WAS HEGEL CHRI STI AN CR ATHEI ST?

After Hegel's death there was a great clash of intellectuals which the
Hegel i an t heol ogi an David Strauss called the clash between "the Left Hegelians
and the Right Hegelians." The Left Hegelians were atheists, led by the

ex-mni ster Bruno Bauer and his fanous follower, Karl Marx, and by the radica
editor Arnold Ruge and the radical egoist whose real nanme was not Max Stirner.

The Ri ght Hegelians were Christian fundanentalists. They found Christian
inspiration in Hegel's philosophy, and they condemmed David Strauss'
progressive New Testanent critique, THE LI FE OF JESUS. Strauss al so took his
inspiration fromHegel. He showed how the earliest Christian conmunities
altered the Gospels with their local traditions. A bert Schweitzer praised his
book as epoch-nmeki ng, and by today's standards the book is tanme. But it was
the 19th century death-knell for Hegelian schol arship.

Strauss defended hinsel f by accusing Hegel hinself of anmbiguity on the

subj ect. Bruno Bauer was living evidence of this. Bauer was first the |eader
of the Right Hegelians, and |led the dammation of David Strauss' theol ogy of
demyt hol ogi zation. After nore years of reflection, however, Bauer turned coat
and becane the | eader of the Left Hegelians. (In either role, Al bert

Schwei tzer prai sed Bauer's scholarship as world cl ass.)

Schol ars for generations have reviewed the argunents of the Left and R ght
Hegel i ans, and are still divided on the question: Was Hegel a Christian or an
at hei st ?

One way to decide is to review Hegel's earliest witings on religion
especially Christianity. This will help us decide if the idea of the Absolute
in Dialectics is sinply a variation on the fundanentalist idea of God. If it
is, I will plead guilty to Gary's charge of nysticismand authoritarianism If
not, then | hope | will have shed sone Iight on a conpl ex nodern question

Alittle background may be in order. In Hegel's day, the official Government
pose in nmost European constitutions was a Christian one. Unlike the American
Constitution, which never once nentions the words "Jesus" or "Christ,"

Eur opean Constitutions, even after the French Revolution, were officially
Christian and even sectarian. Non-Christians were routinely stripped of G vi
Ri ghts throughout European history.

The Industrial Revolution, which gave Europe the decided econonic and military
edge over all other nations in the world, did nuch to suggest that Christian
civilization was inherently superior to all others. Was this not a Divine

Bl essing? Weren't all other nations and all other religions now obviously

i nferior?

This was the world in which Hegel grew up

When Hegel wrote about the relative status of religions in 1820, he did not
have the vast materials we have today. Qur century has transl ated

hi erogl yphi cs. W have discovered and transl ated cuneiform W have di scovered
great libraries fromlong dead civilizations. W have translated Sanskrit,

anci ent Persian and Babyl oni an. Hegel had only a minute fraction of the

i nformati on our century has on this subject.

So it should not be surprising that when Hegel wote about Christianity and
other religions, he wote about them fromthe dom nant European vi ewpoi nt
which was all around him He preferred Christian theology to all other

t heol ogy. He believed that Christianity was the highest formof religion the
wor |l d woul d ever produce.
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He remained a Lutheran all his Iife, and he believed that the Lutheran sect of
Christianity was superior to the Catholic, Anglican and Puritan. As any

Lut heran, he was a critic of the oldest, npbst conservative Christian
institution, the Roman Catholic.

I f Hegel's phil osophy can be nade to fit into this ethnocentric nold, then
we're justified in mnimzing its value for a progressive science.

But | maintain that Hegel's philosophy can't be made to fit that mold. I'lI
summari ze Hegel's earliest theol ogical essays to show why this is so. I'll use
Hegel 's, EARLY THEOLOG CAL WRITINGS (Tr. T.M Knox and R Kroner, University
of Pennsyl vania Press, 1971), as ny prinmary source for what follows.

Hegel's early method is specul ative synthesis. He experinments with equations
of netaphysical idea like God, Soul, Universe, the Good, Courage, Virtue, and
Freedom He concentrates on defining Ethics.

For centuries Christian sects have | abored to uncover the original core of
Cospel teachings, to prove their case against other sects. Hegel believed
secul ar phil osophy also has the right to enter this debate in its effort to
vi ndi cate Ethics over authoritarianism Hegel's hypothesis is that
authoritarian doctrines have al ways been sectarian forgeries.

