Hegel and the Consecrated State

Mark Tunick

1. Introduction

Edmund Burke, the eighteenth-century statesmen and political theorist
of conservatism, characterizes the state as “consecrated.” To say the state
is sacred, for Burke, is to say it fills an existential need. It provides “hope
and sure anchor in all storms” and “an order that keeps things fast in their
place.” Man, who is “by his constitution a religious animal,” is naked
without religion, and his mind “will not endure a void.” Through the
consecrated state, “the poorest man finds his own importance and dig-
nity”*; those who administer the government will “have high and worthy
notions of their function and destination,” and look not “to the paltry
pelf of the moment.”” Without the consecrated state “the whole chain
and continuity of the commonwealth would be broken; no one genera-
tion could link with the other; men would become little better than the
flies of a summer.”®

Burke’s reasons for regarding the state as sacred are more practi-
cal than theological.” A state devoid of religion is insecure against the
sort of turmoil revolutionary France experienced and that so frightened
Burke. By seeing the state as of divine emanation and not the product
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of the will of the people, nor of the king, the people are not “suffered
to imagine that their will, any more than that of kings, is the standard
of right and wrong.” Burke writes, “{W]e have consecrated the state,
that no man should approach to look into its defects or corruptions but
with due caution; . . . that he should approach to the faults of the state
as to the wounds of a father, with pious awe and trembling solicitude.”
By consecrating the state, “we are taught to look with horror on those
children of their country who are prompt rashly to hack that aged parent
in pieces and put him into the kettle of magicians, in hopes that by their
poisonous weeds and wild incantations they may regenerate the paternal
constitution and renovate their father’s life.”

There is a sense in which Hegel, too, consecrates the state. In his
Philosophy of Right, Hegel says religion is a foundation of ethical life (Siz-
tlichkeit), affording us a consciousness of immutability and of “the highest
freedom and satisfaction.” Possessed of religion, members of the state will
respect it as the whole of which they are parts.’’ In the Introduction to
the Philosophy of History, Hegel says religion stands “in closest connec-
tion with the principle of the State.”! “In order to preserve the State,
religion must be carried into it, in buckets and bushels.”? It is folly, he
says, “to invent [state] constitutions independently from religion”; if that
is tried, the constitution would “lack a real center and remain abstract
and indeterminate.””® His point seems not merely to be Rousseau’s prag-
matic point that a pious people are more likely to obey the law and carry
out their duties."* For Hegel, our commitment to the state provides us
our greatest fulfillment, satisfaction, and freedom; by being a part of
the state our lives have meaning as a part of something that transcends
our particular existence.’ To realize and experience this fulfillment and
satisfaction requires a move that religion can facilitate. Hegel says that
secular existence concerns itself largely with one’s particular interests and
is “relative and unjustified”; “it is justified only insofar as its principle, its
universal soul, is justified, which requires consciousness of that existence
as determination and existence of the essence of God. For this reason
the State is based on religion.”®

There are profound similarities here in the views of Hegel and
Burke. Of course in associating the two theorists we must not discount
their important differences. The most important is that Hegel, unlike
Burke, is through and through a rationalist.”” Burke is content accepting
“pleasing illusions” that are shielded from the light of reason.’® Not Hegel,
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who seeks philosophically to comprehend the rational form of public laws,
morality, and religion.”” And while Burke rejects the French Revolution
entirely, Hegel, while critical of the destructive tendencies of the Revolu-
tion, recognizes the positive role it played in establishing rights that are
essential to a rational modern state.”® Still, both Hegel and Burke fear
the void left by those who unmask and overthrow traditions, and both
see religion as an important means of preserving the state.

