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. and this arises from the fact that the universal object .. Y

C-spirit), and as an inward process in which’it begets o

'its content, is not empty, but.is absolute fulness.'

conception. . " S

v -

L R . 0 K . ’ K X . -
is now potentially thought and has the. content Wlthln

itéeif,'it'is substance in~motion_wiﬁhin;itself (i.e.

wd3

The explication of this statément will be the chief task

’ t ~
. e >

: 6f our examlnatlon of the achleved transformatlon of ,

rellglon w1th1n 1tself or the attalnment of 1ts specuiatlve. f
} . I}
V) Lo . et . [

ST (7) mhetepeculative‘spirit S  " \\,n

In maklng the transltlon to the speculatrve or R

- phllosophlcal comprehenSLOn of religion, 'in essence the

‘“transition from rellglcn to phllosophy, it 1s 1mgortant:

to note a fundamental characterlstlc of *the dlalectlcal

‘1nteractlon of form and content, namely., that the _i ; :

.

revelgtlon of the negatlve character of the form w1th
regard tolthe content is equally & p051t1ve %evelatlon of
the nature of that content. That lS, not ohly is the form
transformed but the*content as well, such that there 1s

a sense in whlch ‘the emergence of ‘each new form produces

a correspondlng new contenti‘ In reallty, the 1ncreasrng

“ .. ' i l .' .— . L Xl - ) . i I
Bpia, plaer. . .
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sophisticatién_bf the forms make the content egually more

fanifest. Tne'dialectic, then, does not simply transform

. the’ mode ofithe.content while the latter remains constant

\ v © 'd"_‘ R , ‘ o
ell.. This is particularly -significant at this

-';J"'or“stazionary but instead produces a transformation in
it as-

= .
point for although we have stated previously .that the -

. . A . . .7 .
o » content of religion and'philosophy is the"same we must be
o ‘; temperate in our empha51s of that, ldentlty 44 TR ’

-

¢

ot

The tran51tlon to the” formaof speculatlon, thoughtl

——

:q_ préper, has revealed the 1nadequacy of conce1v1ng the

finite and 1nf1n1t? as separate entities. The real'

“}'/. nature of the ObjECt,\GOd - for phllosophy, the Idea -

45

does,not conform to thlS express;on. Ra;her, the ,

\ infinite must be comprehended &s a dynamic unity which
. e~ )
‘- encompasses the “fihite in that unity. The true nature
3 3 ‘ : - . . \
of God, as is revealed speculatively, is on€ of unity in

I Wthh all dlstlnctlons are encompassed and preserved

Hence "we must get n}d of this biy-bear" ‘of the oppositl n

46

'of flnlte‘and infinite," Thls is achleved in the

¢

rational conception of the object.

<> A\
— , \
‘4 '@ ‘. .
- _—_—— o - .
.d. . N o ' r; . o
’y o Y 44’I‘hls point is made also by G.R. G Mure, "Hegel,
. ‘o -Luther, and the Owl of Minerva," Ph;losophy, 41 (1966),
) 131 ‘..' . o ' U
o ' 45Lecturés on the Philosoghy'of Religion, V.I,(p. 199.
- -‘:" ' ‘ ‘ .46Ibid' 7 p- 2'00- ' . v A !$1'\ * ‘. =J
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f% is essentlal to both rellglon and phllosophy
’that tth opp031tlon be left behlnd.. To refuse is ‘o

.- deny to.Gpd His true nature as 1nf1n1begand universal

and to. assert the absoluteness of the finite and~sﬁbjective:“;

Such a "negative relation of consciousness to tHe Absolute"4?

is footeé:ln the-observatioﬁel stage of coﬁsoiousness; .
which 5 already Been‘demonstrated{ta be destrqttlye'
‘ofégﬁﬁifrellgionl Ohservatlon by its very nature; must
deny the p0551b111ty of atéglnlng any knowledge of God.
This llmlt, Wthh observatlon places on itself, has ' *

: v
already been seen- to be arbitrary by nature and gne that:

ie contloyally gone?ﬁeYOnd; All~forms.of oonsclousneSs
hayewtherefofé beén'diSCIOee s negatively related to the
vfiversal and each pointed'bzziad itself to a new, more |
qdequate form ot conception. - Reason hes been revealed .
as the_true fofﬁfaﬁd as such must.now be considered7

| Reasoh is the concrete form of réligion, the
result of the self- negatlon ‘of the negatlve forms of

1ob$ervat10n and reflectlon, or the negatlon of negatlon.

ThlS is the abstract characterlzatlon of the relatlon of

P Y IS
e T i

thls afflrmatlve .attitude to rellglon' Accordlng to
-Hegel, its, concrete attrlbutes are as follows "The'
standpoint of\rellglon is. this, that the True, to whlch

" : R ’

1

@ e

‘o
L
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- that while God is all content as the object of the . "r

i -

- con501ousness relates 1tself has all content w1th1n
\ .

