




ROUTLEDGE LIBRARY EDITIONS:
 
HEGEL
 

Volume 1
 

HEGEL’S POLITICAL PHILOSOPHY 



https://taylorandfrancis.com


HEGEL’S POLITICAL PHILOSOPHY 

The Test Case of Constitutional Monarchy 

STEPHEN C. BOSWORTH 



First published in 1991 by Garland Publishing Inc. 

This edition first published in 2020 
by Routledge 
2 Park Square, Milton Park, Abingdon, Oxon OX14 4RN 

and by Routledge 
605 Third Avenue, New York, NY 10017 

Routledge is an imprint of the Taylor & Francis Group, an informa business 

© 1991 Stephen C. Bosworth 

All rights reserved. No part of this book may be reprinted or reproduced or utilised in any form 
or by any electronic, mechanical, or other means, now known or hereafter invented, including 
photocopying and recording, or in any information storage or retrieval system, without 
permission in writing from the publishers. 

Trademark notice: Product or corporate names may be trademarks or registered trademarks, and 
are used only for identification and explanation without intent to infringe. 

British Library Cataloguing in Publication Data 
A catalogue record for this book is available from the British Library
 

ISBN: 978-0-367-37331-3 (Set)
 
ISBN: 978-0-367-81731-2 (Set) (ebk)
 
ISBN: 978-0-367-41994-3 (Volume 1) (hbk)
 
ISBN: 978-0-367-81725-1 (Volume 1) (ebk)
 
DOI: 10.4324/9780367817251 

Publisher’s Note 
The publisher has gone to great lengths to ensure the quality of this reprint but points out that 
some imperfections in the original copies may be apparent. 

Disclaimer 
The publisher has made every effort to trace copyright holders and would welcome 
correspondence from those they have been unable to trace. 



HEGE~S POLITICAL 

PHILOSOPHY 


The Test Case of Constitutional Monarchy 

Stephen C. Bosworth 

GARLAND PUBLISHING, INC. 

New York London 


1991 



Copyright© 1991 by Stephen C. Bosworth 

Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data 

Bosworth, Stephen C. 

Hegel's political philosophy: the test case of constitutional monarchy/ 


Stephen C. Bosworth. 

p. cm.-(Political theory and political philosophy) 


Revision of the author's thesis (Ph. D.)-Harvard, 1984, 

entitled: Democratic monarchy, a critical reconstruction 


of Hegel's constitutional theory. 

Includes bibliographical references. 

ISBN 0-8153-0129-4 (alk. paper) 


1. Hegel, Georg Wilhelm Friedrich, 1770-1831-Contributions in 

political science. I. Title. II. Series. 


JC2D.H46B65 1991 

J20'.01-dc20 91-8900 


Printed on acid-free, 250-year-life paper. 

MAhTUFACTURED IN THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 




To J\!Iarilyn 



https://taylorandfrancis.com


I 

Abbreviations 
List of Figures 

PREFACE 
INTRODUCTION 

3 
4 
5 
9 

Chapter One: THE MODEL CONSTITUTION 13 

Chapter Two : COMMON REPUBLICAN ARGUMENTS 21 

Chapter Three: FROM PLATO'S REPUBLIC 
TO DEMOCRATIC MONARCHY 

29 

Chapter Four: FROM KANT'S REPUBLICANISM 
TO DEMOCRATIC MONARCHY 

35 

Chapter Five: FROM MARX'S COMMUNAL 
CONSTITUTION TO 
DEMOCRATIC MONARCHY 

47 

Chapter Six: METHODOLOGY AND 'PHILOSOPHICAL NECESSITY' 57 

Chapter Seven: HEGEL'S SYSTEM 69 

Chapter Eight: HEGEL'S PRESCRIPTION 79 

Chapter Nine: HEGEL'S NECESSITY 91 

Chapter Ten: HEGEL'S SOCIAL THEORY 99 

Chapter Eleven: THE THREE MOMENT STRUCTURE OF HEGEL'S 
STATE AND SYSTEM 

111 

Chapter Twelve: FROM HEGEL'S CONSTITUTIONAL MONARCHY 
TO THE PRESCRIPTIVE IDEAL 

121 

SUMMARY 139 

Selective 
Bibliography 

141 

Appendix: LITERAL TRANSLATIONS 145 

GLOSSARY 171 

T A B L E 0 F C 0 N T E N T S 



https://taylorandfrancis.com


3 

A B B R E V I A T I 0 N S 

An. Anmerkung refers to the "remarks" which Hegel himself added to his numbered 
paragraphs, e.g. Rechts, PP279An. 

Bold The bold words in the passages quoted from others have been emphasised by 
the original author. However, when they appear within my own free 
translations of Hegel, they mark where my translation is different from Knox's. 

[square brackets] Square brackets mark the editorial additions to quotations which seem to be 
justified by the immediate context. 

Eng. 
 "About the English Reform Bill" (1831) by Hegel 

Enz. I, II, III 
 Volumes I, II and III of Hegel's Encyclopaedia of the Philosophical Science's 
(Enzyklopadie ). 


Domestic Affairs Hegel's "On the Recent Domestic Affairs of 

Wurtemberg". 


G. Cons. Hegel's The Constitution of Gennany. 

Geschichte Hegel's Philosophy of History (Geschichte). 

Italics Italics mark the emphasis I give both to my own words and to those quoted 
from others. 


Logik I, II Volumes I and II of Hegel's larger Science of Logic. 


p. A page number in the relevant English translation 

or text. 

page A page number within this book. 


Philosophie I, I, III Volumes I, II and III of Hegel's History of Philosophy (Philosophie). 


pp The numbered paragraphs in Hegel's works, e.g. Rechts, PP273. 


quotation marks 'Single' inverted commas mark my own special terms and phrases, 

"Double" inverted commas mark the words of others. 


Rechts Hegel's Philosophy of Right (Rechts). 


s. A page number in lhe relevant German Text. 


Wurt. Hegel's Evaluating the Proceedings within the Assembly of the Country's 
Representative Chamber of the Kingdom of Wurtembe~g in the Year 
1815-1816. 

z. Zusatz. Refers to lhe less reliable or authoritative "additions" which 
Hegel's editors made to his numbered paragraphs based both upon 
Hegel's and students' lecture notes. 
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P R E F A C E 

This work is based on the thesis accepted for the award of a Ph.D in March 1984: Democratic 
Monarr:hy - A Critical Reconstruction of Hegel's Constitutional Theory. It has been thoroughly 
revised in the light of the intervening publications. It examines Hegel's political philosophy 
through the window of his constitutional monarchy. While its analysis is more obviously relevant 
for and to the remaining hereditary monarchies, sultanates, and sheikhdoms around the world, its 
conclusions are also important for the understanding, formulation, or modification of modem 
republican constitutions. It challenges the two opposing assumptions about 'monarchy', 

1) that it is only an archaic and irrational institution which should have no part in today's 

world, and 


2) that it ought to have an enduring role purely because of its mystical power to unite 

tradition and human needs. 

Thus, modem republican arguments are assessed together with those of Plato, Kant, and Marx in 
order most severely to test Hegel's model. It is discovered that these challenges as well as the 
inner logic of Hegel's own philosophical system require his constitutional monarchy to be 
transformed into 'democratic monarchy'. The argument is also based on fresh translations of key 
passages. 

Since October 1983, when the thesis was submitted, four books, one Ph.D. thesis, one chapter, two 
reviews, and three articles have been published having some potential relevance to the argument: 

1983 F.R. Cristi, 'The Hegelsche Mitte and Hegel's Monarchy'', Political Theory, 11:4, pp.601-622; 
1984 Karl-Heinz llting, "Hegel's Concept of the State and Marx's Early critique", trans. by H. 

Tudor and J.M. Tudor, The state and Civil Society: Studies in Hegel's Political Philosophy, 
ZA.Pelczynski, ed., Cambridge, Cambridge University Press;1 

1987 Howard Williams and Michael Levin, "Inherited Power and Popular Representation: a Tension 
in Hegel's Political Theory'', 'Political Studies, Vol.3S, pp.IOS-115; 

1987 William Maker, ed., Hegel on Economics and Freedom, Macon, Georgia, Mercer University Press; 
1987 Taik-Ho Lee, In Reluzbilitation of Hegelianism, Ph.D. thesis, The University of North Carolina 

at Chapel Hill. 

1988 Richard Dien Winfield, Reason and Justice, Albany, State University of New York Press; 

1988 Tom Nairn, The Enchanted Glass: Britain and its Monarr:hy, London, Radius; 

1989 Anthony Arblaster, 'Taking Monarchy Seriously'', New Left Review, 


Issue 174, pp.97-110; 
1989 Victor Kiernan, "Meditation on a Theme by Tom Nairn", New Left Review, 

Issue 174, pp.111-120; 
1989 Steven B. Smith, "What is 'Right' in Hegel's Philosophy of Right", American Political Science 

Review, Vol.83, No.1; 
1989 Edgar Wilson, The Myth of British Monarr:hy, London, Journeyman Press and Republic. 

None of these works has forced any fundamental changes to the original case for 'democratic 
monarchy' but they have suggested some clarifications and additions. All of these will be detailed 
later, but several of their arguments can be usefully highlighted here. 

(1) 	 Karl-Heinz Ilting, "Hegels Begri.ff des Staates und die Kritik des jungen Marx," Rivista di 
Filosofia N.7-8-9, 1977:119, pp~93-113. 
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Of course, most academics regard any concern with monarchy as "ineffably silly - like women's 
fashion magazines".1 However, Tom Nairn, for one, has taken it seriously of late, if only because 
he sees it as providing a "Royal dummy in the British mouth" 2 tending to inhibit the development 
of socialism in general and a socialist Scotland in particular. Even more recently, Edgar Wilson, 
another republican, wrote a very readable attack upon the British monarchy. In fact, his implicit 
challenge to my original conclusions have led me to make certain adjustments. To use one of his 
more colourful expression, the type of hereditary head of state favoured here would probably be 
called, "bicycle-monarchy",3 after one of the means of transport used by the former Queen of the 
Netherlands. This characterisation is apt because my model constitution does not require its 
monarch to display anything like the "extravagant grandeur" 4 currently exhibited by the British 
monarchs. In any event, the case for 'democratic monarchy' will be seen to refute Wilson's claim 
that, 

''Whatever utility monarchy rna~ have, may be equally served by alternative institutions 
which are less objectionable." 

At the same time, it will be contended that this sort of monarchy would form the most rational 
complement to a wide variety of modem societies, whether their economies are largely organized by 
laissez-jaire, social democratic, or socialist principles. As a result, Wilson would be unable to 
justify the following comment regarding this model constitution which he makes about the "British 
Monarchy": 

[It] is a substantial obstacle to more real freedom ... both because it exemplifies and 
sustains gross maldistribution of social status and economic power, and because it is the 
main instrument of coercive constraint by organized propaganda.6 

Wilson accepts Rawls's criterion of "fairness": inequalities in the distribution of various social 
and material goods are permissible provided "that the inequalities result in compensating benefits 
for everyone ...".7 'Democratic monarchy' will also be seen to pass this test. 

Accordingly, it will be argued here that, 
1) an hereditary head of state is an essential part of the most rational constitution; and that 

this constitution also, 
2) is democratic, 
3) is written, and has, 
4) a "paliiamentary form", 
5) an independent judiciary, headed by a supreme court, 
6) a prime minister and council of ministers selected by arrangements similar to those provided 

by the fundamental law of Germany, namely, the "constructive vote of no confidence" procedure 
(Articles 63, 67 & 68), and 

7) a parliament composed of two houses, 
A} the elected chamber is sovereign between general elections, 

a) directly with regard to legislative questions, and, 
b) indirectly with regard to executive and judicial questions, 

B) the non-elected chamber (composed of some hereditary and some life peers) has only an 
advisory role. 

8) The elected house of parliament is chosen by univer~al adult suffrage by, 
9) an electoral system called, 'associational proportional representation'. 

As 'democratic', this constitution provides for rule by the 'majority' and for each adult to have the 
effective legal right to participate equally in the making of sovereign state decisions, 

a) directly in referenda to decide on any proposed changes to the constitution, and 
b) indirectly with regard to legislative, executive, and judicial decisions (through the choice of 

representatives to the elected assembly). 
In the ideal state, the legal right of all adults to vote would be made 'effective' by the 
legislation, policies, and programmes sufficient to remove any of the known obstacles to such 
political participation, e.g. poverty, intimidation, and ignorance. 

(1) Kiernan, p.113. (2) Ibid., p.120. (3) Wilson, p.177. (4) Ibid., p.151. 
(5) Ibid., p.4. (6) Ibid., p.146. (7) Ibid., p.151. 
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One month after the original thesis was submitted, Cristi published his article. Through a 
survey of some of the literature and some of the key passages from Hegel's Philosophy of Right, 
Cristi correctly shows that it is possible to read Hegel as favouring "absolute monarchy". He says 
that this is because it would provide the best guarantee for the free market individualism 
("atomistic particularity") 1 which was coming to dominate the modem world when Hegel was writing. 
He writes that this monarchy is "liberal" in the minimal sense that it is not a "despotic regime 
bent on tyrannizing civil society and its members"? Yet, 

"political power is monopolized by one center of decision, the monarch, who can 

alternatively decide to irradiate a large measure of his power to other subordinate 

authorities or retrieve it in its totality".3 


Accordingly, Cristi gives the most authoritarian interpretation possible to PP275 of the Philosophy 

of Rig~!f.he power of the monarch contains in itself the three moments of the totality [including] 
... the moment of ultimate decision as the self-determination to which everythmg else 
reverts and from which everything else derives the beginning of its actuality. This 
absolute self-determination constitutes the distinctive principle of the power of the 
monarch ... ".4 

Thus, "constitutional monarchy" is interpreted merely to be a cover for absolute monarchy. 
However, Cristi can be accused of distortion because he does not quote any of the strong textual 

evidence on the other side which suggests that a genuinely limited monarch was what Hegel had in 
mind. In such a constitutional monarchy, as in the 'democratic monarchy' to be defended here, the 
throne would not have more than symbolic and ceremonial functions unless and until the other 
organs of the state failed to secure the unity which is a condition for a rational state. 
Therefore, at best, Cristi's article is a useful corrective for anyone who might naively have 
assumed that Hegel can, without any difficulty, be counted as one of "the fathers of Western 
democracy".5 

It is not possible to determine with certainty whether Hegel himself had something close to 
'democratic monarchy' in mind. This will be verified by the analysis of the two sets of his 
conflicting passages relevant to this question. However, the determination of what is the most 
accurate reading of Hegel is not the primary concern here. Instead, it is the discovery of a model 
constitution which can withstand the most rigorous philosophical criticism available. To this end, 
Hegel's political theory and philosophical system are seen as offering the widest and deepest pool 
available of such arguments for our consideration. 

llting's chapter, published in English a year after the thesis had been completed, can be read 
largely to confirm its conclusions. In sharp contrast to Cristi, he marshals plausible evidence 
from Hegel's works prior to the publication of the Philosophy of Right in October 1820 6 to show 
that Hegel was a "republican" from 1795, and synthesised the principles of republicanism with those 
of monarchy in his lectures between 1818-1819.7 Ilting then argues that Hegel, for temporal 
political calculations during the restoration period, not for philosophical reasons, dropped the 
republican element almost entirely from the Philosophy of Right.8 In this light, the model of 
'democratic monarchy' suggested here could be seen as having resulted from my having picked up the 
remaining echos9 in the Philosophy of Right of Hegel's own republicanism. 

Therefore, llting plausibly claims that Hegel only retreated from his long standing republicanism 
in between 1819 and 1820 as a prudential tactic to secure the publication of the Philosophy of 
Right after the Karlsbad Decrees which had extended prior censorship even to scientific works.1 0 

Ilting's argument is appealing even though he, like Cristi, also exaggerates the extent to which 

(1) Cristi, p.611. (2) Ibid., p.618. (3) Ibid., p.613. (4) Cited by Cristi, 1?.614. 
(5) Cited 1Jy Cristi, p.601, from Henrung Ottmann, Individuum und Gememschaft bei Hegel, Vol.I, Hegel 

Spiegel der Interpretation, Berlin, de Gruyter, 1977, p.226. 

6) Ilting, p.94. (7) Ibid. (8) Ibid., pp.100, 101 and 112. 

9) Ilting, for example, discusses Rechts PP261 and An. in this regard, p.lOO. 

10) Ibid., p.98. ~ 
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Hegel retreated into "authoritarianism".1 Thus, it might be said that Hege1,2 llting 3 and I are all 
democrats 4 in one sense or another. However, we would still seem to differ with respect to the 
question of monarchy. I, arguably with the support of Hegel himself, see it as essential to the 
fullest democracy. llting sees it largely or entirely to have been an expedient of accommodation 
to the restoration monarchies of the time, "a politically motivated decision".5 Also, Ilting 
correctly criticises Hegel for not making it clear exactly how his assertion that the "'moments' of 
universality, particularity, and singularity must be represented by special institutions (Rechts, 
PP273) ... was related to the universal end of the state ('the individual's destiny is the living of 
universal life'" (PP258An.). In effect, the present work seeks to make good this "inadequacy" 6 by 
offering an elaboration of the relevance of this "practical syllogism" 7 both with regard to the 
fulfilment of individuals and to the three function and three organ structure of the model 
democracy. 

In the context of the above, the article by Williams and Levin adds nothing new. Their 
summaries of the tensions between "inherited power and popular representation", both in the 
literature and in Hegel's own writings, are quite unobjectionable . However, because they did not 
attempt an improving reconstruction of Hegel's constitutional theory themselves in order to resolve 
these tensions, they did not engage in the philosophical debate offered here. 

Finally, I would like to express my appreciation for the help that I have received in the writing 
of this book. I am especially indebted to Professor Raymond Plant of Southampton University for 
his prudent tutorial guidance. Dr. G. Sathaye, my colleague and friend, carefully read previous 
versions of the original thesis and offered many useful suggestions. My immediate colleagues at 
Portsmouth Polytechnic gave me the time to begin the required research by relieving me of many of 
my teaching duties for one year. Students read or listened to versions of some of the arguments 
presented here and their criticisms forced me to clarify them. My wife and two daughters both 
encouraged and tolerated my efforts. For the production of this revised version of the original 
thesis, two institutions provided material assistance. As a guest Associate Professor of Political 
Science at Eastern Mediterranean University, currently on leave from Portsmouth Polytechnic, E.M.U. 
arranged for the original thesis to be typed onto disc so that the editing job could be eased. 
Portsmouth Polytechnic provided both the hardware and software needed to produce a laser printed 
master copy. 

Steve Bosworth 

Eastern Mediterranean University, 

Gazi Magosa, 

The Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus 


October 1990 


(1) 	 Ibid., p.101. 
(2) 	 Ibid. pp.95, 96, & 97n.18: Consider Hegel's "explanatory notes to PP122 [of his winter 1818-1819 

lecture course on Natural Law and the Science of the State]: 'Princely power consists of the 
empty final decision; there is as yet no question of objective decisions based on reason.' This 
is the business of the government. Cf.PP124An. 'The regent puts his name to it.' 'It is often 
not important which decision is made, only that some decision should be made.' (cf. llting, Hegel 
diverso, Bari, 1977, p.35ff.)". 

(3) 	 Ibid., p.95. 
(4) 	 The argument that Hegel is one sort of democrat would seem to be supported by Taik-Ho Lee, In 

Rehabilitation of Hegelianism, Ph.D. thesis, The University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, 1987, 
Abstract "popular sovereignty [is] ... retained and absorbed in Hegel's theory of the state". 

{5~ Ibid., p.112. 
6 Ibid., p.109. 
7 Ibid. 



I n t r o d u c t i o n 

The commonly assumed dichotomy between democracy and monarchy will be shown to be false in the 
light of the model constitution to be outlined. Hegel's own political philosophy goes along way 
toward synthesising the two but the conceptual completion of this task is attempted here. Hegel's 
constitutional monarchy is not perfect, but arguably it does offer the closest available 
approximation to the best framework for modem political life. Here it has stimulated its own 
critique from within his wider system and then its reconstruction as 'democratic monarchy' 1 in the 
face of strong republican arguments. To whatever limited extent institutional arrangements can 
help to shape events, it will be argued that democratic monarchy would be the most supportive of 
the sort of human life which is both free and rational. 

The question of Hegel's monarchy has been almost entirely ignored 2 by philosophical analysis. 
When dealt with at all, it has usually been, 

1) mentioned blandly without understanding or critical comment; 3 

2) drained of all philosophical significance either by portraying it simply, 
a) as typical for a man of his time and circumstances, 
b) as expedient if he wished to attain high status or influence within the Prussian state, or 
c) as a skilful political ploy to detach monarchy from its absolutist past (rooted in the 

doctrines of 'divine right' and 'legitimacy') in order to help open it to more liberal 
reforms; 4 or 

3) or simply rejected. 
Commentators in the last category display varying degrees of hostility to Hegel's monarchical 
theory but they have not shown any penetrating philosophical analysis in doing so. Instead, they 
seem to display only the republican prejudices with which I myself read Hegel's Philosophy of 
Right 5 for the first time. Of course, it must be admitted that Hegel's complex, unusual, and 
obscure exposition of his philosophical grounds for an hereditary head of state does not make the 
removal of such prejudices easy. Thus, different writers have simply asserted that an hereditary 
head is not necessary (Reyburn, Stace and Taylor), is "smuggled in" (Berki), is "obscure and 
implausible" (Pelczynski), is "irrational" (Marcuse), or is "nauseating" (Hook).6 

In contrast, shortly after the first substantial draft of the original thesis was completed, the 
articles by Yack 7 and Brudner 8 were published. Each offered different justifications for Hegel's 

(1) 	 'Single' inverted commas will be used to mark my own special terms while the words of others 
will be marked by "double" inverted commas. 

(2) 	 Given the nature of Richard Dien Winfield's book, it is surprising that he does not even mention 
Hegel's monarchy, Reason and Justice, Albany, State University of New York Press, 1988. 

(3) 	 For example, Richard A. Davis, "Property and Labour in Hegel's Concept of Freedom," William Maker, 
ed., Hegel on Economics and Freedom, Macon, Georgia, Mercer University Press, 1987, p.207. 

(4) 	 For example, Shlomo Avineri, Hegel's Theory of the Modem State, C.U.P., 1972, p.187. 
(5) 	 When I have consulted the German text, references to Hegel's works will use a key word in the 

German title. Thus, the Philosophy of Right will be footnoted as "Rechts" after the Grnndlinien 
der Philosophie der Philosophie des Rechts. 

(6) 	 HA. Reyburn, The Ethical Theory of Hegel, Oxford 1921, pp.241-252. W.T. Stace, The Philosophy 
of Hegel, New York 1955, paragraphs 619 and 620. Charles Taylor, Hegel, Cambridge 1975, p.440. 
R.N. ~erki, in ZA. Pelczynski ( ed) Hegel's foJi!ical Philosophy: Problems and Perspectives, 
Cambndge 1971, pp. 202-3. Z.N. Pelczynski, Ibid., £-25 and 231. H. Marcuse, Reason and 
Revolution, London 1941, p.218. S. Hook, in Hegel s Political Philosophy, W. Kaufmann (ed), New 
York 1970, p.90. 

(7) 	 Bernard Yack, 'The Rationality of Hegel's Concept of Monarchy", American Political Science 
Review, Vol.74, 1980, pp.708-720. 

(8) 	 Brudner, "Constitutional Monarchy as the Divine Regime: Hegel's Theory of the Just State, 
"History of Political Thought, Vol.II, No. 1. Spring. January 1981, pp.l19-140. 
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monarchy. While the argument developed here is prefigured in some respects by both, both fail to 
see that a fully rational constitution must also be democratic. Nevertheless, extracted from the 
rest of Y ack's argument, I agree with the following points: 

1) 	 Hegel's "hereditary m~arch is the necessary apex of the rational political order",1 an 
"interdeJ?endent unity". 

2) 	 'The rational state requires a depersonalized power of final decision, exercised by an 
actual person. The fundamental problem of p~litics cannot be wished away. Someone 
must have the final say in any human society . 'Th~ most personal form of 
sovereignty makes impersonal, rational rule possible". 

3) 	 "By depoliticizin~ (or depersonalizing) the regime at the top, the monarch creates the 
conditions in which freedom of political association and competiti~ can continue 
without disturbing the general rational administration of the state". 

4) 	 Also, for practical reasons, the actuality of a rational monarchy would depend on 
"public acceptance of a dynastic tradition".6 

5) 	 "Since [constitutional monarchy] requires a tradition of accepting a royal family, as 
well as the historical experience ana political conditions of post-Napoleonic Europe, 
He~el's rational constitution is not a universally applicable blueprint for the best 
regune. It would have been absurd for the authors of the American constitution to try 
to impose this form of government .... 'The sad fact is that the rational and free 
constitution is not possible everywhere.7 

The last admission that the most rational constitution does not simply provide a "blueprint" for 
every time and place should not be taken necessarily to exclude the possibility that it might serve 
as a 'model' for all. In this sense, it will be argued that 'democratic monarchy' both provides a 
key for understanding all constitutions, including republics, and may suggest some modifications 
which would help any regime provide a better framework for free and rational human life. 

Thus, it is argued later that constitutions ought to be assessed according to the extent to 
which they inherently foster 'the maximization of both the quality and quantity of free, rational 
human life'. The meaning of this phrase will be elaborated in due course and it will be shown, 
with 'philosophical necessity' (Chapter Six) to follow as a moral principle from Hegel's own concept 
of "Reason" (Chapter Seven). Similarly, it will be demonstrated that maximizing the quantity of 
'free and rational ... life' entails the conclusion that the model must be 'democratic'. 

Implicitly, Yack's article rejects this conclusion, but perhaps only because he is a victim of the 
common but false assumption to be corrected here that monarchy and democracy are inherently 
incompatible. This mistake encouraged by his tacit equation between "democracy" and 
the "ancient republics".8 Paraphrasing Hegel (Rechts, PP279), he criticises these republics for 
their reliance on the principle of "election". This left "the content of their public decisions ... 
to chance". They "required leaders of great talent, but could not guarantee their continued 
presence"? The same cannot be said of democratic monarchy. Y ack also exaggerates the 
difficulties with elected officials in the following two passages and naively assumes that these 
same dangers are not perhaps even more applicable to his more authoritarian monarch: 

A) "Any particular individual or group of individuals, elected or self-aepointed, is bound 
to be partial and not represent the universal will ~f the nation, ... tf only because 
they must depend on their own limited insights";1 

B) "It ts much harder to identify the universal will of the nation with elected or 

appointed figures. They remind one that ... they bring personal ambitions and 

perspectives to govemment".1 1 


His comments seem to add up to a denial of the assumption central to modem democracies that it is 
desirable for rival political parties to compete for the main public offices. This is confirmed by 
his criticism that republics only can generate "an artificial collective will" 1 2 and that such 
"popular will" does "not end the personal competition for the ultimate power of decision in the 
state".1 3 It also seems to deny what is affirmed here, namely, that the rational life of a people 
is encouraged both qualitatively and quantitatively by "competition" within and between political 
parties. It denies that suclt political parties tend to be spurred both to articulate and to rule 
according to "the universal will". 

These views make it clear that Yack and I understand quite differently, points 2) and 3) quoted 
above. He sees the "depersonalized power of final decision" as justifying authoritarian hereditary 
rule. I see it as grounding a constitution which provides for the "power of final decision" to be 

1) 	 Yack, p.710. ~) Ibid., p.712. (3) Ibid., p.715. (4) Ibid., p.716.(5) Ibid., p.715. 
6) Ibid., p.710. ( Ibid., p.718. (8) Yack, p.712. (9) Ibid., p.712. 
10) Yack, p.714. 11) Ibid., p.717. (12) Ibid., p.714. (13) Ibid., p.714. ~ 
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exercised in an effective manner, 
a) by the citizens themselves in referenda on any constitutional proposals, and, at general 

election times, with regard to their representatives, but between general elections, 
b) by the "collective will" of the elected assembly as long as it continues to generate its own 

working majority and thus constitutes a legal or "actual person",1 

c) by one of a list of elected officials (governor general, deputy governor general, or speaker 
of the elected chamber) if such a majority fails, or 

d) by the hereditary head of state, but only in the absence of b) and c). 
It will be seen later why this absence is not as unlikely as republicans might be inclined to 
assume. In any case, the monarch in my model constitution indeed helps to create "the conditions 
in which freedom of political association can continue".2 

The conflict between Yack and myself may stem from our different understandings of 
"depoliticized" and "depersonalized". My head of state is depoliticized only in the sense that if he 
has had only to perform the ceremonial jobs symbolizing the unity of the relevant society and 
state, he will not be seen as involved in party politics. However, if she or he has had to exercise 
'effective', as well as 'symbolic', sovereignty for some time, he or she will most definitely be, and 
be seen to be, 'political' in the wider sense of the term. While Yack's monarch would always be 
political in this wider sense, mine would not be except in the above mentioned circumstance. 

Y ack and I agree that the monarch is depersonalized in the sense that primogeniture is no 
respecter of personal qualities other than times of birth. We also agree that the monarch is 
depersonalized in the other sense that she or he plays a role in a rational constitution which 
minimizes the chances that merely personal whims will capture "the regime at the top".3 However, 
he mistakenly believes that the risk of this is minimized when an hereditary official permanently 
has the effective "power of final decision" .4 I argue that it is minimized when the monarch is 
given this power only if and when a leadership which is positively supported by a working majority 
in the elected assembly fails to materialize. I would add, but Yack would not, that elected 
representatives and officials in a rational constitutional order would also tend to be 
depersonalized, simply by the procedures giving them office and by the institutional framework 
within which they must operate. 

Brudner's article offers some points of agreement with the argument to be developed in the 
following chapters but it conflicts at other points. We both attempt, "to elucidate Hegel's theory 
of constitutional monarchy and to show how a sensible person could take it seriously''.5 We agree 
that Hegel's constitution is "organic" in the sense of it having been derived from within his 
philosophical system. Therefore, he makes an advance beyond Yack by mentioning the relation 
between the three "moment" structure of Hegel's system and the three organs of Hegel's state: 
universality (legislature), particularity (executive -judiciary and bureaucracy), and individuality 
(the crown).6 However, his brief account of these relations fails to clarify the inner connected 
triplicity of the relevant moments, functions, and organs. Here, Chapters Two and Eleven address 
this problem. Also, in spite of Brudner's imprecise formulations, he correctly reminds us that 
Hegel's concept of the rational state is not to be equated with any past or existing state merely 
because it has arrived at a "contingent compromise" between "monarchical and republican elements". 
At most, such states "obscurely'' 7 illustrate Hegel's concept of the state. However, the argument 
offered here conflicts with Brudner, 

1) 	 most definitely when he asserts, without explanation, something which all of the textual 
evidence denies. He writes that Hegel does not identify "the paradigm of modem 
constitutional monarchy ... with the constitution of fully developed Reason"; 8 

2) 	 in his assumption, shared by Yack, that Hegel's constitutional conclusions were in no way 
democratic. Thus, he writes that, "under popular sovereignty, government cannot escape the 
appearance of being a faction .... popular sovereignty leads to political fragmentation"; 9 

3) 	 in his suggestion that "constitutional monarchy begins logically from a dominant Crown".1 0 

He should have said that it is derived logically from the concept of 'Reason as a 
constitution'. Consequently, Hegel's constitution begins historically, not "logically", from a 
"dominant Crown"; and 

(1) Ibid., p.715. (2) Ibid. (3) Ibid. (4) Yack, p.715. (5) Brudner, p.121. 
(6) 	 Ibid., pp.125-127. Note that these terms receive somewhat different translations in the 

followmg chapters. 
(7) 	 Ibid., pp.129 & 130. (8) Brudner, p.130. (9) Ibid., p.124. (10) Ibid., p.130n.37. 
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4) 	 possibly when he implies that Hegel's "God" cannot, or ought not, be reduced to "Reason",1 

assumed here to be the ground of all being (including rational human life). He might reject 
a humanist interpretation here which does not exclude the possibility that "Reason" may 
itself become entirely known and understood by human reason (see Chapters Six and Seven). 

Before torning to outline the broad structure of my argument, the fundamental purpose for which 
this whole enterprise has been erected should be made explicit. This is to say, that this thesis 
seeks to foster 'free, rational' political thought and activity. This goal, in tum, is required by 
the more general prescription which the rest of the work will clarify and elaborate: 'Act so as to 
maximize the quality and quantity of free, rational living in the world'. 

Crudely speaking, democratic monarchy could be likened empirically to the existing Japanese, 
Scandinavian, Benelux, Spanish and British Constitutions.2 This is to say that it could be 
characterized as 'a parliamentary democracy with cabinet government'. Its hereditary head of state 
formally appoints the prime minister but his cabinet is made fully accountable to an elected 
chamber. The elected chamber is elected by universal adult suffrage but with a new system of 
proportional representation to be discussed in Chapter One. 

As already implied, in order to defend democratic monarchy, I am going to have to argue against 
Hegel at certain points. At other times, I will receive Hegel's assistance against various 
republican arguments. Chapter Two refutes both 'parliamentary' and 'congressional' republican 
attacks. Chapters Three, Four, and Five will specifically consider those republican theories which 
can be extracted from Plato, Kant and Marx. Therefore, the book might be said to be divided into 
two parts separated by Chapter Six. This chapter stops to define and examine the methodology used 
throughout. It explains how 'philosophical necessity' characterises the strongest conceivable case 
that could be made out for any conclusion. Thus, the first part presents the main features of 
democratic monarchy and attempts to defeat various opposing republican arguments. The second part 
explores the extent to which democratic monarchy is compatible with Hegel's philosophy and political 
theory. 