But what it means for the state to be consecrated, for Hegel, is
different than what it means for Burke. For Hegel a consecrated state is
not a state that establishes a religion, subsidizes a particular religion, or
is intolerant toward atheists, and on each of these points Burke disagrees.
It is tempting to characterize the rational modern state Hegel envisions
in Philosophy of Right as a “secular consecrated state.” But Hegel's posi-
tion is not paradoxical. To understand it without confusion, we must
recognize that when Hegel says the modern state is founded upon reli-
gion, he means that the modern state is founded upon a principle of
subjectivity which is an essential feature of a true Christian religiosity.
For Hegel freedom can only be made actual in the subjective will.?* A
will that lacks subjectivity, or the capacity to make an inner, reflective
determination about what is right, is like the will of a child or slave,
sunk in its content and unfree.”? The modern state is possible only when
its members have a subjective will, and we are free under its laws only
when we inwardly comprehend their objective rationality. The principle
of subjectivity also founds what Hegel refers to as the true religion of
Christianity.”® This true religion is, for Hegel, Christianity in an abstract
sense that is disassociated from particular versions of Christianity that rest
on views about God’s person, salvation through Christ, or the authority
of the Holy Scripture or particular church institutions and practices.?*
Hegel demands that religion—not in the special sense just defined of
a disassociated true Christianity resting on the principle of subjectiv-
ity—must be kept separate from the state, but also that the principle of
subjectivity at the heart of the true religion of Christianity is an essential
feature of the modern state.

My purpose is to help us better understand Hegel’s views on the
role of religion in the state by juxtaposing his views to Burke’s. There
are a number of particular issues I shall address, but there is one issue I
purposely avoid. Both Burke and Hegel reject the theory of the divine
right of kings, according to which God plays a direct role in establishing
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and legitimizing political authority (see section 2). But for each theorist
there may be an indirect role played by God in establishing political
authority. That is an issue I shall not address.

Instead, my focus will be on what Hegel’s consecrated state looks
like practically. Does the consecrated state establish religion in the state,
perhaps by supporting religious education or using taxes to subsidize
particular religions? (section 3). Does it tolerate all religions by granting
exemptions to those whose exercise of religion conflicts with the law?
Does it tolerate atheists? (sections 4 and 5).

In addition, I am concerned with how Hegel, whether like or in
contrast to Burke, understands the role or function of religion in the
rational modern state. I distinguish two views. One view is that religion
provides a tie that binds members of a modern state, creating an ethical
community with common beliefs and practices, as exists to an extent in
a Jewish or Muslim state. Burke adopts this view, at least with respect to
the function of the Anglican Church in England. Hegel does not (section
5). A second view is that religion, as a spiritual form of consciousness,
gives to people a sense of their connection to a totality transcending
their particular lives. Creating this spiritual connection to the state is
an essential role for religion in Hegel's consecrated state, and clearly is
for Burke as well. But where Burke thinks that commitment to religion
is a stabilizing influence, Hegel worries that reverence toward God, and
elevating the universal over the particular, can lead to fanaticism and
destroy a state.” This is one reason Hegel’s consecrated state looks so
different from Burke’s.

2. Rejection of the
Theory of Divine Right

Neither Burke'’s nor Hegel's consecrated state is a state in which the ruler
is given authority directly from God. Burke dispenses with that view early
in the Reflections: only “exploded fanatics of slavery” maintain that “the
crown is held by divine, hereditary, and indefeasible right.”® Hegel also
dismisses the theory of divine right. In his Lectures on the Philosophy of
Religion he rejects the view that laws and the Constitution derive their
authority from a divine source, for that view wrongly implies that laws
of morality and right are “eternal and unchangeable.” While it is cor-
rect to say that man obeys God in the act of conforming to the laws
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and ruling authority, this view is one-sided, for it implies that men are
to obey the laws “whatever they may be,” which subjects people to the
arbitrary will of the governing power.”” Hegel is critical of the people of
England under the last kings of the House of Stuart for assuming the
ruler was responsible for his actions to God only and alone knows what
is essential to the state. Hegel’s settled view is that the laws of the state
should be regarded as having a divine character, but they must also be
rational; and to know what is rational is “the business of philosophy.”*
For Hegel, even if God did set in motion a process resulting in rule by
a monarch, what would give that monarch legitimate authority would not
be the fact that God invested him with that authority.

3. Establishment of Religion

Whether or not the consecrated state, for Burke and Hegel, is literally
created by God, it is a state in which religion plays an important role.
To understand that role, I begin by asking whether the two theorists
envision an establishment of religion in the state.