1tself and consequently thls condltlon of relatlon is.

\

\what is hlghest of all 1n 1t, is its absolute stand-
poxnt."48 The highest attribute of the content is this
relation of ffnite,consciousness to-it, a relatioh which

isgultimately"a‘self;relation, or, of the univers 1 with

itself. The most 51gn1f1can:p01nt here is the re ognltlon‘

rellglous/conscrousness, He is unllke any other object
‘1n that, posse551ng all content w1th1n Hlmself He also

.encompesses this condition of relatlon. Gog-ls an

X : : : S
. objé%? for consciousness which encompasses the conscious-

‘ness of Him as object. Hegel expresses it thus: "As

. Universal, it is object to itself, and thus determined

" as a partlcular, it i¢-this 1nd1v1dual but as universal

it reaches over this its’''other' so that its 'other{ and

n49

1tself are’ comprlsed in one. t. is-foﬁ this reason

that reflectlon, whlch establlshes concretely the relatlon

of consciousness to’ an object, solldlfles the relatlon

of flnlte and lnflnlte_and is unable to comprehend the
e ' o * .- . , T
true nature of God, the‘infinifé, as -also encompassing

’481bid., P 204.“ o
> . '\

. 49G W F. Hegel Lectures on the Hlstory of Phllosophx,
trans. E.S. Haldane and Frances H. Slmson (Lonhdon:
Routledge and Kegan ‘Paul, 1968), Vol » P 73. i
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‘the oonditioq.of relation. Reflection is.unable.tg.effect,', ) A

the utié& whgoh the trhe nature'of’God'demands 50 This .

has been the greadt’ fallure of all other forms of consc1ous—

ness as well. Thus reason lS the ‘sole and true home of

religion in its_concretely_geveloped form.

In considering the nature of this true religious \

form, it must be remembered that religion is a' form of N

. / . . cs ) ; :
ahsolute mind, of mind, which, in its concrete form, has

A - .~ (] 3 \ (3 - ’ .
itself as its object and is not simply consciousness as
<o i o .

such or consciousness of an obﬁect.' At tﬁis:stage
consciousness is merely an.exp;ession of the\outward ':o‘ .
maﬁlfestatlon of mlnd - indicating its essentially reletional
c?aracter as knowledge~or\a; object. onsolute mind is

mlnd,hav1ng itself as its object and’hencé'is-knowledge

<

= dﬁﬁﬁﬁ:of consciousn

* independent object and therefore only a condltlon of

-

oﬁ itself. It is chrefore inaccurate'to emphesize{the

ss for thls 1mp11es a relatlon to an

51

flnlte mlnd. Absolute mlnd On the contrary, is 1dent1ty

w1th 1tself and as such objectlvely exlstlng splrlt or S

‘reason: "The relation of Sp1r1t to self alone 1is the - o —i
. o 3\ . .
absolute determlnatlon, .the divine.spirit 11ves 1nu1ts

52 - L
own communlon and presence " A ’ , :

-

LY

50Lectures on the Philosophy of relrglon, Vol I,.p. 204.

511b1d-, p; 205.. S e S Doy
~ 52Lect‘ures on the Hlstory of Phllosophx, -Vol. Iy p. 73. ' ,j S
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1 Religion, then, by virtue of its nature as a

"7form of.absolute mlnd, is not 51mply a form of consc1ous— lll
‘ness, but rather, "a relation of. the spirit ‘to absolute
Spiritt thus only is.Spirit as that which know;.also

o that.which is khown.“53 In, its ultimate form!it.is "the

Idea of the Splrlt which relates itself to-its .own self -

\
it is the self-consc10usness ‘of absolute Splrlt."54

-Howeverp in that religion is aurelatlon to the absolute

it is consciousness and copsequently possesses a finite
element' but is also a "consciouSness which is cancelléd

as- flnlte, for the other whlch Absolute Sp1r1t knows}

AY

1t itself is, ‘and it is only absolute Splrlt 1n know1ng

1tself w33 R ' ‘ . ~ ‘

_ / o Hav1ng developed to thlS stage of self-con501ousness,f
. i .
., . at whlch it recognlzes it’s nature as a form of absolute

Aa

-
splrlt havrng made 1tself totally consc1ous of 1tself,

.it.is in actuallty no longer the rellglous standp01nt but ,; \j'

1nstead that “of phllosophy, of ghélopenness of the nature

of Absolute Splrit to 1tself, of 1ts recognltlon of 1tse1f

»

, ln the Idea. Hav1ug penetrated to the nature of the Idea

L L ] oo "'.' BN 8
, a AR ) . N . . ‘I . - ) ‘ . ..' ..
53Lectures on the Phllosophy of Rellglon, Vol I, p- 206.