In Chapter Three, Plato's Republic is used as a heuristic spring board to introduce the 
philosophical case for democratic monarchy. Some will say that I twist Plato's republican argument 
into a support for my model constitution. Similarly, they will say that in later chapters, I 
attempt to stretch, pull or drive Kant, Hegel and Marx to the same prescriptive ideal .. To some 
extent, such charges would be fair, but no apology is necessary for two reasons. Firstly, my 
glosses and reconstructions are usually made possible by the elements of residual ambiguity that 
these philosophers have left within their own formulations. Secondly and more importantly, in all 
cases I have sought readings and modifications of these theories in order to discover the strongest 
possible arguments against democratic monarchy as well as the strongest ones for it. At no time 
have I knowingly 'violated' the texts. When I go further than the texts can be stretched, this is 
declared. I am also aware that I have frequently departed from the so-called 'standard 
interpretations' of these four philosophers. This would not bother me unless this meant either 
that I had missed their strongest arguments. 

In Hegel's case especially, different commentators have frequently given baldly contradictory yet 
equally plausible interpretations. This is not surprising when we consider the enormity of his 
complex system and the notorious obscurity of many of his formulations, i.e. what Marx charitably 
called the "stylistic peculiarity of Hegel".3 To a somewhat lesser degree, the same problems arise 
when examining most any theorist; certainly Plato, Kant and Marx are not exceptions. For this 
reason, I do not expect that all of my interpretations and reconstructions will be accepted by all 
as unchallengable. The incompleteness, obscurity, diffuseness, complexity, or prolixity of their 
words would make such an expectation naive. 

I can only hope that my interpretations and modifications will be found both to be plausibly 
fair to the philosophers examined and as contributing to our common discovery of the most rational 
model constitution. At least I can hope that my suggestions may constitute a fruitful part of the 
agenda for any philosophical investigations in search of such a theory. 

(1) 	 Ibid., see pp.125 and 131. 
(2) 	 I say 'crudely' because I adopt the same attitude towards my model as did Hegel, namely, that 

the "rational state" is not to be simply equated with any historically existent, "particular 
state" (Rechts, PP258An., i.e. the "Remark" to paragraph 258). 

(3) 	 K. Marx, Critique of Hegel's 'Philosophy of Right', translated by Joseph O'Malley and Annette 
Jolin, C.U.P., 1970, p.13. 



c h a p t e r o n e 

T H E M 0 D E L C 0 N 8 T I T U T I 0 N 


Because my model constitution can be seen as derived from Hegel's philosophical system and yet 
also departs from his own constitutional theory at certain points, it provides the basis for an 
intimate test of Hegel's political philosophy. Thus, the wide ranging comparison offered here will 
cast a penetrating light into Hegel's theory of the state. This chapter will first outline the 
structure of 'democratic monarchy' and then consider some of its practical advantages. Later, it 
will be seen how these are rooted in the more philosophical groundings to be elaborated in the 
chapters concerned with Plato, Kant, Marx, and, of course, Hegel. Accordingly, in support of the 
'model constitution', this chapter will largely confine itself to laying some of the descriptive 
foundations for arguing that, 

1) 	 an hereditary head of state is an essential part of the most rational constitution; and that 
this constitution also, 

2) is democratic, 
3) is written, and has, 
4) a "parliamentary fonn", 
5) an independent judiciary, headed by a supreme court, 
6) a prime minister and council of ministers selected by arrangements similar to those provided 

by the fundamental law of Gennany, namely, the "constructive vote of no confidence" procedure 
(Articles 63, 67 & 68), and 

7) a parliament composed of two houses, 
A) 	the elected chamber is sovereign between general elections, 


a) directly with regard to legislative questions, and, 

b) indirectly with regard to executive and judicial questions, 


B) the non-elected chamber (composed of some hereditary and some life peers) has only an 
advisory role. 


8) The elected house of parliament is chosen by universal adult suffrage by, 

9) an electoral system called, 'associational proportional representation'. 


As 'democratic', this constitution provides for rule by the 'majority' and for each adult to have the 
effective legal right to participate equally in the making of sovereign state decisions, 

a) directly in referenda to decide on any proposed changes to the constitution, and 
b) indirectly with regard to legislative, executive, and judicial decisions (through the choice of 

representatives to the elected assembly). 
In the ideal state, the legal right of all adults to vote would be made 'effective' by the 
legislation, policies, and programmes sufficient to remove any of the known obstacles to such 
political participation, e.g. poverty, intimidation, and ignorance. 

While most of the above features do not need much further explanation, several do: 

1) the hereditary head of state, 

2) the non-elective chamber, 

3) the sovereignty of the elected assembly, 

4) the 'constructive vote of no confidence' procedure, and 

5) 'associational proportional representation'. 


Before these are addressed, however, the intended status of the 'model' constitution must be 
made clear. This is especially important in view of what many people might feel are grandiose 
claims that will be made for democratic monarchy, e.g. 'most rational', 'best workable ideal', 
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'philosophically necessary'. It claims to be established by the most rigorous argument as the best 
'general, prescriptive guide' for political action. Although it hopes to be conceptually precise in 
its formulation, of course, its prescriptive implications for every political problem in all the 
existing countries of the world will rarely be immediately obvious. Even if we were to assume for 
the moment that it had already been fully established philosophically, I do not expect that this, by 
itself, would usually tell us exactly how we should conduct ourselves within the problematic of 
every concrete context. Usually, many additional practical and theoretical difficulties would have 
to be faced first. Thus, the formulation of operationally precise prescriptions for any empirically 
concrete state is beyond the scope of this thesis. I do not deny the importance of finding 
suitable courses of action in these cases, especially for those people directly involved. However, 
a detailed philosophical consideration of the problems contained even in one such concrete reality 
would add volumes to this work.1 More importantly, such an enterprise would draw us into the 
uncertainties which are unavoidably attached to any action in the world which is partly moved by 
forces which may not yet be scientifically understood and partly by human wills which are 'free' 
and thus must always remain to some extent unpredictable.2 

In one sense, therefore, this book is taking an easy way out. Yet, it seeks to defme a model 
which will address, rather than be undermined by, such uncertainties. A 'model' can enjoy this 
immunity because it is a more abstract entity. It only hopes to offer a general way of coping with 
these uncertainties. It hopes to be an enduring conception of the ideal constitution. Some such 
conception is a 'philosophically necessary' reference point for the unavoidably uncertain assessment 
of rival tactics to be applied to any concrete situation. It ought to be a part of every political 
calculation. While I would argue that such a conception has an intrinsic as well as a practical 
value, it cannot be denied that most people (even "philosophers" under pressure or in moments of 
weakness) may act not as a result of such refmed considerations but from impulse, feeling, instinct 
or intuition. The model, therefore, attempts to prescribe the rational goal of political activity 
with respect to constitutional arrangements. It seeks to formulate a guide to action, not to 
prescribe operationally precise tactics. Thus 'democratic monarchy' hopes to be general, not in the 
sense of being vague but in the sense of being a clear model which all should add to their 
probabilistic calculations concerning' how they ought to conduct themselves in any given political 
situation. 

With regard to the question of the hereditary head of state, a number of clarifications must be 
made. The monarch's constitutional obligation to exercise effective sovereignty in certain 
circumstances must be explained. He or she may receive this constitutional duty only as a member 
of the 'state prerogative council'. One designated member of this council is charged by the model 
constitution to make the essential sovereign decisions when the elected assembly fails to produce a 
'working majority'. It is this majority which would normally make these decisions. In such times 
of crisis, the state prerogative council, formally called and chaired by the monarch, would meet in 
order to advise one of its members on how to exercise one or a combination of four prerogatives: 

1) to appoint the prime minister, 
2) to appoint a chairperson for the elected assembly, 
3) to prorogue or dissolve the elected assembly, or 
4) to require that any proposed constitutional changes be first ratified by the electorate in 

referenda. 
Only the last one could be exercised when a 'working majority' existed in the elected assembly. The 
'state prerogative council' would be composed of the following, assuming that none of the relevant 
offices was vacant. They are listed is order of their priority with regard to the personal 
exercise of the prerogatives: 

a) the 'governor general' and the deputy governor general(s), 
b) the 'speaker' of the elected chamber and deputy speaker(s), 
c) the monarch, 
d) the 'leader' of the non-elected chamber and deputy leaders, 
e) (in the absence of a 'speaker', the 'chairperson' and deputy chairperson(s) of the elected 

assembly - whether elected by a mere plurality or appointed by a previous exercise of the 
prerogative), and 

f) (the next adult heir to the throne if invited by the monarch could also participate, but he 
or she could not personally exercise the prerogatives until he or she inherited the throne). 

(1) See Chapter Six. 
(2) Ibid. 
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The practice of consulting one another in the 'state prerogative council' would both help the 
current holder of the prerogatives to think through any proposed courses of action and help to 
prepare the other men or women who might later be called upon personally to exercise these same 
constitutional powers. All exercises of the prerogatives by one of the above officials would be 
formally proclaimed in the name of the state prerogative council, the monarch, and the people. Each 
of the elected officials on the state prerogative council would be selected, as far as is possible, 
to have the qualities which Wilson rightly believes they ought to have, namely, to be, 

... demonstrably able, representative, accountabje, impartial, and capable of legitimate 
action in the national interest when necessary. 

Thus, the monarch, personally would have this constitutional right only if the elected officials who 
would normally also be members of this council and who would have priority were not available for 
any of the reasons to be elaborated later. Thus, the model's monarch could have this substantive 
role as well as remaining the prime symbol of the basic unity of his or her society. Later 
chapters will argue that the intrinsic qualities of an hereditm:y head of state makes it the 
institution best suited to serve as the apex of a society's symbols of unity. For most every 
particular state, this unity is complex and incomplete. It is usually a unity of an existing 
society both with its past and its future, as well as being a unity of its individuals, families, 
groups, associations, and of its various state functions and organs. The monarch's many ceremonial 
functions are meant dramatically and symbolically to affirm this unity. 

In any case, no member of the state prerogative council has the right to exercise any of the 
first three prerogatives unless, because of intense factionalism, the 'working majority' in the 
elected assembly has either evaporated or has failed to materialize in the first place. A 'working 
majority' is present when at least 50% + 1 of the members of the assembly elect the prime 
minister, continue to give his or her council of ministers votes of confidence when asked, and pass 
the legislative, self-dissolving, or referenda proposals requested by the council of ministers (i.e. 
the 'executive council'). The history of parliamentary systems in the world has clearly shown that 
such majority support for executive council cannot be taken for granted, even or especially under 
many of the existing electoral systems. With regard to this problem, it must be noted that the 
model sovereign assembly is elected by the system to be described shortly: 'associational 
proportional representation'. The inclusion of proportional representation may fuel the fear that 
the model would make majority support for any executive council less likely than it needs to be. 
Whether such scrupulously democratic representation of the people would, in fact, makes "majority 
government" more or less likely in the long run is difficult to say. It is a question which is not 
capable of being settled by philosophical investigation. However, rigorous argument can show that 
this electoral system is a necessary part of a rational democracy. At the same time, provision 
must be made for any such potentially destabilizing eventualities. The model constitution's 
arrangements for the exercise of the above prerogatives fully address this issue. 

With regard to the prerogative to appoint the prime minister when no candidate has secured 
majority support, the model constitution says that the holder of the prerogative should then 
appoint the candidate who has the support of a plurality, unless this, in his or her judgment, would 

(1) 	 Edgar Wilson, The Myth of British Monarchy, London, Journeyman Press and Republic, 1989, p.178. 
Wilson's discussion of constitutional reforms (Chapter 34) has led me to add the largely elected 
'state prerogative council' to the original argument. However, my retention of the monarch as 
an essential member of this council runs against the thrust of his book. Both Wilson and I are 
'democrats' because we are 'rationalists'. However, while I argue that a particular sort of 
limited monarchy would institutionally strengthen democracy, he sees "democracy" and "monarchy'' 
as "incompatible ... in principle" (p.l). His main concern is the more narrow one of entirely 
defeatin~ the many arguments for the British monarchy while mine is to outline a general 
constitution to serve as a rational guide to any modem state. Nevertheless, his avowed aim 
"to examine the [British) monarchy at the level of principle" (p.2) or "broadly from a 
philosophical perspective [concerned, as it is, with arguments about] ... truth ... and 
rightness ... " (p.2), r:ovides us with another side to our common ground. Both of us are seeking 
the most "rational' constitution. Wilson would probably call the type of hereditary head of 
state favoured by me ''bicycle-monarchy'' (p.177), presumably after one of the means of transport 
sometimes favoured by the former Queen of the Netherlands. This characterisation is apt 
because my constitution does not require its 'monarch' to display anything like the "extravagant 
grandeur" w..151) currently exhibited by British monarchs. My hereditary head of state would 
have, as Wilson put it, been forced or "persuaded to continue as hereditary ceremonial head of 
state at Equity rates, plus expenses ... " (p.162). Still, as has been made clear, my model 
constitution requires the monarch to retain some of the effective constitutional powers which 
the Swedish monarch lost in 1974 (p.175). 
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threaten the unity of the society more than the appointment of an alternative candidate. With the 
same consideration in mind, and in the same circumstances, the holder of the prerogative would also 
have to decide whether to appoint a 'caretaker' prime minister, instead, and thus to dissolve the 
assembly and trigger a new general election. The current holder of the prerogatives ought to 
have the same consideration in mind if and when an existing prime minister suffers a plurality vote 
of no confidence, whether he or she had initially received majority support or not. No question of 
prerogative arises when an existing prime minister is replaced by a different leader elected by a 
working majority, whether the existing prime minister was initially elected by a majority or merely 
appointed by prerogative.1 

As we have seen, if the elected assembly were to fail to produce a working majority, it would 
normally be the 'governor general', who the model constitution would require personally to exercise 
the above prerogatives. She or he must be elected by at least 2/3rds of the elected assembly (for 
a term of one year longer than the maximum time between general elections). Similarly, a 'deputy 
governor general' would be elected to perform these same prerogatives in the governor general's 
absence, indisposition, or incapacity. The deputy would also be charged automatically to assume the 
office itself, either upon the existing governor general's death or upon his constitutional removal 
from office.2 The governor general could be removed from office by the elected chamber for any 
reason by a 2/3rds 'vote of no confidence' or by being convicted in the supreme court of having 
committed unconstitutional or other acts previously specified by law. In this event, the 
constitution would require that a new deputy governor general be elected. In the absence of a 
deputy in such circumstances, the 'speaker' of the elected chamber would be next in line to perform 
these prerogatives, the 'speaker' having been elected by at least 50% + 1 of the members of the 
elected assembly. 

Therefore, the hereditary head of state would be constitutionally required personally to exercise 
these prerogatives only in the unlikely event that no 'governor general', 'deputy', or 'speaker' 
currently existed. Nevertheless, this may occur when the elected assembly lacks a working 
majority and the previously elected governor general, speakel', and their deputies had since died, 
been killed, or fallen into incompetence. In this case, the assembly would probably also be too 
divided even to elect a new speaker by a simple majority (50% + 1), let alone a new governor 
general by a 2/3rds majority. Of course, in order to conduct its business at all, without having 
had to rely on the current holder of the prerogative to appoint its chairperson, the assembly would 
have had to elect its own chairperson. When the chairperson has be chosen by a majority, he or she 
is called the 'speaker' here; if merely by a plurality, the 'chairperson'. 

The reason for the above order of priority between the members of the 'state prerogative 
council' is supplied by the recollection that the exercise of these prerogatives has the sole 
purpose of fostering as much voluntary, and therefore 'democratic', unity in the society as is 
possible in spite of the current disunity displayed in the elected chamber. Thus, the holder of 
these prerogatives is charged with the task of "holding the ring" until sufficient practical 
rationality has returned to the elected chamber so that it can form a working majority and thus 
resume its own sovereign constitutional powers. The most important of these would be to replace 
the existing prime minster, if it wished, by electing its own man or woman. The desired voluntary 
unity of a society would seem clearly to be better encouraged by a person exercising the above 
prerogatives who had himself received at least 2/3rds support, rather than by one who had received 
the support of only between 50% and 2/3rds as in the case of the 'speaker', less than 50% as in the 
case of the 'chairperson', or had never been voted upon at all as in the cases of the monarch and 
'leader' of the non-elected house. The adoption of the '2/3rds' majority for the election of the 
governor general is not entirely arbitrary. It is probably the lowest percentage of support that 
an elected official could receive without being thought by a substantial section of the community 
as representing only a factional interest. Another seeming psychological truth is relevant. The 
minimal unity defined as 'the bare absence of violence' is likely to obtain in a society which can 
muster a 2/3rds majority for its governor general if only because the 1/3rd minority sees that it 
would face odds of 1 to 2 if it were to use force in an attempt to get its own way. 

(1) 	 This last feature indicates that the model adopts the "constructive vote of no confidence" and 
other provisions of the German constitution to be discussed shortly, i.e. (Articles 63, 67 & 68). 

(2) 	 A society could logically choose to provide itself with more than one 'deputy governor general' 
in order to increase its security, but the length of this list of deputies would have to be 
balanced against the corresponding extra expense. 



17 Model Constitution 

The very presence of the monarch in the above order needs to be explained, especially to 
democratic republicans. Again, it must be emphasised that an hereditary official is charged here 
with the personal exercise of the prerogatives only when no other person elected by a majority is 
available. In this event, however, he or she is given this constitutional power so as dramatically 
to signal to the members of the elected chamber (as well as to the public at large) that, for the 
moment, it has failed, and the longer it continues its factional squabbling, the more likely it will 
be that an unconstitutional, non-rational, involuntary, and probably anti-democratic unity will be 
imposed upon them, either from within or from without. This alarm is rung most clearly by the 
monarch because he or she is the leading member of a family which previously had a history of 
itself ruling - possibly without reference to reason but certainly without reference to democracy. 
It is precisely because the monarch represents such an institution that his personal exercise of 
the prerogatives gives his society an additional chance and stimulus to recapture its capacity to 
rule itself democratically. The monarch's role here is the clearest, yet least lethal 
personification of two related practical truths: 

a) If there is a power vacuum, it will be filled by non-reason if not by reason. 
b) If the majority cannot rule itself, it will be ruled by 'the one' or by 'the few' 

(rationally or not). 
An hereditary official's accession to the prerogatives, in itself, is the best non-verbal declaration 
of the near and present danger of rule by non-rational forces. In this way, monarchy as an 
institution reminds each generation of its lower possibility so that it may grasp its higher 
possibility. 

At the same time, because a monarch achieves his position by hereditary succession, his ability 
to function as the head of state in this substantive role is likely to survive any prolonged 
electoral divisiveness which may plague a society or its representative assembly. The same cannot 
be said of any of the elected officials discussed above. However, this not only makes it probable 
that he will be in place to perform this service for his society when needed, it also makes him the 
most likely focus of any eventual reassertion of autocratic rule. However, this is exactly why his 
personal exercise of the prerogatives sends the alarms ringing more loudly irrespective of his own 
democratic or anti-democratic intentions. It is only when the full range of the more obviously 
democratic institutions have temporarily failed that the monarchical element in this model 
constitution is called upon to act in order to foster the effective return to democracy. It is this 
dialectic of apparently opposite principles which are synthesized in 'democratic monarchy' in order 
best to strengthen both rational and democratic life in modem societies. 

In further justification of the above order, it would seems less likely that a monarch's initial 
exercise of any of the above prerogatives would be perceived as partisan when compared to similar 
decisions which might be taken by the 'leader' of the non-elected chamber. This is because this 
leader is associated with the chamber which is expected to take an unflinching part in the 
political debates of the day while the monarch is prohibited from doing so. The monarch's 
ceremonial functions are initially more likely to have associated him or her with the benevolent 
maintenance of society's unity. Nevertheless, the 'leader' would seem to be better placed than 
would the 'chairperson' of the elected assembly (whether elected or appointed). This is because the 
latter has already been a participant in the elected assembly's factionalism, either having been 
elected by a plurality in the chamber and therefore having been openly not supported by more than 
half of its members, or, by having been imposed on the assembly from outside by a previous 
exercise of the second prerogative. Thus, the monarch's initial exercise of any of the prerogatives 
is seen as less likely to be greeted with factional suspicion than would similar action taken 
either by the 'leader' or by the 'chairperson'. 

This last point opens the way for a clarification of the place and role of the non-elected 
chamber in the model constitution. It will be recalled that the non-elected chamber has an 
advisory function only. Thus, its 'teeth' are small. In addition to being placed in a highly visible 
position, freely to speak its mind publicly and to offer its considered advice to the other organs 
of state, it can do no more than asking the elected chamber to think again by requiring it to vote 
once more before a contentious bill could become law. This 'house' is justified by its capacity to 
raise the level of public debate. Because its members attain their positions by processes different 
from those which select representatives to the elected chamber, they would be more likely to 
complement and augment, rather than simply duplicate the deliberations which occur in the 'lower 
house'. It is composed of a combination of hereditary and life peers but on a smaller scale than 
the British example. The fixed number of life peers would be elected by the elected chamber for 
life. Such arrangements should produce a debating chamber in which the hereditary members could 
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speak freely because of the relative economic independent which their tied lands would give them. 
For the same reason, they could afford the time and the money that is frequently necessary to 
engage in the sort of independence research which might be of public service. Since the life peers 
should include members with long and proven records of distinguished public service, their speeche.s 
and reports should frequently be very instructive. Therefore, in their various ways, both sorts of 
members should be able to enhance the quality of the deliberations, both of the general public and 
the other organs of the state which have more substantive powers. 

The outline on the first page of this chapter refers to 'the prime minister and the council of 
ministers' as being 'selected by arrangements similar' to the German "constructive vote of no 
confidence". The relevant sections of Germany's "Fundamental Law'' are as follows: 

Article 63 
4) 	 If no candidate [for Chancellor] has been elected fby a majority], ... a new ballot 

shall be held without delay, in which the person obtaining the largest number of 
votes [i.e. a 'plurality'] shall be elected .... If the person elected did not obtain ... 
a majority, the Federal President must within seven days either appoint him or 
dissolve the Bundestag. 

Article 67 (Vote of no confidence). 
1) 	 The Bundestag can CX('ress its lack of confidence in the Federal Chancellor only by 

electing a successor With the majority of its members and by requesting the Federal 
President to dismiss the Federal Chancellor. The Federal President must comply with 
the request and appoint the person elected. 

2) Forty-eight hours must elapse between the motion and the election. 

Article 68 (Vote of confidence - Dissolution of the Bundestag). 


1) 	 If a motion of the Federal Chancellor for a vote of confidence is not assented to 
bv the majority of the members of the Bundestag, the Federal President may, upon 
tile proposal of the Federal Chancellor, dissolve the Bundestag within twenty-one 
days. The right to dissolve shall lapse as soon as the Bundestag with the majority 
of its members elects another Federal Chancellor. 

2) Forty-eight hours must elapse between the motion and the vote thereon." 1 

Thus, the model constitution's current holder of the prerogatives has no discretion with regard to 
the appointment of the prime minister as long as a working majority exists in the elected assembly. 
It also gives him or her the same discretion to appoint a prime minister, supported only by a 
plurality, in the absence of a working majority. However, democratic monarchy also gives even 
greater discretion in this absence: the current holder of the prerogative could instead decide to 
appoint, as prime minister, anyone he or she judges will be more conducive to the lawful unity of 
the state. For the same reason, the model's holder of the prerogative has the additional discretion 
to replace or to sustain an existing prime minister if he or she has since failed a constructive 
vote of no confidence by a plurality. In this way, the model provides for the establishment of a 
'working plurality' in the absence of a 'working majority'. The former is dependent on the 
discretion of the current holder of the prerogative powers while the latter is not. 

Finalll, we must briefly describe the system of 'associational proportional representation' 
(A.P.R.) by which the normally sovereign assembly is elected. This system has no close historical 
precedent, even though it will be seen to incorporate the better features of those that have been 
used.3 Nor does any other political theorist suggest a close approximation to it. Rather, it could 
be characterised as a modification of J.S. Mill's plan 4 in the light of an imaginative 
reconstruction of Hegel's representation for "corporations".5 

Firstly, associational proportional representation (A.P.R.) is based on universal adult suffrage. 
It organizes the general elections which must occur at least every five years. Under this system, 
individual adults have the annual right to register their preference to channel their general 
election votes through any one of a wide range of voluntary associations. These associations would 
themselves have had previously to registered their own desire to be represented directly in the 
elected chamber. Thus, a voluntary association would automatically become an 

(1) 	 S.E. Finer, ed., Five Constitutions, Brighton, The Harvester Press, 1979, pp.218-220. 
(2) 	 Wilson's characterisation of the current British single member electoral system as "iniquitous" 

(Ibid., p.191.6), might be taken as an indication that he would be favourably disposed toward 
A.P.R. 

(3) 	 E.g. the 'party list' system (Holland, Denmark, Ireland and Israel) and 'two vote' system 
(Germany) systems. 

(4) 	 Mill's scheme adopted Hare's plan which suggested the application of a variety of what we now 
call "the Single Transferable Vote" (STV) system to the whole of Britain. Electors living in one 
constituency were to be allowed to vote for candidates in other constituencies; "Representative 
Government", Utilitarianism; Liberty; Representative Government, Everyman's Library, London 1962, 
pp.261-8. 

(5) 	 See Chapter Ten. 
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'electoral association' and have the right to send at least one deputy to the elected house as long 
as a sufficient number of citizens, count!)' wide, had also declared their preference to vote through 
that association. The minimum quota for such representation would be calculated by dividing the 
number of registered voters by the number of seats in the elected chamber. 

Whether the society was dominated by what Marx called a "capitalistic mode of production" or by 
a "communistic mode of production",1 it would still contain an extensive range of interests based 
on geographical proximity, of identities based on common occupational concerns, and of groups based 
on common political beliefs. Some of the voluntacy associations which would tend to grow from 
these various common interests, identities and beliefs could thus become 'electoral associations'. 
It is argued that both capitalist and communist societies would be strengthened by A.P.R.2 Thus, 
the lists of electoral associations which might emerge in either sort of modem society could well 
include geographical constituencies (e.g. those organized as municipal or as county councils), trade 
unions, commercial associations, self-managing sectors of production, communes, and political 
parties. Proportionality would be provided in A.P .R. by giving to each elected deputy the voting 
power in the 'elected chamber' equal to the number of citizens who had actually cast their ballots 
within his or her association on election day. Thus, the total voting power present in the elected 
chamber would be exactly equal to the number of citizens who had in fact voted in the country. In 
order both to fix the total number of deputies and to avoid any one deputy having vastly more 
voting power than another member, associations which had 1 Y. or more of the minimum quota of 
registered voters would have the right to send more than one deputy to the lower house. Those 
with 2, 3, 4 or X times the quota would send 2, 3, 4 or X deputies. Each such deputy would have a 
voting power in the chamber equal to 1/2, 1/3, 1/4, or 1/X of the votes cast through his or her 
association. 

This electoral system, more than others, would foster 'rational living' because it would 
encourage more people to register, vote, and to participate more widely in the collective decision
making processes of their society. A.P.R. would tend to do this firstly by allowing each citizen to 
choose to cast his or her one vote through the association which he or she feels, for whatever 
reason, best represents his or her interests or ideals. Secondly, it would combat apathy by giving 
every person a good reason both to make the effort of registering and of voting because every vote 
would count. No vote would ever need to be wasted and evecy vote continues to count in every vote 
taken inside the elected chamber. Each vote might not only help determine who is elected but would 
automatically increase the voting power of the deputy(s) from the association of the citizen's 
choice. It would assist the development of patriotism or general social responsibility in the 
citizenry, one condition for the growth of the widest possible political rationality. According to 
Hegel, these feelings will tend to emerge from the more limited but spontaneously existing group 
identities which already have organized themselves into voluntary associations.3 It provides (like 
the existing 'first past the post' systems) for the most effective accounting of deputies to their 
electorates. This is facilitated by the fact that the lists of those registered to vote through 
each association would be a matter of public record. The principle of the secret ballot would be 
retained, however, by designing all ballot papers so that any voter could easily and secretly choose 
to add his or her vote to the weight in the assembly of an electoral association (and candidate) 
other than the one within which he or she is publicly registered. 

The model adds to this high degree of accountability by providing a 'recall' system similar to 
those which already exist in some of the states of the U.SA. Thus, voters within a given electoral 
association would themselves have the possibility of triggering off a new election for their own 
deputy(s). All that would be required is that a designated percentage (e.g. 10%) of voters sign the 
official petition to this effect. These provisions seek to complete the thoroughly democratic 
character of the model constitution. They help to extend as much as possible the institutional 
scope for all people effectively to participate in the collective decision-making processes of their 
society. 

Democracy is one of the implications of the relevant formulation of the prime moral 
prescription already asserted in the Introduction, namely, 'the best constitution will tend to 
maximize the quality and quantity of free, rational living in the world'. The quantity of 
actualized rationality is increased as more people have the institutional opportunity effectively to 
become involved in the deliberative processes which have the constitutional authority either to 
impose or to remove binding obligations on all citizens. Shortly, it will be explained how the 
quality of that rationality is encouraged by the institutional structure of the model itself. 

(1) See Chapter Five. (2) See Chapter Ten. (3) Ibid. 
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However, the quantity is fostered especially by democratic monarchy's A.P.R. and recall systems. 
They help to organize 'popular sovereignty' within a maximally failsafe constitutional framework. 
They help to guarantee that the model's preference for working majority rule will itself provide a 
ladder for the majority of the whole population effectively and rationally to rule themselves. In 
spite of these hopes, however, one cannot exclude the possibility that a full actualization of the 
model on paper might still only become the vehicle by which a rational minority rules the rest who 
have currently proven themselves incapable of self-rule. Still, rule by a rational minority would 
be best in either of the following two circumstances: 

1) when the articulated mass of the people momentarily fails to achieve, or fails to renew, their 
potentiality for rational self-rule, or, 

2) if, the majority of the population continuously proves itself either disinclined or unable 
rationally to rule itself, even when the ideal social and political conditions are present. 

The model constitution offers the most favourable institutional framework for the materialization 
of rational rule, whether with the explicit support of a majority of the citizenry or by a 
benevolent minority in the face of popular indifference or antagonism. Either way, the model would 
offer the best framework for testing, with minimal risk, the extent to which humankind has or does 
not have the deep and consistent capacity for rational self-rule. 

The way in which the shape of democratic monarchy's own institutions both reflects the structure 
of rational thinking and thus tends to enhance the rational quality of political participation will 
be fully elaborated in later chapters. Nevertheless, an early glimpse of this argument is offered, 

1) 	 firstly, by the suggestion that the model's institutions are arranged so the three 
fundamental 'functions' of state (law-giving, particularizing, and uniting) are jointly yet 
differentially performed by the the three main 'organs' of the state: assembly, government 
(the council of ministers supervising the bureaucracy, and the system of courts headed by the 
supreme court), and the monarch; 

2) secondly, by asserting that 'rational' thinking and acting involves making one's particular 
choices conform to general principle so that they form a consistent or unified whole, and 

3) thirdly, by noting that the above functions and organs embody these same conceptual moments 
as follows: 
MOMENTS FUNCTIONS ORGANS 
generality law-giving assembly 
particularity particularizing government 
unity uniting monarch 

The greater representativeness and large numbers in the assembly help to make it better able than 
the other two organs to arrive at truly general conclusions (laws) which are also rational. 
However, these same numbers make it impossible for it to deal with all of the particular decisions 
which a state must make. These same numbers make it less likely always to achieve the unity which 
is a condition of a rational society. This is why the particularizing decisions are sensibly left 
to the bureaucratic and judicial hierarchies, supervised as they are, by relatively small groups: 
the (executive) council of ministers and the supreme court, respectively. The key difference 
between these two agencies of particularization is that, 

a) 	 a 1udge' requires someone else first to request him to decide some dispute according to 
existing law before he or she can act, while 

b) 	 an 'executive' can act entirely on his or her own initiative, both to apply existing laws or 
to solve perceived problems according to his or her interpretation of the 'spirit' of the law 
but not literally covered by existing laws. 

Executive decisions are only under the general supervision of the assembly. For example, if it 
does not like the decisions being taken by the current council of ministers, it cannot make them 
itself but can only elect a new prime minister. Of course, both separately and together, the 
assembly and executive council will seek to establish or re-establish a unity to their own liking, 
but again, their numbers make these organs less able than the one designated member of the 'state 
prerogative council' to guarantee unity. It has already been explained how the monarch's unique 
qualities strengthen the uniting function of this council. 

The remaining chapters will elaborate on the argument begun here. They will attempt to show 
how 20th Century Platonists, Kantians, Hegelians and Marxians might, by extending the logic of their 
own positions, be driven to endorse democratic monarchy as their own general, prescriptive guide. 
The next chapter will test the model against the the cases that can be made for two different 
types of republican constitution. 



c h a D t e r Two 

COMMON R E P U B L I C A N A R G U M E N T S 


While the previous chapter sought simply to present the model constitution, this chapter will 
defend it against various common republican arguments. Before reading Hegel, I naively supposed 
that such attacks would defeat every sort of monarchy but this chapter will show why every 
republican constitution is inherently inferior to democratic monarchy. The most obvious implication 
of the model is that the head of state should not be elected. While the previous chapter began 
the explanation of why the head of state should be hereditary, the second part of this chapter 
hopes to confirm this argument with a feature by feature comparison of the advantages and 
disadvantages of the two types of head. 

