ‘that philosophy of a distinctive cheter first emerged in Germany’
(LHP 95)™ What distinguishes Bshme’s conception of kenasimfprevious
accounts (such as Eckhart’s) is that while the ggs®f kenosis for Eckhart was
leaving God ‘intact’, without substantially affeatj his divine prerogativ®4, Bohme
conceived of the kenotic process as an emptyingithelves a change in the
underlying substancé&™' In short, Bohme's$sod can change and, most importantly,

can suffer—and, in factloessuffer.

It is a Bohmian conception of kenosis, | claim ttisaat work in the interiorised
sacrifice. The importance of the notion of kenasislegel’s thought, as well as
Bohme’s influence in this respect, has already Istessed in previous literature,
most notably by O'Reagan in Hiie Heterodox Heg&f" Nevertheless, O’Reagan,
consistently with his interpretative approach, eatalises the emphasis on kenosis
within an analysis of the mystical features of Hegneology. Recognition does not
appear to play a significant role in his accountlefjel’s philosophy of religion (or
absolute spirit broadly conceived), and O’Reaggraegntly accepts the assumption
that Hegel is a realist about God. Both of thesenehts prevent him from conceiving
of the notion of kenosis as playing a major rol¢hie Hegelian structure of relations

between his philosophy of religion and his ideatigtaphysics.

It has been said that the recognition of the oth#re necessary pre-condition for
the existence of that realm of reason in which Hegeetaphysics consists. It is
worth remembering that this realm of reason isanBtatonic ‘world of ideas®,’ but
the set of ‘idealities’ (which includes, but itnst limited to, values, norms, and
beliefs) whose reality is conditional upon recoigmit®' Furthermore, as shown by
the Hegelian passages analysed above, there damaatecognition of the other if the
subject does not preliminarily renounces its owsodliteness, that is, its presumption
of considering its subjectivity as absolute objatti Only if the subject withdraws
and ‘makes room’, as it were, for the other’s pahview (thus recognising itself as
relative, i.e., as located historically, geographi; etc.), is the process of
recognition, and with it the related establishnadfrda realm of reason, indeed

possible.

Because the kenotic sacrifice is the representatidime act that effectively

establishes the process of recognition, it is tieacondition for thexistenceof self-



consciousnes&"" It has been said that human beitiysmselvesnust be regarded as
products of reason. Therefore, our odentity (as human beings) is constituted

XXviii

through the process wofithdrawing

This first section has aimed to show the limitgofceiving sacrifice only in its
suppressive meaning. Conceiving sacrifice as sepyme or ‘abstract negation’ does
not allow to make sense of the interiorised or kiersacrifice and, therefore, cannot
connect sacrifice and recognition. Conversely nbigon of kenotic sacrifice fits well
with the post-Kantian reading, especially whemipéoys the recognition-theoretic
approach as a means of making sense of Hegel’ksideetaphysics. Furthermore,
once it is assumed that kenotic sacrifice playsrgortant role in Hegel's account of
absolute spirit, it becomes easier to explain Hegelerest in the incarnation and
sacrifice of Christ. Therefore, the next sectioll be devoted to an analysis of the
philosophical value of the incarnation of Christight of the outcomes that result

from this reading.

2. The Incarnation of Christ

It is well known that in his youth Hegel sharedimwsbome of his contemporaries
(such as Schelling and Hoélderlin) an anti-Christegling and a ‘pagan’ orientation,
showing enthusiasm for Greek mythology and godsmRhePhenomenology
onwards, however, ‘he had incorporated a more agiomal Christian theological
outlook, the significance of which was to remaigpiited among his followers after
his death™™ This change is partly due to the developmentmithodological
approach that assumes that, to analyse a culubgda (say, religion), it is a better
philosophical strategy to start from existing bisliand symbolic features rather than
moving from an abstratt standpoint and, like Kant, speculating what reingi
should be. This attitude of speculation, in Hegeiésv, can be associated with that of
a Scholastic philosopher who declared that henwillgo into the water ‘until he has
learned to swim’ (LPR 95). Nevertheless, this mdtiogical approach alone cannot
explain either Hegel’'s idea that Christianity is thighest form of religion (the
‘consummate’ religion) or Hegel’s increasing intrm the incarnation of Christ. In
fact, these two elements are connected. One fethtatr¢he Greek gods have in
common with the Jewish God (at least as it is preskin the Bible) is that they do



not experience suffering as a human would. Thely(Feaman) feelings, such as
jealousy and anger, but they do not suffer, thepatadie, and (perhaps most
importantly) they do not fail. From this point aew, the Christian god is very
different: it is a God who becomes fully humi&f Therefore, it can be argued that
Hegel regarded Christianity as the highest formebgion precisely because of its
central image of God becoming man. But again, ghhis image so important for

Hegel?