L]

ST
lj”?41bid., p. 206.
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-and recognized itself in it, Absolute Spirit ié‘truly

-

ébsolute, the unity of form and‘cdntent, subject and objeét.
P »

To this goal Sparlt has been a1m1ng and the attalnment of

it necessarlly requ1red rellglon, for in the 1attgt there
1

appéére@_the first true conception of the absolute as the

True which encompasses all.

(8) Christianity as ahsolute religibn'
) ‘ ‘., .l.~ . -
Having, in the f?fegoinq sections, détermined the

nature of the relatlon of rellglon and phlLosophy for Hegel
to be dlalethcal we now . .want to 1nd1cate that this

'cmmﬂgsuxl does not arise from a considération,of theé

4 - . N ¢ ._-/\‘. ®
conqept of religion only, but is present, Hegel claims,
. . . Q i .
in the actual history of religion itself: As&de from
eertain preliminary'remarks we shali disregard this history
) ’

and concentrate our attentlon 1nstead on Hegel 5 general .
_conceptlon of Chrlstlanlty, ‘for it 1§)here, he claghs, s,
rthat the hlstogy'of rellglon reaches its end anﬁ frultlen,
~in theyattainment<ot the abselhte réligion. |

Hegel claims; then, that the history of-religion.'
1tself, when . examined phllosophlcally (i.e. ffom the
'p01n of V1ew Oof its reallzatlon, oﬁ*’?ﬁthepyotlon) is
the process and struggle of rellglon to llberate 1tsélf

'from ltself to make 1ts object truly manlfest and. thereby

/ g@gelf4conSC1ous. Accordlng to Hegel thlS occuﬁs in

. k" . ¢ .
. Christianity and hence his characterlzatlon of it.as the



=

Absolute religion. As a form of absolute spirit, or mind,

Av
o

'rellg;on is only truly . rellglon after a process of self-

religions are modes or manlfestatlons of its development |~

-of the varlous rellglons nothlng more will be said. Instead

o

v

productlon. The hlstorlcal emergence of the varlous

to completeness‘asnthe'absolute religion. Hegel refers
1 . § , .

to these forms or modes as those of “definite" religiOn:

. L ' . . Coe
"Here religion is consciousness of :the universal spirit;

- : : } . .
~'which is not as yet fully developed as abSblute- this

consc1ousness of Splrlt at each stage is deflnlte consc1ous—

=

rellglon Whlch at the samé tlmF possess an 1ndependent

t

ness of itself, it is th:igﬂgh of the education of sp.1r1t."56
g

" The forms of definite religion are moments in the perfécted'.

4

hlstorlcal ex1stence as dlstlnct rellglons. They are graded

accbrdlng to the degree to . whlch they conform to the
/

i{ A

religlops should be judged on the basis of the truyth they

4
possess in comparlson w1th ‘the absblute rellglon.$7'p
A - .

Of the hlstory of religion and the characterlzatlon'

-

-

“we w1ll turn 1mmed1ate1y to Hegel s characterlzatlon of

. —— e

]
.“‘-
»

. ) ‘
Chrlstlanlty as. the absolute rellglon. We are only 1nterested

"fulfilled notlon of rellglon Accordlng to Hegel, hlstorlcal s

\' i,
|
N . .
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in those features of Chrlstlanlty Wthh demonstrate its

~

- nature as the absolute rellglon, or the form 1n Wthh
religion achieves-liberat}on;from itseLf._ To do justice

. . . to his treatment»of Christianity it would be necessary to -

-

: . . . _
. examine-ail that he has to say concerning it: this task
is impdssible here. Not to do so, . however/ is.to miss‘\ -
much that is 1nterest1ng.and important.

-~ . ) ' The Chrlstlan relaglon comes as the actuallzatlon

of the true nature of rellglon, the realazatlon of its

Vo congepr-or Notion. Religion,'Hegel'states, has been

N 3 deflned as "the self—consciousness of God. n58 In"
\ Chrlstlanlty thlS conceptlon is real&zed the. true nature

>3 / . A

~ of *God as absolUte Splrlt is revealed and finite spirit

?

~ + _ comes to know its true relatlon w1th Him as one ofs
e ' 1nseparable unity in dlstrnctlon. ‘The separatlon of
' subject and object which consc1§:sness glves rise to is

left, behlnd in a true conception’ of God as Splrlt. Hegel

. characterlzesamt in the following. w?y ‘ R ,.\

\_ R In Chrlstlanltx, "ig is revealed what God is:
- He. is no longer a Belng above and beyond thls_world, an’

.unknown, for He has told men what he is; and this not X
rMerely in an outward way in history, .but'in gonsoiousnéss;"s9

[
N . M . . . R
o . . . - NP N . l ;

“ [ . . N

B

\ g - ) » )

58Lectures:On‘the Philosbbhy of religion, Vol.'II, p..327.