Before turning to that comparison, however, it will be helpful to distinguish between two types 
of republican constitution: 'cOngressional' (after the example of the U.SA.), and 'parliamentary' 
(after the examples of Germany and Italy).1 The first part of this chapter assesses the faults and 
virtues of these two kinds of republican constitution and finds that the parliamentary form (even 
with an elected head of state) is inherently better than the congressional form. So, the second
best parliamentary constitution, one in which the head of state is elected, is still better than 
any congressional republic organized according to the American version of the famous doctrine of 
'the separation of powers'.2 This is referred to here as 'the separation of branches' in order 
sharply to distinguish it from 'the differentiation of organs' which is incorporated into the 
parliamentary model. This also underlines the conclusion that the model constitution must have a 
parliamentary form. It will be recalled that the ideal constitution provides for a division of 
labour between the three distinct organs which nevertheless are charged jointly to perform the 
three functions. The arrangement of this 'division' and of these 'distinct' organs and functions is 
taken to be the only valid teaching of the 'separation of powers' doctrine. 

In contrast, the American interpretation requires that there be no overlap of personnel between 
the three branches (legislative, executive, and judicial). More importantly, it excludes any branch 
from acting on its own from selecting or replacing the people who hold offices in one of the other 
branches. In contrast, the parliamentary form gives the elected chamber the constitutional power 
to elect and replace the 'chief executive council'. The other key difference between the 
congressional and parliamentary forms is that the latter explicitly recognizes the 'uniting 
function'. The paliamentary system is more rational because it distinguishes yet unites the three 
functions and organs in such a way as to give a people a greater institutional support for the 

(1) 	 The 'model' could be called a 'parliamentary monarchy' (after the Dutch or British examples). 
(2) 	 It is, of course, Montesquieu who put forward the doctrine of the 'separation of powers' in its 

first substantial form. However, he did not use this exact phrase, (The Spirit of the Laws, 
Hafner Press, New York, Book XI, Chapter Six. See Franz Neumann's Introduction, p. Lii). 
Democratic monarchy departs from Montesquieu's formulation at several points. The former makes 
cabinet government explicit while it is perhaps only implicit in Montesquieu, p.158. Thus, 
Montesquieu's ambiguity might allow either the reading which became the the American view or 
the interpretation adopted here for the model. Another relevant difference is that the model 
as well as Hegel's own constitutional monarchy explicitly recognizes one constitutional function 
additional to t!Ie three listed by Montesquieu, Kant and the U.S. Constitution (legislative, 
executive and judicial), namely, 'the uniting function', for which the monarch has the formal 
responsibility. 
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consistent achievement of its collective unity. A parliamentary system assists a people more than 
does a congressional system both to formulate and to implement its own unity over time. It 
fosters a unity which is, 

A> more accountable, 

B > more deliberate, 

C > more flexible, and 

D > more clearly perceived by the public. 


In these ways, it tends to maximize both the quantity and the quality of free, rational living. 

A> Greater accountability is encouraged by the fact that a majority of the members of parliament 
can, in effect, elect and remove the cabinet. This makes them accountable to the electorate for the 
executive council of the day. They cannot hide behind a constitutional impotence as can a 
congressional majority, criticising on the side lines of particularizing power. Parliamentarians are 
accountable for the council of ministers and its acts because they have the constitutional power to 
replace the prime minister, whether he or she had previously been elected by them or simply 
appointed by the holder of the prerogatives acting in an earlier absence of a working majority. 
The congressional form gives a constitutional excuse for each branch to complain about the others 
without doing anything about it, i.e. without being put to the test of placing its own theoretical 
options into practice. Some conflicts between the branches thus tend to be left to fester, each 
branch tending to undermine the authority of the other, no branch having to take full 
responsibility for the results. Each can more easily deny responsibility for any unpopular 
decisions, for the ineffectual (because undermined) decisions, or for the vacillation. 

B > Because accountability is less clear in the congressional system, this tends to make deliberation 
less rational, i.e. more compartmentalized and less complete. The elected representatives and 
officials as well as the electors tend to be less inclined to tie up their considerations of general 
principles and laws with particularizations into one package (i.e. into a totality). Each branch 
tends to devote itself only to one side of deliberations and no person or branch takes the 
responsibility for the complex unity or lack of it. This 'separation of branches' violates the 
rational demand that the organs be distinguished but not separate: "what disorganizes the unity of 
logical rationalness, equally disorganizes actuality." 1 The divisions between the branches, in 
tum, make it more difficult for the public rationally to lay blame on, or give praise to, the 
various officials. Therefore, the public itself will tend to be less able independently to arrive at 
a sufficient consensus to elect only those candidates for the branches who will work together in 
the way it desires. In a congressional system, the electorate also tends to find itself less able 
to formulate and to put into practice at election time the complex unity which this system makes 
their elected representatives less likely to achieve between elections. By contrast, the 
parliamentary system tends to force the elected representatives both to formulate and to implement 
one package which the electorate can assess as a whole both in the light of the past working 
majority's performances and of the manifestos of the oompeting parties. 

C> The parliamentary system is more flexible by assisting a dynamic unity to be achieved in no 
matter what changing circumstances may obtain at the time. To begin with, it allows both laws and 
their particularizations to be quickly changed by changing the council of ministers if required. 
Such may be necessary as a result of changed perceptions, problems or majorities. Like the 
congressional system, still the parliamentary system makes provision both for the execution of 
established laws or for new particularizations even when there is no majority in the elected 
chamber. However, the congressional form relies more heavily upon the virtue, strength and skill of 
one practically irremovable man, the president. The parliamentary system's flexibility is more 
comprehensive because, while a skilful head of state can equally appoint a strong prime minister, if 
the head of state happens to be weak in a parliamentary constitution, he or she still has the 
chance of appointing a strong prime minister. A weak president in a congressional constitution 
does not have the same scope for openly delegating the effective leadership of the executive organ 
to one other person. In this way, the parliamentary system provides one more chance than does the 
congressional system that a clear and firm governmental 

(1) Enz. III, PP541An. 
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unity will be secured. Over all, therefore, the parliamentary system is more flexible in 
guaranteeing unity, a unity which is maintained by a firm executive, whether a working majority is 
absent or present, and if present, whether it has changed its mind or not. 

The executive of the day within the parliamentary system tends to be more authoritative because 
it can only briefly be challenged by a majority in the elected chamber only for a shor time before 
it is either again openly supported (or repaced) by a majority (or supported or replaced by a 
plurality with the agreement of the current holder of the prerogatives). In contrast, a president's 
authority in the congressional form can be diminished over an extended period of time by the 
continued opposition of a congressional majority, a conflict which may not be removed until the 
next fixed election or even longer, or until the completion of a long court case, or until the 
completion of a long impeachment procedure. Such a paralysis may prevent a society from escaping 
serious or fatal injuries. Such a stalemate is structurally prevented by the parliamentary system. 
While a long period of opposition between the branches is not unusual within the congressional 
systems, it is impossible between the corresponding organs of a parliamentary constitution. 
Lengthy conflict may sufficiently diminish the authority of the branches concerned so that a people 
fails to select its own deliberative unity. Such conflict may make each branch vacillate within its 
own sphere, and if it acts, its authority may be undermined by the opposition of another branch so 
that its action is either ineffective or counter productive. Again, this may result in that people 
falling victim to events which no one intended and for which no branch can be held accountable. 
This catalogue of eventualities exposes the possibility that the congressional form may hinder 
rather than aid a people's deliberative political life. The parliamentary constitution reduces the 
chance that a people· will suffer such a fate by providing an authoritative yet accountable 
executive in a much wider range of circumstances. 

D > The lack of stalemate between the organs has the additional advantage that the public will more 
easily be able to perceive what has and what has not been the result of the working majority's and 
its executive's intentions. If they have no policy, this will not be as easily disguised as it can 
be in the congressional form where an opposing branch can be blamed by the president for his or 
her own failure to implement a policy which he or she only insincerely espouses. If the executive 
has a genuine policy, this and the degree to which it has succeeded in particularizing that policy, 
will be more easily seen in the parliamentary form. If this policy and particularization have 
established a unity rather than a self-contradictory multiplicity, this also will be more plainly 
seen by the public. This clarity should assist all concerned to apportion praise or blame 
accurately. If the existing executive has succeeded in particularizing a clear unity, then all 
citizens are able to decide more easily whether they wish to support it or replace it at election 
time. In this way, the parliamentary, more than the congressional constitution, assists a people 
consistently to achieve its own unity - knowingly, flexibly, deliberately, and accountably. Thus, 
the parliamentary form is more rational. It gives greater institutional support for the 
maximization of the quality and quantity of free, rational living. 

While the parliamentary form encourages this, it does not depend as much as does the 
congressional form for its survival on rationality being the ever present quality of all those who 
have been elected, let alone of most of the electorate. If all judges, congressmen and the 
president had the ability and commitment to reconcile their differences with others by rational 
deliberation, it is assumed here that the congressional constitution would also function without 
any lengthy opposition between the branches. Given such consistent and widespread rationality, a 
people would find little difficulty in consistently choosing its own unity even through the less 
rational congressional form. However, to the extent that this rationality is not present, there will 
be conflict and the consequent degrees if irresponsibility, lack of deliberation, inflexibility and 
clouded public sight, perhaps leading to the very destruction of a state and its constitution. The 
parliamentary constitution is not as vulnerable to this because it is flexible enough to secure a 
more authoritative and accountable executive council even when initially or temporarily there is 
insufficient practical rationality among the elected representatives to allow them to form a 
working majority. Because its cabinet tends to particularize an accountable, deliberate and clearly 
known unity, the parliamentary form also encourages the more extensive participation of an 
expanding public rationality if and when it develops. The parliamentary form complements such 
participation in proportion to its real growth among its officials, representatives, associations, 
and electors. 

If the case has now been made that a parliamentary republic is more rational than a 
congressional republic, next we can tum to the more obvious question posed by this work: 'Within 
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a parliamentary constitution, is an hereditary head of state more rational than an elected head?' 
However, before comparing the flaws and virtues of these two, it will be useful to formulate what 
republicans commonly say about this issue: 

'Royal inbreeding makes the birth of mentally handicapped heirs more likely than are such 
births in the population at large. In any case, an elective process eliminates imbeciles 
and, moreover, guarantees that the head of state will be one of the most seasoned and 
skilful politicians with a proven record of public setvice. Election guarantees both a 
head of state's competence and commitment to parliamentary democracy. Also, a republican 
constitution makes provision for the removal of senile or otherwise dangerously 
incompetent or dangerously anti-democratic heads of state.' 

Some of the points raised by this criticism of monarchy will be discussed in the following 
sections, but now it can be made clear that the model's constitutional monarchy both does not 
restrict royals to the marriage of royals, and that it is equal to the best republic in its 
provision for replacing dangerous heads of state. 

The model constitution provides for the impeachment and replacement of a monarch in a way 
similar to that for the removal of an existing governor general outlined in the previous chapter. 
Firstly, like every other state official, they can be removed from office by being convicted in 
court (in the supreme court in this case) for having violated his or her office as defmed either 
by the model constitution or by laws which conform to that constitution. It will be recalled that 
the governor general can be removed for any reason by a 2/3rds majority of the elected assembly, a 
deputy having already been elected and ready to take over. The principle of the 'constructive vote 
of no confidence' also applies to the removal and replacement of tl:le monarch. The procedure would 
begin by a 50%+ 1 majority vote in the assembly immediately to suspend and replace the monarch for 
no more than two months. However, suspension would be transformed into removal upon the 
agreement of a referendum held within this time. Both the assembly's vote and that of the public 
would have to be constrnctive in that the person who would assume the monarch's functions would 
have to be named at the same time. This person would take over temporarily during the period of 
the two months suspension but permanently if confirmed by the referendum.1 In order maximally to 
retain the hereditary character of the head of state, the assembly should select a replacement 
judged by the assembly to be suitable and considered in the following order: 

1) firstly, the next heir from the existing royal family, 

2) secondly, a person from a different royal family, or 

3) finally, anyone else. 


If there appears to be a suitable heir from the same royal family but he or she is not yet old 
enough to assume the functions of the head of state, a suitable 'regent' should similarly be chosen, 

a) firstly, from the existing royal family, 
b) secondly, from the 'state prerogative council', each member being considered in the order of 

his or her priority in the council, or 

c) finally, anyone else. 


The previous chapter outlined the argument both for the figurehead and prerogative roles of the 
hereditary head of state. His succession was said best to alert a people to its own lower 
possibility by reminding them that if they do not rule themselves rationally, they risk being ruled 
by non-reason. This non-verbal reminder stems from his or her non-elective succession, resulting 
as it does from natural (or non-rational) processes which do not depend on self-consciously 
rational determinations. Thus, a monarch personifies the truth that if a people fails to attain its 
higher potentiality of deliberative self-rule, then one of its lower potentialities will be 
actualized. Non-rational or even anti-rational subjectivity will rule if rational subjectivity does 
not. An elected head of state could never as clearly signal this danger. On the contrary, his very 
election would tend to obscure a people's sight of this residual, if not present, threat to 
democracy. The monarch dramatises this danger at the same time as symbolising the aspiration for 
a unity of general and particular decisions which is so vital if a society is to thrive. These are 
the two sides of his figurehead role. Just as the deliberative subjectivity of a people is based 
upon their natural subjectivity, so, only a monarch who consistently submits to the deliberations of 
the working majority and its council of ministers most transparently personifies both the 
deliberative and the natural subjectivities which alone can repeatedly secure the developing unity 
of a society. A constitutionally limited and hereditary head of state most 

(1) 	 The model's procedure for the removal of a supreme court judge is exactly the same as for the 
monarch. 
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transparently represents the appropriate relation between nature and reason in the political world. 
This is why a monarch intrinsically makes a better figurehead than any elected official: president, 
governor general, speaker, or chairperson. 

In the absence of a working majority, the 'caretaking' role of the monarch, in the context of the 
'state prerogative council', helps to secure the institutions which provide both the opportunity for 
the citizenry to organize themselves into electoral associations and for their deputies to organize 
themselves into a new working majority. Both of these are required if the rational structure is to 
be filled with democratic life. As caretaker, the head of state's task is to foster the emergence 
or re-emergence of democratic self-rule. In order to give the minority factions time to re-think, 
to re-negotiate, and to re-form a working majority, he or she ''holds the ring". Thus, a collective 
unity may be assisted to revive in spite of the divisiveness which is currently dominant. He or 
she is protecting the existing parliamentary institutions. In both roles, the model's monarch is 
claimed to be an integral part of the model constitution which would contain the best 'carrots' and 
'sticks' to assist a people to maximize their rational living. The monarch's non-elective character 
would best alert all concerned that the state of affairs which had called his or her caretaking 
role into existence was a less rational actuality than would be rule by an executive elected by a 
working majority. Thus, his or her role would be more clearly seen as second-best, as a last 
resort, or as a failsafe, rather than as a satisfactory substitute for working majority rule. This 
awareness should help to spur a divided society to construct or reconstruct.a democratic unity 
which would again confine the monarch to his or her figurehead role. In contrast, an elected head 
of state's caretaking role would less obviously be 'second-best'. His elective legitimacy is more 
likely to tempt a president to subvert the parliamentary institutions. He would be more encouraged 
to complete with, rather than submit to the wider deliberative unity which could be led later by a 
new working majority's prime minister. In similar circumstances, we are more assured that the 
model's governor general is less likely to be the sort of person who would want to subvert the 
democratic constitution. This greater confidence is suggested by the fact that at least 2/3rds of 
the representatives of his or her fellow citizens would have implicitly expressed their own 
confidence in this regard. While the 'speaker' may only have had the support of 50% + 1 of the 
elected house, he or she would initially have been elected and sustained in office because of his 
or her commitment to parliamentary sovereignty and known capacity to act impartially and fairly as 
between the parties in the house. Here, 'president' refers only to a head of state who is elected 
by a system which requires the victor to receive at least 50% + 1 of the votes on the first ballot 
(or, if this proves impossible, to receive either a majority or a plurality on a later ballot), 
either of the voting electorate as a whole or of the members of the elected chamber. It should be 
noted that any advantages their would be in having such a president who was elected on the first 
ballot exercise the prerogatives, have already been integrated into the model constitution by its 
giving priority over the monarch to the 'governor general' and the 'speaker' and their deputies in 
the 'state prerogative council'. By the same token, the argument of the previous chapter for giving 
priority to the monarch over the 'chairperson' would apply equally to the 'president' who had won 
only as a result of a later ballot. 

Now that the inherent superiority of a monarch over a second or later ballot president in the 
performance of the caretaking role has been suggested, it remains to offer a more systematic 
comparison of the two kinds of head on this score. Thus, it will be contended that a monarch is 
better than a president on five counts, inferior on none. The caretaking role requires a head of 
state to have at least one key quality which the purely figurehead role does not demand. He must 
have the skill to select a good prime minister. In the figurehead role, he need only sign his name 
to what others have already decided. In the caretaker role, however, the holder of the prerogatives 
is most importantly charged to foster the return of majoritarian parliamentary rule. In order best 
to do this, he must provide a clear and firm executive council by appointing a prime minister who 
has a strong personality, who has great practical political skill, and who is committed to the 
earliest possible return of working majority rule. A council of ministers led by such a prime 
minister will tend to provide the clear lead which will not only tend to preserve the existing 
democratic institutions but will provide a focal point in support of which, or against which, a new 
working majority and loyal opposition can most easily form themselves. 
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The comparison of the monarch and the 'president' (who might only have been elected on a second 
or subsequent ballot) will be organized by the answers to five questions: logically, which head is 
more likely, 

1> to exist at all, let alone have a strong power base in the face of the factional divisions? 
2 > to alert the citizenry and their representatives to the fact of their current failure to have 

achieved enduring. working majority rule? 

3> to act in such a way as not to inflame the current minority factionalism? 

4 > to appoint a prime minister who is committed to parliamentary democracy? and 

5 > to appoint a prime minister with the requisite political skill? 


1> An hereditary head is more likely to be available to perform the caretaking role. Even when a 
president is available, his currently suspected or demonstrated minority status would tend to make 
him 'a lame duck'. From what I have already said, it is clear that hereditary succession, being 
independent of the contingent achievement of majorities or pluralities, offers a greater guarantee 
that there will actually be a holder of the prerogatives in office to perform the caretaking role 
when this is required. In a parliamentary republic, this could be placed in serious doubt, 
especially if the majority party happened to collapse just before a presidential election. This 
danger would be partially removed, at least in theory, by the best republican constitution which 
would provide for the election of a plurality head when no candidate achieves an overall majority. 
However, in such a case, the new president would have been publicly shown to be opposed by a 
'segmented majority' 1 and supported only by a defined faction or minority. This demonstration is 
hardly likely to help him to be received by the elements that composed the segmented majority as a 
'caretaker', i.e. as an impartial arbiter, preserving the democratic constitution for the benefit of 
all. The effect would be similar even if he had been elected by a clear majority well before the 
collapse of the majority in the elected assembly. This very collapse could fuel the doubt that his 
majority had also dissolved. Whether the existing president had been shown to be opposed by a 
segmented majority or whether there was only good reason to doubt the current existence of his 
majority support, he would be weakened, hardly the best figure to perform the caretaking role. 

2> An hereditary caretaker head is a more dramatic demonstration of a people's current failure to 
achieve parliamentary self-rule. This has already been explained. 

3 > An heredital)' caretaker head is more likely to be perceived by each of the warring factions as 
impartial. His hereditary rise to the throne allows him more easily to be seen as independent of 
the factional struggle which destroyed the majority in the elected chamber. Therefore, he is less 
likely to be seen as unfairly favouring one faction over the others. Each party will be more 
inclined to look upon him as an impartial arbiter. They will tend to have more confidence that he 
or she will allow them an equal constitutional chance to achieve their aims, by making new party 
alliances or by gaining the necessary electoral support. Such perceptions would foster the 
attitude of a 'loyal opposition' which is so important if democratic self-rule is again to be 
enjoyed. In contrast to these implications of hereditary succession, the electoral succession of a 
president has forced him publicly to align himself throughout his career with one set of interests 
rather than with others. This may lead opposing parties to despair of a constitutional path for 
the achievement of their aims. A president is thus less likely to be able to 'hold the ring' 
peacefully because his past is more likely to spark off civic disorder. 

4> They are equally likely or unlikely to appoint a prime minister who favours the earliest 
possible return to parliamentary rule. However, a monarch would inherently find it more difficult 
to disguise any attempt on his part to frustrate its return. The answers to questions four and 
five depend on our answer to the question, 'which head is himself more likely both to be committed 
to parliamentary democracy and to be politically skilful?' While both heads would seem equally 
likely (or unlikely) to be committed to the earliest possible return to parliamentary rule because 
both have lived within the same society, the non-election of a monarch would make it more difficult 

(1) A majority composed of disparate factions which have not agreed on one candidate to represent 
them all. 
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for him than a president to disguise any attempt which he might nevertheless make to frustrate or 
subvert its return. His rule would be more readily seen by the public as being a 'last resort' 
while a president's rule, because he is elected, might appear to be a possible or fully adequate 
substitute for the elected rule by a parliamentary majority and its prime minister. This perception 
would tend to increase a president's temptation openly or covertly to replace the parliamentary 
institutions either with those of a congressional republic or those of a dictatorial 'plebiscitary 
democracy'. 

5 > They are equally likely or unlikely to appoint a prime minister with the requisite political 
skill because each head is equally likely or unlikely, 

a) to be without mental incapacity, 
b) to have a beneficially strong personality, and 
c) to have the requisite political education and experience. 

Sa> While either head of state is equally likely or unlikely to suffer from mental illness, it can 
be argued logically that royal heirs would be more likely to be feeble minded and presidents more 
likely to be senile. The risk of either disability occurring would seem to be extremely small but 
the most rational constitution must plan for every foreseeable contingency. It is possible for a 
feeble minded heir to succeed to the throne because an otherwise competent monarch might 
nevertheless not have the heart to take the requisite steps effectively to deny the throne to his 
or her loved but feeble-minded child. Of course, electors would be much more likely to ignore any 
feeble-minded candidate for the presidency. A sitting president, however, would be more likely to 
become senile because of the much higher average age of presidents. Older monarchs would tend 
equally to be subject to this disease. However, the probable existence of a wider royal family and 
of an eligible heir would seem to make it easier either for the senile monarch to be persuaded to 
abdicate or for the succession of the heir to be quietly engineered by others. This might be done 
by the royal family alone or in consultation with the other organs of state in spite of an 
incapacitated monarch's refusal to cooperate. It must be remembered that the formal removal and 
replacement procedure already outline could probably not be used assuming, as we are here, the 
absence of a working majority. While the best republican constitution would also designate a line 
of succession in cases of emergency, and while the president's own family and friends might 
similarly be able to persuade an incapacitated president to resign, a royal family would tend to 
provide a larger number of loving yet authoritative and disinterested persuaders who would tend 
also to have more scope for instituting the succession less controversially and divisively even 
when it is against the reigning head's will. Because of the lack of a family connection, those next 
in line for the presidency would be more subject to the charge of personal power seeking. 

These points lead to the conclusion that a monarchy has a marginally better chance of removing 
a dangerously abnormal head of state in the absence of a working majority and thus has a better 
chance of having a better caretaker head. This follows not because it was found less likely that a 
monarch might be dangerously incapacitated but because a royal family's replacement of such a 
monarch, either with his heir or with another member of the family, would be both more likely to 
succeed and less likely to inflame the minority factionalism in the elected assembly and population. 
This second point is confirmed by the recollection that each official in line for the presidency 
(e.g. a vice-president) would tend, more than an heir, to be associated with one of the contending 
factions. Therefore, the elevation of any one of these officials to the presidency would be more 
likely to be interpreted by opposing factions as a key battle lost which would now require them to 
carry on their struggle either outside of, or in opposition to, the existing constitution. Of 
course, the other perception of the replacement of the president as being the result of someone's 
successful scheme to gain personal power would have a similar destabilizing effect In contrast, 
the royal family's effectual making of a new monarch would tend to occur and would be more likely 
to be seen as occurring independently of the factional struggles. If so, all parties would be 
more likely to accept the authority of the new monarch as a caretaker head of state and would thus 
be more likely to accept the authority both of the prime minister and of the executive council 
which he or she would appoint. 

5b > While both might have a beneficially strong personality, a monarch would be less able to 
disguise the perversion of his strength when acting to subvert the return of representative 
government. H the head has a strong personality himself and is committed to representative 
democracy in addition to having suitable formal education and experience, then he is likely to see 
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the need for appointing a similar person to be the caretaker prime minister. An hereditary and an 
elected head would seem to have an equal chance of having or not having such a strong personality. 
However, if these skills were directed against, rather than to assist the re-emergence of working 
majority rule, as argued in answer to the first question posed above, the strong monarch inherently 
would be less able to disguise this than a strong president. 

Sc> Neither caretaker head is likely to be better on the basis of their somewhat different sorts of 
political education and experience. The very process which produces an elected head would tend to 
make him a master at competitive political practices. If these were the only skills required of a 
caretaker head, the president would easily be seen to be the best. In this case, the contrast 
would seem especially strong if we were to compare, 

1) the scant political knowledge and skill of a monarch who was twenty years old and who had 
just succeeded to the throne, to 

2) the richer knowledge and skill of an elected head of state who was sixty years old and had 
hiroself been a prime minister. 

However, such a presidential advantage could be balanced by the possibly greater caretaking skill 
which a monarch might have in arbitrating, reconciling or mediating. These qualities would be 
cultivate by the monarch's greater average number of years of actually performing the functions of 
a head of state. This calculation follows from the probability that individual monarchs would 
tend to reign longer than individual presidents can hold office. A president, when elected, is not 
likely to be as young as an heir. For monarchy, this advantage might be increase by the fact that 
the future role of an heir would be quite well known from the time of his or her birth. Both this 
fore-knowledge itself, and the appropriate preparatory formal education which this fore-knowledge 
would recommend for an heir, may act better to prepare a monarch for the caretaking role than 
might the school of competitive politics necessarily attended by a president. It might even be 
argued, that the constant factional struggle which a president, as a successful party politician has 
had to engage in, might make it more difficult for him to delegate effective political power to 
another person: a prime minister. 

Thus, the arguments for the greater political education and experience of either of the two 
sorts of head seem to me to be evenly balanced. I see no way of determining whether the life time 
of competitive political practice which the president may bring to his office is more or less use 
than the early specialized education and 'on the job experience' which a monarch may bring to the 
handling of crises. Therefore, if the whole argument between the elected and the hereditary heads 
hinged on this issue alone, a draw would have to be declare. However, the findings with regard to 
the first four questions which have already tipped the scales heavily in favour of democratic 
monarchy cannot be altered by the addition of equal weights to each side on this last account. 
Moreover, it should be recalled that the model constitution's 'state prerogative council' has already 
incorporated the advantages both of election and of heredity with regard to exercises of the 
caretaking role. 

With this more detailed comparative 1 testing of parliamentary monarchy against various 
republican constitutions, we have completed the more descriptive and practical stage of the 
argument. The remaining chapters will develop and test the more philosophical foundations for the 
model constitution. These will be introduced in the next chapter through the eyes of Plato. 

(1) Chapter Six will explain that 'comparative tests' are integral to the search for 'philosophical 
necessity'. 
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F R 0 M p L A T 0 I s R E P U B L I C 
T 0 D E M 0 C R A T I C MONARCHY 

Plato's Republic provides us with a familiar vantage point from which to begin to consider the 
philosophical underpinnings of democratic monarchy. It will supply a heuristic spring board for 
appreciating these. As already implied, I will attempt to stretch or pull Plato's republican 
argument until any twentieth century Platonist sees how he might also be driven to support 
democratic monarchy by the inner logic of his own philosophy. Again, I do not assume that my 
interpretations and reconstructions of Plato, will be easily seen by all as unchallengable. Plato's 
words are too incomplete and ambiguous to allow such an expectation. 

A philosophical debate is possible only on the assumption that we as rational beings may be able 
to find truth and wisdom. It is because this is the great enterprise to which Plato directs us 1 

that an examination of his arguments will offer some preliminary clarifications of this work's 
central concerns and terms. I take Plato's "dialectic" to provide us with an approximate definition 
of human 'rationality' and thus the criterion of what 'rational living' means. Its nature will be 
discussed shortly but first its relation to our theme must be clarified. The suggestion that 
democratic monarchy is rational means that this constitution best supports both the search for 
wisdom by 'dialectical reasoning' and the lives which follow the moral precepts discovered by this 
process. Democratic monarchy plans best for the fostering of free, rational living in a society, 

1) whether no people or few can be relied upon to be dialecticians (philosophers) in anything 
like Plato's sense and, therefore, trusted to rule; or 

2) whether most if not all people can attain the political essentials of such philosophical 
wisdom and, thus, can be trusted to govern themselves democratically.2 

Democratic monarchy would best foster rational living in the different conditions which might 
obtain: when no, few, many or all people have the innate potentiality to become philosophers in 
Plato's sense. This proposition will progressively be elaborated but I can say now that, if we 
assume, as a Platonist must, that the rational search for wisdom and truth is possible, we are at 
the same time unable to dismiss out of hand that one (at least the one making this assumption), 
few, many or all may be capable of ruling rationally. 

In contrast to Hegel's "dialectic" which is primarily conceptual and Marx's which is primarily 
historical in execution, Plato's "dialectic" refers to a method of enquiry. Plato distinguishes this 
method from the deductive reasoning that is required in the mathematical studies and which his 
potential rulers must practice between the ages of 20 and 30 (arithmetic, plane and solid geometry, 
harmonics, and astronomy). With these disciplines, one must uncritically start with axioms and 
definitions and then proceed to deduce various theorems or conclusions. In contrast, dialectic is 
the process by which one can lay bare and examine the possible axioms and definitions of any such 

(1) 	 The Republic, 475 b + e, 485 b + c. All quotations are taken from the Desmond Lee translation 
of The Republic, Harmondsworth, Penguin, 1974. They have been checked against the other 
translations listed in the biblio,graphy. 

(2) 	 It will be argued in Chapter F1ve that Marx believed that this democratic self-rule will be 
possible partly as a result of the vast majority of the population being educated by their 
struggle with the "capitalist mode of production" and then as positively fostered by their life 
within a "communistic mode of production". It can also be argued that he derived this view 
partly on the basis of some implicit Platonic assumptions about the potential rationality of 
human nature. 
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theorems. It can go on to assess whether the axioms which might be discovered by this imaginative 
analysis are replaceable by different sets of axioms and definitions. Dialectic "climbs up the 
ladder" of abstraction to the "forms" and ultimately to "the form of the good".1 

Plato's voice in The Republic, Socrates, surprisingly refrains from giving what he considers to 
be a philosophically adequate definition of "the good" 2 but he does point to it by analogies 
(especially the "sun" in the simile of the cave). In spite of this shortcoming, however, I will 
propose the following definition of the good in order to complete his argument. The "good" is 
'Reason' or 'the rational'. As an adjective, "good" thus refers to all which directly or indirectly 
tends to maximize the quality and quantity of free, rational living 3 (i.e. the prime prescription 
here first announced in the Introduction). This interpretation of "good" as that which promotes 
'rational living' might be seen as suggested both by "the good's" strong association with ·~ustice" 
and by various other references such as the following: 

I call an~g that harms or destroys a thing evil, and anything that preserves and 
benefits 1t good (608 e) . 
... what is good is not destructive, nor what is neutral (609 b). 

Plato is satisfied that he has given a philosophically adequate definition of ·~ustice" as "proper 
functioning". Proper functioning refers both to society and to the soul. Thus, justice is the best 
coordinate organization of the three social functions (producing, guarding and ruling), the three 
classes (producers, auxiliaries, and rulers), and the three natural types of individual. According 
to Plato, each individual has three motives or elements within their soul (appetitive, spiritive and 
rational), but only one of these dominates each type of person. Thus, in Plato's coordinate scheme, 
adult individuals who are dominated by the following elements are 'justly" required to perform the 
related social function for which she or he is best suited. The soul of each type of person is 
represented by a different metal as follows: 

DOMINANT ELEMENT SOCIAL FUNCTION METAL 
appetitive 
spiritive 
rational 

producing 
guarding 
ruling 

bronze & iron 
silver 
gold 

"Justice writ large" is thus achieved when each class is performing the function for which it is 
best suited. "Justice writ small" is present when each element of the soul is performing its 
appropriate function, i.e. when the rational element assigns to itself the task of both dialectically 
searching for wisdom and of limiting the other two elements to the measures of their gratification 
which will not disrupt the soul's harmony. The "gold souls" who become the philosopher rulers thus 
seek knowledge and to rule both themselves and the other two classes according to the moral 
precepts discovered by reason. 