HEGELI AN ETHI CS

Hegel identifies hinself as a rationalist and a noralist. The Gospel about
Jesus, he said, is nothing if not a teaching of norals and Ethics. Now
Ethics, to be truly Ethics, nust be pure, free fromall force and

aut horitarianism So the original CGospel could not have been otherw se than a
religion of freedom free fromauthoritarian principles.

Aut horitariani smdeval ues free will and so deval ues the phil osophy of Ethics.
Fromthe point of view of Ethics, authoritarian religion isn't true religion
because only free Virtue is true Virtue.

Ethics is nost conpatible with Reason. Reason is inborn. We inherit it freely.
Et hi cs should be the same. W discover Ethics naturally, by follow ng our
sense of Reason. The only honest norality is respect for this inborn norality,
this law of the heart which nmakes love the guide of life. True nmorality can
awaken itsel f spontaneously, or sonmeone else's noral exanple may inspire it to
awaken in me. We can't force it. Nothing el se can awaken norality except
norality.

Ancient Hellenic civilization et nmoral freedomreign, and it enlightened
Europe for centuries. In our tine, Immanuel Kant defined the noral realmin
scientific terns, though it may take centuries for humanity to rise to his
lofty vision.

Aut horitarian religion does not nmeasure up to either of these ideals.

Authoritarian religion teaches us that nmorality cones from outside humanity,
beyond people, so that humanity can never directly touch it.

What we nust freely, bravely discover for ourselves, authoritarian religion
clains to have for us in a pre-packaged form It has Laws which specify how we
are to act, think and feel. These Laws are the crux of its whole power.

But if subjection to alien, external Laws w thout representation is the
definition of oppression, then the Law of authoritarian religion falls into



this category.

Al'l other arts and sciences have progressed by | eaps and bounds, but the
science of Ethics hobbles along and falters century after century.

M ght authoritarianismbe to blane?

To be responsible for ourselves isn't just aright, it's a Duty and a valid
definition of humanity. To renounce the right to Reason, responsibility and
free thinking is tragic. It smacks of renouncing humanity. Perhaps this best
explains man's i nhumanity to nman

M ght authoritarian religion be to blame for this, too?
HEGELI AN CHRI STI ANI TY

Hegel 's definition of Christianity stands or falls entirely with the question
of Ethics. It's a formof Ethical Christianity, and as such is antagonistic to
authoritarian Christianity.

For Hegel, the stories about Jesus' miracles were originally of secondary

i mportance. For Hegel, the doctrines of resurrection and of the Messiah were
nmerely ploys that Jesus enployed to get into the hearts and minds of his
listeners, so he could preach his perfect nmessage of norality.

The doctrines of miracles, resurrection and Messiah were not only secondary,
but were positively superfluous for Hegel. They may have even been negative in
val ue, since they tended to distract people fromthe primary | esson the CGospe
wants us to hear--the | esson of higher norality.

Aut horitarians clainmed that the human nind is incapable of grasping the

Absol utes of reality. They demanded that we accept the force of Christian
history. Didn't Christianity overwhel mthe m ghty Roman Enpire? Aren't those
who quietly accept Christianity in our Western world nore cal mand wel |

adj usted? Didn't non-believers lose their Gvil R ghts in Europe for nore than
a thousand years, as if to underscore their lonely nisery?

But Hegel sees another view of things. Christianity is a highly splintered
religion. Its doctrines have changed over the centuries, usually to conformto
this or that national belief or holiday, or to pronote the interests of this
or that sectarian committee. Accounts of such conpronise fill the history of
Dogna.

GOSPEL ETHI CS

The Gospel portrays Jesus as often rebuking the Pharisee | eaders of the Hebrew
religion. These Pharisees, we're told, taught that the essence of Ethics is
the fastidi ous observance of the Law. Jesus disagreed. The essence of Ethics
is nmore than that, he insisted.

For Hegel, this is the core of Christianity. Mracles, eschatol ogy and
nessi ani sm are secondary. The primary nessage of the CGospel is that the
Phari see definition of norality was in error. Even if soneone were to prove
that the CGospel is pure literary fiction, this Ethical nmessage would stil
stand on its own as a courageous, inmortal proposition

The miracles in the Gospel are not as inpressive. Rationalists have for
generati ons proposed ingeni ous explanations for nearly all of them No Roman
or Hebrew historians of the day bothered to wite about them History tells us
that other people in the region cured denoniacs. Itinerant exorcists were not



rare in Galilee and Palestine. In the Gospel's account of Jesus healing a
wi t hered hand in a Synagogue, what inpressed the Synagogue was not the narve
but the desecration of the Sabbath.