Here, we should remember that Hegel is concerndd®ad as the subject of a
philosophical analysis. In other words, his phijasp of religion is ghilosophyof
religion™ he is not interested in advancing a religious antdut analysing god
gua object of human reason. Furthermore, Hegel idealist Therefore, when he
takes into consideration Christian doctrines, heisconcerned with their
metaphysical correctness (as he would be if he wenetaphysicatealist), but with
their regulative and symbolic value. The centratitghe incarnation of Christ in
Hegel’s philosophy can be fully grasped, | claimlyaf its function as model of the
kenotic sacrifice is taken into consideration.

The figure of Jesus Christ in Hegel’s philosoplgecly represents the incarnation
of the divine and the overcoming of the abstragtogjtion between the divine and the
human. This overcoming can be realised only thraughcrifice that consists in a
withdrawal Effectively, in becoming human, God sacrifices twvn divinity and
absoluteness and accepts all human limitationgydimg being geographically and
historically located. Considered as such, the madoincarnation is not only an early
mythical expression of the dialectic that revehésprogressive incarnation of the
spirit. It is also the symbolic and, as | will shawgulative expression, portrayed in
the form of historical narrative, of a content cepiualised in philosophy. This
content is the process of kenosis between selb#ret, which is essential for
recognition. In fact, if recognition is, first afakemost, the subject’s withdrawal and
renunciation of its own ‘objective’ point of viewyhat can better symbolise this

process than a god who becomes human and renainecgsd’s eyepoint of view?

The death of Christ is therefore the highest exgaoasof this kenotic sacrifice, as it
shows that God has indeed withdrawn from his albsoéss and has fully accepted
human nature—he has accepted it until death. Hegggs: “To sacrifice” means to

sublate the natural, to sublate otherness. ltids $8hrist has died for all”. This is not

10



a single act but the eternal divine history: ihismmoment in the nature of God himself:
it has taken place in God himself” (LPR 470). Ther#ice of Christ is not merely ‘a
single act’, but it shows that the Christian Goda$ an immutable, always already

y XXXiii

actualised being; conversely, he is a ‘being irobaog'.

Thus, Christ sublates ‘the natural’ by withdrawfngm the ‘supernatural’,
accepting the natural and overcoming it throughkkisotic sacrifice. This
overcoming is what Christ’s followers are requitedemember in the Eucharist.
Furthermore, the representation of the Christiad {&dhe internalized mode of
memory also has an ethical significance. This sthaot come as a surprise—after
all, even the passage in Philippians, which isoitiginal source of the kenotic
tradition, presents some immediate ethical implocest. In fact, with his description
of the incarnation of Christ as a ‘withdrawal’, thethor of the letter to the
Philippians clearly intended to call for an imitatiof Christ: Christians are required
to follow Christ’'s example by sacrificing themsedvéiowever, the sacrifice to which
Christians are called is different from traditiosakrifice (the suppression of
something for the sake of something else). Heres#trifice of Christ is assumed to
be a paradigm for a sacrifice conceived as a watidl or a ‘making room’ for
others. When Hegel claims that Christ should bentivenative paradigm for the
church (qua community of Christ’s follower&f" he is not simply retaining some
elements of the well-established tradition of ltiméatio Christi. In fact, Hegel’'s
reception of this tradition appears more meaningfde it is considered in light of
the kenotic sacrifice. In Hegel's view, the incaroa of Christ represents a turning
point in the history of spirit, as Christ becomles exemplar of the kenotic sacrifice,
on which we humans can model our normativity. Oina@ novelties of the Christian
church consists in its willingness to perform afold withdrawal: the first, in which
each individual gives up her subjectivity (previlyyserceived as absolute
objectivity) to establish the intersubjectivity the community?™ and the second, in
which the community gives up its inner spiritualitiie traditional spiritual
component of a religious community) to engage withworld. As Hodgson
comments, ‘Hegel traces a movement from heart tiocthto ethical life, a movement
that points to freedom as theosof world history. The freedom of thmasileia
community passes into social and political freed&{*