A state can be said to establish religion when it favors religion in
a certain way. It is sometimes thought to do this by exempting people
of a particular religion from legal requirements that create a conflict with
their religious beliefs, although such measures may signal only toleration
and not an establishment of religion (see section 4). Clearer cases of
establishment include granting the church authority to govern, creating a
state-sanctioned church, or using state funds to inculcate religious beliefs.
In the United States, the First Amendment’s anti-establishment clause
prohibits Congress and, by its incorporation into the Fourteenth Amend-
ment, states, from enacting a law “respecting an establishment of reli-
gion.” This means government may not endorse religion, though non-state
actors remain free to express their religious commitments. That is an
important distinction. When football cheerleaders at a public high school
in Georgia exhibited giant banners with messages such as “Commit to
the Lord,” the district, fearing a First Amendment lawsuit, prohibited
the signs. In response, community members began displaying their own
religious signs and wearing T-shirts with passages from the Bible, result-
ing in more displays of religious belief at the games than ever before.’
The First Amendment doesn't prohibit such expression of religious views
by private individuals. The difference when cheerleaders bear the signs
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at school events is that they act not as individuals but as representatives
of a public school and therefore of the state, sending the message that
the state itself is endorsing religion, and that is prohibited by the First
Amendment.*

Burke supports the establishment of religion in England. He
defended the “Test and Corporation Acts,” which limited public offices
to those who participated in the Anglican sacrament, even though he
did not think much of the requirement and preferred replacing the sac-
ramental test with a promise not to try to subvert the constitution of the
Church of England. He felt that as the Church of England was essen-
tial to the constitution, giving dissenters access to political power could
undermine the constitution.* Burke also supports the use of the govern-
ment’s prestige and resources to promote the Anglican church.’? Hegel
understands the importance of keeping the state and religion separate and
in this respect his consecrated state differs fundamentally from Burke’.

Hegel says it is wrong for religion to hold the reins of government,
as occurs in an ecclesiastical state.”® He suggests one reason in his early
essay, “The Positivity of the Christian Religion.”* There he discusses how
the teachings of Jesus became a positive faith of a sect that then gave rise
to an external form, the Christian religion, and an ecclesiastical state. Its
ordinances and institutions, which “hurt no one’s rights while the society
was still small, were made political and civil obligations which they could
never in fact become.”® Why couldn't the religious teachings adhered to
by a sect become the basis for political obligations in a state? We know
from his later Rechtsphilosophie that for Hegel the authority of a state is
not based on an individual’s consent to a social contract.’® Nevertheless, if
citizens are to be free in the state they must find their subjective satisfac-
tion in the state and come to see its requirements as justified, and in this
sense each individual must consent to the state.’” But in the “Positivity”
essay, Hegel explains that in an ecclesiastical state, where the church is
the state, “unanimous acceptance of one faith” is required.” That require-
ment is paradoxical: “a contract about faith is inherently impossible” and
“null and void,” for “a man cannot bind himself, still less his posterity,
to will to believe anything”; one has the “right to change one’s convic-
tions.”” Churches command unanimous consent of members to their
doctrine, and claim a right to exclude dissenters from their fellowship.
A modern state incorporates people with particular differences, not all
of whom will share faith in the same religion (see section 5). But that is
precisely why the state must be granted a higher right than the church’s,
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to ensure no one is coerced into accepting a religion against their own
convictions—something Hegel says the Catholic church has not conceded
and the Protestant church only in a limited way and for certain matters
only.* Church-based moral systems, which in an ecclesiastical state would
be the basis for law and civic duties, involve principles of morality laid
down by the church. The church does not leave moral principles open to
critical evaluation and revision, and its law is not grounded in freedom
or the “autonomy of the will.”*

A second reason religion cannot hold the reins of government is
that religion is a relation to the absolute based merely on feeling and faith;
but, Hegel says, a state must be based on knowledge.*” A state in which
citizen loyalty rests on merely feelings and not reason can be dangerous,
made vulnerable to the whims of fanatics.* Excessive religious zealous-
ness can be expressed through revolutionary actions as well as through
persecution. Hegel expresses outrage at the thought of Galileo having
to abjure on his knees before his religious persecutors. Science is on the
side of the state because both rest on knowledge and not faith.* Hegel
concludes that the state, not the authority of the church, decides what
counts as objective truth, and that “religion as such should not hold the
reins of government.”*