In line with the above suggested meaning of "good", as that which maximizes the quality and 
quantity of rational living, one can see how "justice" could be characterized as "the form of the 
good" as it applies both to individual and to collective human conduct. Thus, Plato's ideal state is 
seen as "ideal" because: 

1) it best fosters internal rational life (i.e. dialectical thinking for all those whose gold 
natures make this possible given an appropriate education), and 

2) it best encourages outer rational life, i.e. those behaviour patterns in the rest of the 
population (silver, bronze and iron) which approximate as nearly as is possible to those with 
philosophic natures. 

In this connection, justice is the special case of "the good" which applies directly to human 
organization. Other applications of "the good" refer to the qualities and arrangements of nature, 
for example, those which provide either material or inspirational bases for the development, 
enjoyment and extension of human life in the light of the procedures and tentative conclusions of 
dialectical reasoning. Again, "the good" is that which directly or indirectly contributes to the 
maximization of the quality and quantity of free, rational living in the world. 

m
534b. 
506d+e.
This phrase will frequently be abbreviated simply to 'rational livin~'. This is on the 
understanding that 'reason', at least with freedom of the mind, is Impossible. 
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This interpretation of Plato makes it clear that the prescription of rational living primarily 
seeks a world in which all potentially rational souls actualize this power by coming ultimately to 
organize their individual and collective lives by dialectical reasoning. Such deliberation,1 

1) is nourished by (and therefore it must value) the varied delights of art, religion, play, and 
humour; 

2) is dependent upon (and thus it must value) many automatic, spontaneous, habitual, and 
emotional qualities; and 

3) is dependent upon (and therefore it must value) a vast array of elements, creatures, and 
structures in nature. 

All these together constitute a complex network of what might be called the non-rational but 
spiritually and existentially necessary conditions for the actualization of rational human life. Of 
course, this is only to recognize the obvious point that rational living is both predated and 
simultaneously supported by many other natural and social realities and thus it must also involve 
much consideration of all those factors which are not capable of becoming self-consciously 
deliberative themselves and are thus not rational in a narrow or direct sense. 'Reasoning' must be 
concerned not only with reasoning but with its non-rational conditions. One of the tasks of 
dialectic is to identify and to re-shape, when necessary, these beings and structures so they come 
better to provide the ground upon which explicit rational living can flourish, e.g. agronomy. 

Therefore, these non-rational beings and structures can, nevertheless, be said to be 'rational' in 
two indirect senses: 

a) because they can be classified, and their laws understood by the reasoned disciplines of 
scientific investigation, and 

b) because they serve or can be made to serve the interests of dialectical reasoning. 
Chapters Six and Seven will suggest that the above indirect and direct senses of 'rational' are 
contained within Hegel's "Reason". He and I take Reason to be the essential core of the whole 
human and natural world. In Plato's proximate terms, this essential core of the world is "the 
good", i.e. that which alone makes order and preservation actual in the face of the "chaotic matter" 
(Timaeus and Statesman) of which he suggests the existent world is also composed. 

The prescription that we should act so as to maximize rational living thus enjoins us to take 
steps to make the natural, social and political environments better if possible both to foster 
deliberation and activity in conformity to deliberation's tentative conclusions. It is the burden of 
this work to claim that democratic monarchy is the best specification of the constitutional part of 
such an environment, that it is the most rational constitution for modem conditions. It might 
seem that it is an exceptionally odd proposition even to associate Plato's philosophy with the 
model because of his well known dismissal of "democracy" in favour of his elitist republic (his 
"aristocracy''). However, in spite of these obvious differences between Plato's republic and 
democratic monarchy, both constitutions seek to foster and to reflect the dialectic. Nevertheless, 
we would be forced to agree with Plato's conclusion that philosophers alone should rule if the 
following chain of four of his implicit but doubtful empirical assumptions proved to be as 
unavoidable as is his prescription to serve "the good": 

1) Only a few people both have the potential to acquire knowledge (by dialectical reasoning) and 
accordingly to subordinate their desires for physical gratification and social praise. 

2) An infallible education and selection system can be devised both to discover those few and to 
lead them to knowledge. 

3) When one has attained moral knowledge, one is not capable of acting contrary to its 
imperatives, i.e. an evil will is impossible. 

4) Once one has moral knowledge, one will consistently display the self discipline which it 
enjoins and cannot unconsciously lose it either by illness or by old age. 

A successful denial by us of any one of these would cast serious doubt on Plato's own political 
conclusions. In fact, not a single scientific or philosophical argument seems to require us to 
accept any one of these assumptions as they stand. Most empirical (and thus inconclusive) evidence 
would seem to encourage their rejection. In the face of the questionable status of these 
assumptions, therefore, the best constitution would plan both for those empirical circumstances 
which might conform to, and those which might contradict them. This is precisely the claim made 
for democratic monarchy. Democratic monarchy caters for the maximization of rational rule whether 
all or no citizens prove capable of being genuine philosopher nders in Plato's sense; whether or 

(1) 	 A more complete analysis of the procedures and horizon of this 'deliberation', "dialectical 
reasoning", or of what 'rational' means here will be given in Chapter Six. 
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not evil willing is possible; and whether or not moral and political vittue can be lost once 
attained. While democratic monarchy encourages philosophic rule, it neither expects nor depends on 
it. Of course, if true philosopher rulers were to emerge for a time, at least in that respect, the 
community would be better off. However, it is argued here that the very structure of democratic 
monarchy would tend over time to foster a united package of legislative, executive and judicial 
decisions, even in a community without philosophers, which would approximate to those which would 
issue from philosopher legislators, executives and judges. 

It is not sufficient simply to assert the sovereignty of "Reason" without also translating tbis 
into an operational definition of the exercise of political authority. This is what the model 
constitution begins to do. In particular, we have seen how it caters for our serious doubt that 
any ruler can be completely relied upon. In effect, it assumes that neither "philosophical" nor 
non-philosophical officials are wholly to be trusted - the non-philosophical ones for all the 
reasons which Plato gives himself. Officials who were previously found to be philosophers in 
Plato's sense could not be wholly relied upon because the educational and selection process might 
have made a mistake in their cases or because the official concerned might have an evil will, or 
because he might have lost the necessary knowledge or self-discipline. These truths argue for a 
constitution in which each organ of the state is constructively checkable either by another organ 
or by the citizens as voters. Democratic monarchy arranges for this. 

Plato does not face tbis problem explicitly, but an imaginative and sympathetic reader 1 of The 
Republic might suggest that Plato would say that a falsely promoted or corrupted philosopher king 
could be demoted again by a majority vote of the other philosophers. On the other hand, a 
supporter of the model would argue that such judgements are better guaranteed when a different 
body, less dependent on the official in question, has the constitutional authority to appoint and 
remove him from office. In order to meet tbis argument, Plato would have had to suggest that his 
philosophers would form both the citizenry and the officials in a constitutional monarchy. Thus, a 
latter day Platonist would have to adopt a version of the model constitution allowing the vote only 
to "philosophers". However, it will be argued shortly that the our doubts about the four empirical 
assumptions mentioned above implies that Platonists ought to accept universal adult suffrage. 

It will be recalled that the characters in The Republic too readily agreed to the suggestion 
that only a few have the potentiality to be philosophers. They agreed presumably because of their 
common and understandable prejudices. However, they did not explore the possible egalitarian 
implications of their plan agreed elsewhere for equal opportunity in education to be given to each 
new generation. This is even more remarkable because they also accepted that potential 
philosophers had been corrupted by unjust societies. They did not consider the possibility that 
most if not all souls might be born "gold". If so, after having benefited from the proposed scheme 
of education, most or all would prove themselves to be philosophers. This would suggest that 
philosophic and communal democracy rather than a society ruled by a small elite would logically 
have to be demanded by Plato's own definition of justice: each must perform the function in the 
circumstances for which she or he is best snited. In tbis event, the majority of the population 
(i.e. philosophers) would appreciate the necessity of their taking turns to perform the material 
production functions, as well as the guarding and ruling functions. 

In a large enough state (which in principle could extend to the world), tbis philosophical 
majority would see that they would have to form the assembly either by a system of election, as in 
the model or by systems of rotation or lottery. However, a lottery would be defensible from a 
Platonic point of view only if all citizens could be guaranteed to be philosophers. However, tbis 
is one of the assumption already cast into doubt. If there is no infallible education and selection 
system, if there is the possibility of evil willing, and if there is the possibility that knowledge 
and virtue can be lost through illness or old age, tbis means that any designated philosopher may 
not currently be worthy of the title. If he was, he may still abuse his knowledge and rationality 
later or he may have lost both through illness. At the same time, some persons who did not 
received the title of philosopher may have deserved it and thus, intentionally or not, been denied 
'Justice". Such doubts could not be minimized until a genuinely equal opportunity education system 

(1) Chapter Six will distinguish between two types of imaginative readings of a text 'lenient 
interpretation' and 'improving additions'. 
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for producing philosophers had existed for several generations. Human history seems not to have 
produced even one example of such a society, although some have been less remote from this ideal 
than others. In the face of such unremoved doubts, therefore, philosophers can only say that 
greater injustice (as defined by Plato) may be done by 'selecting' rather than automatically 
allowing all adults to be citizens. 

The basic argument for universal adult citizenship, however, is that it registers philosophy's 
inherent respect for all human beings as potentially rational. Plato's philosopher must presume 
(until proven otherwise) that each person, either is, or may become a self-controlling dialectical 
reasoner. Each may be capable of 'rational living'. This assumption supports universal adult 
suffrage because such suffrage encourages rational living. Also, voting gives an additional 
practical point to reasoning and for enjoying the the general freedoms of speech, press and 
association. 

If universal adult citizenship, when combined with the other arrangements of democratic 
monarchy, would maximally encourage rational living, it would help to fulfil Plato's own prime 
prescription to philosophers: to act so as to make the existent world more closely approximate to 
the ideal world which is ordered by "the form of the good", i.e. to go "on till he has made human 
nature as acceptable to God as may be".1 This same Platonic prescription, however, has required me 
to criticise four of Plato's presumed empirical assumptions. Consequently, we have seen how the 
model constitution could be supported by the inner logic of Plato's philosophy. In addition, 
democratic monarchy would provide the best framework both for testing the validity of Plato's four 
assumptions and for coping with the reality whatever it might be. The model would encourage the 
maximization of rational living whether the social reality were discovered to accorded with his 
four empirical assumptions or not. 

The next chapter will approach democratic monarchy through a consideration of Kant's philosophy. 

(1) Republic, SOle. (1) lbid.,588 c - 589 c. 
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c h a p t e r F o u r 
FROM KANT'S REPUBLICANISM TO 
DEMOCRATIC MONARCHY 

Having already considered Plato's position as well as some of the common republican arguments 
against democratic monarchy, this chapter will seek especially to examine the republican theory 
which might be extracted from Kant. Nevertheless, it will be shown that his philosophy can be read 
to provide a broad support for the model. This demonstration should help any twentieth century 
Kantians to begin to appreciate how they might also be driven to endorse it as their own 
prescriptive ideal. As suggested earlier, I do not assume that all will find my interpretations and 
reconstructions of Kant to be obviously unchallengable. The incompleteness, complexity and 
prolixity of his words would make such an expectation unrealistic. While Chapter Six will footnote 
the largely compatible relation between my reading of Kant's Critique of Pure Reason and this 
work's methodological foundations, this chapter will examine how his moral and political philosophy 
can be seen both to provide alternative expressions of the most general prescription upon which 
democratic monarchy rests and of some of the specific arguments for many of the key features of 
that constitution. 

First, the many formulations of Kant's "categorical imperative" can be read to have an 
implication which is the same as that of my own prime prescription: 'Act so as to promote free, 
rational living'. Kant's categorical imperative seeks to guide all "rational" and "autonomous" 1 

beings as to how they "ought" to respond to their sense of "duty" 2 to all other rational beings. 
The following quotations illustrate this point: 

The concept of every rational bemg as one who must regard himself as legislating 
universal law by all his will's maxims, .... leads to another very fruitful concept...viz., 
that of a kingdom of ends.3 

The practical imperative will therefore be the following: Act in such a way that you 
treat humanity, whether in your own person or in the person of another, always at the 
same time as an end never simply as a means.4 

The achievement of the highest good in the world is the necessary object of a will 
determinable by the moral law . 5 

... therefore the supreme good (as the first condition of the highest good) is morality; 
and happiness, though it indeed constitutes the secon~ element of the highest good, does 
so only as the morally conditioned ... consequence .... 
... metaphysics .... in dealing with reason ... treats of those elements and highest maxims 
which must form the basis of the very possibility of some sciences, and of the use of 
all. 	 That, as mere speculation, it serves rather to prevent errors than to extend 
knowledge, does not detract from its value. On the contrary this gives it dignity and 
authority, through that censorship which secures general order and harmony, and indeed 
the welf-being of the scientific commonwealth, preventing those who labour couraseously 
and fruitguly on its behalf from losing sight of the supreme end, the happiness of all 
mankind. 

(1) 	 I. Kant, Grounding for the Metaphysics of Morals, trans. by J.W. Ellington, Indianapolis, Hackett, 
1081. p.39. 

(2) 	 I. Kant, Critique of Practical Reason, trans. by Lewis White Beck, Indianapolis, Hobbs-Merrill, 
1956, p.130. 

!

3 0{'. cit.,Grounding, p.39 
4 lbtd., _p.36 
5 9l'· at., Practical, p.126.
6 Ibtd., p.123. 
7 I. Kant, The Critique of Pure Reason, translated by Norman Kemp Smith, St. Martin's Press, New 

York 1965, B879. 
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The above reference to the "world", the "kingdom of ends", "the scientific commonwealth" and "the 
happiness of all mankind" have some strong political implications. Also, in The Critique of Pure 
Reason, Kant explicitly writes of his ideal constitution in the sort of broad terms which could be 
read at least out of context, to support democratic monarchy: 

A constitution allowing the ~eatest possible human freedom in accordance with laws by
which the freedom of each IS made to be consistent with that of all others - I do not 
speak of the greatest happiness, for this will follow of itself - is at any rate a 
necessary idea, which must be taken as fundamental not only in first projecting a 
constitution but in all its laws.1 

This quotation's reference to "human freedom" also suggests that my own prescription of 'maximizing 
rational living' can be alternatively restated as 'maximizing human freedom'. This is possible 
because it is the freedom of rational beings living in a community which is my concern. In this 
light, the most free (or rational) constitution will be made up of those standing arrangements 
which, more than any others, help to foster the sort of political context within which rational 
discourse, deliberation and behaviour can thrive and not encounter politically removable barriers! 
Thus, by definition, 'rational living' is free and 'freedom' is living in accordance with the 
processes and conclusions of the 'dialectical reasoning' outlined in Chapter Three 3 and to be 
detailed in Chapter Six. 

The above 'most free (or rational) .... standing arrangements' also defme what Kant, Hegel and I 
mean by "right". Kant says that '1ustice", 4 or, 

Right is therefore the sum total of those conditions within which the will of one person 
can be reconciled with the will of another in accordance with a universal law of freedom 

Every action which by itself or by its maxim enables the freedom of each individu~l's will 
to co-exist with the freedom of everyone in accordance with universal law is right. 
In its "strict" Sense, Right can also be envisaged as the Possibility of a general and 
reciprocal Coercion consonant with the Freedom of Everyone in accordance with Universal 
Laws.6 

Kant can also be read to speak both for Hegel and for me when he stresses that we rational beings 
have the "unconditional" obligation to foster a rational constitution, right, or "the rights of man": 

... both aspects, philanthropy and respect for the rights of man, are obligatory. And 
while the former is only a conditional duty, the latter is an unconditional and absolutely 
imperative one; anyone must first be completely sure ~at he has not infringed it if he 
wishes to enjoy the sweet sense of having acted justly . 
... although politics in itself is a difficult art, no art 1S required to combine it with 
morality. For as soon as the two come into conflict, morality can cut through the knot 
which politics cannot untie . 
... all politics must bend the knee before right .... 8 

Having suggested the place of Kant's political writings within his wider critical and moral 
philosophy, I can now tum to a more direct discussion of his political theory as it is presented 
piecemeal in a number of his separate essays. While there is no doubt that Kant is a "republican", 
it is not clear that this necessarily implies the rejection of all monarchies (especially not of 
democratic monarchy) as one might at first suppose. It is true that the more obvious implication 
of his words is opposed to monarchy. What he says certainly dismisses absolute monarchy but his 
words never explicitly reject what he calls a "limited monarchy" 9 (of which democratic monarchy is 
a variety). In fact, his phrases are ambiguous enough to allow us to construe them as support for 
any 'parliamentary' constitution whether it has an elected or an hereditary head of state. However, 
they do not allow us to read them in support of a 'congressional' constitution. We will see this in 

(1) 	 Ibid., A316, B373. 
(2) 	 By implication, Chapter Six will argue that the possibility of free evil willing by individuals 

or groups may constitute one sort of "political barrier" which could not be removed entirely. 
(3) 	 Kant, of course, usually uses "dialectical" in a pejorative sense. 
(4) 	 There are two translations of the parts of Kant's Metaphysik der Sitten (1797) which I will be 

quoting. H.B. Nisbet, in Hans Reiss, editor, Kant's Political Writings, C.U.P. 1971, uses the title 
of the whole work, 'The Metaphysics of Morals". John Ladd, uses the title of Part I of the 
work, The Metaphysical Elements of Justice (Metaphysiche Anfangsgrunde der Rechtslehre), Hobbs
Merrill, Indianapolis 1965. 

! 
5 Ibid., Nisbet, p.133; Ladd, p.35 

6 Ibid., Nisbet, r,.134. This IS the sub-title for Section E. 

7 Ibid., Nisbet, Perpetual Peace", p.129. 

8 Ibid., p.125. 

9 Ibid., Nisbet, 'The Contest of Faculties", p.187 
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the following two quotations. The first declares the "sovereignty'' of the representative assembly 
(the "corps of deputies") 1 and the second, makes it clear that this appropriately includes the 
power to appoint and dismiss the executive or "ruler". We thus seem to have Kant, by implication 
at least, supporting the essentials of parliamentary government with cabinet responsibility to the 
representative assembly, the key difference between the 'parliamentary' and 'congressional' systems. 
Kant observes: 

Any true republic ... is and cannot be anything other than a representative system of the 
people whereby the peorle's rights are looked after on their behalf by deputies who 
rel?resent the united wil of the citizens ... [The assembly of these deputies, as] the 
umte~people then does not merely represent the sovereign, but actually is the sovereign 
itself. 
The sovereign (Beherrscher) of the people (the legislator) cannot .... also be the ruler, 
for the ruler is subject to the law, through which he is consequently beholden to another 
party, i.e. the sovereign. ~e sovereign may divest the nder of his power, depose him, or 
rej'orm his administration .... 

That this parliamentary sovereignty must for Kant be exercised by a majority of the representatives 
in the "corps of deputies" is made clear in the passage shortly to be quoted. His justification for 
this also can be seen to provide· a basis for Chapter One more specific formulation of 'working 
majority rule' which asserted the constitutional right of the 'working majority' in the elected 
chamber to prevail over any opposition that might arise from any combination of the non-elected 
chamber, the government (executive and judiciary), and the monarch. Kant does not fully spell out 
every step by which he derives majority rule from his a priori principles, but he presumably would 
argue as follows: at first sight, the principles that all have the potential to be rational, that 
the autonomy of each person must be respected, that each is to be treated as an end in himself, 
and that laws should be universal in form, together imply that in a republican "kingdom of ends" 
all decisions must be unanimous. Unanimity, however, would depend not just on the potential but on 
the consistent and actual rationality of all. Therefore, in the realization that not all may 
consistently actualize this potential, an actual rational being will consent to a constitution or 
"original contract" 4 which authorises majority rule to be "right" within the commonwealth. I take 
this to be Kant's argument behind the following: 

An entire people cannot .... be expected to reach unanimity, but only to show a majority of 
votes (and not even of direct votes, but simply of the votes of those delegated in a 
larfl:e nation to represent the people). Thus the actual principle of being content with 
maJority decisions must be accepted unanimously and embodted in a contr~t; and this 
itself must be the ultimate basis on which a civil constitution is established. 

Such a majority will is the best empirical evidence that the citizenry are what Kant calls "a people 
of mature rational powers" 6 and have risen to something like the universal view which is required 
of us by Kant's first formulation of the "categorical imperative", "Act only according to that maxim 
whereby you can at the same time will that it should become a universal law" .7 Kant seems to be 
agreeing that the requirement of politics for majority rule is necessary and right as ail empirical 
approximation of philosophy's demand for universality. 

Before considering those additional details of Kant's constitutional proposals which are relevant 
to the question of democratic monarchy, I should recall that his constitutional arguments were only 
a part of his wider political thinking which also prominently included a passionate appeal for world 
peace. He was fully aware that this goal could not be secured in the near future and that there 
were many difficulties, but he hoped, nevertheless, for a "gradually expanding federation".8 He 
says that this is the "one rational way in which states co-existing with other states can emerge 
from the lawless condition of pure warfare"? Kant is aware that many say that "human nature" 
makes such a world order impossible but in answer he writes: 

I ... cannot and will not see it as so deeply immersed in evil that practical moral reason 
will not triumph in the end, after many unsuccessful attempts, thereby showing that it is 
worthy of admiration after all. On the cosmopolitan level too, it thus renains true to 
say that whatever reason shows to be valid in theory, is valid in practice.1 

Ibid., 'The Metaphysics of Morals", Nisbet, p.149, Ladd, p.92 

Ib!d., N!sbet, p.163, Ladd, p.113. 

Ibtd., Ntsbet, pp.141-2; Ladd, p.82. 

9{J. cit., Nisbet, 'Theory and Practice", p.77. 

Ibtd., p.79. 

Ibid., Nisbet, 'The Contest of Faculties", p.187. (more fully quoted later). 

Op. cit., Grounding, p.30.

Op. cit., Nisbet, "Perpetual Peace", p.105. 


'9 Ibid. 

10) Op. cit., Nisbet, 'Theory and Practice", p.92 




38 K ant 

Of course, Hegel ridiculed these Kantian views 1 but any detailed consideration of this controversy 
is beyond the scope of this thesis. Nevertheless, it may be useful both briefly to record that my 
sympathies are broadly on Kant's side of the argument (given that his hope is in the face of his 
recognition that world peace is most improbable for the foreseeable future). Also, I assert that if 
a world state were ever to prove achievable, democratic monarchy should provide its constitution. 

These views of Kant's are exemplified in the following extract but it also makes clear that Kant 
sees peace as ultimately dependent on the evolution of republican constitutions. He says that "All 
forms of state" ought to be, 

... based on the ideal of a constitution which is compatible with the natural rights of 
man, so that those who obey the law should also act as a unified body of legislators. 
And if we accordingly think of the commonwealth in terms of concepts of pure reason, it 
may be called a Platonic ideal (respublican noumenon), which is not an empty figment of 
the imagination, but the eternal norm for all civil constitutions whatsoever and a means 
of ending all wars. A civic society organised in conformity with it and governed by laws 
of freedom is an example representing it in the world of experience (respublica 
phaenomenon), and it can only be achieved by a laborious process, after innumerable wars 
and conflicts. But this constitution, once it has been attained as a whole, is the best 
qualified of all to keep out war, the destroyer of everything good. Thus it is our duty 
to enter into a constitution of this kind; and in the meantime, since it will be a 
considerable time before this takes place, it is the duty of monarchs to govern in a 
republican (not a democratic) manner, even although they may rule autocratically. In 
other words, they should treat the people in accordance with principles akin in spirit to 
the laws of freedom which a people OJ mature rational powers would prescribe for itself, 
even if the people is not literally asked for its consent. 

The above references to "monarchs" and "not a democratic ... manner" signal two possible 
implications which might seem to require us to hold that Kant could not see 'democratic monarchy' 
as the "ideal". First, "monarchs" are associated with "autocratic rule" which ought to "treat the 
people in accordance with principles akin in spirit to the laws of freedom ..... even if the people is 
not literally asked for its consent". The more obvious implication of these phrases is that a 
monarch's governing "in a republican .... manner" is only a step towards the ideal. Yet this passage 
does not necessarily drive us to this conclusion because it does not explicitly consider the case 
where the monarch must ask the "corps of deputies" for its consent (i.e. democratic monarchy). 
see no way that a Kantian could successfully resist this sort of monarchy. It would seem to 
conform entirely to the logic of his ideal. In fact, Kant could be read to be acknowledging just 
this point in a footnote starting on the previous page in which he distinguishes between an 
"absolute" and a "limited" monarch by saying that the latter "must first ask the people whether or 
not there is to be a war, and if the people say ... no ..., then there will be none". 

Nevertheless, there are some other of Kant's arguments which also might very easily be read by 
extension to imply the rejection of any sort of monarchy even though they only explicitly criticise 
an hereditary nobility. These implications occur as part of his argument for the promotion of 
sul!jects and the appointment of state officials only according to individual merit. He says of the 
''prerogatives" of a nobility, that since, rationally, 

.... it is impossible for the universal will of the people to agree to so groundless a 

prerogative; the sovereign [the monarch] cannot make it valid either. 

It may be, however, that an anomaly of this sort has crept into .... government .... in past 

ages (as with the feudal system ...) In this case, the state can make good its mistake .... 

by a gradual I?rocess ... The state thus has a provisional right to allow such dignities 

to persist as titles until public opinion allow realises that the hierarchy of sovereign, 

nobill~ and people should give way to the more natural division of sovereign and 

people. 


While Kant uses the term "sovereign" quite unsystematically, sometimes to refer to an autocrat and 
at other times to refer to a ruling aristocracy, to the whole people in a democracy, or to the 
representative assembly in a republican constitution (as in the earlier quotation), in the above 
passage and in many other contexts, it seems to refer to a monarch. In fact, the last phrase in 
the quotation above can be plausibly read to confirm rather than to undermine the position of the 
monarch as the earlier part of the quotation might be read to imply. Such texts give us reason to 

See Rechts, PP259Z, PP324An. & Z, and PP333An. 
Op. cit., Nisbet, 'The Contest of Faculties", p.187. m"Metaphysics of Morals", Nisbet, p.153; Ladd, pp.97-98. 
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question whether Kant cared at all whether the head of state was hereditary or chosen according to 
merit. The above passage leaves us to wonder this in spite again of the seemingly strict 
meritocratic tone of the following words: 

... every member of the commonwealth must be entitled to reach any degree of rank which a 
subject can earn through his talent, his industry and his good fortune.1 

That Kant holds that there needs to be a "physical" or "moral" person to be the "head of state" is 
clear from the following quotation. However, it does not necessarily require the head of state to 
be one person, let alone hereditary, because Kant unfortunately used the phrase "head of state", as 
widely and as ambiguously as he does "sovereign": 

... this head of state (the sovereigu) is only an abstraction (representing the entire 
people) so long as there is no physical person to represent the highest power in the 

2state .... 
The above passages confirms my conclusion that Kant's words on the question of monarchy are 
equivocal. While he never explicitly endorses constitutional monarchy, let alone 'democratic 
monarchy', neither does he ever explicitly reject constitutional monarchy as one formulation of his 
ideal. 

While his arguments for meritocracy would seem more clearly to exclude the hereditary chamber 
within my 'democratic monarchy' and less clearly the institution of monarchy itself, he does not 
explicitly consider, and his arguments would not seem to be able to resist, the strong case for 
these elements of the model. At the same time, one might even argue that references like the one 
above to "limited monarchy" suggest that he would accept what might paradoxically be called 
'republican monarchy' as one formulation of his "model" 3 constitution. This is to say, that a few 
of his words when added to his usual silence on these questions might be taken, if the reader is 
so disposed, to imply possible support for such a monarchy. At the same time, a combination of 
Kant's clear arguments, his ambiguity, his silences, and my conjectures about his unknowable 
intentions, has provided us as yet with no Kantian reasons to modify the contentions of previous 
chapters. In fact, it is my view that those arguments should lead a Kantian to favour a 
'representative monarchy' over a 'representative republic'. 

The question of whether such a 'republican monarchy' is the same as democratic monarchy is a 
second question raised by the first of the above three quoted extracts where Kant says, that "in 
the mean time .... it is the duty of monarchs to govern in a republican (not a democratic) manner". 
Kant defines "democracy'' in the Rousseauian 4 sense as direct popular control, i.e. a state in which 
the "supreme authority'' is exercised directly by "all those who together constitute civil society".5 

However, since I use 'democracy' in the sense of a representative democracy, there seems to be only 
a semantic difference between a 'republican' and a 'democratic' monarchy. 

Nevertheless, there is a clear difference between Kant's and my representative democracy when it 
comes to the definition of the electorate and the system for electing the "corps of deputies". 
Kant says nothing about the appropriate system of representation. He gives us no guidance on 
whether a 'first past the post' or some proportional representation system would be a part of his 
"morally superior state".6 I take it that this silence gives us no reason to resist the strong case 
offered in Chapter Two arguing that 'associational proportional representation' (A.P.R.) would tend 
most to foster the maximization of both the quality and quantity of communal deliberations. On the 
question of the electorate, Kant, like Hegel 7 but unlike Plato, automatically excludes women 8 from 
"active citizenship".9 Thus, Kant excludes women from the right to vote for "deputies". This 
thesis assumes that such a restriction of the electorate has only a cultural explanation rather 
than a philosophical justification and thus that no modem Kantian (or Hegelian) could sustain an 
opposition to women's suffrage. In addition to women, however, Kant relegates all "subjects" who 
are not their own "masters" to "passive citizenship". In one less than convincing explanation of 
what he means by 'not being one's own master', he writes about an economic dependence which forces 
one to allow "others to make use of him" and which supposedly results from one only having his 

1 Ibid., Nisbet, 'Theory and Practice", P..75 

'2 !?P· cit., 'The Metaphysics of Morals', Nisbet, p.161; Ladd, p.l09. 

3 Ibtd., ''Perpetual Peace", Nisbet, p.l18. 

'4 The Social Contract, Book III, Chapter IV. 

5 Op. cit., "Perpetual Peace", Nisbet, p.lOO. 

6 Ibtd., 'Theory and Practice", p.91. 

'7 See later chapters for references. 

8 Op. cit., Nisbet, 'Theory and Practice", p. 78 quoted below. 

9 Ibtd., 'The Metaphysics of Morals", Nisbet, p.l39; Ladd, p.79. 
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labour rather than owning a "commodity" to sell, i.e., being able only to guarantee "one's labour 
(prostatio)".1 On this basis, Kant gives the following examples of those who should be denied 
"active citizenship": apprentices, servants, shop assistants, labourers, barbers, tithe-holders, 
domestic tutors, travelling blacksmiths and woodcutters. Examples of those judged to be worthy of 
full citizenship are the following: small and large landowners, artisans, tailors, artists, tradesmen, 
and wig-makers.2 

In seeming contrast to the above lists which contain contentious and culturally bound examples, 
earlier, Kant had offered a less problematic formulation of his voting qualifications even though, 
as we have said, it excludes women: 

The only qualification required by a citizen (apart, of course, from beiog an adult male) 
is that he must be his own master (sui iuris), and must have some property (which can 
ioclude any skill, trade, fine art or science) to support himself.3 

If by "any skill" he had meant 'an ability to perform any useful service to the community' so as 
certainly to ioclude those relegated io the above list to being mere "subjects", then Kant's 
definition of citizenship would have been much closer to that contaioed io democratic monarchy. 
However, it is because even this requirement may deny the presumption of rationality to some 
adults which Kant's own categorical imperative can be read to enshrioe, that even this formulation 
may fall short also of the model's universal adult suffrage. In one respect, however, his view is 
perfect from the model's poiot of view. He does not weight the vote of each person io proportion 
to his "commodities", "property" or "skill" but argues for a one-citizen-one-vote system: 

... artisans and large or small landowners are all equal, and each is entitled to one vote 
only. ...The number of those entitled to vote on matters of legislation must be 
calculat~d purely from the number of property owners, not from the size of their 
properties. 

It is worth recalling as well that, io lioe with our previous discussion of Kant's meritocratic 
argument, he does not, of course, see the above divisions as beiog hereditary and he insists that 
all must be allowed to earn the vote by their "ability, iodustry and good fortune".S 

At the same time, Kant expressed some doubt about the possibility of administering his division 
between "active" and "passive" citizens justly. He admits in the footnote on the same page "that it 
is somewhat difficult to defioe the qualifications which entitle anyone to claim the status of 
beiog his own master". Indeed, it would seem so "difficult" that my model does not contain this 
division at all. This is not to deny, however, that Kant's words raise some valid principles. They 
could be taken more broadly to imply the importance of two which my political philosophy would 
also endorse: It is desirable both that each citizen, 

1) have the power of 'rational self mastery' and that they 
2) be 'economically iodependent' of the pressure which other iodividual citizens or mioority 

groupiogs of citizens might attempt to exert upon them. 
In line with the first principle, my own ideal, as well as presumably Kant's, would not only exclude 
children from voting but any 'adults' who by objective criteria could be proven to lack a required 
minimum of 'rational self mastery' (e.g. the feeble minded and the insane). At the same time, my 
own system of universal adult suffrage would accept the unavoidable probability that at least some 
iodividually unpredictable electors of whatever age may io fact vote destructively. However, I know 
of no reason to expect that this destructiveness would be any more than that which would tend to 
be perpetrated by any differently defined electorate iocludiog Kant's, made up as it was, of 
"landowners" and "wig-makers". What is quite certain is that io Kant's system, many actually or 
potentially rational "women", "apprentices" and "labourers" would correctly have a sense of injustice 
at beiog arbitrarily excluded from the community's deliberations, i.e. at beiog denied that they are 
"ends io themselves" and "co-legislators". Kant himself says that, 

... a citizen must always be regarded as a co-legislative member of the state (i.e. not 
just as a means, but also as an end in himself), and he must [for example) therefore give 
his free consent through his representatives .... to every particular declaration of war.6 

(1) Ibid., Nisbet, 'Theory and Practice", p.78. 
(2) These lists were compiled from ibid., and from op. cit., 'The Metaphysics of Morals", Nisbet, 

!
3l p.139; Ladd, p.79. 