11



There is a strict interrelation between the affitioraof Christianity, with its
central image of the incarnation as the kenoticifsee of Christ, and the rise of the
age of modern freedoms. The immortal Greek godsslise an idea of freedom as
being untouched by human frailty and weakness.ahgey and jealous God of the
Old Testament, then, that absolute lawgiver andgusiho looked at the world ‘from
the God’s eye point of view’, represents the negatf freedom for the sake of a
‘legal morality’. Finally, the Christian God, wha@epts human finiteness until death
and represents a model for the kenotic sacrificepgnate with modern freedom.
Hegel is explicit in saying that it was through @hianity that the idea of freedom
came into the world™"" Modern freedom does not consist in keeping digtdram
otherness, but rather, by a full acceptance ofro#ss, in a process that is realised
through a withdrawal of one’s personality Aufgeben seiner PersonlichReiThis is
what love consists in: ‘a self-conscious activitye supreme surrender [of oneself] in
the other™i" As Hegel writes in the section of the 1825turesentitied ‘The Idea
of Reconciliation and Its Appearance in a SingldJidual’, ‘The other-being, the
finitude, the weakness, the fraifi§@ebrechlichhke]tof human nature is not to do any
harm to that divine unity which forms the substaotesconciliation. [...] the self-
positing and sublating of otherness is love origglPR 453-454)*** Modern
social and political freedoms are therefore assediaith the idea of kenotic sacrifice
that is represented by the incarnation of Chi&tt ts, with the renunciation of the
God's eye point of view and the withdrawal of onegn personality, or point of

view, torecogniseother personalities and points of view.

It has been said that recognition is the organipnmgiple of that ‘realm of reason’
in which the human normative and cultural world siets. Because the incarnation of
Christ is the representation of the kenotic samifivhich in turns makes recognition
possible, the rise of this idea (in the form ofgielus narrative)n that same realm of
reasonreally is a turning point in the history of spitt turning point that hence sheds
light on how metaphysics (conceived as that disegptoncerned with the realm of
reason) is to be interpreted. Therefore, the ktian of this paper will be devoted to
an examination of some of the consequences thadeheof God, as presented in

Hegel’s philosophy of religion, has for an ideatisttaphysics.
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3. Beyond the Split of Right and Left Hegelians: Thedea of God and Hegel's
Idealist Metaphysics

Read as an idealist in a post-Kantian sense, Hegglbe seen as conceiving of
metaphysics as the discipline in which reason mcemed with its own products.
Hence, God, qua object of metaphysics, should gerded as having an ideal
existence. It follows that the status assigneti¢adea of God might be indicative of
the way in which an idealist should deal with obgeaf metaphysics generally.
Moreover, the idea of God is not merely a proddceason among many others, as it
plays a very peculiar role. Religious belief sysseare, for Hegel, to be understood as
non-conceptual presentations of a content thadnseptually presented in
philosophy. Therefore, just as a proper understenai Hegel's metaphysical view is
relevant for appreciating his conception of theurebf religious experience and
representation, so too his particular views ableetncarnation of Christ and the
kenotic sacrifice shed light on how his metaphysds be interpreted. In Hegel's
own words, ‘Philosophy is only explicatimgelf when it explicates religion, and
when it explicates itself it is explicating religioLPR 78-79).

In Western thought, the picture of God has alwaenlndicative of the
knowledge aspired to in philosophy. For instanie,Aristotelian God, the
immutable and fully actualised ‘unmoved mover’ ¢tlght thinking itself’) was
indicative of the goal of philosophy as a metaptglsimmutable knowledge of an
‘ultimate’ reality. The mainstream tradition in Medal and early modern philosophy
does not substantially divert from that image ofiGwith the addition of the attribute
of omniscience as a consequence of the introduofiapersonalistic component (the
Judeo-Christian omnipotent God). In the domainp$temology, this image is
connected with a conception of metaphysics as sgpreby the phrase ‘god’s-eye-

view’,”

The image of God emerging from Hegel's account lofigtianity briefly sketched
in the previous section represents a challengegdraditional view mentioned above.
Hegel’'s emphasis on the figure of Christ, thaGed emptying itself of its divine
attributes (such as omnipotence and omnisciéhtepecome human (that is,
historically and geographically located), suggest®nception of metaphysical
knowledge different from traditional pre-Kantian tayghysics. The organising

principle of an idealist metaphysics is the reagataecognition of different finite
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points of view. As the image of the Aristoteliannmtable god was consistent with an
account of metaphysics as knowledge of an ‘ultimatity (what is there

‘anyway’), Hegel's image of the kenotic Christiand(who renounces the ‘god’s-
eye-view’) is consistent with an account of metagty as knowledge of ‘ideal’

objects dependent on human recognition.

