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SCIENCE OF RELIGION —HEGEL 'S PHILOSOPHY AND GOD

by
Sripad Bhakti Madhava Puri Maharaja, Ph.D.

Hegel presents a Philosophy otonclude that we have understood that object in truth. If there is
Religion, or better yet, a Science o& discrepancy between the concept and its object, then we
Religion.Today we live in a scientific understand that we have to think more about the object and try
world —a world in which Science holdsto come up with a better concept (or scientific explanation) that
a significant place in our culture and thevill correct that discrepancy

way we understand realityscience

means “a rational system” of knowledgeThis whole process, howevegroceeds upon an underlying
The parts of a scientific system ar@ssumption (or presupposition) that creates the problematic
related to (or united with) each other byluality we are faced with in this way of doing things. The
logical or rational necessitWe observe the world and create agssumption is this: our knowledge of the object does not change
intellectual theorya conceptual or rational system that explainghat the object itself is. The object is a fixed thing, and knowledge
or corresponds to that realitiyn this way Science attempts tocomes upon it from outside, as it were, and tries to adapt itself to
establish in a conceptual plane what is found in the sensutigsobject in order to comprehendill.the while the knowledge
world. The agreement of the theoretical system with practi€dds nothing to the object that we attempt to comprehended in
experience (observation) determines the truth or falsity of dhbis way This means that the object is assumed to be independent
scientific knowledge. of our knowledge of it.

The problem with the approach of modern science is that it leati@éit tries to resolve this duality in what is called his ‘Critical

us with two types of reality — one in the conceptual plane (@nilosophy Instead of the mind conforming to the fixed object
thought) and the other in the sensuous plane (of being). If tifeavers that the object conforms to certain regulative static
two planes perfectly correspond with each qtherif a concept categories that are constituent of the human mind. Thus the object
is identical with the object of which it is the concept, then waust conform to the structure of the mind that is conscious of
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the object. He called this the ‘Copernican revolution’ iffrom this simple idea we may understand that Hegel conceives
philosophy His idea is that it is only because the mind iseality as having a basic epistemo-ontological nature, i.e. a
structured in a particular way that the apprehension of objecinsciousness-object structure that is a unity or identity-in-

by consciousness is possible. This is all explained i@filisue  difference. Thus Hegel gives us the hint to his philosophy by

of Pure Reasafl] writing in his Preface to the Phenomenolotgverything will

turn on grasping th&bsolute as Subject as much as Substance.”
Careful scrutiny of Kans$ philosophyhowever shows that he

does not really explain how it is possible for the mind tdhe gist of the matter is that consciousness (knowledge or
comprehend what is basically other than mind — its object, becaldsewing) is a constituent of realitit is not something floating
the real object, which he calls the thing-in-itself, remaingutside of or above it in some ghostly plane outside the world.
unknown and unknowable for him, and all that mind oFor Hegel, there is no such thing as “world” without the attendant
consciousness can determine is the way the object appearsaasciousness of iThis is only rationalTo think that we can
the knowing consciousness —i.e. only its appearances are knowefer to the world as a being, without understanding that
and not the thing-in-itself. Thus Kant does not really overcommnsciousness must be involved in referring to it, is a blunder of
the duality between knowledge and the things that are knowthie worst kindYet this is exactly the error of modern physical
science — at least since Bacon. Nowadays, a modicum of reason
Hegel comes to the rescue byis beginning to show itself in the discussions concerning the
showing that the object or thing meaning of modern quantum mechanics, where science now has
that is known must consist of our o be considered a system that explains our knowledge of the
knowledge of it. There is no strict world, as much as the world itself (The Copenhagen
separation of knowledge andinterpretation).
what is known. In other words,
the known is what our knowledge It is from these considerations that we may understand that
makes of itAlthough there is a Hegel’s philosophy concerns akbsolute that is therefore
difference between knowledge Personal, i.e. a reality that is both knowing or conscious — and
and the object of knowledge (thetherefore self-conscious — as well as substaftedAbsolute is
known), they are nonetheless amot only Substance but Consciousness as well. Whenever there
inseparable unityHegel calls knowledge the “being-for is consciousness, it is not only directed to substance or objectivity
consciousness” of the object, and the object or thing the “inmay also be directed to itself, or conscious of itself. This is self-
itself.” This expresses the difference between knowing and tbensciousnesd.he AbsoluteTruth is therefore self-conscious.
object. But the being-of-the-object-for-consciousness and tfibis self-consciousness or self-knowilgsolute is called Spirit.
being-of-the-object-in-itself is really one and the same being. It
is not that the object shows one being to consciousness ¥4gen we try to specify (determine) precisely what the self-
possess another in itself. So it is a mistake to think that tkBowing activity of theAbsolute is, we will come to comprehend
object has two different natures — one apparent and the ott&? and as thinking. “Knowing” means determining or thinking.
real. Yet at the same time they *are* féifent. The apparent Thus to know what knowing is means to think about thinking.
“sweetness” of sugar is not the same as the real sugar cthés thinking about thinking is the samsoluteAristotle
itself. This paradox is the truth of things — they are identical a§@nceived as theoesis noeseos thought thinking itself.