The Gospel portrays Jesus as one who rejected any faith based only on a
nmracle or sign. He sought freely believing disciples.

Perhaps the Cospel's resort to miracles, like a highway detour, only made the
road | onger, with nore ways to get lost. It became too easy to nistake
external ly-grounded |ip-service for self-grounded norality.

If the CGospel's noral teaching had becone the object of devotion, as intended,
t hen perhaps the Person of Jesus would not have becone the object of such
intense focus. As it is, many revere the mracles first, revere Jesus' Person
as aresult, and finally his noral teachings are given weight by proxy, rather
than in thensel ves.

The CGospel portrays Jesus as a noral teacher. Ethics, or as he m ght have
said, Divine Purpose, is the great duty of humanity. As portrayed, he taught
this by parables, stories, and especially by his noral exanple. He spoke about
hi msel f and his nission often, ever aware of hinself. He was attentive to his
personal exanple of the norality he preached, since it was obvious that sone
peopl e can't understand Ethical ideas froma nmere hearing. They have to see
exanpl es.

Aut horitarians seize upon his exanples as sacrosanct, |eaving as secondary the
greater principle of free Ethical action

Who inserted this authoritari ani snf?
ETH CS

Ethics is nore subtle, nore beautiful and nore subline than the Law. The Law
is only the mininmum conportnent we require before we collectively restrain or
ot herwi se apply force

Li beral, Ethical believers, if they condemm anything, condemm only wlIful
cruelty and destruction, not differences in interpretation. They may view
myt hol ogi cal religion as unworthy, but not as damabl e.

By contrast, authoritarian believers say that Ethical philosophy and crass
superstition have the sanme root--human inperfection. They say that individua
interpretation is dammable in itself. They nake official belief and official
norality into a new Law. Just as the Sadduccees nade the tenple-cult into the
essence of their faith, so has Christendom made an anci ent catechismand an
external ritual into the essence of its faith.

If we live Ethically only by carefully following rules and rituals, what
becones of our free will? Do we have no sal vati on except that outside of us?
Are we born blind and deaf to Ethics, dependent entirely on externa
benefactors and unfaniliar revelations?

If we aren't born with the possibility of Ethics in our hearts, then no anpunt
of preaching can strike that chord in us. But if we're born with Ethics in our
hearts, then only our own hearts are the proper neasure of external systens of
Law.

The Cospel portrays Jesus as one who holds the Ethics of the Heart to be
superior to the Ethics of the Law.



This is no nystical interpretation of the Gospel, but a rationa
interpretation which al so speaks to the highest |levels of hunman awareness, the
| evel s of beauty and norality.

Mrality is an invisible realm where laws are potent but do not have

di scerni bly physical roots. Legislation, rules, codes and rituals do little to
illum nate our know edge of this invisible realm But sinple inner faith and

i nner confidence in one's own heartfelt feelings, these are the road to
spiritual awareness. This is the esoteric Gospel teaching, hidden beneath
mounds of doctrines of mracles, eschatol ogy and Messi ani sm

The Gospel's nmoral preachnments at one tine shone with an inner truth and
beauty of pure Ethics. But the demand to believe in Jesus' Person first, and
in his Ethics only secondarily, shouted out the original lustre. Duty was
reduced to belief in Jesus' authority. Dogma asked Reason not to judge, but to
remain silent and |isten

When Chri stendom becane an enforced Dogma of canned Ethics, it becane a self
contradiction. An Ethic not rooted in freedomis a fraud.

Where did this authoritariani smcone fronf

One answer suggests itself inmediately. Those who twi sted the Gospel's
ori gi nal nessage of pure Ethics were those who had a vested interest in
Aut horitarianism the hol ders of State power.

THE STATE

The Gospel portrays a Jesus who used the Hebrew i dea of the Messiah to reach
hi s audi ence, but who changed the neaning of that office. Instead of a warrior
Son of David, the Gospel tells of a peaceful Son of Man who taught universa
nmorality for all nations.

The Cospel presents this as his undoing. Nationalist interests would not hear
of the universal norality heresy. Universalismis treason, they charged. The
Gospel portrays Jesus as having to defend his actions often, and he tried to
keep his wi der mission as secret as possible. We're told of his arrest for
heresy and treason, for coming into conflict with the State.

Now, anyone who knows Hegel knows he isn't a fierce critic of the State. He is
conservative on that score. But he does show strong feelings against mxing
Church and State.