Hegel’s turn to Christianity and his emphasis omi€tls incarnation and sacrifice
can be regarded as evidence for the increasingratten of Kantian elements into his
metaphysics as well as being indicative of his eseloent of the peculiarly kenotic
dimension of sacrifice. This endorsement is cleamfthe last few lines of Hegel's
passage on the interiorised sacrifice quoted ititbiesection. After having said that
‘ethical life is the most genuine cultus’ but thadnsciousness of the true, of the
divine, of God, must be directly bound up with Kegel adds: ‘To this extent
philosophy [too] is a continual cultus. [...] It isp of knowing the true that one
should dismiss one’s subjectivity’ (LPR 194). Thisotation seems to suggest that a
fundamental component of metaphysical knowledgega{idtically conceived)
consists in the dismissal of subjectivity. As athganentioned, subjectivity is nothing
else but the false presumption of objectivity (‘wertitude of itself in contrast with
the truth’, PR 825), and this is precisely what tealse given up to gain real

metaphysical knowledge.

The idea of God, as it is presented in Hegel'sggaiphy of religion, is the image
of an idealistic standpoint in the domain of episiéogy and metaphysics. It also has
a peculiamormativevalue, as it appears from Hegel's appeal to thdition of
Imitatio Christi, and therefore it has athical significance: human subjects are
required to imitate Christ in his sacrifice / withd/al. Does this mean that the
function of the idea of God in Hegel's philosopkymerely that of an epistemological

and ethical metaphor?

This question is anything but new, as it was attlo of the split that developed
between the so-called ‘right Hegelians’ and ‘leéiddlians’ after Hegel's death. As is
known, the right Hegelians, representing the tHaigion of Hegel’s followers,
considered Hegel a realist concerning God. Thigtipasvas clearly mistaken, as
Hegel was amdealistconcerning God. Thus, the left Hegelians (sucBtesuss and
Feuerbach) were correct in their opposition totkiestic reading of Hegel. However,

they werewrongin turning Hegel’s thought into a ‘humanist’ agjitie of theism.
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Hegel’'s approach to religion, they claimed, shdaddnterpreted as implying a
conception of God as a human projection. Consliecase of Feuerbach, with his
anthropological reading of God as a human ‘cregttbat is, as anere projectiorof
human desires. This position represents a seregregsion into pre-Kantian
metaphysical realism, as it assumes that it isiplesto distinguish, in the realm of
reason, what is there ‘anyway’ from what is a ‘merejection. However, in light of
Kant’s ‘strong transcendental idealism’, which wideseloped more fully by Hegel,
this distinction simply does not make sense becauegything, in the realm of
reason, is based on recognition. In Hegel’s viesthimg is there ‘anyway’ in that
realm, but everything—including the idea of God-dé&pendent upon the human
activity of recognition. Considered in this waye tidea of God can be said to be a
human ‘creation’—but only in the same way in whicis possible to say that human
rights, or human beings (considered as free amohadtbeings) are human

‘creations’.

At this point, one might object that, beyond theds anthropological reading,
Feuerbach and the other left Hegelians were, aftecorrect, as there is a sense in
which Hegel is an atheist insofar as he does miobate to God any existence
external to reason. In this reading, for instatioe claim that the kenotic sacrifice is
the model for expounding what recognition entaisisdd be regarded as meaning that
it is merelya symbolic representation, or even a metapha,aaintent that is better
and more clearly presented in conceptual termsmvhilosophy. This interpretation
can be applied to all religious notions and belielswever, this account represents,
in my view, a subtler, but still serious, misundeansling of Hegel’s approach to the
idea of God. Again, interpreting Hegel as a posti€an philosopher can shed light

on this misunderstanding.