different simultaneouslfhe whole problem then becomes how! hinking may be considered the activity of the universal, and the
to grasp (conceive) this paradox. immediate identity of thinking with itself is called “I.” There is an

“I” that is intrinsic to thinking (in other words there is not just
This difference that is intrinsic to the identity of things that arthinking but always the “I think”), an “I,” which in th&bsolute
known, is like the polarity that is found in a single magnet. Theense refers to God.
magnet is one, but it has two poles, i.e. a difference is found
within the magnet as a single unily the same way knowledge Here is what Hegel says about this in his Encyclopedia Logic (§
and the known, or consciousness and its object form a sin§R:3I

unity even though a difference is contained within it. This unity ) o ]
may be understood in general as the dynamic unity of concegtWe are speaking of faith in the True and Eternal, and saying

and being, such a unity being called the Concept (with capi{gfﬂ God is given and revealed to us in immediate knowledge or

C). The complete exposition of how the Concept is dialectical\?tg't'on’ we ére concerngd hOt W't.h the t'hlngs of sen;e, but with
developed from its constituent moments is given in HegeIObJeCtS special to our thinking mind, with truths of inherently

Phenomenology of Spifi] universal significanceAnd when the individual ‘I, or in other
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words personalityis under discussion — not theof experience, of God. Hegel covers the whole gamut of categories from Logic
or a single private person — and above all, when the personaliyNature to Mind. Included among them are feelings, will, moyality

of God is before us, we are speaking of personality unalloyegig. If the Personality of God is determined by what is Qthen

i.e. of a personality in its own nature universal. Such personalite have to conclude that these various categories do express
is a thought, and falls within the province of thought oklgre  that PersonalityMost importantly is the Rationality or Reason
than this, pure and simple intuition is completely the same #®t runs through and connects all of them under the Necessity
pure and simple thought. Intuition and belief, in the first instanciat belongs to Reasofit the same time Freedom also belongs
denote the definite conceptions we attach to these words in uGod. Evil, which is defined as the obstinate being-for-self of
ordinary employment of them: and to this extent they differ froine finite being, is also found in that Otherness in which the
thought in certain points which nearly every one can understagrsonality of God is manifest.

But here they are taken in a higher sense, and must be interpreted : _ _
to mean a belief in God, or an intellectual intuition of God:; il herefore, we can say that all these things are contained in God,

short, we must put aside all that especially distinguishes thou@ktt may not necessarily be *for* God. So what is *in* God may
on the one side from belief and intuition on the othew belief NOt be for God, but for its own finite self, and that is evil. In this

and intuition, when transferred to these higher regions, diffégnse Evil does exist in God, but only as the turning away from
from thought, it is impossible for any one to sayd yet, such the universal being-feself of God toward one’own selfishness.
are the barren distinctions of words, with which men fancy thHt other words, one may live or b? for God, but due to free will one
they assert an important truth; even while the formulae th&j2Y also tum away from the being-for-God (or service of God)
maintain are identical with those which they impugn.” and fall under the category of Evil.