Hegel fears that the rules religion prescribes about one’s active life
can be destructive of the state by leading not only to persecutions but to
passivity and withdrawal from ethical life. A religious ideal that prioritizes
the eternal over the temporal, in demanding renunciation of the actual, is
opposed to the demands of ethical life. Hegel notes that temporal love,
and the temporal need to earn a living, are seen by religion as cares for
worldly things that are to be renounced. What is seen from the perspec-
tive of ethical life as integrity and honesty is seen by the religious form
of consciousness as unholy.* Hegel thinks there can be harmony between
the state and the Protestant religion, though, because Protestantism does
not regard man as a passive being or insist a man believe what he does
not know."

Hegel opposes not only an ecclesiastical modern state but partial
establishments, or excessive entanglement of a modern state with religion.
In “The German Constitution” he defends the principle of the indepen-
dence of church and state. He says religion “has completely rent the state
asunder” and he is critical in particular of the “itio in partes,” or right
of religious parties not to submit to a majority vote, for this can block
the functioning of the state.*® In the “Positivity” essay Hegel is critical
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of states in which “baptism is not a purely ecclesiastical act whereby the
child enters the church” but is also “a civil act whereby the existence of
the child is made known to the state,” and the church determines what
rights are claimed for the child.* He is also critical of states in which
marriage “is valid only if the ceremony is performed by an officer of the
prevailing church.” Where this occurs, Hegel says, “the civil state has
yielded its right and its office to the church.”

Hegel thinks it best for the civil authorities to keep matters of
faith private so that their religion doesn’t get entangled with their public
duties. In an ecclesiastical state, the congregation will use its property
and resources for buildings, and to pay teachers and other servants, and
in a single ecclesiastical state this is not a concern; it becomes one only
if there are different churches. In that case, Hegel says, “if the authorities
are intelligent, disinterested, and just,” the state “would grant to every
church according to its needs the means to worship in its own way.” But
he goes on to say that “a state, as a civil state, should have no faith at all,
nor should its legislators and rulers, in their capacity as such.”"

Hegel also recognizes reasons why the state should not support
religious education that inculcates religious doctrine.”? Education is an
essential means by which individuals obtain freedom. In the Rechtsphi-
losophie he notes that through education individuals become capable of
“being the actuality of the Idea”; they are guided by universal principles
to do things as others do them rather than flaunting “their particular
characteristics.”” Education is a means of getting individuals to fit into
society, not merely with respect to manners, conventions, and social vir-
tues, but also by teaching skills and a trade so that one can participate
in civil society by producing and using goods and services.”* Of course
for Hegel education should also nourish the intellect and enrich our
inner life.** Because education is so important in the socialization process,
Hegel is critical of pedagogical experiments in isolating young people.”
Insofar as education is essential to one’s capacity to become a member
of society, Hegel explains, civil society has the duty and right to influ-
ence the education of children, and can compel parents to send their
children to school.¥”

None of what Hegel says about education in the Rechtsphilosophie
entails that the rational modern state should be barred from includ-
ing courses in the curriculum that would present religious doctrines to
students so long as this does not detract from the education needed to
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produce good citizens able to fulfill their temporal duties, and so long
as the means of education focuses on critical reasoning and thinking
skills.® In the earlier “Positivity” essay, Hegel argues that every man has
the right to develop his faculties, which imposes a duty on the state and
parents to educate him appropriately. He observes that historically the
state has believed the most natural means of fulfilling this duty is by
entrusting this responsibility to the church. The result has been that this
has jeopardized the young citizen’s right to the “free development of his
powers” insofar as the church discharges its task in a certain way.® A
citizen when reaching maturity is at full liberty in most European states
to emigrate, if the laws and institutions of his country don’t suit him.
This decision can be influenced by habit or fear, but those influences
don’t annul the possibility of free choice. However, Hegel writes, if the
church educates in a way that wholly subdues reason and intellect, fill-
ing the person’s imagination with terrors that reason and intellect cannot
overcome, then the church has entirely taken away the “possibility of a
free choice and a decision to belong” to the ecclesiastical state. “It has
infringed the child’s natural right to the free development of his faculties
and brought him up as a slave instead of as a free citizen.”® Hegel is
critical of the “Confirmation” in Protestant states where the child renews
baptismal vows at age fourteen or fifteen. The church has taken care that
the child heard nothing save the church’s faith, leading his “tender heart”;
it declares that the intelligence of a fourteen-year-old is that of an adult,
and that “his generally unintelligent repetition of the articles of faith
expresses a free choice.” The state, in contrast, waits until he is twenty
or twenty-one to perform valid civil actions even on matters which are
“dung” in comparison to eternal salvation.®