Kant’'s account of the categorical imperative implégerepeated insistence that
moral commands should be listenedsofthey were spoken by the voice of God.
That is, the categorical imperative should be rée@ras a duty toward G3t.Kant's
insistence represents an attempt to solve the pathdt, according to Terry Pinkard,
is implied in the Kantian idea of self-legislati@the idea that one has to be bound by
laws of which one is also the auth8t).Feuerbach and the other left Hegelians
considered the distribution of the activity of gmnstitution of norms over the species

to be a better solution to the Kantian paradox. &ogsent interpretations of Hegel
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seem to suggest that Hegel too should be regasiethploying a similar strated.
From this point of view, Hegel’'s recognitive appchahould be taken as meaning
that values and norms areerelycultural and social reflections. In respect tagieh,
the claim that the idea of God has no existencereat to reason should be taken as
meaning that it exclusively hassacialfunction. This interpretation, | think, runs the
risk of turning Hegel's account of the idea of Gotb a kind ofinstrumentalisnor
expressivisngalthough a socially-based rather than individitediform of
expressivism), with the concept of God conceived agrely useful instrument

whose worth is measured by how effective it isxplaining social phenomena.

Regarding norms and values in general (but inclyditigious representations),
Paul Redding has recently suggested that from gelida point of view they cannot
be regarded ‘as merely the cultural reflectiona phrticular finite society’ and that
their representations ‘are afforded a type of n@tgghat ‘is part of the status they
haveasnorms™" Here, | want to focus more closely on the statas should be
assigned to the idea of God from the point of vedwthe Hegelian approach and on

the implications that this idea has in the domdimetaphysics.

The source of the mentioned misunderstanding residbink, in the confusion
between ‘God’ and ‘the idea of God'. It has alrebégn stated that Hegel considers
Godqguaobject of thephilosophyof religion. The object of his analysis is f&bd
and its existence external to reason; Hegel iheetommitted to affirming its
independent existence (right Hegelians) nor itsexistence (left Hegelians) simply
becausét would not make any sengeclaim anything about thedependent
existenceof anobject of reasoywhich for its very nature is dependent on human
reason. Hegel’s ‘infamous’ defence of the ontolabargument for the existence of
God should, I suggest, be considered in this lighnht's confutation is, Hegel claims,
naive and ‘barbariafl” insofar as it makes no sense to compare the existaf God
(an object of reason) with the existence of natabgects, as they belong to different
domains. Hegel's methodological approach, whichdieglhas labelled ‘cognitive
contextualism™" allows the consideration of God not qua objegterteption
(Gegenstang but qua idea in a Kantian sense—that is, asrgiag crucial regulative
role in the realm of reason. Regarding ihea of God as having no existence external
to reason makes Hegel neitheéhaistnor anatheistconcerningsod (at least not in

the traditional senséY™ However, regarding the idea of God as having ristexce
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external to reason does not make God a méictlgnal character, it rather makes
God’'smetaphysical realityits existence as an object of reason) conditiapah the
mutual recognition between individuals. Thus, lieligcan be viewed as something
clearlypersona) but not exclusivelgubjective

Therefore, I think it is a mistake to regard thedaaf God as playingraeresocial
function in Hegel's account. To claim that the idé&od plays a crucial normative
role in the realm of reason (to which it belongsgans that itsontentis significant
for the lives of individuals (subjective spirits)siofar as it is regulative of their
interactions and constitutive of their identitiex only at the social, but also at the
psychological and existential level. What is theydiar content of the Christian idea
of God?™ Hegel clearly takes the incarnation of Christécabthe heart of
Christianity, and the incarnation expresses thetesacrifice of God. The kenotic
sacrifice is the expression of a spirit that adesnanly insofar as it is willing to
withdrawand make room for the other. As such, the Christdaa of God represents
not only a normative idea in ethics (the ‘imitatiohChrist’ mentioned above); it also
has a regulative impact on philosophy itself insaf&it enhances a perspectival
standpoint. Kant suggested considering the id€aoaf as a representation of the
systematic unity of knowledge toward which we aspias if there were a single
unified body of knowledge. To posit the idea of @@vho, insofar as he accepts
becoming human (i.e., historically located), isatéd by the same partiality in
perspective that we as humans suffer, is to uncerthie traditional idea of
(metaphysical) knowledge as ‘the omnicomprehensoist of view’, and to replace
it with an idea of knowledge as an expression lodlifferent (and even contrasting)
points of view.