When we speak of God, it is to be understood that we mean fHkOf t'his is explicable unde.r the knowledge of thiesolute
“I" that is the immediate identity of Infinitdbsolute thinking found in Hegek system of philosophy

with itself. This is how philosophical science understands what

God is. Because God, the identity of thinking with itself, is seltIOW dase WSeceniifichn gviietedr ReliBishnoqHighpsophy

37 3 b | b
conscious, or self-knowing, then a content must be present ?g;rRellglon DU R o ettt

odyihEtganient ishon=direriirom LoRECWREEl. and el Religion is basically a consciousness or awareness of God. This

R AN s s wesds ) "ea AR SUbJeCtmeans that Religion depends upon a difference between the finite

confronting what is absolutely other than Subject, viz. SUbStan%%bject or consciousness and the infinite object or God. This

SUDs{arice is s Maniehar SOblech-Seogisalne e deaglnfperence is maintained because of the way Man relates to God

with Truth, orAbsoluteTruth, Substance and Subject must bclen religion, i.e. through feeling, love, etc.

identical while yet retaining their difference — since

consciousness and its object are congruent or identical whegjjosophy is the scientific comprehension of Truth, in which an
we have the truth. This identity of Subject in what is other thagentity-in-difference is sought between the subject and object

itself is called Personalityvhere the inner content or potentiality concept and object. This is attained through thinking, and not
of Person is manifest externally or in a medium that is other thaf}ough feeling.

the inner being.

Religion and Philosophy often seem to be at odds in the
This is the God of PhilosophtheAbsolute “I" Who must *be*  peginning.This opposition is, howevereconciled by absolute
if the Absolute is the thinking of thinking. Is this the same Goflhowledge. The love that is found in Religion is represented by
of religion and of personal experience? The answer here Wik jgentity-in-diference principle that is found in Philosophy
depend on the way we know God from a personal experientie urge that the philosopher feels in the necessity to come to
perspective. In other words, God as pure thought thinking itseffyth or oneness with truth, is the same urge that religion expresses
may not be the way we experientially relate to God. Our particul@rthe feeling of love of God. It is merely a difference in the way
relationship will depend on the development of our oWghey each proceed in fulfilling that need or necessity — one through
consciousness (knowledge) of, or way of knowing God. Thyginking the other through feeling. The identity and difference of

there will be differences according to the differences of thginking and feeling is another topic that is dealt with by Hegel in
individual doing the relating. his system.

The first point is that Hegel does acknowledge the PersonaljfyHegels Philosophy of Religion[4] we find the following:
of God as thébsoluteTruth. This is all part of Science or the

Philosophy of Religion. In order to understand the PersonalitYhe object of religion as well as of philosophy is eternal truth in
of God, howeverwe must understand what is the “othernessts objectivity God and nothing but God, and the explication of
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God. Philosophy is not a wisdom of the world, but is knowledgtegel takes at face value the religious teaching of Christianity
of what is not of the world; it is nhot knowledge which concertisat Jesus is the incarnation of God, or the Son of God. This
external mass, or empirical existence and life, but is knowledgen&fans that he is a unique individual, since God is a unique
that which is eternal, of what God is, and what flows out of Higdividual, and does not refer to every individual. In other words,
nature. For this His nature must reveal and develop itsélfis not that everyone is Jesus or can become Jesus or an
Philosophytherefore, only unfolds itself when it unfolds religionincarnation of God. God, Jesus, and the Holy Ghost are all
and in unfolding itself it unfolds religiois thus occupied with supposed to be Persons — the three Persons ifitiity, which
eternal truth which exists on its own account, or is in and isralso One Person. Hegel considers this brazenly contradictory
itself, and, as in fact, a dealing on the part of the thinking spirigtion of the Trinity a wholelpekulativédea. What it says in

and not of individual caprice and particular interest, with thi#hilosophy is that the Concept is Person, and in each of its three
object, itis the same kind of activity as religion is. The mind in aspects of UniversalityParticularity and Individuality it is also

far as it thinks philosophically immerses itself with like livingPerson. Here, the single atomic impenetrability of Personality in
interest in this object, and renounces its particularity in thakdch of the three Persons is overcome in their also being One
permeates its object, in the same yem/Religious consciousnes$erson.