Hegel recognizes that “in any education the child’s heart and imagi-
nation are affected by the force of early impressions and the power exer-
cised by the example of those persons who are dearest to him and linked
with him by elementary natural ties.” But “reason is not of necessity
fettered by these influences.”? The church goes wrong when it inhibits
the development of one’s reason and intellect and ability to judge by
one’s own standards. The church, Hegel says, implants ideas and words
in the imagination and memory that are so girt with terrors and put in
such a “holy, inviolable, and blinding light that either they dumbfound
the laws of reason and intellect by their brilliance and prevent their use,
or else they prescribe to reason and intellect laws of another kind”; in
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either case, “reason and intellect are deprived of freedom.” If the state
has sanctioned this education, as it would in the ecclesiastical state Hegel
refers to in this passage, then the state “has betrayed the child’s right to
a free development of its mental capacities.”®

We must recognize that Hegel is not opposing education in or
the exercise of religion.** As rector and professor in a publicly funded
Nuremberg Gymnasium, Hegel himself encouraged his pupils to keep the
religious festivals of their respective churches.®® He also provided some
religious and moral instruction, though it is unlikely he inculcated the
doctrines of a particular religion.®® In his “Positivity” essay he says there
are countless difficulties in bringing up children without positive faith,
which he does not even discuss because “there are moral reasons why it
ought to be renounced.”” But that Hegel believed it proper to instruct
students in ideas such as conscience, faith, the meaning of religion, God,
and sin, does nothing to diminish Hegel’s concerns about the potential
of religious education to subvert the education one needs to become a
citizen of a rational modern (as opposed to ecclesiastical) state. Hegel
wanted a separation of church and state in the public schools. As rec-
tor when Bavaria was implementing widespread public education, Hegel
complained when his public school’s facilities were used for religious
singing lessons; and he complains to his friend and patron Nietham-
mer about professors having to go to church for religious instruction,
reminding Niethammer of his spoken promise two years before to end
the “subordination of the teaching profession to the clergy and the cleri-
cal estate.”®®

In §270 of Philosophy of Right Hegel does say that “the state fulfills
a duty by giving the church community [Kirchengemeinde], for its reli-
gious goal, every encouragement [Vorschub] and protection.”® While this
might imply support for state subsidies of religion (especially with Nis-
bet’s translation of Vorschub as “assistance” rather than “encouragement”),
in light of everything else Hegel says about the need to separate church
and state, I read this passage to mean that the state should tolerate and
ensure that everyone has the right to practice their religion.”

Hegel does, in a lengthy passage in Philosophy of Mind on religion
and politics, speak of the view that the state and religion are “separable
from one another” as “the monstrous blunder of our times.”” I take him
to mean not that religion should infiltrate the institutional structure of
the state but, rather, that the Protestant Reformation produced a reli-
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gious spirituality of the right sort, one that was opposed to the spiritual
bondage produced by Catholicism, that historically was essential for the
development of a rational modern state in which individuals could be
free. Had we left to Caesar what is Caesar’s and to God what is God’s,
the rational modern state would never have developed.”? But while Hegel
thinks religion is in this way the foundation of the state, he does not
support a state establishment of religion.