Furthermore, Hegel stresses that Christ becamgéiiect vollkommenehman’
because ‘He suffered, sacrificed himself, negateahturalness and thereby elevated
himself above it' Hegel also emphasises that themeiation of his ‘naturalness’ is
something ‘which is to come to pass in the subjekéit is, in us as humahsn the
philosophical register, this call might be regardsdan invitation to renounce the
natural or naturalistic domain and to focus onrgwgnitively-based structure of

norms and values.

| have shown that Hegel's philosophy of religiorc@npatible with a post-Kantian

interpretation of his thought. Hegel's account @taphysics is strictly interdependent
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with his idea of God (the source of norms). ThaidéGod (and the norms
represented by it) igersonaland subject to finitude, but it is not therebylaso/ely
subjectiveand it does not relinquish its universality. Iad#l's view, psychological
subjects (‘subjective spirits’) are embodied witfonms of finite life that are shaped
by normative and action-guiding narratives thatycatrong affective charges. These
narratives constitute religion. Conceived in theywreligious narratives and notions
regulate the interaction of subjects, and theyrdoue to those core commitments
that are constitutive of moral identity. In thisntext, the notion of kenotic sacrifice
plays a hidden and yet fundamental role. Exprebgdte incarnation and the death
of Christ, the kenotic sacrifice significantly skeagoth modern moral identity and
modern post-Kantian metaphysics. Sacrifice as watlvel (giving up something of
one’s own identity to make room for other pointvi@gw and perspectives) is
significant not only because of its capacity toresg a philosophical concept (mutual
recognition) in an emotionally affecting and motixag representation, it also
necessitates a historically-located will to reaésel improve a (potentially universal)
recognitively-based structure of norms and valliéss will has a significant impact

on the development of a post-Kantian and ideahgbpophy.
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' See Pippin 1989 and Pippin 1991. See also Pirk@9d and Pinkard 2002. Another significant
revival of Hegel studies is represented, from thespective of analytic philosophy, by the work of

Robert Brandom and John McDowell.

"Hegel describes pre-Kantian metaphysics as aénaay of proceeding’ (EL § 26: 65; W 8: 93)
because it ‘regarded the thought-determinationssés ‘as the fundamental determination of things’
(EL § 28). (I am grateful to Damion Buterin for load) these quotes to my attention). In this paper,
will use the expression ‘Post-Kantian interpretatio a this broad sense, that is, as a catchraige
for all those interpretative approaches that segePephilosophy as representing extensiorof

Kant’s critical philosophy (thus including suchiaterpretative standpoint as that of Paul Redding,

which, in a strict sense, cannot be included inRippin-Pinkard school of thought).

See, for example, tHerefaceto the first edition of th€ritique of Pure Reasofxx).
" Gardner 1999: 22, 30-33.

“ Redding 2009: 2, 47, 62.

" Kant 1992: 590.

vii

Redding 2007a: 18. The extent to which an ‘id€adigproach to metaphysics (and specifically to
God) is also a ‘non-realist’ approach to God is sthimg that | will consider in the final sectiontbi

paper.
‘il Cf. Redding 2009: 150f.

* Redding 2007a: 27. An application of the notiomexfognition to Hegel’s metaphysics was already
suggested in Redding 1996: ch. 7.

X Cf. Williams 1997.

“ To date, interpretations of Hegel's writings oedlogy and religion have assumed that his systemati
thought concerning ‘spirit’ is metaphysically restliWhile some interpreters, such as Jaeschke 1990
and Hodgson (2005), stress the rationalist dimensfdiegel's view on religion, and other interprste

such as O'Regan (1994), stress the mystical featiifdegel's thought, the basic shared assumpion i

that Hegel was essentially a realist about God.
* Bataille 1955/1990.
¥ Cf. Hodgson 2005: 39

Xiv

In The Accursed Shar8ataille refers to the rite @otlatch practiced among indigenous peoples of

the Pacific Northwest Coast, in which the partiaiggadestroy or burn goods as an example of pure
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sacrificial expenditure. However, Bataille himsal€ognises that the overall goal of the ritual is a
manifestation of power by a family or a tribe, Batthe eventually admits that ‘the ideal would Hoet t
a potlatch could not be repaid’ (Bataille 1993:.70)

“ For Hegel ‘subjectivity’ and ‘objectivity’ are reise rather than absolute terms: ‘It is ordinarily
supposed that subjective and objective are blapksifes; but this is not the case. Rather they pass
into one another, for they are not abstract aspi&etpositive and negative, but have already a

concrete significance’ (PR §26a).

xvi

In thePhilosophy of RightHegel refers to this notion, or phase, of sulbjégtas ‘particularity of

will, as caprice with its accidental content ofadarable ends’ (PR §25).

xvii

From the Greek verkevow, which literally means ‘to empty’. In an extendashse, it means ‘to

make ineffective’.

xviii

Literally, ‘retraction’. Tsimtsunis a term used in the Kabbalistic teaching of ¢daaria, a Jewish
mystic of the sixteenth centurysimtsumis the first act of God: it is the retraction a$ tight from a

certain space so as to reduce its intensity anevalteated beings to exist.