I can belong to MENSA and still be a full menber of ny State. But if | belong
to a religious sect, |I voluntarily restrict my nenbership in the State because
of sectarian loyalties. This helps us define a sect. A sect is a smaller, nore
intolerant group nestled inside a |arger, nore tolerant group

But if a religious sect grows to becone a najority, then a struggle ensues
between State Law and sectarian Law. Wen this happened in Constantine's Roneg,
the Christian Church won the struggle and becanme the State.

Perhaps this is the tinme when Christianity was first corrupted with
aut horitariani sm

(It's tenpting to accuse Hegel's critique of the Roman Church-State of nere
Protestant sectarianism |In fact, Protestant Church-States have been just as
guilty of authoritarianismas ancient Rome ever was. The core of truth in
Hegel's narrative is that since the Catholic was the first Christian
Church-State, we who look for the origins of Christian authoritariani smhave



an obligation to | ook here first.)

When Christianity becane the State, the cold, public comunity of the State
diluted the warm separatist conmunity of the sect. The State quickly
abandoned the original Christian tradition of comrunal social organization
where el ders administered all the community's goods. Wekly contributions and
the continuing support of nonasteries replaced the early communes. The State

t hen abandoned the early practice of Christian equality. Equality becane rea
only in God's eyes, and only in heaven. Phony public rituals, |ike washing the
feet of the poor in public, replaced the original equality.

Did the State have an interest in nodifying other original Christian
practices?

The Gospel portrays Jesus' last nonments on Earth at a table, eating a
nourishing meal with his friends, conversing about Fate, Attitude, Duty and
Courage, and how these may lead to Love of Humanity. It was pleasant, so Jesus
asked his friends to renmenber himat sinilar mealtines.

Was this ordinary supper transformed into a sacrificial cult by the Roman
establishnent, as an attenpt to replace the Jewi sh and Roman sacrifi ci al
cults? After the Church-State disnissed cormon property and equality, were
si mpl e supper gatherings also replaced by a mandatory public ritual ?

Were Jesus' original disciples really passive and unreflecting? Did they
really seek to mimc Jesus' exanple, with no thought of their own? Did they
really sacrifice all for Jesus' mission? Did they really go out for nissions
so short they had tinme only for the nost authoritarian appeal s?

O were the sinple, Ethical teachings of the Cospel altered over tine, naking
passivity the highest virtue? Rather than Love and Tol erance, the
authoritarians seemto have nmade professed belief and baptisminto the sole
marks of the Christian

If the authoritarian State is to blane for making the originally Ethica
system of the Gospel into an authoritarian tool, how did this happen? How were
they able to do so?

CHRI STI ANI TY: HEBREW CR ROVAN?

One of the nost fascinating spectacles of Western History is the mass
conversion of the Ronman Enpire from anci ent paganismto Christian Religion, by
way of ordinances fromthe Enperor

Schol ars do not agree on all the details of this phenonenon of history.

Some schol ars, including Hegel, Bauer and many ot hers ancient and nodern
explain it by saying that the change was not as great as we may first think
The essential core of Christian imagery is Geek and Roman, not Jew sh, they
say, so the conversion was not so radical

O course, this is what Hebrew | eaders have said fromthe begi nning, which is
why they rejected Christianity as an evident pagan dilution of their origina
faith. Jesus' anti-legalism his anti-Msaicism was their evidence.

Not that Hegel and Bauer agreed with the Hebrews on all matters. On the
contrary. They still rejected Judaism but they went even farther than the
original Christians by not only rejecting Judaism but by cutting even nore
ties between Christianity and Judai sm



There is substantial material available to show how Christianity is less a
form of Judaismand nore a form of Greco-Romanism For centuries Protestants
accused Catholics of absorbing and retaining too nmuch paganismin their
religion. Mre exclusive Protestant sects also criticize the ol der Protestant
sects for retaining too nuch all eged pagan Catholicismin their religion

Schol ar shi p whi ch shows how nodern Christian theology Iinks up with the old
pagani sm (cf, John Hyslop's THE TWD BABYLONS), is a two edged sword. One nay
use it to show how rmuch pagani smrenmains within the nost refined Christianity.

For Hegel, a Hellenophile who |Ioved the Cassical Geek civilization, this
wasn't shocking, it was exciting.

THE LOVABLE PAGAN

Hegel, in preferring Hellenismto |ater European culture, found hinself
preferring sone pagans to sone Christians in many ways.