~· cit., Nisbet, "Theory and Practice", p.78 

4 Ib1d. 

5 Ibid. 

1 Op. cit., 'The Metaphysics of Morals", Nisbet, p.166-7; Ladd, p.118. 
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In any case, we must remember that democratic monarchy (and perhaps Kant's own model 
constitution) does not leave a commonwealth's fate totally in the hands of voters who may be "self
seeking". Both Kant and I see our respective constitutions as ideal, partly because their 
structures help to channel human relations in such a way that the various destructive effects of 
human selfishness tend to cancel each other out. I_~ree with Kant's observation that, 

... a good organisation of the state [because ifJ arranges .... that self-seeking enerpes 
are opposed to one another, each thereby neutralising or eliminating the destructive 
effects of the rest. And as far as reason is concerned, the result is the same as if 
man's selfish tendencies were non-existent, so that man even if he is not morally good in 
himself, is nevertheless compelled to be a good citizen. 1 

The "good organisation" of democratic monarchy explicitly plans for the contingency that, for a 
time, the elected chamber may be dominated by merely sectional interests or the "self-seeking" 
which might make the formation of a working majority impossible. It does this by providing for the 
monarch to act in this case within the 'state prerogative council' to appoint his own prime 
ministers until a working majority has been re-formed. 

At the same time, it should be recalled that one of the arguments for 'associational proportional 
representation' was that it recognizes a broad range of electoral associations within which citizens 
may more easily discover their wider identity. Their membership and participation in such 
associations and the representation which these have in the elected chamber were seen to provide a 
spiral staircase of broadening interests and relationships which will tend to foster the 
development of the alliances within and between the associations which would make majority and 
party government possible? This is to say that democratic monarchy guards against most levels of 
destructive self-seeking which may come to exist in a society. Its voluntary associations and its 
representative system also are institutions which would tend to foster the development of 
sufficient levels of common interest and mature rationality so that working majority rule becomes a 
reality. The welfare provisions of democratic monarchy not only help to guarantee the material and 
educational conditions for all to become actual "rational beings", they help to secure the one
citizen-one vote feature. Without such a guarantee, the wealthy would tend to acquire much more 
political power than the poor. 

It may be worth noting that some of Kant's own words might also be imaginatively construed to 
suggest a welfare role for his ideal state. Since Kant says that "active citizens" must not be 
"obliged to depend for their living (i.e. food and protection) on the offices of others (excluding 
the state)", he might, by implication, be at least allowing that "active citizens" could have an 
economic dependence on the state. Whether Kant had this in mind or not, my constitution would 
allow such a dependence. In my model, the social security and other welfare measures upon which 
some would find themselves having to rely, would of course, like everything else, ultimately stand 
or fall on the will of working majorities in the elected chamber. Nevertheless , as Kant might also 
desire, such arrangements would remove the occasion for individuals to become beholden to other 
individuals or to minority factions. Again, these provisions are part of my ideal because they 
would help to extend 'the quantity of rational living'. 

Welfare measures are frequently already informally present within independent families and thus 
the following quotation might also be taken logically to suggest that Kant's model commonwealth 
could be some sort of welfare state. He says that his ideal would be characterised by a 
"patriotic" rather than by a "paternal" government: 

A patriotic government (regimen cititatis et patriae) means that although the state itself 
(civitas) treats its subjects as if they were members of one family, it also treats them 
as citizens of the state, i.e. in accordance with laws guaranteeing their own indeeendence. 
Thus each is responsible for himself and does not depend upon the absolute will of anyone 
equal or superior to him. 

These possible intimations of welfare measures are quite unequivocally confirmed when Kant says 
that, 

... the government is authorized to require the wealthy to provide the means of 
sustenance Jo those who are unable to provide the most necessary needs of nature for 
themselves. 

ll Op. cit., Nisbet, ''Perpetual Peace", p. 112. 

2 C~apter~ Ten and Twelve elaborate the same argument in relation to Hegel. 

3 lbtd., Ntsbet,l. 141; Ladd, p. 82. 

4 Op. cit., Lad , p. 93.!
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The prior suggestion that these provisions should foster "independence" is also confirmed when Kant 
recommended that one who is in need should be given "a certain sum of money" rather than be well 
taken care of by a "magnificent institution - such as a Greenwich Hospital - which is served by 
highly paid personnel, where his freedom is nevertheless extremely limited." 1 

So far in this chapter, I have considered, 

1) the general relation between Kant's political and his wider philosophy, 

2) his argument for the sovereignty of the representative assembly and for majority rule, 

3) whether his republicanism necessarily rejects monarchy, 

4) his definition of the electorate and the representative system, and 

5) his welfare measures. 


Now we can explicitly tum to the way Kant unites all these features within his "separation of 
powers" doctrine (legislative, executive and judicial). While Kant's doctrine can be seen as similar 
in some respects to that contained within democratic monarchy, even though it is much less 
elaborate, it is also significantly different. First, it is different by not explicitly recognizing 
the 'unifying function' and second, of course, in not being committed to an hereditary head of 
state. Kant sketches the three "powers" in the following extract. Like Hegel and most other 
writers as well, Kant uses "power" (Gewalt) ambiguously. On some occasions it refers to what 
Chapter One called a 'function', and at other times an 'organ'. 

Every state [ought to contain] .... three powers, i.e. the universally united will is made 
up of three separate persons (trias politica). These are the ruling power (or 
sovereignty) in the person of the legislator, the executive power in the person of the 
individual who governs in accordance with the law, and the judicial power (which allots to 
everyone what is his by law) in the person of judge (potestas legislatoria, rectoria at 
iudiciaria). They can be likened to the three proposttions in a practical operation of 
reason: the major premise, which contains the law of the soveret,gn will, the minor premise 
which contains the command to act in accordance with the law (t.e. the principle of 
subsumption under the general will), and the conclusion, which co~tains the legal decision 
(the sentence) as to the rights and wrongs of each particular case. 

Before discussing this paragraph in some detail, I must say that while Kant does claint that this 
separation of powers is ''necessary a priori" on the same page, he only hints in the above passage 
at how this might be so by drawing the various parallels with the propositions of a syllogism. 
Neither here nor elsewhere does he go on to expound its derivation from these roots systematically. 
However, by piecing together what he does say in support of the three powers at various places, his 
argument would seem to rnn as follows: as philosophers, we must assume a priori tllat we as 
humans may be capable of being rational and thus of seeking both to know and to abide by universal 
laws. On the other hand, however, we know both ourselves and probably others as frequently to be 
tempting to bend or to ignore such laws for personal or factional gain, especially if we think our 
illegality will not be detected, by others, or if detected not punished. Therefore, since all men 
and women must be assumed to be pulled in both of these directions, a constitution should be so 
constructed that the affairs of state are conducted under the public eye, leaving no state official 
or body (i.e. its "physical" or "moral" 1 persons) in the position of being his own or its own 
legislator, executor and judge. If each of these three functions of state is performed jointly yet 
primarily by each of the three organs (as outlined in Chapter One) then, not only all subjects but 
especially all state officials are put in the position of at least completing their activities under 
tile scrutiny of others. Each should have a "master" as Kant puts it: 

... if he lives among others of his own species, man is an animal who needs a master. For 
he certainly abuses his freedom in relation to others of his own kind. And even although, 
as a rational creature, he desires a law to impose limits on the freedom of all, he is 
still misled by his self-seeking ... into exemptmg hitnself from the law where he can. He 
thus requires a master to break his self-will and force him to obey a universally valid 
will under which everyone can be free. 

Appropriately, Kant extends his distrust of "man" even to philosophers. He remarks that it, 
... is not to be expected that kings will philosophise or that philosophers will become 
kings; nor is it to be desired ..•.. since the possession of power inevttably corrupts the 
free judgement of reason. Kings ..... should not, however, force the class of philosophers 
to disappear or to remain silent, but should allow them to speak publicly.3 

Op. cit., Nisbet, "Perpetual Peace", p. 112. 

Chapters Ten and Twelve elaborate the same argument in relation to Hegel. 

Op. cit., 'The Metaphysics of Morals", Nisbet, p. 141; ladd, p. 81. 
Op. cit., Nisbet, "Idea for a Universal History", p. 46.~ Op. cit., "Perpetual Peace", p.ll5. Perhaps Kant's exaggerated choice of words can be explained 
by his desire to deflect the censors from any thought that he might himself be seeking 
political power. 
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Quite plainly, this is an attack upon Plato's prescription which is that philosophers should be the 
sole legislators, executors and judges. At the same time it is a reinforcement of the above 
argument in favour of the separation of powers. In a constitution so ordered, even the sovereign 
representative assembly must depend on the executive and judicial organs to apply its law. A 
government minister is both constrained by the law and subject to the decisions which judges may 
make in disputes under the law which he may have with subjects. A judge is not only bound by the 
law but is confmed only to respond to the legal initiatives which may be taken by others. 

While this argument seems valid, the above extract's surprising reject the desirability of 
philosophers being kings. Nevertheless, this could perhaps make Kantian sense either, 

a) if it only expresses the truth that one would have an additional reason to mistrust the 
academic work of a philosopher if he had political power; or 

b) if Kant is here attempting to reassure the censors that he is just a harmless academic 
rather than a politician. 

However, if Kant is saying what the words can more easily be taken to mean, namely, that self
consciously rational men should take no active part in performing the necessary state functions, 
this would contradict the whole thrust of his writing elsewhere which asserts the possibility that 
"pure practical reason" can and ought to have a shaping effect on human affairs. Equally 
problematic is his assertion that "the possession of power inevitably corrupts the free judgement 
of reason". He should have said that it frequently corrupts. This correction as well as my remark 
above would seem to be encouraged by his own acceptance of the possibility of a "moral 
politician".1 This gloss would also be assisted by our seeing this corruptibility as largely 
removed by a system as in the model in which the organ's of state jointly yet differentially 
perform the three integral functions of the state. If this is so, that Kant may only have meant 
that the possession of absolute or constitutionally unlimited power, like that held by Plato's 
philosopher rulers, almost certainly corrupts. The model's differentiation of the organs would help 
both philosopher and non-philosopher legislators, executors and judges to resist the temptations of 
power. 

In the passage quoted near the beginning of our discussion of the separation of powers and 
which outlined their character, Kant seems to be attempting to explain why he favours these three 
powers rather than another three. In effect, he seems to say that the structure of formal logic 
demands it. The legislative organ is associated with the universal form of the major premise in a 
syllogism, the executive organ is associated with the connecting of the particular with the general 
laws which characterises the minor premise, and the judicial organ is associated with the 
singleness of each conclusion it must render regarding individual disputes. In a different tract, 
Kant states the case for the separation of the legislative and executive organs in only somewhat 
different terms: 

Republicanism is that political principle whereby the executive power (the government) is 
separated from the legislative power. Despotism prevails in a state if the laws are made 
and arbitrarily executed by one and the same power [or,gan] .... 
... any form of government which is not representative Is essentially an anomaly, because 
one and the same person cannot at the same time be both the legislator and the executor 
of his own will,J'ust as the ,general proposition in logical reasoning cannot a~ the same 
time be a secon ary proposition subsuming the particular within the general. 

At first these explanations of Kant's three organs might seem abstract and perhaps not even 
relevant because, while it is true that the characters of the major premise, minor premise and 
conclusion can indeed be so distinguished, one person or group can in fact consider and relate all 
three. Syllogistic arguments do not literally require three different people to work together to 
complete them. If this were to be what Kant meant, therefore, it would not stand up but perhaps he 
meant instead to suggest that if three persons concentrate on each of these three elements of 
rational decision-making, this division of labour will both help to make each step be performed 
with greater precision and excellence and help to alert all members of the state, including its 
officials, to the logical structure which should characterize the collective deliberations of 
rational beings. This excellence and awareness, therefore, would increase 'the quality of rational 
living' in the republican community as well as establish the three publicly known and mutual 
"masters" with each necessarily having to observe the work of the other two in order to carry out 
its own prime function. 

(1) Ibid., p.117. 
(2) Ibid., p.101. 
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Kant briefly expounds the united yet articulated character of the operations of these three organs 
as follows: 

The three powers in the state are related to one another in the following ways. Firstly, 
as moral persons, they are coordinate (potestates coordinatae), i.e. each is complementary 
to the others in fonrung the complete constitution of the state (complementum ad 
sufficientiam). But secondly, they are also subordinate (subordinatae) to one another, so 
that the one cannot usurp any function of the others to which it ministers; for each has 
its own principle, so that although it issues orders in the qu~ity of a distinct person, 
it does so under the condition of a superior person's will ..... 

Shortly, I will consider how democratic monarchy reinterprets this "coordinate" and 
"complementary'' character of these three powers, but first, I must attempt to answer the question 
which may arise from our remembering that Kant is claiming both that the representative organ is 
sovereign yet that each organ has two masters in the other two organs. How can the "sovereign" 
have a master other than itself? I have already quoted the passllge in which the supremacy of the 
"corps of deputies" was asserted through its ability to remove the executive. The question 
remains, therefore , who is to remove the sovereign? If we look at this question more carefully, 
we can see that Kant need not be read to be advocating anything which departs from the 
arrangements in the model where the elected chamber only has the right to remove and replace, not 
the executive or judicial organs, but, their office holders. Kant does not make this entirely clear 
but if we are explicitly to add as democratic monarchy does, the provision that before any minister 
or judge could be removed, a named replacement would have to be designated to assume the office 
immediately upon the removal of the previous official, this would help solve the problem. Such an 
arrangement would insure that at all times, directly independent executors and judges would be in 
office. Named officials would always be in place with their full constitutional authority to speak 
out or to act in their own constitutional ways to restrain the representative assembly when they 
judged this to be warranted, e.g. when they judged the assembly to be usurping the primary 
executive or judicial functions, or to be violating its own legislative trust. 

With such a provision, while the corps of deputies, as the sovereign republican voice, is 
indirectly also its own executor and judge because it can appoint and remove these office holders; 
directly, it is not its own executor and judge. This interpretation of Kant is perhaps strongly 
suggested by a few of his own words: 

... the executive power .... alone possess the supreme authority to apply coercion in 
accordance with the law .... 
.... the executive power of the supreme ruler (summi rectoris) cannot be opposed (i.e. it 
is irresistible), and the verdict of the supreme judge (suprenu iudicis) cannot be altered 
(i.e. it is without appeal) . 

.... neither the sovereign [representative assembly] nor the ruler [executor] may pass 

jude;~ent; ~ey can only appoint judges as magistrates. The people judge themselves ... 

by JUnes .... 


In addition to these direct checks upon a possibly antirepublican representative assembly, I should 
also recall that at general election time, the citizenry would have the opportunity to replace any 
offending deputies with others who seemed to be more likely to defend the appropriate 
differentiation of functions and organs. In this sense, it is the electorate which is the "master" 
of the sovereign representative body. 

So far, these interpretations of Kant agree with the corresponding provisions of democratic 
monarchy. At the same time, I must repeat that Kant's words are frequently equivocal and 
incomplete as they stand so that they could as easily be read in support of a 'parliamentary' 
constitution with an elected head of state. In order fully to complete this claim of rough 
correspondence, however, it remains to be explained both why the 'unifying function' should be added 
to Kant's list of three "powers" (legislative, executive and judicial) and why the judicial and 
executive functions are better seen as just two ways in which the 'particularizing function' is 
appropriately performed. The latter conclusion in democratic monarchy leads to the formation of 
two parallel hierarchies of executives and administrators, on the one hand, and of judges and juries 
on the other hand, which together constitute the 'governing organ'. I have already argued that 
while they both are primarily concerned to apply the law of the land to particular and single 
cases, the way the two appropriately do this is different. Executives are charged to take 
initiatives while judges are not. My argument in favour of arranging the two hierarchies within 
the one 'governing organ' is that this not only makes pragmatic sense but that it most clearly 

(1) 9l'· cit.~ "The Metaphysics of Morals", Nisbet, p.141; Ladd, p.81. 
(2) Ibid., Ntsbet, pp.141-142; Ladd, pp.Sl-83. 
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demonstrates that this constitution is a structure of reason, i.e. both are more readily seen as 
applying the universal to the particular as can minor premises (when combined with universal 
premises) imply conclusions. In this way, a 'parliamentaty constitution' both distinguishes and 
relates the two manners in which laws can and should be applied. However, Kant's intimations of 
the logical basis for the difference between the executive and judicial functions are somewhat 
mistaken. In associating. the "minor premise" with the executive functions only, and the judicial 
function with the "conclusion" only, he loses sight of the fact that both executives and judges 
"subsume" single cases "under the general will". Equally, both arrive at "conclusions ... as to the 
rights or wrongs of each particular case".1 This is to say that both must exercise the "judgement" 
which "distinguishes instances where the rule applies".2 

In later chapters I will consider how democratic monarchy can more easily be seen to be rooted 
in Hegel's similar yet different explanation of how the functions are manifestations of the three 
logical "moments" of "generality, particularity and singularity" (Allgemeinheit, Besonderheit und 
Einzelheit). I can say now, however, that "generality" easily corresponds to Kant's "universally 
united will" of the "major premise" and that "particularity" corresponds to the "subsumption" of 
"each particular case" which relates both to the "minor premise" and the "conclusion". However, the 
way that "singularity'' relates to the findings of this chapter is not so obvious and it is to this 
question that we will now tum. 

The case will be argued more fully later but its thrust will be that the 'unifying function' 
discussed in Chapters One and Two correspond to the moment of "singularity". The unifying 
function, as will be recalled, fulfils the requirement that for a society to survive and especially 
to thrive rationally, there needs to be an overall consistency between the various statutes which 
constitute its laws, between the various executive and judicial decisions, and between these laws 
and these decisions. Kant implicitly seems to recognize the importance of this unity and although 
he does not explicitly translate this appreciation into an argument for a separate organ to be 
formally responsible for this vital function as Hegel and I do, a modem Kantian would seem to have 
no reason to resist this conclusion. Such a Kantian would seem to be put in this position, for 
example, by many of Kant's own phrases which seem clearly to recognize the need for this unity, 
~~. 1 

... the universally united will .... 
[Legislation] ... for a commonwealth ... req_uires freedom, eq_uality and unity of the will of 
all members. And the pre-requisite of umty, since it necessitates a general vote (if 
freedom and equality are both l?resent), is independence. This basic law, whic~ can come 
only from the general, united will of the people, is called the original contract. 
A republican constitution is founded upon three principles: firstly ... freedom for all ... 
men; secondly, the ... dependence of evetyone upon a si111Jlf common legislation (as 
subjects); and thirdly ... equality for evetyone (as citizen~)-
It is peiiectly true that the will of all individual men to hve in accordance with the 
princ1fles of freedom within a lawful constitution (i.e. the distributive unity of the will 
of all is not sufficient for (the goal of eternal peace to be attained) .... Before so 
difficult a problem can be solved, all men together (i.e. the collective unity of the 
combined wi~) must desire to attain this goal; only then can civil society exist as a 
single whole. 

It is also worth noting that my separation of the monarch from the governing organ does not 
substantially conflict with Kant's words where he charges the chief "executive" 5 (i.e. the monarch 
where there is one) with the task of appointing "ministers" and the public officials who serve them: 

... (rex, princeps) that moral or physical person who wields the executive power ... is the 
agent of the state who appoints ihe magistrates ... and ~eir superiors (ministers) who 
are responsible for admimstering the state (gubematio). 

(1) Ibid., Nisbet, p.138; Ladd, pp.77-78. 
(2) Op. cit., Nisbet, "On the Common Saying: 'This May be True in Theory, but it 

does not Apply in Practice"', p.61. 

3! Op. cit., 'The Metaphysics ....," Nisbet, p.138; Ladd, p.77. 

4 Op. cit., Nisbet, 'Theory and Practice", p. 76. 

5 Ql>. cit., Nisbet, "Perpetual Peace", p.99. 

'6 Ibtd., p.l17. 

'7 In democratic monarchy, the monarch is formally not only the chief executive but the chief 


le~islator and the chief judge as well. At the same time, the prime minister is the primary 
chief executive. 

(8) Op. cit., "The Metaphysics of Morals", Nisbet, p.141; Ladd, p.81. 
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This would seem to be just another way of interpreting the view of the monarch which Kant applauds 
when he reports that Frederick the Great "said that he was merely the highest servant of the 
state".1 Of course, this accords with the model constitution. Also within it, the monarch is at 
least formally always the highest state official. This is his or her figurehead role. He or she 
should only be the effective head of the executive as well when the caretaking role is thrust upon 
her or him by the absence of a working majority in the elected chamber and when only a weak prime 
minister can be found for appointment. 

This chapter has tried to show both that Kant offers no republican arguments which seriously 
threaten democratic monarchy and that most of his relatively few and unsystematic words can even 
be imaginatively construed to offer varying degrees of vague support for it. More surprisingly, 
perhaps, the next chapter will make similar claims about Marx's political theory. It will argue 
that democratic monarchy would be the best framework for Marx's "communal constitution". 

(1) Op. cit., Nisbet, "Perpetual Peace", p.lOl. 
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Up to a point, it could be said that the model constitution issues from a synthesis of Hegel and 
Marx's critique of him, that its monarchy comes from Hegel while its democracy comes from Marx. 
The remaining chapters will clarify the extent to which this simplification is true. Of course, 
this chapter concentrates on the Marxian element of this synthesis but it must be admitted that 
because Marx showed only scant interest in discussing either the constitutional details of existing 
states or of his own future communist sociecy, very little can be said with certaincy about what 
his view of 'democratic monarchy' might be. What is developed here as Marx's own ideal constitution 
has had largely to be constructed by me from the plausible implications of the relevant fragments 
which Marx scatters within several of his works. 

The least controversial claim is that Marx's preferred constitution is "democratic". The further 
suggestion, however, that by extension he should logically support democratic monarchy will 
probably seem much more doubtful to most readers. At the same time, some crude Marxists might 
want to dismiss even the first claim as trivial. They might go so far as to claim that the very 
notion of a Marxian ideal constitution is made void by his materialist approach to the analysis of 
history and sociecy. Such interpreters would say that every constitution is only a part of the 
"superstructure" and therefore could have no independent power to shape human life. They say that 
constitutional theories should be replaced by more fundamental economic analysis because political 
arrangements are ultimately determined by the dominant "mode of production" within any given 
"social formation". I refer to this as a 'crude' interpretation for several reasons. First, it 
ignores the inherent importance which Marx himself gives to thoughtful political activicy as 
displayed by his own strategic and tactical involvements before, within, and after the First 
International. Second, it fails to take account of those passages, such as the following, which can 
be read to suggest that Marx did have a conception of something like a model constitution in mind: 

... democracy is the essence of every pohtical constitution ... It stands related to other 
constitutions as the genus to its species; only here the genus itself appears ¥ an 
existent ... opposed to those existents which do not conform to the essence. 

Third, this overly deterministic interpretation of Marx relies on a simplistic understanding of 
Marx's occasional references to the "inevitable" 2 character of future events and upon narrow 
readings of such phrases as the following: 

It is not the consciousness of men that determines their existence, but their social 

existence that determines their consciousness.3 


... laws ... working themselves out with iron necessicy.4 


(1) 	 Karl Marx, Critique of Hegel's 'Philosophy of Right', edited by J. O'Malley and translated with 
AnnetteJolin, CUP, 1970, p.30. 

(2) 	 See for example, K Marx and F. Engels, 'The Manifesto of the Communist Parcy (1848", in The 
Revolutions of 1848, Harmondsworth, Penguin, 1973, pp.79 & 90; and Capital, Vol. I, Penguin, 1976, 
Postface, pp.f02 & 103. Also see the following for Marx's expression of confidence in the 
future, but with a less deterministic tone: 'The Civil War in France", p.232; "Speech on the 
Hague Con/?iress", p.326; both in The First International and After, Penguin, 1974. 

(3) 	 Preface to 'A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy", Early Writings, Penguin, 1975, 
p.425, Also seeK. Marx and F. Engels, The Gennan Ideology, Collected Works, Vol. 5. Lawrence & 
Wishart, London, 1976. p.37. 

(4) 	 Capital, ibid., p.91. 
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It overlooks the mutual shaping powers of body and mind which arguably are contained even in the 
above phrase, "social existence", especially when such as the following voluntaristic passages are 
considered: 

Men make their own history, but not rcompletely] of their own free will; not under 
circumstances they themselves have di.o~en but under the given and inherited circumstances 
with which they are directly confronted . 
... circumstances make men just as much as men make circumstances. 2 

Just as .... at an earlier period, a section of the nobility went over to the bourgeoisie, 
so now a portion of the bourgeoisie goes over to the proletariat, and in particular, a 
portion of the bourgeois ideologists, who have raised themselves }O the level of 
comprehending theoretically the historical movement as a whole. 
Malikind thus inevitably sets itself only such tasks as it is able to solve, since closer 
examination will always show that the problem itself arises only when the material 
conditions for its solution are already present or at least in the course of formation.4 

The next to the last extract above could be Marx's own explanation of how he, a child of a middle 
class family, came consciously to align himself with the proletariat after his study of "the 
historical movement as a whole". Fourth, a deterministic 5 rendering of Marx must be rejected in 
the light of Marx's recognition of human fallibility, e.g. he praised the Paris Commune for, 

... acting in bright daylight, with no pretensions to inJallibility ... not ashamed to 
confess blunders by correcting them. 6 

He also criticised the Commune for making various tactical mistakes, e.g. just before 21 March 1871, 
he judged that the, 

... Central Committee made itself .... guilty 9f a decisive mistake in not at once marching 
upon Versailles, then completely helpless .... 

Such recognition of a "mistake", as well as of any notions of skill, virtue and right would be 
irrelevant or impossible if all were completely determined by material processes and forces beyond 
human control. Therefore, the narrow materialist's attempt to dismiss our search for a general, 
prescriptive constitution in Marx will not detain us any longer. 

Marx both openly and implicitly declared his support for "democracy" and its institutions in 
pamphlets written from the 1840s to 1870s. Marx's "Critique of Hegel's 'Philosophy of Right"' (c. 
1843) gives us a striking example: 

The democratic element should )?e ... the actual element that acquires its rational form in 
the whole organism of the state. 

It is not until 1871, however, when Marx wrote about the Paris Commune in 'The Civil War in France" 
that he offers us something like a comprehensive outline of "really democratic institutions".9 He 
approvingly claimed that in its political practice and plan, the Commune had achieved "a government 
of the people by the people".1 0 More fundamentally, Marx sees democracy as providing the essential 
means for achieving the change from the capitalistic tu the communistic mode of production, i.e. he 
held that the Commune "at last discovered .... the political form .... under which to work out the 
economical emancipation of labour".11 

Marx never systematically presented his theory of the state but an examination of 'The Civil War 
in France" will help us to infer the outline of such a theory. Following Hegel, I usually use the 
term 'state' to denote 'that organized unity of a whole people which they recognize (at least 
tacitly) as sovereign'. In contrast, Marx uses the term more narrowly to refer only to such an 
authority in class societies. In this sense of the "state" as 'the agent of class rule', Marx 

1 'The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte", Surveys from Exile, Penguin, 1973, p.146.

2' The Gennan Ideology, op. cit., P.·54. 

'3 "Manifesto", op. cit., p.77, See ibid., p.52, for a similar passage. 

4 Preface to "A Contribution ....", op. Cit., p.426. 

5 The next chapter will offer a refUtation of 'total, external determinism'. 

6 "First Draft of 'The Civil War in France", op. cit., p.252, Also see p.219. 

7 Ibid., .1?.204. 

8 Op. Cit., p.l16. Implied endorsements for the following can also be found: "universal suffrage" 


(e.g. 'The Chartists" (1852), Surveys from Exile, op. cit., p.264; the freedoms of speech, press 
and association (e.g. 'The Eighteenth Brumaire", op. cit., p.186: " .... to simplify the state 
administration, reduce the army of officials as much as possible, and finally let civil society 
and public opinion create their own organs independent of the power of government", (and 'The 
Curtain Raised", The First International and After, op. cit., p.399); "popular sovereignty" (e.g. 
'The Eighteenth Brumaire", ibid., p.195) and "popular government" (e.g. 'The Curtain Raised", 
ibid.).

(9) Op. cit., p.212. (10) Ibid., p.217. (11) Ibid., p. 212. 
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occasionally refers to "the dictatorship of the proletariat" 1 as a "workers' state" 2 as well as to 
"the modem state",3 i.e. to what is more informatively, but rarely, called "the bourgeois state".4 

However, when Marx was writing about the Paris Commune, he seems to have adopted an even more 
restricted use. Here, "the state" referred exclusively to the bourgeois state, especially as it had 
evolved in mid~nineteenth century France, where "a centralized and organized governmental fower" 5 

had established itself so that it could coordinate and control the "great central state organs". 
Thus, he referred to the "state parasites" 7 with "jl;reat independence from society".8 He spoke of, 

The centralized state power, with its ubiquttous organs of standing army, police, 
bureaucracy, clergy, and judicature - organs wrought after the plan of a systematic and 
hierarchic ~vision of labour ... serving ... middle class society as a mighty weapon in its 
struggles ... 

It is this very restricted meaning of "the state" which I take him to intend when he wrote about 
what he took to be the Commune's correct view that, at least in France, 

.... the working class c~ot simply lay hold of the readymade state macllinery, and wield 
it for its own purposes. 

A month earlier, Marx had made the same point more dramatically in his famous letter to Kugelmann 
(12 April 1871) by saying that "the precondition for every real people's revolution on the 
continent" is not "to transfer the military-bureaucratic machine from one hand to another, but to 
smash it".11 Thus, the Commune sought "the reabsorption of the [bourgeoisie's] state powe.r by 
society,12 by "the communal form of political organization".13 

This was, therefore, a revolution not against this or that Legitimate Constitutional 
Republican or Imperialist form of state power. It was a revolution against the 
[bourgeois) state 1tself, this supernaturalist abortion of society, a resumption by the 
people of 1ts own social life. It was not a revolution to transfer it from one fraction 
of the rutin~ classes to the other, but revolution to break down this horrid machinery 
of [bourgems] class domination itself.1 

Accordingly, during its brief survival,1 5 the Commune began to "break down this horrid machinery". 
It did away with the police in Paris.1 6 It transformed the standing army (i.e. the Paris National 
Guard) into a "militia" or an "armed people" 1 7 whicll in peace time would require from each citizen 

1 8 19 

*

only an "extremely short term of service", but in war, "every able man". It sought to reduce 
the numbers of "functionaries" 2 0 as much as possible, transforming the remaining "officials of all 
branclles of the administration [and judges] 2 1 

••• into [elective] 2 2 responsible and revokable 
agents of the Commune ... at workmen's wages".2 3 

The "Commune" was also the name given to the democratically elected assembly which was to 
retain full legislative and executive powers 2 4 and thus to whicll the above "officials" were made 
responsible. Members of this assembly were elected by "universal suffrage" 2 5 from the 20 wards 
or "arrondissements" 2 6 of Paris. Members were to be responsible to their electorate, their 
election to be "revocable at short term" .2 7 In any case, as implied almost 30 years earlier in his 
"Critique of 'Hegel's Philosophy of Right'", Marx wants the "electors" to have "the option of 
deliberating and deciding themselves about public affairs or of delegating definite individuals to 
discharge these things ...".28 Thus, Marx would probably have favoured at least the 'recall' and 
'referenda' provisions outlined in Chapter One. 

(1) 	 'The Qass Struggles in France: 1848 to 1850" Surveys from Exile, op. cit., pp.61, 92 and 123; 
"Critique of the Gotha Programme" (1875), The First International, op. cit., p.355. Also see in 
'The Manifesto", op. cit., 'The sway of the proletariat" (pp.78 and 85) and "to raise the 
proletariat to the position of ruling class to win the battle of democracy'' (p.86). 

(2) 	 'The Qass Struggfes", op. cit.,p.84; "Conspectus of Bakunin's Statism and Anarclly", The First 

!
International, o,p. cit., p.337. 


3~ 'The Civil War , op. c1t., pp.206 and 211. (4) 'The Manifesto", op. cit., pp.74, 76 and 77. 

5 "Civil War", op. cit., p.250. (6) Op. cit., p.211. (7) Ibid., p211 and 247. (8) Ibid., p.250. 

9 lbid.,p.206. 

10) 'The Civil War", ibid., p.206. Marx implied that much the same problem would face the 

proletariat almost everywhere but specifically mentions Prussia and Austria on p.250. 


~ 
11~ K. Marx and F. Engels, Selected Worlcs, Vol. II, Lawrence & Wishart, London, 1962, p. 463. 

12 "Civil War", op. cit., p.250. (13) Ibid., p.254. (14) Ibid., p.249. 

15 From January 28, Marcil 3, 18 or 26, 1871 - depending on whicll event one judges to mark its 

beginning - to May 28, 1871. 