Xix

German theologian Jirgen Moltmann, explainingkémgotic view of creation, writes the following:
‘God “withdraws himself from himself to himself” tmake creation possible. His creative activity
outwards is preceded by this humble divine selfrie®n. In this sense God's self-humiliation does
not begin merely with creation, inasmuch as Godrag@gmhimself to this world: it begins beforehand,
and is the presupposition that makes creation plesstod's creative love is grounded in his humble,
self-humiliating love. This self-restricting love the beginning of that self-emptying of God that
Philippians 2 sees as the divine mystery of thediddss Even to create heaven and earth, God emptied
himself of all his all-plenishing omnipotence, aaslCreator took upon himself the form of a servant’
(Moltmann 1985: 88). For an introduction to the ésyment of the notion of kenosis in connection

with God'’s creation, see Polkinghorne 2001.

“ One of Eckhart’s most peculiar doctrines concéiesnotion ofAbgeschiedenheiThis term, usually
translated as ‘disinterestedness’ or ‘detachmeriniglish, effectively refers to the kenotic emptyi
of the self as a result of the imitation of Chribt: Eckhart is found a profound mystical understiag
of this twofold kenosis: the one occurs in thdlitio, the “boiling over,” of the Trinity from the
nothingness of the desert and in which the Fatherspthe totality of his divinity into the Son; the
other occurs in thebullitio, “flowing out,” of the Trinity towards creationnd the Son's self-

emptying of his divinity for the sake of the world'anzetta 1992: 260.
! Cf. Weeks 1991: 2-3.

Xxii

Eckhart remained consistent, in this respect, iitbmas Aquinas’ conception of a perfect and

immutable God, which basically replicated the Asistian conception of God as ‘unmoved mover’.
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T |bid. What is this referring to?

XXiv

O’Reagan 1994: 216-231. For a theological accotirtegel’s reception of B6hme’s notion of
kenosis, see Altizer 1967. Introducing the sectinrkenosis, Altizer writes: ‘While this radical
expression of Christian mysticism was driven undargd by the ecclesiastical authorities of the
Church, it continued to exist in a subterraneamfdmally surfacing in Jakob B6hme and his circle,
who provided the germinal source for the one thinkieo created a conceptual portrait of the incanat

or kenotic movement of God: Hegel’ (Altizer 1962-63).

XXV

Classical German Idealism, from Kant to Hegel, lihige considered as transforming the Platonic
world of ideas, in which the existence of objest#oi be regarded as analogous to the existence of
natural objects, into a realm of reason, in whibfeots are normative and regulative ideas, andéienc

dependent upon human cognitive activity. Cf. Reddii09: 63-69.
* Cf. Pippin 2000: 155-72.

* ‘Self-consciousness exists in and for itself whamg by the fact that, it so exists for anotheat th,

exists only in being acknowledged’ (PS 177-178).

I “This does not make selves unreal or fictionasjritply makes their reality, unlike that of nature,

conditional upon their recognition by others’ (Redp2007a: 27-28).
** Redding 2007a: 24.

“*‘For Hegel, “concrete” means “many-sided, adedyatgated, complexly mediated” (we may call
this “concrete [H]") while “abstract” means “on-sid, inadequately related, relatively unmediated”
(abstract [H]). A concept or universal can quitassiely be characterized as concrete [H], and at the
same time, without paradox, as abstract [E] [thpigaist sense]. Sense particulars, or “sensuous
immediacy,” will necessarily be abstract [H] andle same time, unparadoxically, concrete [E]’
(Kline 1964: 41).

4 “The Greek gods must not be regarded as more htimaarthe Christian God. Christ is much more
a Man: he lives, dies—suffers death on the crossietwik infinitely more human than the humanity of
the Greek Idea of the Beautiful’ (PH 267).

Xxxii

Analogously, ‘Hegel's philosophy of nature is jtisat, aphilosophyof nature, not a competing

scientific account of natural phenomena or a phjpby of science.” See Pippin 2008: 49.