In his mind, the parts of Christianity which are nost inportant are those
parts which are Platonic, Hellenic, philosophical and rooted in Ethics. Hege
saw Jesus as the Socrates of the nasses. Those Scriptures which were
super fl uous, perhaps supra-added over tine, were those which struggle to
reconcile Jesus with the sane Msaic Law whi ch condemmed hi s neo-pagani sm

Hegel synpathized with pagans. He praised their relative tolerance of foreign
religions. He synpathized with their pain when Hebrews and Christians nocked
their ancient religion. He adnmired their fierce patriotism their blunt
honesty, their rugged fearl essness and especially their |love of freedom for
those willing to fight for it.

Hegel adnired how the holidays of pagans were enotional events, cel ebrated
with great abandon and uncommon revelry. Pagans knew how to have a rip-roaring
good tinme. They celebrated their religion in all aspects of their honme and
state. Theirs was a happy religion

Pagans had great intellectuals like Plato, Aristotle and Marcus Arelius. They
had great |eaders, free states, great art and great noral courage. W stil
imtate their Senate, their Aynpics, their nilitary and | egal systens. For
the Hel |l enophile, Athens and Ronme are like an Atlantis, whose many virtues are
so grand they seemto belong to an alien species.

Hegel appreciated that pagans didn't denand that their gods be perfect nora
exanples. Mrality was just freedom and freedom was everywhere. They even

enj oyed conedi es about the gods. Wat they wanted fromthe gods was Beauty,
Drama, Art and Fate.

The pagan was neither passive nor zeal ous, neither pious nor sinner. The pagan
didn't use history to prove his religion. The final authority of religious
truth, for pagans, was the human heart.

Every aspect of the life of Greece and Rone interweaved Pagan nythology in its
bosom It was at honme, at school, in the theater, in the Senate, in the
battlefield and in the public square.

How then did paganismfall to Christianity? It did not fall peacefully, and
the conmoners in the countrysi de persecuted the Christians nore than any
Enperor. Enperors even denounced the spontaneous persecution of Christians, as
in Lyons. In fact, the so-called nonster, Enperor Doninitan, while he
reinforced sone anti-Christian legislation, was hinself married to a
Christian, and had a Christian daughter



Yet, in the span of twenty years, after the Enperor's decree, the nmasses of
pagan society converted to Christianity and forgot all about their old ways.

THE RI SE OF CHRI STI ANI TY

Could Christianity have overwhel med the Roman Enpire if it was not
psychol ogi cal |y superior to pagani sn? Was this not a proof of Divine forces
behind Christianity?

Hegel believes otherwise. In his view, Rone fell to Christianity by way of the
Enperor's bureaucracy.

Rome devel oped the nost nassive, nost efficient Bureaucracy of the time. It
was enornous, and although it suffered fromthe sanme abuses whi ch pl ague every
bureaucracy, it served to nmanage the affairs of the ancient world' s | argest
army, |argest highway system |argest econony, |largest welfare system all on
an international scale.

It worked well, but no single person knew exactly how it all worked. So the
authorities were very reluctant to tanper with it. It became sacrosanct.
Critics of the State were dealt with severely, perhaps justifiably, since this
State was the nost productive and humane state ever devel oped in the ancient
world. It served the greatest good for the greatest number, and to denounce it
was to attack the good of all

Unfortunately, the price paid for the bureaucracy was nmass passivity. The
bureaucracy was as inpersonal as it was efficient. No individual could ever
have nore val ue than the State nachine. The Enperor was the persona
representation of the Bureaucracy, and so he assuned all value, but only by

pr oxy.

The individual |ost value, and could never conpare well wth the power of
organi zed groups |ike the bureaucracy. Heroes no |onger |ooked so heroic.
Conmpared with the benefits which the Enperor's State could now grant, the

i ndividual had little to offer besides doing his or her little job as a tiny
cog in a huge wheel

A slave no longer looked up to his master as a hero. There were no nore
heroes. Those sl aves who were better educated than their warrior masters now
had fewer reasons to admre them C ass tensions arose.

The individual becane a property-acquisition-unit. The State's relation to
this unit was the role of property-protection-unit. Long before our society of
noney- based rel ati onshi ps, inpersonalismand alienation had already reached
new hei ghts under the Roman bureaucracy.

The gods of joy were useless in this newrealm Only a god who was renote,
unt ouchabl e, totally serious and solemm, who held all good while people were
all worthless, and who graced people arbitrarily, by his undeserved ki ndness,
bore any relation to this newreality.

The deval uati on of individual action seened to prove that human nature was
wort hl ess and corrupt. Only by attaching to sonmething larger than itself, |ike
the State bureaucracy, could the individual find any value for his or her
actions.

The pagan gods only ruled nature. Now, with the doctrines of individua
wor t hl essness, anti-heroi smand human corruption, the god which fit the spirit
of this tine would demand to rule the individual will as well. The right



t heol ogy appeared at the right tinme. Christianity began to spread.