~ 
16~ "Civil War", oe. cit., pp.219, 251 and 268. (17) Ibid., pp.209 and 210. (18) Ibid., p.251. 

19 Ibid., p238. (20) Ibid., {I .210 and 251. (21) Ibid., p.210. (22) Ibid. (23) Ibid., .209.

24 Ibid. (25) Ibid. (26) Ibta, p.246. (27) Ibid., p.209. (28) O'Malley, op. cit., p.12~ 
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Marx goes on to report the Paris Commune's constitutional plans for the whole of France as follows: 
... the commune was to be the political form of even the smallest country hamlet ... The 
rural communes of every district were to administer their common affairs by an assembly 
of delegates in the central town, and these district assemblies were again to send 
deputies to the national delegation in Paris, each delegate to be at any time revocable 
and bound by the mandat imperatif (formal instructions) of his constituents. The few but 
important functions which stifl would remain for the central government .... were to be 
discharged by Communal, and therefore strictly responsible agents. The unity of the 
natiol! ~s not to be broken, but, on the contrary, to be organized by the Communal 
consututwn ... 

While asserting the democratic character of the Commune, Marx did not claim that it had achieved a 
change in the mode of production. Referring to the actual measures that it put into effect, he 
said that "there is nothing socialist in them except their tendency'' .2 It did "intend to abolish 
class property ... to make individual property a truth by transforming the means of production ... 
into mere instruments of free and associated labour".3 It did hope for the achievement of 
"communism ... , united cooperative societies ... to regulate national production upon a common plan".4 

Presumably, for these reasons, Marx occasionally called the Commune a "communal republic" 5 or a 
"social republic".6 For its international character 7 and perhaps for its moral superiority, he 
called it "the Universal Republic".8 Therefore, for Marx, the Commune is "the political form of 
social emancipation"? While it could "not do away with class struggles, through which the working 
classes strive to the abolition of all classes",1 0 the "Commune is ... the organized means of 
action" .1 1 It "affords the rational medium in which that class struggle can run through its 
different phases in the most rational and humane way".12 Marx repeats this claim and again 
undermines his crudely deterministic interpreters by saying that, 'The working class know that they 
have to pass through different phases of class struggle".13 They know that their "spontaneous 
action" in "the Communal form of political organization" 1 4 can make "great strides" in "the 
progressive work of time" toward "the superseding of the economical conditions of the slavery of 
labour", toward "a new organization of production".1 5 

Therefore, with the help of 'The Civil War in France", we have some idea of Marx's constitution 
for any future communist society: a democratic decision-taking system, with full legislative, 
executive and judicial powers held by a maximally devolved hierarchy of delegate assemblies. This 
"Communal constitution" 1 6 may not at first appear to be compatible with, let alone, as claimed 
here, to entail 'democratic monarchy' as its own prescriptive ideal. Before defending this view, 
however, the problem posed by two additional features of Marx's theory must be resolved. 

The first might be supposed to arise from the anticipation that in communist society, "the state 
.... withers away", as Engels put it.1 7 If "in true democracy the political state disappears",1 8 as 
Marx put it 20 years earlier, then perhaps there is no need for a constitution. If so, the ~estion 
of Marx's possible endorsement of the model constitution with its "hierarchic investiture" 1 need 
not arise. However, this problem only occurs because of the misunderstanding of what Marx means 
by "the state". It is clear that this future society will indeed need a constitution for its 'state' 
in my sense of the term: 'the sovereign organization of a society'. The problem is complicated 
somewhat by a second feature which was explicitly added to his suggestions for communist society 
in 1875 when Marx drew the distinction between "the first phase of communist society" and "a more 
advanced phase",2 0 the first having a "workers' state" and the second having no "state" at all. 
Marx also saw the first phase as quickly making the communistic mode of production dominant, at 
least in one country. However, it would not as yet have grown sufficiently beyond the bourgeois 
attitudes and these would require it to organize work on the principle of each worker receiving 
only in proportion to his or her labour. By contrast, in a more advanced phase, in addition to 

1) Ibid., p.210. (2) Ibid., p 262. (3) Ibid., p.213. (4) Ibid., p.213. (5) Ibid., p.255. 

6) Ibid., p.259. (7) Ibid., pp.216 & 239. (8) Ibid., p.239. (9) Ibid., p.252. (10) Ibid., p.253. 

11~ Ibid., p.253. (12) Ibid., p.253. (13) Ibid., p.253. (14) Ibid., p.254. (15) lbid., p.253. 

16 Ibid., p.210. 

17 F. Engels, Anti-Duhring (1878), Lawrence & Wishart, London, 1969 (1st printing 1947) p.333; 


translated more literally as "goes to sleep of itself ... dies off' (schlaft von selbst ein ... 

stirbt ab.) 


18~ "Critique of 'Hegel's Philosophy of Right"', op. cit., p.31. 
19 "Civil War", op. cit., p.211. 
20 Critique of the Gotha Programme", The First International, op, cit., p.347. ~ 
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having developed on a world wide scale, anti-communistic attitudes would have had to diminish and 
productive capacity expand sufficiently to allow a much different principle to apply: "From each 
according to his abilities, to each according to his needs!" 1 

The "bourgeois state" and "the worker's state" are only special cases of the "state" as 'the 
agent of class rule', i.e. of "the state" or "political power" understood as "the organized power of 
one class for subordinating (Unterdruckung) another".2 Accordingly, it is Marx's view that the 
bowgeois state should be transformed into the worker's state, into the first phase of communist 
society. In tum, the worker's state should eventually wither, "vanish",3 "die off',4 or be 
"superseded" 5 if a more advanced communist society is to be attained. In this latest society, "the 
public power (die offenliche Gewalt) will lose (verliert) its political character".6 Also, although 
Marx does not say so explicitly, we could quite plausibly suggest that he had it in mind for this 
"communal constitution" for France to be extended to the whole world, i.e. the advanced communist 
society. If so, the national assemblies would send delegates to a world assembly.7 Of such a 
phase, it could be truly said that it had allowed the "re-absorption of the state power by 
society" 8 that the, 

... few but important functions which still would remain for a central [world] government 
were to be discharged by Communal, and therefore strictly responsible agents .... unity to 
become a reality by the destruction of the state ~ower ... the merely repressive organs of 
the old governmental power ... to be amputated. 

Again, this world "public power" operating according to a "communal constitution", could be seen as 
just another formulation of the organized "anarchy'' which Marx claimed to be the appropriate goal 
for all socialists: 

To all socialists anarchy means this: the aim of the proletarian movement - that is the 
abolition of social classes - once achieved, the power of the state, which now serves only 
to keep the vast majority of producers under the yoke of a small minority oJ exploiters, 
will vanish, and the functions of government become purely administrative.1 

I construe "purely administrative" only to mean that the government within the sovereign 
organization of society would cease to be the agent of class subordination. 

Now that the two phased character of Marx's future society has been addressed, we can tum to 
the contentious claim that 'democratic monarchy' should be seen as the best model constitution for 
both phases, for the dictatorship of the proletariat and for classless society. This reconstruction 
of Marx's "Communal constitution" includes the plan that the 'elected chamber' would be at the head 
of the maximally devolved, yet hierarchically arranged, delegate assemblies of the world 
Accordingly, this chamber of the world would proportionately represent all the national, city or 
regional "communes", as well as all of the other voluntary 'associations', according to the electoral 
system of associational proportional representation (A.P.R) outlined in Chapter One. Such a 
communal assembly would seem fully to meet Marx's requirements. 

Still, on the face of it, the hereditary features of democratic monarchy would seem to conflict 
with almost everything Marx says both specifically in regard to the Prussian, French and British 
monarchies, and about monarchy in general. He refers, for example, to Hegel's constitutional 

1 Ibid. 

'2 "Manifesto", op. cit., p.87. 

'3 "The Alleged Splits in the International", The First International, op. cit., p.314. 

'4 Engels, op. cit. 

5 hebt ... auf, "Manifesto", op. cit., p.87. 

6 Ibid. 

'7 'The Commune was ... the truly national government" and yet "emphatically international", 'The 


Civil War", op. cit., p.216, cf. p.239. 

8) Ibid., p.250. 

9) Ibid., .21 0. 

10) 'The Alleged Splits", The First International, op. cit., p.313. ~ 
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monarchy as an "unhappy hybrid".1 Nevertheless, these attacks on monarchy need not be read as a 
threat to the essence of monarchy. Instead, they may be seen merely as understandable responses 
to the dominantly anti-democratic character of the monarchies of the Europe he was analysing, and 
to Hegel's clearly anti-democratic phrases. Thus, it is argued that Marx's energetic rejections of 
absolute, feudal and bourgeois monarchy, as well as of what he takes to be Hegel's monarchy, do not 
weaken the case for democratic monarchy.2 The need to defend the model from his particular 
attacks is obviated by the fact that it diverges from these monarchies just at those points which 
are vulnerable. It is a thoroughly democratic organization of popular sovereignty while they were 
not. Moreover, the distinctive ability of an hereditary head of state to provide both the best 
symbol of a society's unity and a unique institutional guarantee against the total breakdown of the 
rule of reason enables the model to accept one more of Marx's scathing jibes against Hegel as a 
compliment to itself. Marx wrote that hereditary institutions are based on "zoology''.3 Indeed, the 
monarch dramatically sounds the alarm that "zoology" always rules when 'rational humanity' fails. 
The model provides the best institutional guarantee for the achievement, maintenance or restoration 
of rational living even in 'the human zoo'. For the same reasons, Marx would have logically to 
praise rather than ridicule this sort of monarchy as "the last charm against anarchy" .4 

(1) 	 "Critique of Hegel's 'Philosophy of Right", op. cit., p.83. Taken out of context, some of Marx's 
phrases mi~ht, however, seem to mark his acceptance of monarchy as desirable, e.g. "a ... 
developed Idea of democracy. Democracy is the truth of monarchy, monarchy is not the truth of 
democracy .... the monarchical moment is no contradiction within democracy'' (Ibid., p.29). 
Presumably, Marx did not intended "monarchical moment' to mean 'an hereditary head of state' 
here but only the abstractly perceivable and complex 'unity' which "a ... developed idea of 
democracy'' must have. The fact that these phrases are embedded within an unrelenting attack 
upon monarchy would seem to counsel this mterpretation. However, even if these words probably 
do not constitute an obscure confirmation of the model, they may remind us of the argument 
that an hereditary head of state can best both symbolize and help guarantee the complex unity 
which a real democracy must achieve and repeatedly renew. Again, if taken out of context, the 
following passages suggestin~ that communism might emerge peacefully within the monarchies of 
Britain and Holland, might Imply that he could agree with the model constitution: 'The workers 
will have to seize political power one day in order to construct the new organization of labour; 
they will have to overthrow the old politics which bolster up the old institutions .... We know 
that heed must be paid to the institutions, customs and traditions of the various countries, and 
we do not deny that there are countries, such as America and England, and if I was familiar 
with its institutions, I rni~ht include Holland, where the workers may attain theirfoal by 
peaceful means. That bemg the case, we must recognize that in most continenta countries the 
lever of the revolution will have to be force; a resort to force will be necessary one day in 
order to set up the rule of labour" ("Speech on the Hague Congress" (1872) The First 
International, op. cit., p.324.). Marx does not explicitly say that it is the democratic 
institutions of these three countries which might make a peaceful road to communism possible, 
but this implication, especially in the case of England, is strongly suggested by Marx words 
twenty years earlier in 1852 when he was discussing "universal suffrage", one of the Chartist's 
six points: "the carrying of universal suffrage in England would ... be a far more socialist 
measure than anythin_g which has been honoured with that name on the continent. Its inevitable 
result, here (Englandj, is the political supremacy of the working class" ('The Chartists", Surveys 
from Rtile, op. cit., p.264.). Similarly, in the July of 1871, Marx is reported to have said in an 
mterview, "In England ... the way to show political power lies open to the working class. 
Insurrection would be madness where peaceful agitation would more simply and surely do the 
work" ('The Curtain Raised", The First International, op. cit., p.395.). Later, Lenin recalled the 
relevant passages of Marx and Engels which this chapter has already quoted. He argued not 
only that "democracy'' (V. I. Lenin, The State and Revolution, Foreign Languages Publishin~ House, 
Moscow, r..31) woufd also "wither away" with the "proletarian state", but that Marx's assertron of 
the need to smash the bureaucratic military machine" (ibid., p.64) had also made it clear that 
violence would be necessary in all modem states since they had developed the sort of 
centralized state apparatuses which had characterized mid-nineteenth century France. While this 
Leninist gloss on Marx is plausible, Marx's own words are ambiguous enough to allow us to see 
him as continuing to accept that a peaceful path might be possible even in such states as long 
as they also contained strong democratic assemblies which, because they represented civil 
society, might be able to prevent the "bureaucratic-military machine" from acquiring such a 
great and dan~erous independence. Having suggested that the above passage mil{ht indicate 
Marx's own Willingness to accept a very limited monarchy for his communist societies, I must 
again emphasize that nowhere does he make this explicit, and ilie tone of almost everything he 
wrote would much more easily lead us to su~ose the opposite. Therefore, perhaps the most 
that can be said is that his words never exphcrtly exclude 'democratic monarchy'. 

2~ See Chapter Twelve. 
3 "Critique of 'Hegel's Philosophy of Right'", op.cit., p.106. 
4 'The Eighteenth Brumaire", op.cit., p.218. ~ 
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These justifications remind us of the positive reasons why a follower of Marx should logically 
embrace democratic monarchy as his or her own model. A future communist society, like all 
societies will have to face the previously discussed possibility that 'working majorities' may 
evaporate or fail to materialize in the first place. Also, in the light of socialism's 
egalitarianism, it must be recalled that the model would allow a monarchy within a communist 
society to be significantly different, both in relative scale and in style, from most past and 
existing monarchies. Great reductions in the monarch's private wealth and in the size of the civil 
list would probably be seen as appropriate. 'Communist monarchy' certainly need not be like the 
mid-nineteenth century British monarchy about which Marx commented: "Royalty, with its 'barbarous 
splendours' its court, its civil list and its flunkeys ...".1 

Marx's own implicit acceptance of the possible failure of 'working majorities' can be inferred 
both from what he does and does not say. For example, he does not deny that, 
1) even in a classless society, conflicts may still arise from non-class differences, e.g. age, 

personal, psychological, pathological, opinion; 
2) 	 in order to minimize the chances that communist society will fall absent mindedly or be pushed 

unwittingly into becoming another class society, it is necessary for each new generation to be 
educated about the historical origins of advanced communist society, about the residual dangers 
which all societies must continue to face and about the reasons for seeing communism as the 
best imagined for humankind. 

The first assumption is never voiced by Marx but it would save him from the charge of utopianism. 

It is also a possible implication of his praise of the Paris Commune for making delegates and 

officials both "responsible and revokable". Similarly, the following two implicit endorsements of 

the parliamentary form would seem to rest on the same assumption: 

a) his criticism of "the National Assembly" of the Second French Republic, twenty years earlier, 


''when it lost control of the ministerial portfolios" .2 

b) his criticism of the same republic's "two heads at the top".3 

Parliamentary control of the "portfolios" and the possession of a single "head" would not be 
necessary for an advanced communist society unless he thought disagreements and conflicts were 
thought to be possible. 

The second assumption concerning the necessity of education would not seem to be at all 
controversial. Thus, we can turn immediately to the task of explaining how the continued need for 
the appropriate education of each new generation will tend to be directly and indirectly facilitated 
by the institutions of democratic monarchy better than by any other known constitution. It is 
contended here that as an institution, an hereditary head of state is an essential part of the 
communal constitution which would encourage better than any other the development in each new 
generation of a conscious appreciation of the real foundations, the inherent dangers, and the 
ethical superiority of the classless society in which it lives. First, the apparent contradiction in 
public life of having, on the one hand, a hereditary head and, on the other hand, a reflective and 
sophisticated working majority and its government which confine the crown to ceremonial functions 
provides an empirically real anomaly. This seeming contradiction could spur developing minds to 
question, and, perhaps by something like a Socratic dialogue, eventually to appreciate its 
dialectical explanation. It would seem to be the best paradox to stimulate the study and thought 
which has the prospect of fmding a philosophically correct understanding of the complex 
foundations upon which enduring public life in a classless society could rest. It displays a 
patterned paradox which would help to lead the pre-rational mind to a rational conception of public 
life. Nature and human history provide the foundations for all societies and classless society 
would be no exception. The special educational advantage which having a communal monarchy would 
offer to a communist society is that such a constitution would be a relatively visible miniature of 
the complex natural and historical realities which had produced this constitution and society. By 
study and thought, the monarch's attainment of office by birth could be seen by a Marxist to recall 
the quite natural self-assertiveness which some humans were led to display over others in social 
formations prior to advanced communism. Because these societies were dominated by the "primitive 
communistic",4 

ll'The Chartists", op. cit., p.262. 
2 'The Eighteenth Brumaire", op. cit., p.160. 

3 Ibid., .186. 

4 The 'cferman Ideology, op. cit., p.33; "Manifesto, op. cit. p.65 & p.67n.13 (Engels); Gmndrisse,
l

Harmondsworth, Penguin, 1973, p.107. 
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"ancient" 1 slave, "asiatic",2 "feudal",3 or "bourgeois" 4 modes of production, this required natural 
self-assertiveness to become the paternalistic, arbitrary, or egoistic rule of some over others. 
Communal monarchy would thus preeminently record in its own institutions the great extent to which 
this self-assertiveness had been tamed in classless society through a long historical process to 
become the rational selfdetermination of the whole species. 

To the extent that the study and thought of each generation thus comes to appreciate its 
society's institutions as the forms by which the species has come to maximize the quality and 
quantity of rational living, it would see the ethical superiority of communist society over all 
previous social formations. This should help each person to develop the conscious resolve to 
sustain classless society against any residual or recurring threats. One of these was posed above: 
the possible loss of a voluntary working majority in the communal assembly. Such a loss, 
especially if prolonged, would both mark and encourage a degree of social disintegration which 
could lead to the reassertion of class society. If the communal constitution were also monarchical 
in the sense of the model, this loss would require the monarch, in the context of the 'state 
prerogative council', to appoint the prime minister at his or her own unconfined discretion. 
Therefore, in democratic monarchy, this loss is dramatically signalled by the public activity of its 
institutions. The monarch's caretaking role both marks and helps to limit the damage which might 
otherwise follow a collapse of a working majority and the relative loss of collective rationality 
which such a contingency embodies. The monarch's appointment of a prime minister in such 
circumstances would both broadcast the danger and give a people and its communal assembly some 
time to recreate a working majority before it is too late. It would both highlight the problem and 
give some additional time for a rational solution to be found. The monarch's unconfined 
appointment of a prime minister helps a people and its representatives consciously and 
constructively to respond to the natural and historical truth that unless they assert themselves 
rationally through majority self-rule, they will be ruled by some person's or by some minority's 
paternalistic, arbitrary or egoistic self-assertion. The power vacuum will be filled one way or 
another. Democracy is the 'carrot'; monarchy is the symbol of the 'stick'. Thus, if Marx is 
interpreted to have both assumed that, 

1) majorities may not always be secured even in the advanced communist society, and that 
2) each new generation in such a society must be educated about the foundations, dangers and 

superiority of classless society, 
then a communal or democratic monarchy should also be his model constitution. 

With regard to Hegel's part of the synthesis mention earlier, later chapters will also examine 
those passages, which were probably not available to Marx. Some of these will be seen perhaps to 
have a democratic implication. The most striking example is offered by the editor's addition to 
paragraph 29ff where he says that "it is of the highest importance" that "the multitude ... become 
organized for only so is it ... powerful".6 In spite of a few such hints, it is true that Hegel's 
words more usually discourage a democratic interpretation, even when they are ambiguous or suffer 
from what Marx calls Hegel's "stylistic peculiarity".7 Therefore, Hegel's unadulterated words 
clearly make a thoroughly democratic construction impossible. A reconstruction is necessary. Thus, 
the model constitution could be said to arise, for example, from my agreement with Marx's criticism 
of Hegel's insistence that the monarch should have the right to appoint his ministers at his own 
"unconfined discretion".8 As we have seen, democratic or communal monarchy would require the 
leader of the majority party in the elected chamber automatically to be appointed as prime 
minister. The second clearly anti-democratic paragraph is not discussed by Marx. It places the 
conduct of foreign affairs "directly and solely'' 9 in the hands of the monarch instead of in those 
of the foreign minister and cabinet with the support of the working majority.1 0 

(1) 	 The German ~deol?W• op. cit., p.33; "Manifesto" op. cit., 85; Preface to "A Contribution", op. cit. 
p.426; Grnrulnsse, tbtd. pp.105-7. 

(2) 	 Preface to "A Contribution", ibid., p.426; Grnrulrisse, ibid., p.106. 
(3) 	 "Manifesto", op. cit., p.68; Preface to "A Contribution", ibid., p.426; Grurulrisse, ibid., pp.106 & 

107. 

Manifesto", op. cit., e.g. pp.71 & 83. 

Rechts, PP290Z. 

See Chapter Twelve. 

"Critique of Hegel's 'Philosophy of Right'", op. cit., p.13. 

Rechts, PP283. 


9 Ibid., PP329. 

10) See Chapter Twelve. 
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Let us conclude with the assertion which will be elaborated more fully in Chapter Ten: the 
model is not only the most rational constitution, it offers an ideologically neutral organization of 
society. Accordingly, it allows the maintenance of capitalism or the establishment of communism. 
It allows either to be lost or restored depending on the current will of the people. 

This chapter has sought to show why a follower of Marx should logically endorse democratic 
monarchy as his or her own general prescriptive guide. Future chapters will consider why followers 
of Hegel should come to the same conclusion. The next chapter, however, both lays the 
methodological foundations which will guide these later chapters and which have implicitly provided 
the grounds upon which this and all previous chapters have rested. 
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c h a p t e r s i x 
METHODOLOGY AND 
' P H I L 0 S 0 P H I C A L N E C E S S I T Y ' 

The first five chapters have sought both to introduce democratic monarchy and to test it 
against various republican arguments. Before I continue to assess it with regard to Hegel's 
philosophy in the last six chapters, however, this chapter will stand back from the specific 
constitutional arguments for a moment in order to pursue a higher level methodological question, 
'How is it philosophically possible to resolve conflicts between competing theories of whatever 
sort'? The answer to this question will have a much wider import than the precise concerns of this 
book yet it will involve, by implication, the outlining of the general method by which democratic 
monarchy is shown to be the best model constitution. Thus, this method will be seen to order the 
investigations contained in the remaining chapters just as it has been the implicit guide for the 
arguments in the earlier chapters. 

If the method proves to be valid for the examination of all competing theories, even those in 
conflict with each other about questions of method, this is partly made possible by its being 
'reflexive' in the sense of being 'self-critical'. It includes the philosophical demand that the best 
methodological framework must contain a self-critical perspective. This framework can be describe 
with regard to its aim which is to search for a 'philosophical necessary' theory. Such a theory is 
an alternative expression for 'truth' and it will be define shortly. However, it will be helpful to 
recall Chapter Three's suggestion that our methodology has been largely suggested by Plato's 
"dialectic". Like Plato, I expect that conflicts between theories will be best resolved and truth 
found in the context of an extended Socratic dialogue. For this reason, I occasionally want to 
write in the first person plural. This is one way for me to register my understanding both of my 
methodology and of my constitutional arguments as being distillations of many real and imaginary 
discussions with others (with friends, colleagues, students, and with a number of political and 
philosophical works). It also serves to suggest the hope that this book may stimulate 

1continuations of Plato's intersuhjective process. Previous chapters have repeatedly deployed the 
terms 'rational', 'reason' and 'rationality' in these Platonic ways. This chapter's specification of 
our methodology provides a more complete definition of these terms. It makes clear how the central 
claim, that democratic monarchy is the most rational constitution, amounts to the contention that 
its institutions would best foster the resolution of conflicts by deliberations which approximate to 
investigations in search of a philosophically necessary theory. 

The methodological framework argued for here is such that it will not be easily rejected, 
whether one has positivist, empiricist, materialist, rationalist or idealist leanings. This is so 
because it is rooted in each of these approaches. At least, it may provide an item on the agenda 
for any philosophical.search for the best methodology. Again, this approach requires the scrutiny 
of competing theories in search of a 'philosophically necessary' theory. Such a theory would have 
to be seen in our dialogue as comprehensive and to have flawlessly passed all known tests: 
experiential, logical, and comparative. 

(1) 	 Kant says that the "touchstone whereby we decide whether our holding a thing to be true is 
conviction or mere persuasion is ... external, namely, the possibility of communicating it and 
finding it to be valid for all human reason". The Critique of Pure Reason, op. cit., A820, B848. 
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Comprehensiveness 
The demand that a philosophically necessary theory be comprehensive requires that it be 

concerned with all the areas of sensuous and non-sensuous experience 1 of which we are aware to 
date. This is to say that it must address itself to all the empirical evidence of the world coming 
to us through our five senses as well as to every other awareness which may not be entirely 
reducible to such sensuous experience. A comprehensive theory would thus have to give an account, 
for example, of matter, light, plants, and historical events, as well as, of our emotions, dreams, 
reasoning processes and the abstract categories 2 of thought itself. Such demands make it clear 
that a comprehensive theoty would have to integrate within itself not only a political theoty but, 
for example, theories of nature (the physical sciences), of psychology, of society and of the whole 
of human histoty. This is to say that a political theoty which could claim philosophical necessity 
would have to show how it is an integral part of a comprehensive theory. Of course, it must be 
admitted that most if not all known political theories fall far short of this requirement but this 
chapter is only concerned to outline the methodological conditions of our attaining what seems to 
be the highest possible aim of human enquiry: philosophical necessizy. This is not to say that it 
has ever been achieved or that it can be easily secured by us. 
Not Absolute Necessity 

Before going on to discuss the three remaining conditions for philosophical necessizy 
(experimental, logical and comparative tests), it should also be made clear that even if we were 
ever to judge a theoty to be philosophically necessary, we could never claim it to be 'absolute'. 
This is the case in spite of the other grand-sounding adjectives which have been used to describe 
it: 'all', 'comprehensive' and 'necessaty'. Philosophical necessizy is not 'absolute necessizy'. 
Absolute necessicy- is humanly unachievable because it would give an account of all experience 
past, present and future, i.e. an account which would leave us no doubts as to its truth. 
Philosophically speaking, while we must by definition eliminate all our specific doubts about a 
theoty before we could authorize its being called philosophically necessaty, we could not remove all 
our vague doubts. For example, the vague doubt seems irremovable that tomorrow may bring a new 
perspective which may require us to modify or reject the theory which we currently judge to be 
philosophically necessaty. The difference between specific and vague doubts is that in a specifzc 
doubt we have a definite test or enquiry in mind which we have not yet conducted. Depending on 
the results, we see exacdy how it may force us to reject or modify the theory under review. For 
the unavoidable, residual vague doubts we would have no such precise anticipation. Instead, they 
arise from our recognition that we have neither read all that has been written nor have we had 
dialogues with all living philosophers. Similarly, we are aware that new readings of works 
previously read may produce significantly new perspectives. Such doubts are said to be vague 
because with them we as yet have no specific reason to think that this or that new experiment, 
this or that new book, this or that re-reading, or this or that new discussion will provide us with 
a crucial test of the theory in question. We recognize that they may do, but we have no specific 
anticipation of how. As soon as we have such an anticipation; the theory under discussion cannot 
claim the title of philosophical necessity until it survives the new specific test. Just before 
this test, the theoty could be called 'the best', or 'the unrefuted', but not the 'philosophically 
necessary' theory. We would have had to eliminate all our specific doubts about a theory before we 
could judge it to be philosophically necessary, i.e. all the specific doubts which any participant in 
our intersubjective search is able to sustain. If the dialogue is able to remove all such doubts 
for a time, for that time, the theory under review would appropriately be granted the status of 
philosophical necessizy, never absolute necessity. This holds even if we recognize the remote 

(1) 	 I am using "experience" (Erfahrung) differently from Kant. For him, it is equivalent to 
"empirical knowledge" which issues from the arranging of "appearances" (Erscheinun~en) and 
"sensations" ~Emfmdungen) under the "Categories" (Kategorie) of the "understanding (Verstand)
and its "laws (Gesetzen). Instead, I use 'experience' as a blanket term also to include evety 
other possible ttem of consciousness, e.g. also what Kant calls "thought-entities (Gedenkendinge, 
Gedankenwesen), "imagination" (Einbildung), "thinking" (Denken), "representations" (Vorstellungen), 
and "ideas" (Ideen). While Kant's use refers to the result of a mediating process, my use also 
includes those seemingly isolated or only vaguely related items which may only be immediately 
present in our consciousness at any given time. These items, so to speak, are awaiting 
mediation, i.e., awaiting analysis and synthesis into the consciously worked out, articulate and 
unified whole which is a 'theoty'. 

(2) 	 Also in contrast to Kant's "categories" which only refer to those .Prime and pure "concepts" 
(Begriff) under which "appearances" are to be organised. I use It as an equivalent for the 
many concepts and "conceptions" which together compose Hegel's philosophical system. 
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possibility that a theory which one day attained this status might year after year maintain this 
position. As time passed, people would tend to view it with more and more confidence and it would 
justly retain this status perpetually if it happened to coincide with the humanly unachievable 
absolute theory mentioned above. This is to say that while we might some day formulate a theory 
which is absolute, we could never know that we had done so. This is to say that, with one 
exception, a philosophically necessary theory could coincide with the absolute theory. If this 
happened, we could not know that it had happened. The unavoidable exception would be our Jack of 
the knowledge that we posses:>ed the absolute theory. The inescapable presents of the vague doubts 
make it impossible for the absolute and the philosophically necessary to coincide in this respect. 
We could never exclude the sort of vague doubts discussed above.1 

Another example of such irremovable doubts would seem .to arise from the imaginable possibility 
that the world of our experience may contain an infinite number of irreducible potential 
experiences. Here, 'irreducible' means 'not capable of being seen as just another instance of a type 
of experience already noted by us'. If the world is composed of such an infinity (and we could 
never know with certainty one way or the other), we could be perpetually prevented from ever 
formulating a theory which we considered to be 'comprehensive', let alone 'philosophically 
necessary'. This prevention could be effected by our continually being exposed to at least one new 
seemingly irreducible experience before we had time to integrate the previous one into our 
currently leading theory. We must also emphasize the fact that it would seem that we could never 
exclude the possibility of this infinity even if we had achieved a theory which seemed to be 
philosophically necessary. We could not exclude it because our securing of such a theory may 
have been possible only because of our experience of but a segment of this infinity? The next 
chapter argues that this denial of absolute necessity leads us to interpret Hegel's "conception of 
Reason" just as one of his names for his system. This system is read to aspire to the status of 
philosophical not absolute necessity. This is the case in spite of the fact that Hegel frequently 

(1) 	 These claims for 'philosophical necessity', like Hegel's many suggestions that we as "spirit" may 
come to know the "Infinite" (e.g. Enz. f, PP60Z) and see Chapter Seven), might easily be seen as 
conflicting with Kant's many assertions that we can never "know'' the "thing in itself' (die 
Sache an sich selbst) or "noumenon". However, to the reader who is so disposed, this conflict 
may not necessarily be interr.reted to be present in Kant's words. For example, we might read 
Kant's denial of the knowabdity of noumenon as just another way of referrin~ to the 
unavoidable 'vague doubts' discussed here. This mterpretation would be facilitated first by 
seeing noumenon as just another name for "the ground of the order of the world" (op. cit., 
Critique of Pure Reason A696, B724). Thus, it seems that the search for 'philosophical 
necessity' would require such a concept as the 'absolute theory' or "the thing in itself' (called 
"Reason" in Chapter Seven) in order to think about and to interpret the "world of appearance" 
(A802, B830). The same concept seems to be a condition for reconciling this world with the 
"experience" of "practical freedom" (A802, B830 and A803, B831). In Kant's idiom, noumenon or 
"the ground of the order of the world" is a necessary "idea" whiCh is not "experienced" or 
"known" but "thou~ht". As a necessary thought, therefore, I see that it would have to have a 
defined place within a philosophically necessary theory, just as does the concept of an 
'absolute theory'. Kant writes, and I agree, that "noumenon" is a condition for interpreting, 
rather than itself being, "an object of our sensible intuition" (B307). Accordingly, he says 
that he accepts the so-called "negative" (rather than the "positive") meaning of noumenon for 
which "it is still an open question whether the notion of noumenon be not a mere form of 
concept, and whether .... an object whatsoever is left" (A253). If noumenon or the thing-in
itself were thus taken to the "ground of the order" in this "negative" sense, Kant's position 
might also be seen as compatible with Hegel's claims in spite of Kant's repeated phrases which 
suggest the contrary. We might consider, as well, whether our inability to determme with 
complete certainty whether a given philosophically necessary theory wliolly coincides with the 
'absolute theory' might not be an instance of what Kant calls a "determinate knowledge of the 
ignorance which for us is unavoidable" (A767, B795). 