does, for the latter also does not seek to have anything of its
own, but desires only to immerse itself in this content. Jesus is one of the persons of Thiaity, therefore He is not an

ordinary finite being or persoflVe may become like Jesus but
Thus religion and philosophy come to be one. Philosophynist that we may become Jesus. No one can accomplish what
itself, in fact, worship; it is religion, for in the same way it renouncdssus did. Hegel does not consider himself Jesus, but only a
subjective notions and opinions in order to occupy itself wigilosopher who comprehends what God, Jesus and the Holy
God. Philosophy is thus identical with religion, but the distinctigdhost are. Hegel comprehends the Whole, but not in all its infinite
is that it is so in a peculiar manndistinct from the manner of and infinitesimal detail. Therefore, he is not God, nor is he Jesus,
looking at things which is commonly called religion as such. Whadr does he consider himself as such.
they have in common is, that they are religion; what distinguishes
them from each other is merely the kind and manner of religionf@an incarnation of God, Jesus is much more than a philosopher
find in each. It is in the peculiar way in which they both occuﬂﬂie Hegel, Socrates, dristotle. Jesus is essential to Christian
themselves with God that the distinction comes out. It is jligtigion and Religion in general because Atrsolute Person
here, howevethat the dificulties which appear so great, that iPecomes actually known in Jesus to all of humanity and not just
is even regarded as an impossibility that philosophy shouldibéhought or concept. This actualization of the Concept, even
one with religion. Hence comes the suspicion with whi@fce in historyis essential to the actuality of the Concept.
philosophy is looked upon by theolgggnd the antagonistic
attitude of religion and philosophyn accordance with this

antagonistic attitude (as theology considers it to be) philoso A
seems to act injuriouslestructivelyupon religion, robbing it Christianity For example, the Holy Ghost and God the Father are

of its sacred characteand the way in which it occupies itselfOt dealt with explicitly as Personalities with human form — and
with God seems to be absolutely different from religion. Hel%r,”y (8| "ganelrT has thehosuiiion fdereloped spiritual

then, is the same old opposition and contradiction which k%?{sonalityHoweverwe dovindanigiidereipreitof deities

already made its appearance among the Gréekang that free with human-like forms in some of the religions of India, especially

democratic people, th&thenians, philosophical writings were" the yaishgavetragitions-and philgsapby

burnt, and’Socrates A catBenECTNCHIL mEE el T)s He%el regarded the development of religions according to the

opposmon -|s-held P belan acknqwledged il il Weagree of personlism found in them. He states in this regard 8151
unity of religion and philosophy just asserted.”

[3]:

The point is that we may not always take either difference‘,ﬂr.

identity as complete in themselves. Still less should we attem s triegthat God I necessigfas we may also putit, that he
! 'y P ! ves. St e |spt e absolute Thing: he is however no less the absolute Person.

to reduce one to the oth@&ifference as much as identity remaitf‘hat he is the absolute Person however is a point which the

abstractions unless they are continually reconciled and agpaHﬂosophy of Spinoza never reached: and on that side it falls

divided in and as the eternal pulse beat of the life Giliselute. short of the true notion of God which forms the content of religious

Ihe allblcilty to comprehend this dynamic movement is abSOIlEJ:toensciousness in Christianitgpinoza was by descent a Jew;
nowledge.