The poverty of inpersonalismwas felt as a crisis which only a serious God
could resolve. Once people accepted that, the Second Coni ng becane the focus
of every wild and futile hope. The free norality of the past was gone, and
Christians pronmised to restore norality. The masses flocked to it, and the old
pagani sm was abandoned en masse.

The Enmperor would learn to appreciate that Christians placed all desire for
soci al change in God's hands, that they resigned to wait passively for
centuries. Perhaps this was not such a bad devel opment after all, he nused.

Constantine proclained the official Christianity of the Ronman State. It seened
to fit like a glove. The Ronan Enpire quickly adapted

Wien the State entered this arena, the aristocracy created a hierarchy of
privileged Christians above the nmasses, the hierarchy of priests and pontiffs.
Perhaps this is the source of authoritarian Christianity. The class of
privileged Christians fit in snugly with the wheel of State. Al the ills that
attend State power, |ike anbition, greed and envy, replaced the origina

Et hics of the originator of the novenent.

Roman literature becane donmi nated by theol ogical thenes. But instead of |ove,
tol erance and reconciliation, dogma and doctrine becane the obsession of the
Roman | egal system Heresies becane the nost inportant political issues of the
day, and massacres resulted fromdifferences of theol ogical opinion

THE STATE W TH NO FREEDOM

The Church-State is a state with no freedons. In a state with no freedons,
citizens live without souls. This is because freedomis the very condition
the very definition of the human soul

In such a state, total sacrifice seened like a little sacrifice since the
citizen had little to | ose, anyway. Martyrdom seened a reasonabl e career
since life without freedomis a kind of martyrdom

For those without souls, the inmage of the crucified Jesus has its own val ue as
a cathartic inmage.

The masses were never well educated in the ancient world. But now even the
educated were falling fromthe Hellenic ideals of Reason and Liberality.
Belief in miracles replaced Reason. Convictions replaced deci sions.

THE ROVAN CHURCH ADOPTS THE OLD TESTAMENT

The Gospel portrays Jesus as a Jewish critic of Jewi sh society. But the
Christian religion which adores himis largely Roman. This Roman religion
sought sonehow to appropriate the Jewish A d Testament for its own purposes
Why ?

As noted above, Hegel sees Christianity as a religion developed fromthe path
of Greco-Roman civilization. Not only the pagan influences (which the Hebrews
noted), but its later support of scul pture (which Hebrews avoi ded, since it
rem nded them of graven inmages), finer paintings, finer architecture, finer
musi ¢, dranma, tragedy, and finer literature--these were the beautiful
hal | marks of Catholic Christianity. In Hegel's theory of Art, Christian Art
was only an extension of G eco-Roman Art. This was evidence of its deepest
roots.



Wiy bot her, then, incorporating the Hebrew Testanment into the Roman Catholic
Bi bl e? Hegel avoided this question. He didn't spend nuch tinme with the Add
Testament. It seened to himto be conpletely overshadowed in spirit and in
substance by the New Testanment. It was conpletely fulfilled, so he saw no
poi nt going back to it for anything. He thought Matthew s Cospel was beating a
dead horse in trying to justify Jesus' career by repeating, "In order to
fulfill the Scripture...”

| think it's worthwhile to explain why Rone decided to nmake the Hebrew
Testanent into part of its own State Religion. | have ny own theory which I'd
like to share with you. It focuses again on the State.

Rome was not the first Inperial Wrld Power. It took that power from G eece.
But Greece was not the first Inperial Power, either. Geece took it from
Persia. Persia had taken it from Babyl on, Babylon took it from Assyria and
Assyria had taken it from Egypt. Egypt, as archeol ogi sts have shown us in our
own generation, inherited nuch from Suner, which was not Inperial, but was the
first culture to devel op an advanced systemof city-states nore than 6,000
years ago near Babylon. Inperialismdoesn't begin with Ronme, but was very well
devel oped when Rone took it over

The Hebrews, the Bible says, came into conflict with every single |Inperial
Power from Egypt through Ronme. This is because its |location was exactly in the
center between Egypt, Arabia, Mesopotania and Asia M nor, and tended to be in
the way of the larger nations as they fought for world control. Although the
Hebrews had a tiny state, it was at the crossroads of all civilization. Inits
relations with all the world powers of History, the Hebrews kept a diary, a
library of books we call the Bible. O course, all diaries are biasd. But the
Hebrew Testanent is a renmarkable record of the past, and is perhaps the nost
val uabl e of all archeol ogi cal materials.