*1pid., p. 328. LT N g



feature of this stage: Christianity. is 'the absolute

RN ., 85
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Further, accordlng to Hegel,'"we have here ;.: the religion

of the manlfestatlon of God, since God knoWs Hlmself 1n

A . s
the flnlte Splrlt “GQ_ This means that God is revealed -

)‘i" ’ /
He has revealed Himself - andlthis is_the essential

religion because in it God has revealed‘Himself'absolutely, "

‘leaving nothing hidden. " God has revealed Himself as ¥

Spirit and demands- to be worshlpped in splrlt.'
Y

In the revealed relxglon the form of the relation

of consc1ousness ‘to- an object ahd the’ consequent reductlon )

of both 51des to- the status of flnlte has been overcome 1n

.that '1t is seen. thatﬁthe content and the object of

rellglon are made up "of this very whole, of the ‘conscious-:

* ness Wthh brlngs 1tself 1nto relatlon w1th its- Essence,

. the knowledge of 1tself as the Essence and of the Essence
as-ltself, i.e.. Splrlt thus becomes the object in rellglon.V

As Splrlt it is a unlty with 1tself and hence absolute.
' Q

. Henoe, in Chrlstlanlty-the unity ofnsubject and object,. |

"form and content

Yis achieved; which is to say‘that God»is

: reVealed as'being essentially Spirit. Hegel clalms that

"Here flrst is Splrlt as such the object the content ‘of

<

rellglon,yand Splrlt is only‘for Splplt;uszulﬂm{ the unltyj~:ﬂ'
®°Ibid., p.328.. o o R _
v qubide,-p. 229..: . 2: ; ‘;4:. B ';.N,T

621pid.y p. 330, . L. .. L.

I gy
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- N o f . -]

61 :



2

. » substance or content.

[

N N - . . .. ‘b . . ) [

‘.characterlzatlon of Chrlstlanlty : Our lntentlon has been..

\ -

of form and content.',In Chrietianity, then, the

\

essentlally relatlonal character of the rellglous attltude-

~is overcome. "In it the unlversal Splr}t and the flnlte

éépirit are inseparably connected, it is their»absclute
! \ y .
1dent1ty'wh1ch constitutes thls rellglon and 1s its

“53 This lasf’p01nt cannot be

‘éméhasized too much for in characterizing Christianity
in this way Hegel is claiming that the, goal of religion
‘has been fulfilled and religion has beceme self=transparent.

) Thi% ig as far as we need go in discuséiné Hegel's

//\
to p01nt out that 1t is not. only the concept of rellglon

hlch demonstratee the dlalectlcal .inner. transformatlon of

rellglon into phllosophy but rather that this has been the .
\ .
whole-alm and end of the' history of religion 1tself,'a*goal
f ] N . - “~ - ’ .
which’ is ‘achieved in Christianity and hence its character as

the absolute religion. ) . ;
/ . ' o . . ) : ‘e .

,To summarize the main. point of'our discussion'as a

wh‘%e: We have trled to "show that Hegel concelves of the

relatlon of- rellglon and phllosophy dlalectlcally. Accordlng

1

. to hlm, it is the’ conceptlon or, notlon of rellglon to

become phllosophy. Phllosophy and rellglonnarelnot related

!

] Ibld., P 330. .., L
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‘ in~’any-extefnal or c"onting'ent fashion, but rather,

\ \ '
phllosophy emerges as the necessary end-or - fulfllment

of rellglon itself: it is the nature of Bellglon to

become phllosophy. It is of the vi-nry ‘notion. of religion,
\

both conceptually and hlstorlcally, to achieve th_xs\

liberation frOm 1tself, accordlng to Hegel.
. ! , . A

This is c'ertainly a- novel -idea and is one-. that

has largely been mlsunderstood or 1gnored Subsequent
'examlners of Hegel ] phllosophy ~-have varlously clalmed ..
that he has destroyed rellglon, that he has deduced

phllOSJ from rellglon and that in domg so, he has

I‘

freduced the latter to nonsense. It should be clear that

Hege_l has done none of these" things and a .closer, more
o . : / .

open,Lexamin'ation of his actual stateménts-would reveal
PR . * w

" this. Unless one is prepared to admit the poss:.blllty of

' y .
a- dlalectlcal relatlon between the two .and examlne 1t as o
\ ‘ . (-—-["‘ , - .

such, the truth Wlll always evade him.
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