and it is upon the whole the Oriental way of seeing things,

There are many religions that deal with the incarnation of God,
the Personality of God — some even more explicitly than
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according to which the nature of the finite world seems frail afge. So far as masmessential nature is concerned, nothing new
transient, that has found its intellectual expression in his systéio be introduced into hirffo try to do this would be as absurd
This Oriental view of the unity of substance certainly gives tAé& to give a dog printed writings to chawder the idea that in
basis for all real further development. Still it is not the final ide&his way you could put mind into it. He who has not extended his
spiritual interests beyond the hurry and bustle of this finite world,
The Sufis within Islamic religion, and certain texts of the olgbr succeeded in lifting himself above this life through aspiration,
testament of the Judaic scriptures also imply the existence ofttiteugh the anticipation, through the feeling of the Eternal, and
personality of God and even the human form of God. Howewgho has not gazed upon the pure ether of the soul, does not
the expression of these personal features may not be as expligibisess in himself that element which it is our object here to
the general teachings of Islam or Jadaism, where the only religietiiprehend.
symbol that we find in their temples, for instance, is the holy
books. This may be a practice as much to prevdhmay happen thatreligion is awakened in the heart by means of
misunderstanding God in any anthropomorphic sense,pbilosophical knowledge, but it is not necessarily so. It is not the
worshipping God in any finite creature, as it is to encourag@@pose of philosophy to edjfgnd quite as little is it necessary
conception of God in a more impersonal form. The other reasof®lsit to make good its claims by showing in any particular case
that too much emphasis on God detracts from the performancéafit must produce Religious feeling in the individual. Philospphy
good work that may be conceived as necessary in the matdriaitrue, has to develop the necessity of religion in and for itself,
world as that through which one may attain any propafnd to grasp the thought that Spirit must of necessity advance
qualification for reaching God. from the other modes of its will in conceiving and feeling to this
absolute mode; but it is the universal destingpirit which is
I think that careful study of all the major religions will show thahus accomplished. It is another matter to raisthapndividual
they are personalistic, including Islam, Hinduism, Judaism agubject to this heighThe self-will, the perversifyr the indolence
Christianity but there are sects and tendencies within each thihdividuals may interfere with the necessity of their universal
favor worldly piety humanism and impersonalism. On the othegpiritual nature; individuals may deviate from it, and attempt to
hand, it is because of the explicit doctrine of the fully persongt for themselves a standpoint of their own, and hold to it. This
and purelySpekulativenature of the Trinity (three Persons ipossibility of letting oneself drift, through inertness, to the
One Person) that Hegel considers Christianity to be tétandpoint of untruth, or of lingering there consciously and
“consummate” religion, although there are similar and numerqigposelyis involved in the freedom of the subject, while planets,
highly developed forms of Trinity found, for instance, withiplants, animals, cannot deviate from the necessity of their nature
Indian religious traditions. — from their truth — and become what they ought to be. But in

human freedom what is and what ought to be are separate. This

Those who have had a genuine spiritual relationship with Gog@leqom brings with it the power of free choice, and it is possible
any spiritual experience, have no need of philosophy or ggyit 1o sever itself from its necessifyom its laws, and to work
rational explanation for how that is or is not possible. For thQﬁ%pposition to its true destirijherefore, although philosophical
who have not had such experience, philosophy cannot sugpf¥wiedge should clearly perceive the necessity of the Religious
them with such, nor is it the duty of philosophy to give spirituglandpoint, and though the will should learn in the sphere of
conviction to anyone. By following the principles of religion, opg ity the nullity of its separation, all this does not hinder the will

the other hand, one may become qualified for spiritual experiefes, being able to persist in its obstinaayd to stand aloof from
or a personal relation with God. Osedwn transcendentaljig necessity and truth.”

experiences, or the numerous accounts throughout history of
such experiencesfef enough evidence of their realiBut those ROIE] C1)Ge s =+ .
who have never had such experiences may either skeptichifant Immanuekritique Of Pure Reasoemp-Smith, N. and

consider them to be merely imaginationifbthey possess simpIeMacmi”an' P(2003). . .
piety, a matter to be decided by faith. 2. Hegel, GV.F, Phenomenology of Spirifranslated by Miller

A.V., Oxford University Press, § 23, p. 12 (1977).
Here is what Hegel has to say about this [5]: 3. Hegel, GN.F, Encyclopedia of the Philosophcial Sciences -
Part One,Findlay, J.N. andVallace, W, Oxford University Press,
“We must first of all, howevedefinitely understand, in referencaJSA, 863 (1975).
to the end we have in viethat it is not the concern of philosophyt. Hegel, GN.F, Lectuies on the Philosophy of Religid®peirs,
to produce religion in any individual. Its existence is, on tl&B. and Sanderson, J.B., Ballantyne Press, p. 19 (1895).
contrary presupposed as forming what is fundamental in evérybid. p.4.
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