Moder n schol arshi p suggests that many parts of its Bible are taken directly
fromthe archives of these Inperial Nations.

Some experts say sone Psalns are taken from Pharao | hknaton. Some say Moses
borrowed much from"all the wi sdom of the Egyptians." Sone say the first
chapters of Genesis are taken from Sumeri an and Babyl oni an archives, and its

| ater chapters from Arabian traditions. Some say the books of the prophets are
different in content from Mbses' books, not because of new revel ations, but
because the Assyrians and Babyl oni ans had a profound influence on the
prophets.

The Persians, the Hebrews' only Inperial friends, relayed nuch of their
culture to the Hebrews when they rebuilt the Hebrew Tenple. The proof is that
the Persian doctrines of angels, the End of Time and the Resurrection, were
taken up by the Hebrew Pharisees after this period.

Hel | eni st influence on | ater Hebrew works is well known.

My point is that the A d Testanment is a testanent to all the Inperial Wrld
Powers. It's an eye-witness diary of Wrld Power. It makes sense that the

| atest Inperial Power, Rome, would not only demand it for its Inperia

Li brary, but would seek to transformit into its own possession by a religious
expl anation. The New Testanent provided this transformation for Rone.

The Hebrew Testanent is a truly priceless Inperial history. It unconsciously
catal ogues the transition of power fromthe ancient Senmitic Enpires of Assyria
and Babyl on to the younger |ndo- European Enpires of Persia and Greece. This
is one reason Ronme had to appropriate the Hebrew Testanent. It was val uabl e as
a conmon | nperial archive, though conpiled and edited by an articul ate nation



whi ch never realized its own Inperial calling.

I think ny interpretati on supports the Hegelian claimthat Christianity is a
Greco- Rorman religious devel opnent, nodified by the need to dip into
international Inperial history to give its own status |egitinacy.

Rome was an I nperial nation above and inclusive of all other nations. It was
i mportant that Roman religion be the sane. The teachings of the Ethical Gospe
were sinply so nmuch nore grist for its mill. The Inperial State Church
included all these elenments. If Hegel is right, we may reasonably lay the
blame for the authoritarian elenent in Christianity at the feet of the Holy
Roman Enpire.

THE ROTTEN FRU T OF STATE RELI G ON

The problens of Christendomare a splendid exanple of why a State should never
become a Church nor a Church a State.

Morals, ideally, are the domain of an Ethical conmunity. Law enforcenent,
ideally, is the realmof the State. Wen these becone confused, chaos results.
Force is the great possession of the State. Love is the great possession of an
Et hi cal community. Confornmity is the song of the State. Freedomis the song of
a choir of free, Ethical people.

The State should stay out of the business of nonitoring norality. No society
can afford the nunmber of police officers that would require, nor the bother
that would entail.

The State should be able to tax ne to contribute to a |legal Fund for the Poor
but shoul d not be able to spy on ne to prevent nme from encouragi ng

panhandl ers. Nor does a panhandler, who is the State's problem have a right

to ask me directly for nmoney. If | give himanything, it's a conpletely free
noral decision | nmake with ny own inner counsel

The State does have an interest in the honesty and integrity of its citizens,
with an eye to good business practices in its jurisdiction. But how can it
guarantee high norality when it barely collects enough taxes to ensure a

nm ni mum of crime-stopping? Traditionally the State goes to the |ocal Church
for nmoral support, tacitly admtting that norality is outside its natura
scope.

Unfortunately, when Church and State sleep together, the resulting system of
Ethics isn't a self-evident systemof axions for living in society, but a
strange brew of Doctrines one would never guess on one's own. Only

i ndoctrination can relay them Duty is that which is pleasing to God, but the
aut horitarian Church-State reserves the exclusive right to define God's

pl easure.

The Ronan Church State devel oped an enbarrassi ng nei ghbor hood-watch norality.
One' s nei ghbors spied upon by every petty, arbitrary choice. The State, via

t he Church, snooped into every private thought, every enotion, every gl ance,

every friendship and social contact.

No anount of prostration was ever enough. If | confessed ny sins and
wort hl essness daily, it profited me nothing at all. No amount of inhibition
sufficed. The Pharisees only told people what to do. The Ronan Church State
al so told people how to feel

In defense, nmillions retreated into hypocrisy and phoni ness. Unworthy peopl e
posed as true believers, and freely noved within the Church-State as |long as



they followed all the rules on howto act and appear to feel. No wonder so
many Christian holidays are hollow, spiritless and void of true feelings. The
wor k-place is happily free fromsuch asceticism |If secular norality catches
on, we can hope for a dininishing of this kind of hypocrisy.