4. Toleration

A state might be thought to establish religion when it grants preferential
treatment to those practicing a particular religion. But in many cases
such special treatment is better regarded as tolerating the free exercise
of religion rather than establishing religion. In the United States, courts
have granted exemptions from laws or regulations so that one may free-
ly exercise their religion without this being seen as a violation of the
First Amendment’s antiestablishment clause. One condition for such an
exemption is that the exercise of religion must not threaten public safety
or impose an undue burden on government.” Courts in the United States
have exempted Athabascans from game laws so they could use moose
meat for religious rituals;”* Santerians from local ordinances so they could
practice animal sacrifice;” and have allowed parents or guardians to direct
the upbringing of their children by providing them a religious education
at their own expense.” But they have not exempted Native Americans
from the required use of Social Security ID cards;”” Sikhs from laws
prohibiting the carrying of a sword in public;’® or Mormons from laws
against polygamy.”

Burke defended religious toleration, particularly of Catholics in
Ireland, who had been denied the vote and excluded from public office,
military service, and higher education.*® One reason Burke tolerated most
religions in addition to that of the Anglican Church was that he thinks
they, like Anglicanism, help us avoid the dreadful ethical void he saw
in France after the Revolution.* Burke defends all religions that are
conducive to peace. But he disavows tolerance for atheists. For Burke,
atheism fosters anarchy and is the “most horrid and cruel” blow to civ-
il society: “Have as many sorts of religion as you find in your coun-
try: there is a reasonable worship in them all. The others, the infidels,
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are outlaws of the constitution, not of the country, but of the human
race. They are never, never to be supported, never to be tolerated.”
As a Protestant living for a time in Catholic areas of Germany, Hegel
was sensitive to claims of religious minorities.®® He, like Burke, defends
toleration of religion. In a well-known footnote to Rph §270 he argues
that a strong state can tolerate even communities who don't recognize
their duties to the state, depending on the numbers concerned. The state
may exempt Quakers and Anabaptists from taking oaths and allow them
to fulfill the duty to defend the state by substituting another service
instead.** But to avoid too close an entanglement, Hegel draws limits
to state exemptions for religion. He notes that the church has contrived
to exempt their servants and property from the jurisdiction of the state,
and sought jurisdiction in matters such as divorce proceedings and oath-
taking. But he seems wary of such contrivances, insisting that religious
communities are subject to the policing and supervision of the state.®
Hegel does add that the state may not interfere with church doctrine.®
However, in his Lectures on the Philosophy of Religion, he says that if reli-
gion demands that we annul our will, or reject the worldly principle, then
government must proceed by force and suppress religion, as France’s did
when the Catholic church demanded unconditional submission to it.¥”
Recognizing the important role religion plays in the state, Hegel
wants the state to tolerate religion. Does his commitment to toleration
extend to atheists? It is sometimes suggested that Hegel tolerates many
different religious faiths but disapproves of atheism.* In Rph §270 Hegel
even says that since religion serves to integrate citizens to the state at the
deepest level, “the state ought even to require all its citizens to belong
to” a “religious community,” though it can have no say in the content of
the religion.*” But it is unlikely that Hegel means here that atheists who
are deeply integrated into the state “at the deepest level of the disposi-
tion [of citizens],” and who do not abjure their duties to the state, must
form a church to be free in the state. In the same passage Hegel says
that philosophical insight is the best means for integration into the state.
As 1 shall discuss in the next section, for Hegel religion facilitates an
individual’s connection to something transcending his particular existence;
but if atheists can conceive of such a connection through philosophical
insight, they could be at home in Hegel’s rational modern state though
they belong to no religious community, though Hegel might think the
atheist will be deficient from the perspective of the Absolute. Unlike
Burke, Hegel is more fearful of religious fanaticism than of atheists.
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5. The Function of Religion in the State

We have seen that for Burke, the consecrated state fills an existential need,
giving its members a purpose as part of a “whole chain.” But this is
particularly so for England, given its singular religious tradition, and its
peoples’ opinions, prejudices, and habits. On Burke’s view, a consecrated
state might not work in another society, such as the United States, with
a tradition of religious diversity.” The traditions in England, shaped by
its history as a consecrated state, create a tie that binds people, linking
them to each other, their forefathers, and descendants.