(2) 	 Kant seems to rve expression to similar 'vague doubts' when he says, for example, that the 
"regulative idea of God as "deistic" (ibid., A675, B703) is "postulated only problematically ... 
in order that we may view all connections of the things of the world of sense as if they had 
their ground in such a being" (A681, B709). He says that this being or this "something we 
cannot think otherwise than on the analogy of a real substance" (A675, B703), ''we must think" it 
in "the pursuit of that complete systematic unity in our knowledge to which reason at least 
sets no limits". As such it is thought to be the ground of this unity of appearances but, as 
he says of the grounds of the soul, "simplicity and other properties of substance are intended 
to be only a schema ... not the actual ground of the soul [for] these may rest on altogether 
different ~ounds, of which we know nothin~" (A683, B71i). Thus Kant refers to such "regulative 
ideas" as devices" (A676, B704) or as "heunstic fictions" (A771, B799) which must be assumed 
not in the "absolute" but in the "relative sense" (A676, B704). 
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refers to this conception as the crowning achievement of "absolute spirit" (Geist). This is read as 
equal to saying that it appears to be "comprehensive", 'complete', 'reflexive' or "in-and-for-itselr'.1 

More than Scientific Necessity 
Also, before turning to consider the experiential, logical and comparative tests for philosophical 

necessity, it will be convenient at this juncture to distinguish 'scientific' from 'philosophical' 
necessity. In order to attain 'scientific necessity', a theory need not intend to be comprehensive 
but need only relate to a segment of our experiences. Nevertheless, such a theory must flawlessly 
pass all the experiential tests for that segment as well as the relevant logical and comparative 
tests discussed more fully below. This distinction between 'philosophy' and 'science' follows one of 
Hegel's uses which has the ancient meaning (e.g. Aristotle's) referring to any systematic treatment 
of an area of experience, e.g. mathematics and ethics as well as physics. This use contrasts with 
the more modem empiricist and positivist meanings which prefer to reserve the term for those 
bodies of knowledge which can be decisively tested by our five senses. 'Science' can also refer to 
non-sensuous experiences as it does in Hegel's "science of logic". If the area of experience to be 
studied by a 'science' is defined philosophically, then a relevant theory in this field which became 
seen as scientifically necessary might also secure the status of philosophical necessity. This is 
because to defme a science 'philosophically' is explicitly to place it within a comprehensive 
theory. On the other hand, if the area of the science in question is not defined philosophically 
but only tacitly or arbitrarily, then theories concerning it could attain no higher status than 
'scientific necessity'. 
A Comprehensive Theory Must Both Be Descriptive and Evaluative 

Within our non-sensuous experience there seems to be only two sorts of motives for theorizing. 
We want to know both what is the case and what ought to be the case. We want a philosophically 
necessary theory which both describes and evaluates. Since both are concerns within our non
sensuous experience, both must be answered by a theory which claims to be comprehensive. To use 
Hegel's terms, both must be seen as "moments" of one "totality''. While the questions of is and 
ought are distinguishable, they are not separable. Each logically depends upon the other. Even the 
physicist who simply enjoys the attempt to understand the laws of motion is at least implicitly 
affirming the human value of understanding 'the is' of the world. This example serves also to 
emphasizes that here, the term 'descriptive theory' is being used in a wider than usual sense. It 
includes abstract descriptions like those expounded through casual laws and Weberian "pure types" 
as well as the simple empirically concrete reports of past or present events and entitles. Thus, 
the following interrelated list of empirical science concerns are also called 'descriptive': casual, 
·explanatory, predictive and probabilistic theories. In contrast, the term 'evaluative' refers to all 
arguments concerned to specify what ought to be the case in the world. It includes all those 
theories which are more commonly called moral, ethical, normative or prescriptive. It will be 
argued that, in some ways, the evaluative as well as the descriptive aspects of a theory are 
subject to the tests of experience, as well as to the tests of comprehensiveness, logic, and 
comparison. 
A Comprehensive Theory Must be Reflexive 

A truly comprehensive theory would have to be 'reflexive'. It must be 'self-critical' in the 
sense of including within itself a scrutiny of its own foundations: it would have to give an 
account of its own history and conceptual generation. It would have to include its own 
epistemology (i.e. a theory about the appropriate criteria for assessing the validity of competing 
methods for the discovery of knowledge. 2 Plato's theory in The Republic was not completely 
reflexive because he admittedly relied on similes and myths when such questions were raised, e.g. 
the simile of the cave. Kant's Critique of Pure Reason is a challenging example of this reflexive, 
philosophical pursuit and Hegel frequently addressed himself to these reflexive questions in his 
system and in his history of philosophy. Marx's brief discussions of the relations between material 

(1) 	 This meaning would appropriately not exclude the 'vague' doubts which must always remain and 
which ceaselessly invite us to discover new questions, arguments and tests. 

(2) 	 'Knowledge' here is not restricted to Kant's use which usually refers only to a valid account of 
"al?pearances". My use desiguates valid accounts of any area of consciousness, including moral 
pnnciples. Kant says rather that such principles are "indispensably necessary'' (A328, B385) in 
relation to human activity while I say that they are 'philosophically necessary'. I take this 
only to be difference of words. 
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social history, ideologies, and science also provide outline answers to these questions. 1 

Experiential Tests 
It will be more convenient, first, to discuss the tests of experience which a theory would have 

to pass before it could achieve the status of 'scientific necessity'. The extra demands made by 
philosophical necessizy will be added later. The tests of experience require that a theory be 
compatible with the relevant sensuous (i.e. empirical) or non-sensuous elements about which we are 
aware. 'Compatibility' requires a descriptive theory 1) accurately to report the concrete area of 
experience concerned and 2) to present a fully adequate abstract description of this area. An 
abstract description uses theorized concepts, categories and definitions. It will be seen as 
adequate if these seem to capture the essence of the relevant area. If so, the theory explains how 
each item is an example of the logical linkage discussed in the next section. For the empirical 
sciences, descriptions are correctly argued by Popper and others to be abstractly adequate if they 
constitute causal theories which are also predictive. This makes them empirically testable. In 
this case, compatability requires the predictions to square with the events predicted. If a 
predicted event does not occur, the theory is said to be "falsified",2 i.e. demonstrated to be 
somewhat mistaken. The non-sensuous descriptions of others can be tested by our own introspective 
experiences. We can report them to each other and we can discuss them. An example of such a 
description has already been provided by the earlier assertion that, philosophically, we want both 
to describe and to evaluate. Each of us can check this and any other non-sensuous description both 
by introspection and by discussion. 

The experiential testing of evaluative theories again requires compatibility. The evaluative 
theory must be relevant to the area of experience concerned, i.e. it must be able to specify the 
extent to which each factor within that area is or is not as it ought to be. If the knower of both 
'the is' and 'the ought' of a given situation consequently believes that he or she has the power to 
change some factors in the direction of how they should be, then he or she is logically required by 
his or her evaluative theory to act accordingly. Such a knower ought logically to be such an 
actor. An evaluative theory in such circumstances is also a prescriptive theory. A given 
evaluative or prescriptive theory may prove to be inadequate when measured against this 
experiential test because it does not offer evaluations (or prescriptions) on each factor within a 
situation in question. The theory's formulation may be too vague or it may have been originally 
framed for a different age and so its implications for some contemporary question may not be 
obvious. For example, because Plato's definition of justice was formulated in relation to the 
ancient Greek world, the evaluative implications of this definition for the question of proportional 
representation in modem Britain are by no means obvious. Until someone has devoted the time and 

(1) 	 There are certain methodological and ~olitical similarities between the views here and those of 
Jiirgen Habermas. His "critique" or "cntical sociology" also includes an "intersubjective 
structure" Theory and Practice, Heinemann, London 1974, p.28) and a reflexive element (pp.3, 24, 
37, 37, 79, 153, 211, 254 and 276). He also seeks "a comprehensive concept of rationality .... 
that does not hesitate to reflect on its own interrelationship with the historical sta~e of 
development attained by the knowing subjects ...(p.280). While he does not explicitly discuss 
specific constitutional arrangements, my democratic monarchy's capacity to help maximize 
rationality would seem to complement many of his phrases, e.g. "Critiq_ue... only finds its own 
rationality in its partisanship for rationality' (p.276); "moving forward m the direction of 
emancipation", "enlightened communication to be institutionalized in the political sphere", 
"dissolution of all substantial fonns of domination", "noncompulsive consensus" (p,278); "social 
intercourse which ultimately is freed from the compulsion and domination of nature - and 
thereby achieves the political autonomy of adult maturity'' (p.261); "the institutional 
preconditions for practical discourse among the general public" <p.3); a constitution which would 
both allow for "a i:lecentralized and uninhibited discursive formation of the public will" (p.4), 
and a liberation from "systematically distorted communication ... by the process of critique" 
(p.9) and which would provide "an organized praxis adequate for the requirements of 
eruightenment on a mass scale" (p.16) which in tum, would require "the effective equality of 
opportunities" (p.23). Of course, I also agree with him that "a political struggle can only be 
legitimately conducted under the precondition that all decisions of consequence will depend on 
the fractical discourse of the participants ..." (p.34). Habermas also remmds us of Chapter
Ones acceptance of the uncertainties attached to any political action when he writes that "No 
theory and no enlightenment can relieve us of the nsk of taking a partisan position and of the 
unintended consequences involved in this" (p.36). Similarly, we are reminded of the suggestion 
that the empirical establishment of a democratic monarchy would provide the conditions for a 
significant 'experiment' when he observes that "Attempts at emancipation ... are also tests; they 
test the limits within which human nature can be changed and above all, the limits of the 
historically variable structure of motivation, limits about which we possess no theoretical 
knowledge ... " (p.37). 

(2) 	 Karl R. Popper, Conjectures and Refutations, Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1963, p.36. 
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imagination required to elaborate Plato's political theory into prescriptions for 20th Century 
conditions, his prescriptions will continue to seem irrelevant. To the extent that it is irrelevant, 
it will have failed this test of experience. However, because there would seem to be nothing to 
prevent someone from working up each vague or outdated evaluation into a relevant theory, a 
failure of the above sort would not permit us to reject any evaluative theory altogether. 
Nevertheless, even a clearly relevant prescriptive theory could still be shown to be experientially 
inadequate either because it proved to be so in practice or was found theoretically to be so as a 
result of our discovering that its expectations conflict with the implications of the predictive 
theory we currently accept. In either case, the prescribed actions would have been shown to be 
unworkable 1 or to be counter-productive.2 

The possibility that a prescriptive theory may logically conflict with a predictive theory raises 
a further problem. If our leading descriptive theory were able to sustain the doctrine of 
'determinism' (i.e. total, external determinism), then, every prescriptive theory would be disposed of 
as having no power to shape the empirical world. All political theories in the sense used here 
would suffer the same fate. In the light of this threat, I propose next to show why the threat of 
such determinism cannot be sustained. Two sorts of determinism have been proposed. Those like 
Hobbes' mechanistic conception imply that the determining process operates by humanly knowable 3 

causal laws. This determinism also suggests the possibility of our achieving a totally accurate 
predictive knowledge of every future detail. The second type of determinism does not believe that 
the determining process can be known by humans, e.g. the Epicureans see the determining process as 
spontaneous and therefore not humanly knowable in advance while St. Augustine believed events to 
follow from the partially unknowable laws and will of God.4 The threats posed by these two types 
of unknowable determinism can swiftly be removed by our noticing the self-contradictory character 
of both positions. Both claim to know something which they also say is unknowable. 

It will take more time to refute knowable or totally predictive determinism.5 Nevertheless, its 
threat can be removed by our considering the following thought experiment. Since such a predictive 

(1) 	 I take this to be one of the implications of Max Weber's argument, The Methodology of the 
Social Sdences, The Free Press, New York, 1949, pp. 52-55. 

(2) 	 This is the point made by Marx when criticizing Feurbach in his Thesis II as follows: 'The 
question of whether objective truth can be attributed to human thinking is not [merely] a 
question of theory but IS a practical question" (K. Marx, "Concerning Feuerbach", Early Writings, 
The Pelican Marx Library, 1975, p.422). 

(3) 	 Hobbes' position amounts to the claim that the laws of ''body" and "motion" are in principle 
knowable. His determinism can be extracted from his Leviathan, Basil Blackwell Oxford, n.d., 
edited with an Introduction by Michael Oakeshott, pp. 5, 17, 27, 38, 243 &440. 

(4) 	 Not only does this seem to be the flaw in St. Augustine's argument in the Oty of God 
(Everyman's Library, 1945, see especially the last sentence of Book V, Chapter X), but similarly 
seems to be present in Kant's assertion of human freedom and responsibility, on the one hand, 
and his argument, on the other hand, that God as postulated "must be omniscient, in order to be 
able to know my conduct even to the most intimate parts of my intention in all v.ossible cases 
and in the entire future" and "He must be omnipotent, omnipresent, eternal, etc.' ( op. cit., 
Critique of Practical Reason, p. 145. 

(5) 	 Alvin Goldman, A Theory of Ruman Action, Princeton Univ. Press, 1980. His Chapter 6 outlines a 
special case in which such prediction could not be total. This case is like the one m the 
first part of my argument to follow shortly. He analyses the problem of the predictor having 
to disclose his true prediction about an agent's future action to the agent, an agent which the 
r,redictor has discovered is determined to do the opposite of any discfosed predictions. The 
logical impossibility'' of such a true prediction to be disclosed allows Goldman, at least 

momentarily, to distinguish "determinism" from "predictionism". However, Goldman's claim on this 
basis that "determinism" is "tenable" (though not proven) is, in effect, undermined by his own 
later claim, which I see as correct, that knowable determinism implies that a complete "book of 
life" could in principle be written for each one of us before we had fully lived our lives. If 
so, my argument is that once I read my book of life, I believe I could deviate from its 
predictions, at least on trivial matters. This is to say, usin~ his own terms against him, such 
a belief is "logically incompossible" with "determinism". It IS important to stress, however, 
that neither this way of putting it nor my own argument removes determinism 'absolutely'. 
Determinism is not removed at all for those people (if there are any) who may believe that they 
could never deviate from disclosed predictions concerning them. Even for those, like myself, 
who believe they could deviate, it does not exclude the imaginable doubt arising from the 
following logical possibility for which I can see no argument by which we could either affirm 
it or deny it: 'An unknowable or only as yet unknown set of causes may have determined me 
both to feel that I am free and to argue that I am free' (as I am doing here). While for these 
reasons, determinism has not been entirely refuted, in this form, it is not a threat to 
prescriptive theories. Our inability to know that we are determined in this way, does not 
logically prevent us from believing that we are free and responsible for doing what is right. 
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theory claims to be total, it must accept the challenge to predict where I will be in exactly five 
minutes. Logically, I must either be entirely inside my house or at least partly outside my house. 
Also, as total determinism, it will accept the challenge to predict my location even if I were to be 
told the prediction before the five minutes had passed. That I had been so informed should be 
accepted merely as one more factor to be taken into account by the predictive calculation. Would 
not each one of us be as confident as I am that they could step outside of their house if the 
prediction were that they will be inside, or that they could step inside if the prediction were that 
they will be outside after the five minutes? Of course, in some cases a fire in the house or the 
door being locked might prevent us from falsifying some such predictions, but we would only need 
to disprove one prediction to show that the predictive determinism is not total. Neither could the 
total determinist escape this refutation by saying that he had not given us the true prediction and 
that we had in fact behaved in exactly the way that he had secretly predicted to himself. In 
response to this we would require him to teach us his predictive theory. With this theory, if it 
were for the moment presumed to be valid, each one of us could calculate a prediction for himself 
or herself. Each of us, I assume, could similarly prove the calculation to be false by doing the 
opposite of one of these predictions. Nor shall the total determinist escape by saying that the 
prediction failed because his information or his theory is as yet incomplete. While we fully accept 
that a knowledge of such a complete determinism would indeed be so demanding and difficult that 
none would seriously claim to have achieved it today, the thought experiment is deliberately 
constructed on the assumption that this level of presumed competence had now been attained.1 

While the above thought experiment indeed seems to refute determinism, some may say that it has 
only demonstrated a trivial empirical effect which a knowing free human will can have. However, 
determinism would still be falsified by such a demonstration. If 'trivial' means 'small' bodily 
movements, it should be recalled that some such movements can have effects which evaluatively are 
surely not trivial in other senses, e.g. tipping over a lighted paraffin heater; refraining from 
maintaining the brakes on one's car; deciding to vote this way rather than that way in a marginal 
constituency. The above argument has removed the threat which determinism may have posed to the 
prescriptive potency of evaluative theorizing. Nevertheless, the potential and actual shaping 
effect of any given evaluative theory will vary depending on the theory and on the empirical 
circumstances concerned. 

To summarize, experiential tests of evaluative (e.g. political) theories can show that a given 
theory is either compatible or incompatible with our experience of relevant area. If compatible, 
this means that it is seen as clearly capable of prescribing actions which have some prospect of 
success. If incompatible, it is shown a) not to be wholly relevant, b) to require counter 
productive actions or c) to require the impossible. 
Logical Tests 

Logical tests require a theory to be 1) clear, 2) coherent, and 3) simple. It has already been 
asserted that in some cases 'an evaluative theory also becomes a prescriptive theory', that 'a 
knower' must 'logically' become 'an actor seeking 'to change some factors in a situation in the 
direction of how they should be'. The reason why this is 'logical' and why we accept the importance 

(1) 	 In spite of the differences, this refutation of determinism is essentially the same as that 
offered by Frederick Olafson, Principles and Persons: An Ethical Interpretation of Existentialism, 
the John Hopkins University Press, 1967 (in Paul W. Taylor, Problems of Moral Philosophy, 
Wadsworth 1978, p. 672). t>lato does not address this question explicitly. While his political 
theory would seem to assume 'free will' at least for his philosopher rulers, a literal 
interpretation of 'The Mvth of Er" in The Republic (618b) would confine such freedom to the 
choices of future lives which all "souls" must make just before they pass throu~ "the river of 
forgetfulness" and are reborn into this world. While most of what Kant says ts compatible with 
the view here (e.g. op. cit., Critique of Practical Reason, p. 104) he seems to contradict both me 
and himself when he says that "if we could exhaustively investigate all of the appearances of 
men's wills, there would not be found a single human action which we could not predict with 
certainty ..." (op. cit., Critique of Pure Reason, A550, B578. Marx does not address this issue 
of 'free will' directly but his own political activity, his belief in the possibility of a future 
"advanced phase of communist society'', discussed in the previous chapter, and his enthusiastic 
writing would make no sense if such a power were not at least tacitly assumed. In spite of 
this, we noted some of his phrases which seem to deny this autonomy to conscious human 
activity. 
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of testing both descriptive and evaluative theories by experience is because we non-sensuously 
experience the impossibility of thinking in any way other than according to the fundamental logical 
principle that 'the truth is one', i.e. 'the axiom of non-contradiction'.1 It is logically impossible 
for us to accept that opposites can both be true at the same time and in the same sense, that 'A' 
and 'not A' can both be true. It is impossible both that an hereditary head of state is more 
appropriate to a given modem state than is an elected head AND that a president is more 
appropriate than is a monarch for the same state. Before we might become aware of this law as a 
principle, contradictions intuitively bother us. Experiential tests rest on the assumption that any 
contradictions that might appear between elements of our experience and our theory shows that the 
theory is mistaken. We cannot rest easily with the discovery that items of our sensuous or non
sensuous experience seemed to demonstrate that 'A is the case', while an element of our non
sensuous experience (i.e. our theory) says that 'A is not the case'. Our unease in such 
circumstances leads us to re-check our experience, and if required, to reject the theory. We seek 
to make our new theocy compatible with all of our experiences to date. This is an example of the 
"dialectical" 2 relation between theory and experience. In a science we tcy to discover a theory 
which is compatible with a defined but limited area of experience while in philosophy we seek a 
theocy which is compatible with all of our experience. Equally, since a theory is one complex 
element of our non-sensuous experience, we could say that philosophy attempts to discover a 
complex non-sensuous experience (i.e. a theory) which is compatible with all other non-sensuous and 
sensuous experiences. In addition to this requirement of comprehensiveness for a philosophically 
necessacy theocy, the logical tests discussed in this section check to see that this complex non
sensuous experience is consistent with itself, i.e. that it is, in fact, one theory. If a theory 
under review is discovered to be ambiguous or seems clearly to contain two opposing elements, it is 
not one but a mixtore of at least two conflicting theories. Our logical scrutiny may enable us to 
reformulate and repair such a theocy so that we are left only to test a clear and coherent theory 
against the experiential criteria already discussed and against the comparative criteria yet to be 
elaborated. 

Coherence requires all the elements of a theocy to be seen as :farts of one system. Its 
elements are logically linked both to the whole and to each other. To be logically linked means 
that one element of a theory is required by another, either by extension or in order that self
contradiction in the whole may be avoided. In our earlier example of an evaluative theory which 
might prescribe the knower to take specified actions, this was seen to be logically required 
because such actions, were seen as helping to remove the experienced contradictions between one's 
evaluations and one's sight of the existing world. To the extent that our values come to live 
within the practices of our world, our evaluative and descriptive theories of that world will not 
be in conflict and the axiom of non-contradiction will be satisfied. 

So far, we have seen both how logical scrutiny requires a theocy to be clear and coherent, i.e. 
logically linked and avoiding self-contradiction. The last requirement that a theocy be as simple 
as possible means that it should be no more complicated than the varieties of experience demand. 
If over-elaborate theories are cut down to their simplest form, nothing important is lost which 
could not be recaptured merely with the aid of arithmetical multiplication. This point can be 

(1) 	 This axiom is usually but paradoxical referred to as "the law of contradiction". See Aristotle's 
Metaphysics, ed. and trans. by John Warrington, Introduction by Sir David Ross, London, Dent, 
1966, ~p.123-125. 

(2) 	 Here 'dialectical" is being used not so much in the Platonic as in the Hegelian and Marxian 
senses which imply a mutual sha~ing power between thought and action. This is in contrast to 
Kant's usually pejorative use of 'dialectical" to refer to "illusions" into which pure reason is 
prone to fall (e.g. op. cit., Pure, A406, B433 to A568, B596). 

(3) 	 Kant goes so far as to say that in the case of "transcendental assertions which lay claim to 
insight into what is beyond the field of all possible experience, ... they are so constituted 
that what is erroneous in them can never be detected by means of any experience. 
Transcendental reason consequently admits of no other test than the endeavour to harmoni2e its 
various assertions• (ibid., A425, B453). 
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illustrated by a version of the Old Testament's Genesis which prefaced the existing stocy of 
creation by saying that, in the vecy beginning, God 1 created god 2, and then god 2 created god 3, 
and then god 3 created god 4, and so on until god 100 created the world. If we were not to 
eliminate such superfluities, we would have no chance of approaching either a scientifically or a 
philosophically necessacy theocy. The one potential theory of this character which might exist 
would be progressively lost under a growing heap of endlessly multiplying versions both of itself 
and of other theories.1 This sort of diverting and boring endlessness is one example of what Hegel 
called "the spurious infmity'' (die schlechte Unendlichkeit) to be discussed in a later chapter. He 
distinguished this infmity from "the genuine Infinity", a version of which I see as one of the 
clear competitors for the status of philosophical necessity, given its logically linked character and 
seeming completeness. 

A complete assessment of the systematic logic of Hegel's conception of monarchy will be seen to 
be beyond the scope of the argument here. Such an assessment would require many more volumes 
than Hegel himself took to expound his system in the first place. It would require a step by step 
examination of the relation between this conception and each of the many hundreds of other 
categories, distinctions, relations, arguments, and conclusions of which his system is composed. As 
such, the analysis contained in the later chapters will offer only a small contribution to such a 
completely methodical project. Nevertheless, they do seek to consider the most difficult, important 
and controversial issues related to the question of whether either Hegel's or the model's 
constitutional monarchy can be granted the status of philosophical necessity. It can helpfully be 
said now that they fmd no serious gaps between the thrust of his political argument and the rest 
of his system. More importantly, they see democratic monarchy as entirely complemented by an 
interpretation of the rest of Hegel's system. However, we will note some of the supeifluities 
within Hegel's presentation which would have to be removed before it could be granted the status 
of philosophical necessity. For example, for simplicity's sake, the many equivalent terms for 
"Reason" should not be used, e.g. "the Idea", "the universal Spirit" (Geist) and "the world Spirit". 

In this section we have seen how logical tests require a theory to be 

1) clear (i.e. precise and unambiguous) 

2) coherent (i.e. systematic, logically linked and consistent), and 

3) simple (i.e. parsimonious 2 or not superfluous), 


before it could be granted the status either of scientific of philosophical necessity. 
Comparative Tests 

The axiom of non-contradiction can also be seen to inspire the comparative testing of theories. 
As soon as we notice that another theory purports to deal with the same fleld(s) of concern as the 
one under review we are driven by this axiom to compare them. If there are two competing theories 
we know that they both cannot be true at the same time and in the same sense. If they prove to 
be irreconcilably different, at least one of them must be false. They may both be false but they 
cannot both be trne. The axiom of non-contradiction tells us that we can approach either 
scientific or philosophical necessity only if the competitors can be reduced to one. There are four 
ways in which this might be achieved. The first two ways again seek to eliminate all but one by 
submitting the competitors to the above a) experiential and b) logical tests. If more than one 
theory survives these tests, we can still attempt to reduce them to one by c) checking more 
carefully to see whether in substance, they might not in fact only be optional formulations of the 
same theory. Such a reconciliation of any superficial differences between competitors might allow 
all of them to be seen as absoriJed or assimilated into one theory. Two theories concerned with a 
limited section of experience and which had both survived these first three comparative tests might 
still be reduced to one if d) one of them were shown also to relate to a wider segment of 
experience and to have flawlessly passed all the relevant tests in these areas as well. The other 
·theory would be subordinated to this one because of its silence or failure in the face these wider 
tests. In fact, if the wider theory were so broad as to prove to be comprehensive, it would 
appropriately be granted the status of philosophical necessi1y. However, if it proved not to be 
comprehensive but only wider than any other, it would appropriately be accorded the status of 

(1) 	 This is an elaboration of the principle of "Occam's razor". 
(2) 	 Kant also explicitly demands this in Critique of Pure Reason, op. cit., A623, B652; A623, B652, 

A649, B677; A652, B680. 
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scientific necessity. The bulk of the argument here has been and will continue to be concerned 
with the testing of democratic monarchy by comparing it with competing constitutional theories. 
Summary 

The proposed methodology for assessing the validity of competing political theories would 
equally allow us to examine all other types of theories. Therefore, it has been argued that all 
competing theories, including (evaluative) political theories, are best measured against the four 
criteria for philosophical necessity: 

1) 	 Comprehensiveness: philosophy must be concerned with all areas of experience, e.g. it must be 
descriptive, evaluative (e.g. prescriptive in relation to the present and future) and reflexive 
(e.g. contain its own epistemology and methodology). The area of a science's concern may be 
more limited. The status of 'absolute necessity' can never be granted to a theory. 

2) 	 Experiential Tests: a theory must be compatible with all of the experiences concerned, e.g. 
the prescriptive aspect of an evaluative theory must be seen to be relevant to the future 
which one has in mind. 

3) 	 Logical Tests: a theory must be dear, coherent and simple. These tests and the rest of the 
criteria are required by the axiom of non-contradiction. 

4) Comparative Tests attempt to reduce the competing theories to one by eliminating as many as 
possible, 
(a) with experiential tests, 
(b) with logical tests, 
(c) by absoroing the remainder into one theory, or 
(d) by seeing which one has the widest experiential scope. 

This chapter attempts to formulate the fundamentally reflexive aspect. which would seem to be an 
essential element of any theory having the status of philosophical necessity. Its reflexive element 
itself seems to be philosophically necessary. It seems flawlessly to satisfy the four criteria 
associated with comprehensiveness, experiential tests, logical tests and comparative tests. Each of 
the four criteria can be seen as an articulation of any one of the other three. Thus, for example, 
the requirement that a theory be comprehensive, 

a) is the demand that a theory pass all known experiential tests (sensuous and non-sensuous); or 
b) is the demand that a theory conform to logic's axiom of non-contradiction and thus prove both 

to be self-consistent and consistent with all other sensuous and non-sensuous phenomena;1 or 
c) is the demand that a theory show by comparison how all other theories are either flawed by 

experiential or logical tests or are appropriately seen as having been absorbed into itself. 
The four criteria offer four ways of expounding the one criterion for philosophical necessity, i.e. 
the one integrated system of criteria or the one critical perspective, each of whose articulated 
distinctions can be fully understood only with reference to the set of other distinctions which 
together constitute the methodological totality. The demonstration of this interrelatedness uses 
the sort of dialectical reasoning found in the works of Plato, Hegel and Marx? The way the 
exposition of each part leads to the other parts, to the totality and back again to itself is the 
wider reflexiveness which characterizes every part of a dialectical totality. We have been 
concerned here with the fundamental reflexiveness which critically examines the epistemological and 
methodological bases for all sorts of scientific and philosophical theorizing. We have offered a 
theory about all theories and therefore a theory which must also be about itself. 
Interpretations and Translations 

Fmally, it will be helpful to explain how I have sought both to read all of the philosophers 
discussed and to translate Hegel's texts. History has given us many philosophical and political 
texts which provide us with a rich source of competing theories. A selection of these has thus 
given me a demanding testing ground for the constitutional and methodological arguments considered 

(1) 	 This formulation recalls Kant's "ideal of pure reason" which requires "the scheme ~to 
followl .... the regulative principle of the systematic unity of all knowledge of nature' (ibid., 
A674, B702). 

(2) 	 Marx rarely reflected on his "dialectic". However, at one point, he argued that the "syllogism" 
of "production" ("generality''), "distribution" ("J>articularity"), and "consumption" ("singularity'') 
is not only a matter of balancing ... concepts but also of "grasping real relations". 
Grundrisse, Pelican Marx Library, Harmoridsworth, 1973, pp.89-90. 
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here. Initially, I read these works with the intuitive aim and then with the conscious goal of 
discovering a political theory which could be called philosophically necessary. As a result, these 
texts have been studied in a particular way. At some points they are clear and at other points 
not. When they are ambiguous, I have sought to record this. In these cases, I have also tried 
either to think of an interpretation of the vague words or to replace the pregnant silences wit_h. 
words which would make the theory being considered less likely to fall foul of any of the four 
criteria of philosophical necessity. The results of such attempts are here called lenient 
interpretations or lenient additions. However, if a passage, whether ambiguous or not, seemed not 
to lend itself to a construction which would allow it to escape being judged deficient according to 
one of the four criteria, then I have tried to identify the precise changes in the words which 
would allow it to do so. Such improving changes are also called here, reconstructions or 
modifications. Accordingly, I have changed some of Hegel's words, e.g. my improved version of The 
Philosophy of Right's PP283 says that the monarch's "discretion" to appoint his prime minister is 
constitutionally confined by the will of a working majority in the elected chamber and by the rules 
of the 'state prerogative council' even though Hegel himself says that the monarch's discretion in 
this matter is "unconfined". Such improving changes have required me to speak of defending the 
model which is a reconstructed version rather than of Hegel's own constitutional monarchy. 

Of course, Hegel is not the only theorist who requires such treatment. For example, Plato's 
brief references both to upward and downward mobility according to merit (415b&c and 423d) may 
lead ns leniently 1 to add more of the practical details of just how the children from the economic 
class might be given an equal opportunity to become philosopher rulers. Also, Plato's expressed 
hope that after several generations even the philosopher rulers will accept the foundation myth 
(414b&c and 415d) requires us to improve upon his words if a Plato-like theory is not easily to 
fall into the contradiction of first hoping that his philosophers will literally "believe" a myth and 
later arguing that they will have comprehensive philosophical "knowledge". 

Thns, the aid which this work has received from Hegel has followed from some clear readings, 
from some lenient interpretations and from some improving alterations of his words. Stage by 
stage, the following chapters make clear the ways in which democratic monarchy have issued from 
such a mixture of readings, interpretations, and alterations. In addition to the few improving 
changes to Hegel's texts which will be discussed, I have consistently translated the many quoted 
passages in a lenient manner. This approach has issued in many free translations. When Hegel's 
German seemed ambiguous enough to lend itself to several possible translations, I selected the one 
which would accord most easily with what I argue Hegel should be saying. Therefore, these free 
translations record my lenient interpretations of Hegel's German. This plan has be followed in 
order to present these readings and arguments as simply as possible. This is to say, that I have 
chosen not to complicate the substantive arguments within the body of the following chapters by 
the problems of translation. Instead, these problems and my solutions to them are precisely 
recorded in the Appendix and in the Glossary of terms. 

Appendix B includes an ordered list of my literal translations of the passages receiving a free 
and lenient translation in earlier chapters. A comparison of these should make it clear which 
parts of the former resulted from lenient interpretations. 

This chapter has outlined this work's methodological foundations. At the same time, it has 
given, by implication, more exact specifications of the related meanings of the following key terms: 
reason, rationality, philosophy, and necessity. The next chapter will begin to show how this 
approach and these terms can be interpreted to be similar to Hegel's own. 

(1) 	 This approach which tries to improve the faulty arguments of others before deciding whether or 
not they should be entirely rejected is, of course, frequently exemplified in the character of 
Plato's Socrates. Also, Kant seems to follow a similar path by giving what I call lenient 
interpretations. When Kant writes of Plato, for example, he says that, "If we set aside the 
exaggerations in Plato's methods of expression, the ... spiritual flight from the ec!YI>al mode of 
reflecting upon the physical world-order to the architectonic ordering of it according to ends 
... [It] is an enterpnse which calls for respect and imitation" (ibid., A318, 375.) Hegel and 
Marx rarely show such benevolence when treating the formulations of others. 
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c h a p t e r s e v e n 

H E G E L ' S S Y S T E M 


Previous chapters have both argued directly for the merits of democratic monarchy and have 
shown how republicans might be driven by the logic of their own value assumptions also to endorse 
the model constitution. This is the case to the extent that these accord with my own prescription: 
'Act so as to maximize rational living'. Kant carne closest to accepting this prescription explicitly 
but I find it to be implicit in the other republican arguments as well as in Hegel's philosophy. In 
fact, it can be argued itself to be 'philosophical necessity'. No participant in a philosophical 
dialogue could sustain his or her rejection of this principle without self-contradiction. 