The Church-State has given us mass phoni ness, mass sel f-deception, mass fal se
security, and eventually pronises to bring us nass disillusion, disorientation
and lonely frustration. The State can never produce anything except |egalism
At its worst it may cow people into lying and hypocrisy. Wen Christianity
took over the Roman State, it itself was sadly reduced to this |egalism

THE JOY OF SECTS

The nost intelligent Christians attacked this legalism not with phil osophy,
but by naking a radical breach in the State. They created splinter groups,
smal l er sects which could practice the ideals of the earliest Christian
communes, where equality and norality had some nmeani ng and tangible
application.

Peopl e have an uncanny intuition that they nust have the right to deternine
their owmn norality.

As these sects grew to enornous sizes, their |eaders grew into new
authorities. The three great schismatic sects began al ong national boundari es.
Luther's German sect, Henry VIII's Anglican sect, and Calvin's Swiss sect, al
began as noral protests to Ronme's State Church, but soon becane State Churches
t henselves, with all the dogmatic and | egalistic problens of Rone. So, new
sects, in rebellion against State encroachnent upon norals, sprouted up again.
And so it goes

| think sects are good. They keep the big bully Churches fromtaking too nuch
political power. They are a controlling, linmting factor in the politics of
religion. W should allow them even encourage them to flourish

I mock the folly of the USSR which spent good tax dollars to di ssuade peopl e
frombeing religious. First, stonping on one religion usually serves only to
make other religions stronger. Second, stomping on all religions is useless,

since nost people see their religions as the home of their norality, the nost
valuable thing in life to them Religion bashing only makes martyrs.

I "' m ast oni shed once again at the brilliant wi sdom of the Foundi ng Fathers of
the US Constitution. By granting to all citizens a carte blanche freedom of
religion, they ensured that religious sectarianismwould forever keep itself
in check, that religion nmight never overtake the State, and that the State
woul d nmore often keep its nose out of private norality.

CONCLUSI ON

The Cospel portrays Jesus as one who wished to inspire us to a free norality
which arises fromw thin our owmn hearts, rather than fromthe Law. Cbservance
of the Lawisn't nearly enough to constitute norality and Ethics. He w shed
people to be free fromauthoritarianism legalism to act in goodness freely,
wi thout force or obligation. This is Ethical religion. For Hegel, this is the
only true religion

This is the heart of the debate between the Left and Ri ght Hegelians, the
debat e which ruined the prospects of Hegelian phil osophy for 150 years.

We nmust make a choice. If we believe that the essence of Christianity is pure
Et hi cal phil osophy, then we can say Hegel was an orthodox Christian. But we



can't say he was authoritarian

On the other hand, if we believe that the essence of Christianity is a nystery
whi ch we should not argue about, but faithfully believe on the authority of
Church-State, then we can say Hegel was an atheist. But we can't say he was
unet hi cal

I'd like to propose an answer to the question of the Left and Ri ght Hegeli ans.
Hegel 's position is not anbi guous. The debate arises fromdiffering opinions
about how to define Christianity itself.

Hegel was one of the first great liberal believers. These liberal believers
rationalize so nuch Scripture that no fundanmentalist doctrines are left. The
reason the Hegelian School split into Left and Right is because of a confusion
in the theol ogy department. This nmade the issue political, and the politics of
that era confused everything for nore than a century.

The great theol ogi cal debate was taken up by Hegel's nost brilliant pupil
Bruno Bauer (1809-1882), theol ogian, ex-theologian, and N etzsche's el der
confidante. Leader of both Right and Left Hegelians when he bothered to bel ong
to either, Bauer gave the world the nost controversial pronouncenments about
Christianity ever witten. His inportant works are available only in Gernan

Al bert Schweitzer's sunmaries of his books are the English reader's prinmary
peek into his creative nind

| tend to agree with Hegel. Religion should be a celebration of pure Ethica
freedom If it isn't that, then perhaps we're better off as atheists, since in
a state of authoritarian religion, only dissenters are free.

There is nothing authoritarian in Hegel's phil osophy. The Absolute ldea is a
fl exi bl e, bending, conpronmising and all-inclusive idea. It isn't based on
Hegel's authority, still less is it based on the authority of the Laws of
Identity and Contradiction

Dialectics, we may find, is the greater Logic of synthesis and reconciliation
and conpl enments a conpl ete phil osophy of Ethics.

Paul E. Trejo
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