Hegel recognizes the role religion historically played in the devel-
opment of nations. He speaks of the substantial foundation of a nation
as the “absolute ground of faith.” “All individuals are [bJorn into the
faith of their forefathers” which is something holy for them, and is their
authority; “This constitutes the ground of faith that is given by histori-
cal development.”” Here Hegel has in mind how Homer and Hesiod
depicted the Greek gods in conformity with the Greek spirit, and Greek
religion became part of the Bildung shaping Greek ethical life.””

But though religion may be a tie that binds members of a nation,
for Hegel it is not a tie that binds members of a rational modern state.
Hegel distinguishes states from nations.” There are stateless nations;”
and a nation may consist of several states.” People of different nations,
and of different religions, can be members of one state.”” Citizens need
not all practice the same religion, as Hegel makes clear in saying that
the state can tolerate different religions.

Religion’s function in a modern state is not to forge a particular
political identity based on blood or ethnicity; it has a more universal role
in addressing an existential need all citizens face. Christianity arose on
the fertile soil of Rome, Hegel suggests, because life there was depraved:
nothing survived the individual, and death must have been terrifying.”
To be free, people need to recognize that they are part of a totality that
transcends their ephemeral existence. This can occur with the recognition
of being part of a state with a shared ethical substance, which Hegel
characterizes as a “definite” as opposed to an abstract spirit. The essence of
this definite unity is represented as God in religion; it has other represen-
tations in art, and is understood still in other ways through philosophy.”

Hegel wants us to see that objectively the state is a commitment
in which we are at home and free regardless of our particular differ-
ences. But we need also a subjective conviction that the state is our
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home, and that is something religion can provide.’® For “the people,”
for whom this subjective conviction does not exist in the form of
thought and principles—an actually existing religion may be needed to
harmonize one’s inner sentiments of freedom with the laws and prac-
tices of one’s community.!" Not just any religion will do, though. Here
Hegel has in mind the true disassociated Christianity that is founded
upon the principle of subjectivity or self-consciousness of freedom.!”
But subjective conviction needn’t assume the form of religious belief or
faith. Hegel says in his lecture notes on Rph §270 that religion is not
necessary for integration into the state and that the “best means of effect-
ing this is through philosophical insight into the essence of the state,
though, in default of that, a religious frame of mind may lead to the same
result.”® In point of time, Hegel says, religion is necessary as the form
of consciousness in which the absolute Idea is first apprehended (Hegel,
1971, §552, 289); but I take Hegel to mean nothing more by this than
that the true form of Christianity was at one point historically neces-
sary for the development of the modern state. In the modern state, an
individual with philosophical insight but who rejects the religious form
of consciousness can be at home and free.!*

Indeed, Hegel thinks relying on religion alone and not philosophy
is dangerous: those who “seek the Lord” and “assure themselves, in their
uneducated opinion, that they possess everything immediately instead
of undertaking the work of raising their subjectivity to cognition of the
truth and knowledge of objective right and duty, can produce nothing
but folly, outrage, and the destruction of all ethical relations”; or they
can turn inward, which results in passivity.'”

Hegel envisions religion endorsing the state and encouraging service
to the community.'® And he envisions the state using religion to instill
into citizens trust and a disposition of ethical behavior.!” The state can-
not issue laws requiring citizens to be moral—“they would be improper,
contradictory, and laughable”—and religion can produce this disposition.
It can do so “through moral motives or through terrorizing the imagina-
tion and consequentially, the will.”*® That religion can “terrorize” is one
reason Hegel is cautious about its excessive entanglement with the state.
Nevertheless, Hegel does say the state has its foundation in religion.

But it is not paradoxical for him to defend a consecrated state while
insisting church and state be separate. For Hegel, commitment to and
freedom in the state requires citizens to recognize the state as the univer-
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sal spirit of which they are a part, and to thereby answer the existential
question of how one’s existence has meaning given that it inevitably is
extinguished. Understanding the state to be consecrated does just this. If
philosophy can also provide reasons for seeing one’s membership in the
state as answering this question, in a way that satisfies atheists, then in
Hegel’s consecrated state, in contrast to Burke's, they, too, could be at home.
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