Xxxiii

Eberhard Jingel (1983) credits Hegel with a deppdyound (but, according to Jiingel, misguided)
understanding of the Trinity, which Jingel useddwelop his own assertion that ‘God's being is in
becoming’. However, Jingel understands Hegel madittonally metaphysical way. Conversely, once
Hegel is approached from the point of view of thest-Kantian’ reading, the idea of God as a ‘being

in becoming’ can be regarded as Hegel's ‘origicabant’.
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*V | LHP 3: 5. Cf. also Yerkes 1978: 136-137. Yerkes the merit of having called attention to the
mentioned Hegelian passages. He does not, howeeade the connection between kenosis and the

tradition ofImitatio Christi

¥ Cf. PH 345.

XXXVi

Hodgson 2005: 281. Some lines below, Hodgson #dddor Hegel ‘religion, like art, is mostly a
thing of the past’. This comment does not do jestacthe complexity of the relation between

philosophy and religion in Hegel's thought.

1|t was through Christianity that this Idea cameithe world. According to Christianity, the
individual as such has an infinite value as thecotand aim of divine love, destined as mind te liv
absolute relationship with God himself, and havel'&mind dwelling in him: i.e. man is implicitly
destined to supreme freedom’ (PM 101). Cf. Pipl6& 134-135.

i) PR 3: 27ff.

XXXiX

This dynamic has been beautifully illustrated bgpBen Houlgate: [...] divinity consists not in
superhuman majesty and power, but in living adititiman life of love. In Christ, therefore, we see
that human “frailty” Gebrechlichhkejtdoes not cut us from God [...] but is precisely tw@ables us

to manifest divine love must fully’. (Houlgate 20@®B).

“ Redding suggests that the ‘paganism’ of the yddegel (and Schelling) might be connected with a
critique directed at traditional metaphysical kneede. Cf. Redding 2007a: 24.

' Redding 2007c: 228.

xlii ¢

Since all religion consists in this, that in alir duties we look upon God as the lawgiver uniatys
to be honored’. Kant 1960: 95.

' Cf. Pinkard 2002: 227. Pinkard reads the entiséohy of German Idealism as a history of attempts

at responding to this paradox and finding a sotut@it.

xliv

Brandom seems to suggest such an instrumentadistwhen he insists that ‘For Hegel all

transcendental constitution is social instituti@®*andom 2002: 216).

" Redding 2007a: 29.

xlvi

EPW 51. Kant has argued that both the existender@nnon-existence of God cannot be rationally
demonstrated. From the point of view of Hegel, Katitought plays the role of a kindredgative
theology- a theology that attempts to gain and expreswigune of God by describing what God is

not — but this is not a satisfactory solution fargel.

™ Redding 2007: 19-20
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xlviii

In other words, the existence of God beyond thémef reason might be regarded as a faith belief,

but it is a false problem from the point of viewgifilosophy.

xlix

| believe Angelica Nuzzo provides an account althrege lines when she contrasts the language of
the ancient gods (the language of ‘concept’) with language of speculative philosophy (the language
of ‘dialectic’). She writes: ‘Truth is not gained bn improbably flight in the abstractness of thirgk
(where the “immortal gods” whose language we maggime to speak are not the gods of truth but of
mere fantasy). Truth is reached instead by recaggmand consequently rectifying (not revoking) its
“incarnation” in ordinary language. To put it in ¢’s figurative way, in speculative philosophyttru
speaks the language of an incarnated god. Thedaegof dialectic is not the incomprehensible
language of fantastic gods (or of past metaphysissjhe language of “actual spiritvirklicher

Geis)'. (Nuzzo 2009: 65-66).

' Paul Redding points out that the integration ofitanity in Hegel’s metaphysics is also connected
with Hegel's opposition to the scepticism thatgsaciated with the discovery that the norms to fwhic
we hold are finite: ‘Because even God is affectgdirch finitude [...], Christian mythology gives
expression to a stance which undermines the norenaisumptions upon which scepticism makes
sense’ (Redding 2007a: 30). This emphasis on petigjzen might lead to the consideration of Hegel
as a ‘hermeneutic theorist’ ante litteram, as sstggkefrom different interpretative standpoints by
Pagano 1992 and Redding 1996.

"LHP 3:5. Yerkes underlines the importance of flissage, but seems to interpret it in a realiserat
than idealist way. Cf. Yerkes 1978: 274.
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