This chapter begins to trace the extent to which the model constitution is rooted within Hegel's 
own philosophy. The model claim to philosophical necessity will be seen to rest heavily both on 
Hegel's social and political theory and on his wider system. I say this in spite of the fact that 
several of Hegel's formulations in The Philosophy of Right are plainly incompatible with democratic 
monarchy. While later chapters will weigh the degrees of support and hostility to the ideal 
constitution which might be read into Hegel's social and political theories, this chapter is 
concerned with his wider philosophy. It begins to explain how his system can be read to provide a 
comprehensive theory within which democratic monarch fits even more neatly than does Hegel's own 
constitutional monarchy. Later chapters will show how democratic monarchy was fashioned by making 
some 'improving' changes to the political part of Hegel's philosophical system. 

Given the great enormity of his system and the notorious obscurity of many of his formulations, 
it cannot be expected that all will see my interpretations as obviously correct. For example, 
perhaps not everyone will be happy with the equation that this chapter makes between "Reason", "the 
Idea" and "God".1 Some will not readily agree that there is a prescriptive side to Hegel's analysis 
of "actuality" (Chapter Eight). Many may question the claimed parallel between Hegel's "necessity" 
and my concept of 'philosophical necessity' (Chapter Nine). Others may want to challenge the 
account of how each section of The Philosophy of Right builds to become an outline of the 
subjective and objective conditions for a rational state (Chapters Ten to Twelve). In some cases, 
the enforced brevity of this work may encourage such doubts. Nevertheless, it intends to deal with 
the most important issues. At least, it hopes to provide a clear and strong 'position paper' to be 
placed on the agenda of any later disputations. This chapter will not explicitly draw out many of 
the political implications of Hegel's wider philosophy, but its focus on "Reason" should implicitly 
help to clarify the main claim for democratic monarchy. This is, using Hegel's 2 words, it is a 
"rational constitution",3 it is a "hieroglyph of Reason".4 A state so organized is an "architectonic 
of ... life's rationality" .5 It is a central feature of "the rational living of self

(1) 	 In the article mentioned in the Introduction, some of Brudner's formulations might be read to 
suggest that he would deny this reduction of "the divine" to "the rational", of "God" to "Reason" 
(e.g. pp.137-8). See also his insistence on the "divine-human distinction" ({1.131). 

(2) 	 I would also say that in a model state, we "desire .... nothing except what ts an expression of 
rationality" (Rechts PP272Z). 'Z' refers to the less reliable additions which Hegel's editors 
constructed by combining students' with Hegel's own lecture notes. 

(3) 	 See the Glossary for references to this and to many other of Hegel's special terms. There, the 
original German terms are noted and occasionally the problems of translation are discussed. 

(4) 	 Rechts, PP279Z. 
(5) 	 Rechts, Preface S.19 (p.6). 'S' numbers refer to the pages in the German text. These will also 

be added to the paragraph (PP) numbers when the paragraph is more than one page long. 
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conscious freedom".1 This chapter will begin the argument for seeing democratic monarchy as a 
logical part of Hegel's comprehensive theory. While empirically existent constitutions are not 
analysed here in order more fully to pursue the countless number of possible experiential tests for 
the philosophical necessity of the model, the more important comparative tests are offered. 
Reason 2 

Because "Reason" is taken to be the central concept in Hegel's system, only it and its 
equivalents among Hegel's special terms will be capitalized. Hegel argues that "philosophy'' is 
possible only on the assumption 3 that we may be able to discover "the truth" about "the universe": 

Philosophie I, S. 13-14 (p. xiii): 
The courage to search for the truth or the belief 4 in the power of the human spirit is 
the first condition for the pursuit of philosophy. HumankiiJ.d, because it is spirit, can 
and should respect itself as worthy of the htghest. We humans cannot think too highly of 
the greatness and power of our spirit. With this conviction, nothing will be so coy or 
difficult that it will not reveal itself to us. The essence of the universe which at 
first is hidden and locked away has no strength to resist the courage of our struggle to 
know it. I~ must layout its wealth and depth before the eyes of the searcher for liis 
enjoyment. 

(1) 	 Rechts, PP270An., S.423 (p.170). 'An.' (Anmerkung) refers to the remarks to the paragraphs which 
Hegel added himself after the first edition. 

(2) 	 Vemunft. 
(3) 	 This "assumption" according to Kant would presumably be called a "transcendental idea" which is 

"necessary" m the "relative sense" for the "speculative employment" of reason and in the 
"absolute sense" Critique of Pure Reason (ibid., A676, B704) for the "practical employment of 
pure reason" (A841, B869). At the same time, he says that because this assumption does not 
offer an object of possible e:xperience and cannot be given an "apodeictic" (A624, 652) proof but 
can only be shown to be "useful" (A826, B854) in the first case and "in the highest degree 
fruitful and ... indispensably necessary" (A328, B385) in the second case, this assumption is 
still "problematic" A256, B311). This is to admit that such an assumption may only be a 
"regulative" idea or a "heuristic fiction" (A771, B779). However, both because of, and in spite 
of, these same reasons, I take this assumption to be 'philosophically necessary'. In effect, this 
is to recomize that a uhilosophically necessary theory may also include what Kant calls 
"principles'll, "postulateS'', "hypotheses", "schema", "representations" and "intuitions". 

(4) 	 I have no reason to read Hegel's use of 'belief' to be essentially different from Kant's 
e:xposition of it as distinct both from "opinin~" and from "knowine;". Kant says that "belief' 
holds a judgement to be true on grounds which are both "subjecttvely sufficient and at the same 
time taken as bein~ objectively sufficient". "Opining is such a holding of a ~udgement as is 
consciously insufficient, not oruy objectively, but also subjectively'' (yet it is 'more than 
arbitrary fiction"). When "the holdmg of a thing to be true is sufficient both subjectively and 
objectively, it is knowledge" (ibid., A822, B850). The difference between the "objective 
sufficiency'' in believing and knowing is that, in the latter case, it "is sufficient where, in the 
former, it is only "taken as being sufficient". Kant illustrates this difference by proclaiming 
his "firm belief' (A82S, B853 and A826, B854) in "the existence of God" in sptte of the fact 
that he says, f can cite nothing which necessarily presupposes this thought as the condition of 
my explanations of the apPearances exhibited by the world". On the other hand, he says that 
"nothing decisive can be cited against it". He also says that this "useful" postulate which 
sees the world as a "purposive unity" as if ordered by a "supreme intelligence" is one which 
experience "so frequently confirms". At the same time, "I know of no other condition under 
whlch this unity can supply me with guidance in the investigation of natnre". This postulate is 
seen as analogous to "the highest of all genera ... which comprehends under itself all 
manifoldness ; genera, S£ecies, and subspecies" (A659, B687). In this thesis, for similar 
reasons, I proclaim my firm belief' in the objective reality of "Reason" which Hegel also 
sometimes calls "God". I argue that this postulate is 'philosophically necessary' yet I choose 
not to call it God because "Reason" less misleadingly notes my a~reement with Kant's comment 
that it is "a matter of indifference whether it be asserted that divme wisdom has disposed all 
things in accordance with its supreme ends, or that the idea of supreme wisdom is a regulative 
principle in the investigation of nature", i.e. "it must be a matter of complete indifference to 
us, when we perceive such unity, whether we say that God ... willed it ... or that nature has 
wisely arranged it thus" (A699, B727). This chapter uses "Reason" to name what Kant calls the 
articulated and "organized unity'' (A676, B704) believed to be present in nature, human activity 
and thought. I prefer the term "Reason" to "God" also because it is less likely to implJ. my 
agreement with another of Kant's views which I deny, namely, that "moral sentiment' \~820 B857) 
requires us to go further by saying that "I am morallr, certain that" there is "a future life" 
(A828, B856) in which those "worthy of happiness" will be rewarded in exact proportion to their 
moral worthiness. 

(5) 	 At the following points, Hegel uses a similar tone to express his optimism concerning 

philosophical study: "thought is all truth" (Philosophie II, S.164(p.149); "Reason (Idee) as [the 

conception of Reasonl is absolute and all truth ... " (Enz. I, PP236); and "absolute truth" (Enz. I, 

PP242 and PP244). As asserted in Chapter Six, I take Hegel's "absolute" not to mean 'absolute' 

but to mean 'philosophically necessary', i.e. not to mean so certain as not to allow any 'vague 

doubts' to persist 
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In the next passage, Hegel refers to the above "essence of the universe which at first is hidden 
and locked away'' as "Reason which has being" but which may not be as yet discovered by us, i.e. not 
yet reconciled with "our self-conscious reason": 

Enz. I, PP6: 
... it is equally important to understand that the content of philosophy is none other 
than the domain of Reason-as-the-living-human-spirit which ori~ally brought itself 
forth into the world. This is to say that actuality is philosophy s subject matter. Our 
initial consciousness of this content we call experience. Even a sensuous study of the 
world distinguishes between what is only inessential appearance (i.e. transitory and 
insignificant experience) and what inherently and f;enuinely deserves the name, "actuality'', 
i.e. distinguishes between external and inner definite existence within the :wjde realm of 
experience. In this respect, philosophy is to be distinguished only in form from such 
empirical sciences (i.e. the other modes of becoming conscious). It shares with them the 
same expeqential content. Philosophy must also be compatible with actuality and 
e!'eerience. Indeed, this compatibility is at least one external test of the truth of a 
philosophy. Conversely, for saence as well as for philosofhy, it is seen to be the 
hijl:hest aild ultimate aim to bring about a reconciliation o our self-conscious reason 
With the Reason which has being, i.e. with actuality. This is to sar. that, while we all 
experience both self-consciousness and being, both science and philosophy seek to know 
the rational correspondence or compatibility between consciousness and being. This 
reconciliation can be attained by the philosophical knowledge of Reason because .... 
Enz. I, PP6An.: 
.... Some of what is rational (v!rnUnftig) is actual, and all of what is actual (or only 
part of what exists) is rational. 

Chapter Six defmed the difference between 'science' and 'philosophy' as one of scope. Science may 
be concerned with a limited area of 'experience' while philosophy must attempt to make the 
connections between all areas. The above paragraph is taken to agree with this when it says that 
they are to be "distinguished only in form". In a similar vein, PP7 and An. go on to say that the 
content of "philosophy'' is "taken from our own observing and considering of the external and inner 
world as presented within our experience of nature" and of both objective and subjective human 
living, i.e. "as presented in nature, in spirit and in the breast of humankind". He also says that 
we call some "sciences ... empirical only because of the sensuous starting point which they take. 
Like philosophy, however, their essential aim is to develop thoughts about experience or what is 
present-to-hand, i.e., laws, general propositions or a theory". Again, such a "theory" if achieved 
would constitute the above "reconciliation" between "the Reason which has being" and "self-conscious 
reason". 

In the light of the above passages, we are now in a position to begin the interpretation of what 
Hegel means by "Reason". It is 'the sense which is there to be made of all our experiences'. It is 
that which must "reveal itself' to "the courage of our struggle to know it". It is the "rational" 
structure of all the "being" which we can "experience" whether or not we have yet done so. It is 
that which our "self-conscious reason" attempts to discover as a result of "considering" all its 
experience of both the "external and inner world", of "nature and ... humankind". As suggested 

(1) 	 As in this case, my free translations have taken the liberty of some time underlining words 
which Hegel did not. 

(2) 	 Hegel's clear acceptance here of the principle, that "Philasophy must also be compatible with 
actuality and experience", would help to provide him with a defence against Marx's polemic which 
imP.lied that he was not interested in measuring his ideas by the world: "Hegel, however, is a 
philosopher of right, and develops the generic Idea of the state (die Staatsgattung). He is not 
allowed to measure the Idea br what exists; he must measure what exists by the Idea", Critique 
of Hegel's 'Philosophy of Right, op. cit., p.55. Of course it is true that Hegel did not fully 
measure his philosophy by what Marx took to be the processes of the actual world. Marx seems 
to have ignored Hegel's distinction between "actuality" and "existence" (see Glossmy) which will 
be discussed in the next chapter. 

(3) 	 This last sentence illustrates well the difference between my free and literal translations (see 
the Appendix). This famous epigram is more literally rendered, 'What is rational that is actual; 
and wl:iat is actual, that is rational". My free translation is less obscure because it explicitly 
uses Hegel's distinction between "existence" (which included both essential and "inessential 
appearance") and "actuality" (which included only the essential or rational reality). He says 
that "the obvious is not afways the essential", Rechts PP272Z). Marx seems not to have noticed 
that Hegel made this distinction and this may explain why he offered some unnecessary 
criticisms of Hegel, e.g., "Hegel is not to be blamed for depicting the nature of the modern 
state as it is, but rather for presenting what is as the essence of the state. The claim that 
the rational is actual is contradicted precisely by an irrational actuality, which everywhere is 
the contrary of what it asserts and asserts the contrary of what it is", Critique of Hegel's 
'Philosophy of Right', op. cit., p.64. 
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earlier, philosophy must assume that our experience may have a knowable-rational structure and 
"Reason" is Hegel's name for that "o~ect". This is to say that it names that objective structure 
both at the stage in human development when a knowledge of it is not yet pursued, i.e. when it is 
only a possible "object" (objekt) of human consciousness, and at the stage when it has consciously 
become an "object" (Gegenstand) of human inquiry. When as a Gegenstand, it first comes into our 
view, it is "intuited or ... unmediated Reason" (Enz. PP244), i.e. it is 'all experience', 'simply that 
which includes everything else', the all embracing vague 'One' or 'the black box into which 
everything is thrown'.1 Thus "Reason" is Hegel's name for the most comprehensive object which can 
come before our minds. It is similar to what other philosophers have called "the Good", "God", "the 
Absolute", "Substance", "Being", "the Ultimate" or "the Idea". The fact that Hegel sometimes varies 
his own exposition of "Reason" by using some of these alternative names is understandable, 
especially if we see Hegel's philosophy as a dialectical result of his own real and imaginary 
dialogues with previous philosophies. In fact, it would seem appropriate for us to see, Hegel's 
Lectures on the History of Philosophy as his report on this extended dialogue and to see his 
Encyclopaedia as an outline of the most important conclusions of that dialogue. That Hegel himself 
saw his philosophy as partially resulting from and thus surviving such comparative tests seems to 
be clear from the following: 

Enz. I, PP 13: 
The most recent philosophy, provided that it is philosophy, is the result of all previous 
philosophies and must therefore contain the principles of all these philosophies. In 
conseque:rce, the most recent philosophy is the most developed, the most rich and the most 
concrete. · 

The Appendix and the Glossary record Hegel's own use of such equivalents for "Reason" as "the Idea" 
and "the Absolute". However, in order to minimize both ambiguity and superfluity, both within the 
free translations and within the expositions here, I will either replace or supplement the original 
equivalent terms by "Reason". When the original term remains, it also will be marked by an initial 
capital letter, e.g. "the in-and-for-itself Wil1".3 When "reason appears without a capital, it refers 
to the subjective thought process (i.e. "self-conscious reason" 4 which consciously seeks to know 
"Reason". The o~ect (Gegenstand) of reason is Reason. Both when reason is seen in its simplicity 
and grasped it in its complexity, its name will not change. This is because "Reason is its own 
result and as such, this result is as much unmediated as mediated".5 Often, when Hegel is speaking 
of one aspect or stage of this "unmediated and mediated" Reason, he misleadingly refers simply to 
it as "Reason", i.e. he does not explicitly qualify it by the appropriate adjective. Thus, it is not 
always clear when he is only speaking of one such aspect rather than of the whole of Reason. In 
an attempt to avoid this ambiguity, when necessary, I will add what I take to be the appropriate 
qualifiers to "Reason". Most frequently, 'as phrases' will be added but sometimes 'of phrases' or 
'adjectives', e.g. Reason-as-logic, as-nature or as-human-spirit (e.g. Reason-as-the-monarchical
organ of the constitution); the conception of Reason; and unmediated Reason. 
Conception 6 

Because "philosophy is conceptual knowing" 7 when we have achieved a full grasp of Reason in all 
its dynamic complexity, we have attained what Hegel calls "the conception of Reason".8 In the 
language of the above extract from Enz. I, PP6, it is this "conception" which reconciles "our self
conscious reason with the Reason which has being". In the words of Chapter Six, "the conception of 
Reason" is read to be Hegel's name for the comprehensive theory 
that we grant the status of philosophical necessity. Thus "the conce

(1) 	 I see He~el's "Reason" or Kant's "God" as also characterized by Kant as the "transcendental 
principle' which is presupposed by "the uuity of rules", "a systematic uuity ... inherent in the 
objects" (op. cit., A650, B678 and A651, B679). Kant assumes this uuity in spite of our also 
bemg "free to admit as likewise possible that all powers may be heterogeneous" (ibid.). 
Nevertheless, he says, and I agree, that "reason fmds itself constrained to assume' (A811, B839) 
this unity "since without it we should have no reason at all, and without reason no coherent 
emplEent of the understanding, and in the absence of this no sufficient criterion of empirical 
truth A651, B679). 

(2) 	 For a ditional textual confirmations that Hegel accepts the importance of what I call 
comparative tests, see, e.g. Philosophie I, S.49 (p.30), Logic II, S.249 (p.580) and S.264 (p.591). 


3 Rechts, PP3-1An. 

4 Enz. I. PP6. 

'5 Enz. I, PP213Z. 

6 Begri_ff. 

7 Enz:i, PP160Z. 

8 der Begriff der Idee, Enz. I, PP236. 


or system to which he is proposing 
ption of Reason" would provide 
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the best conscious foundation for the theoretical definition, assessment, generation, defence, and 
renewal of 'rational living'. Hegel uses many equivalent terms for "the conception of Reason" and 
these are recorded in the Appendix and in the Glossary. Again, in order to minimize ambiguity and 
superfluity, only this phrase will be used in the free translations except at the points were Hegel 
himself employs the equivalent terms which Chapter Six has already refmed, i.e., 'knowledge', 
'system', 'philosophy', and 'theory'. The human achievement of "the conception of Reason" in modem 
times is said by Hegel both to mark and to be Reason's own highest development. This is to say, 
that when conceiving Reason, we have become "Reason-as-philosophy",1 the element of Reason which 
has being and now has risen to the thinking of Reason. The "conception of Reason" is ''Reason 
thinking itself'.2 In this rational "subjectivity'' 3 of the philosopher, Reason attains its own self
knowing. Within this subjective knowing, the all inclusive "object" (i.e. Reason) has made itself its 
own "object" (Gegenstand). In "the conception of Reason", Reason knows itself. In Reason, the 
conceiving process has its all inclusive object while in "the conception of Reason", Reason has its 
own highest development as "subject". This subject is any human being who has achieved the 
philosophical knowledge of Reason. 

In various ways, the above paragraph's discussion of 'Reason-as-the-conception of Reason' 
e.xpresses the reflexive character which Chapter Six argued a theory must have before it might 
claim philosophical necessity. Hegel's "Reason" and his "conception of Reason" purport integrally to 
include the same theory of itself i.e. to include a theory of our theorizing process (i.e. an 
epistemology and methodology). Speaking more precisely, "Reason" can have this reflexiveness 
e.xplicitly in Reason's conception of Reason only because "the conception of Reason" was already 
implicitly within "the Reason which has being" before philosophers came e.xplicitly to conceive it. 
The reflexive return to itself which thus characterizes the movement of "Reason" and its special 
self-completing achievement are well represented by Hegel's image of a circle: 

Philosophie I, S.46 (p.27): 
This movement is a concrete sequence of developments or elucidations. We must not 
imagine these to be arranged into some spuriously infinite straight line but into a 
circle, i.e. into a line which turns back ioto itself. On the periphery of this circle are 
a great number of circles. Th,r whole is a great, within-itself-bending-back series of 
developments and elucidations. 

The circle in FIGURE 1 portrays my ioterpretation of this reflexive, returning "movement" of 
Reason. While Hegel speaks above of the "great number of circles ... on the periphery'', each 
presumably representing one "development" or one "elucidation" of Reason, my e.xposition will be 
initially simplified by referring instead to these as 'arcs'. Just as the "totality'' of these arcs 
constitutes the circle, the totality of these developments and elucidations define Reason. Each arc 
represents a development, aspect, or "moment" of Reason. Again, these will be distinguished from 
the "Reason" which is their totality by various qualifiers, e.g. Reason-as-nature. Also we will 
consistently follow Hegel's occasional practice of referring to these aspects or arcs as "specific 
elements of Reason" (die bestim:mte Ideen).5 The human achievement of "the conception of Reason" is 
the closiog reflexive arc portrayed at '12 o'clock' in FIGURE 1. FIGURE 2 again portrays this arc 
separately as that special circle "on the periphery" which reflexively completes Reason's circle. 
The arrows in FIGURE 1 start and end with Reason io order to recall that Hegel's Reason is "as 
much unmediated as mediated".6 This is to say, that Hegel's "Reason which has being" first is 
"nature" (i.e. "iotuited or ... unmediated Reason" or "Reason-as-nature").7 From withio nature, 
"Reason-as-the-human spirit" develops io history until, with the essential aid of the "elucidations" 
of the categories and distinctions which are given by "Reason-as-logic", humans begin to approach 
the achievement of an "adequate conception" 8 of the rational totality of nature and of human 
living, i.e. of "Reason". The "movement" which is traced by the arrows io FIGURE 1 relate to the 
time sequence of Reason's "development" from nature to philosophical consciousness, more precisely, 
from nature to the e.xplicit "conception of Reason". In contrast, the arrows io FIGURE 2 portray the 
logical order io which Hegel's own elucidations of Reason are presented by him within his 
Encyclopaedia. As a logical "sequence", it starts with the most abstract and general categories 

1l Enz. III, PP577. 
2 Enz. I, PP36. 

3 Enz. PP215 and PP232Z. 

4 Hee;el also uses this image elsewhere, e.g. Enz. I, PPIS, PP17 and PP181An, and Rechts PP267Z. In

a stmilar manner Kant uses the images of a "sphere", Critique of Pure Reason", op. cit. 8780, and 
of "horizon" (8686, 8787). 

(5) Enz. I, PP213An. (6) Enz. I, PP213Z. 
(7) Enz. l,PP244. (S) Logic II, S.271 (p.597). 

!
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FIGURE 2: t 'hc conceotion of Reason 
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nGURE 3: Reason-e.s- the-concention of Reason 
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FIGUREFIGURE 4:4: Reason·R.eason· as-the-monerchias-the-monerchi cal-cal- oraa.norlleD a.TJ.d a.TJ.d
the the eoncentioneoncention ofof the the monarchical monarchical orG:anor~an 
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("being", "naught" and "becoming") and then moves eventually to the exposition of the most "rich" 
and "concrete" categories and distinctions (e.g. "constitutional monarchy''). This is to say, that it 
begins 
1) with an outline of all the "elucidations" and "specific elements of Reason" which humans find 

they require even to think about thought (togeLher, Lhe several hundreds of these constitute 
'the conception of logic', i.e. Enz. I: the "science", or better, the 'philosophy' of logic), 

2) moves on to the analysis of the additional "specifications" required for the study of the 
physical sciences (together, the many hundreds of these constitute 'the conception of nature', 
i.e. Enz. II: "the philosophy of nature" and, finally, 

3) 	 moves on to expound an outline of the further categories and "actualities" required for a study 
of all the significant aspects of human living (together, the several hundreds of these make up 
'the conception of the human spirit', i.e Enz. III: "the philosophy of spirit". 

It is because a complete "elucidation" of human living must include an account of the human 
"development" of philosophical consciousness, that such elucidation discovers itself as already 
being an elucidation of philosophical consciousness by virtue of its earlier expositions of logic, 
nature and humankind. At this point, elucidation fmds itself to be within a circle. It discovers 
that to go on is only to repeat, to correct, or to refine the account of the many hundreds of 
"specific conceptions" already traced. This is the discovery of the fundamental reflexiveness 
within "the conception of Reason". This is represented by the arrows in FIGURE 2 which both start 
and finish with "the conception of Reason". 

It has already been suggested that Hegel's "Reason" and "the conception of Reason" respectively 
have the same emphases of "objectivity" and "subjectivity" as did the two phrases quoted much 
earlier: "the Reason which has being" and "self-conscious reason".1 This difference of emphasis 
will continue to be employed throughout, i.e. "Reason" and every "specific element of Reason" 
mentioned will refer to objects, beings and actualities irrespective of whether they are yet seen 
by a given human consciousness while "the conception of Reason" and each "specific conception" of 
which it is composed will refer to a consciousness, a knowing, or a theory of such objects by human 
subjects. 

This method of recording this useful distinction is followed with the support of the passages 
already quoted and with the wider support of Hegel's own exposition, e.g. his saying in Rechts 
PP272An., that "Reason" (Idee) is "more concrete" than "conception". 

It must be stressed that this difference is only one emphasis. The mutual dependence of 
"Reason" and "the conception of Reason" and the self-mediating character of this dependence would 
make their separation false and requires that 'Reason-as-the-conception of Reason' become "grasped 
as Object-Subject".2 The "objective" emphasis of Reason is recorded in FIGURE 1 by the three major 
"specific elements of Reason" being placed on the convex or outer side of the three corresponding 
arcs. In contrast, the "subjective" emphasis of conception is represented in FIGURE 2 by the three 
major "specific conceptions" being located on the concave or inner side of the three corresponding 
arcs. FIGURE 3 simplifies and incorporates these features of FIGURES 1 and 2 and thus portrays the 
complex reflexive or self-mediating unity of "Reason". FIGURE 3 also seeks to illustrate the point 
that, for every convex object or "specific element of Reason", there should be a corresponding 
concave "specific conception", i.e. a philosophical, subjective or rational theory of that object. 
FIGURE 4 offers an example of this 'hand in glove' relationship by locating "Reason-as-the
monarchical-organ" on the convex side of the absent arc of the "Reason-as-the-human-spirit" arc and 
by placing "the conception of the monarchical organ" on the concave side of that arc. In Chapter 
Eleven, FIGURE 9 will show more fully the way in which this 'absent arc' is made up of a chain of 
circles, each representing a "specific element of Reason" and each with a different level of 
"generality". 

In the following passage, Hegel explicitly confirms, in a theological idiom, that Reason's full 
development is dependent on its rising to self-consciousness through the human attainment of "the 
conception of Reason", i.e. without this "knowing .... the Divine Spirit could not become the in-and

(1) Enz. I, PP6. 
(2) Enz. I, PP214. 
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for-itself General" (i.e. could not become 'Reason-as-the-conception-of-Reason'): 
Philosophie t, S.96 (p.75): 
The essence of my human spirit which is my "self-conscious reason" is my essential being, 
my very substance without which I could not be actual. This essence is the combustible 
material, so to speak, which can be kindled and illuminated by the ~eneral Essence as such 
(i.e. by "Reason'") which is the object of philosophical study. Only m so far as this 
phosphorous is in humankind is the comprehensiOn, the kindling and the illuminating 
possible. Only thus is the feeling, intuiting and knowing of God [i.e. of Reason] within 
the scope of humankind at all. Also, without this essence which IS the divine spirit 
within humankind, the Divine Spirit could not become the in-and-for-itself General. 

This is another statement of Hegel's view that the "teleological" aim of nature and of human 
history is the human attainment of the sort of knowing and willing which is contained within and 
demanded by "the conception of Reason". Such knowing and willing forms the core of "rational 
living" .1 This is both the inherent aim, and the eventually to become self-conscious aim, of human 
life and history. This aim implies my own, often repeated prime prescription: 'Act so as to 
maximize free, rational living'. 

This chapter, has begun to outline the case for our seeing either Hegel's or my monarchical 
conclusions as 3) a logically integral "element" of a 1) comprehensive theory, a reflexive theory 
which claims to embrace all 2) "experience" and which accepts the demand of our 4) comparative 
tests that todays leading philosophy must "contain the principles" of all "previous philosophies". 
However, one more question remains to be discnssed here. Hegel's frequent use of the adjective, 
"absolute", and his occasional reference to "Reason" as "the Absolute", might at first sight lead us 
to charge him with claiming something for his system which Chapter Six argued was humanly 
unachievable, namely, 'absolute necessity'. I have found no passage in which he either clearly 
claims this sort of 'absolute necessity' for his philosophy or in which he explicitly accepts the 
unavoidability of the residual 'vague doubts' in Chapter Six. Nevertheless, I leniently read such an 
acceptance to be implicit in his frequently saying that "every individual is a child of his time" 
and that it "is foolish to imagine that any one philosophy could go over and beyond its 
contemporary world",2 in his saying that he has given "scepticism's demand that we "doubt 
everything" its appropriate place within his conception of Reason,3 and in his plea to be excused 
from any inadequacy in his "execution" of the search for "the truth" about "the value of things, of 
insights and of human actions".4 Such words also assist the lenient interpretation of Hegel's use 
of "absolute" so as not to indicate his view that he had achieved the 'absolute theory' but rather 
to refer to the reflexive or self-completing character of his philosophy. Such a gloss is also 
suggested by the phrase which he frequently used as inter-changeable with "absolute", i.e. "in-and
for-itself' (an und fiir sich), the feature outstandingly characteristic of 'Reason-as-the
conception-of-Reason'. This reading when added to the other findings of the outline of Hegel's 
philosophy within this chapter allows us modestly to assert that no obviously insurmountable 
obstacle has been found in his wider system to granting the statllS of 'philosophical necessity' to 
the model's monarchy. Also, Hegel's system seems to accord with the perspective defined in Chapter 
Six. The method by which "self-conscious reason" can become "reconciled" with "the Reason which 
has being" would seem to be the same as the method by which we search for 'philosophical 
necessity'. Its four criteria contain all of the "rational" demands that we can place upon a theory 
which purports to secure this reconciliation. In the modified words of the previously quoted 
epigram of PP6An., 'What is rational is philosophically necessary'. The search for philosophical 
necessity accepts Hegel's view that philosophy is only possible on the assumption that the object 
of its study (i.e. all experience) has a finite, knowable and rational structure. This structure, 
Hegel calls "Reason which has being" or simply, "Reason". The "conception of Reason" is taken 
merely to be Hegel's name for a 'philosophically necessary theory'. 

The next chapter will explore whether Hegel's conception of "Reason" prohibits or allows the 
generation of prescriptions, e.g. the formulation of a model constitution. 

ll Rechts, PP270An. (5.422). 
2 Rechts, S.26 (p.ll). 
3 Enz. I, PP7An. 
4 Logik II, 5.243 (p.575). !
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H E G E L ' S P R E S C R I P T I 0 N 


Chapter Six argued that a theory would have to be evaluative as well as descriptive before it 
could hope to be comprehensive let alone philosophically necessary. It went on to argue that such 
a theory would also have to be evaluative in relation to any current or future choices of action 
which might be facing us, i.e. it must also be prescriptive. It was said that the axiom of non
contradiction logically leads us to prescribe actions which are calculated to help our present or 
future worlds to become more in line with the scale of values arranged within our currently 
leading theory, i.e. it enjoins us to act wherever possible in order to maximize the actuality of 
these values. Chapter One explained why this book is concerned only with the formulation of a 
'general, prescriptive guide' 1 to action. It might be supposed that we would have had little 
difficulty in assuming that Hegel also saw his constitutional monarchy as offering such a 
prescriptive model given the previously quoted claims which he attached to it: "rational", a 
"hieroglyph of Reason", etc. This impression would be encouraged by a reading of the several clear 
prescriptions that Hegel offered on various occasions and which will be discussed shortly. This is 
to say, that the view that Hegel's philosophy had a prescriptive side to it might have been largely 
taken for granted if it were not for one of his paragraphs which plainly implies that prescription 
is a philosophical impossibility. This paragraph is the famous "owl of Minerva" passage in the 
Preface to The Philosophy of Right. It clearly denies that a philosophical "science of the state" 
can ever teach "the world" how it "ought to be". This passage will be translated and studied in a 
later section of this chapter. First, several passages in which Hegel is clearly offering some 
general and specific prescriptions will be considered. These later analyses will establish that an 
evaluative and prescriptive dimension is nevertheless inherent to Hegel's system, ordered as it is 
by his prime value, i.e. by "Reason". The first two are those which most obviously relate to 
constitutional questions: 2 

Rechts, PP280Z: 

Within a rational constitution, ... the monarch only has to do with the formal decision and 

thus he is only required to be a human being ... He need only .... say ''yes" and to place 

the dot on the "i" ... The ... pinnacle ... should be such that the personal attributes of 

the monarch's character are not significant .... This specification for the monarch is 

rational because it accords with the conception of Reason-as-the-constitution ... 

Rechts, PP320Z: 

The subjectivity of the monarch is by itself abstract but it should be a concrete ... 

ideality which spreads itself over the whole state. 


By implication, these words clearly prescribe how each one of us should act when we have the 
opportunity: 'we should either maintain or build a constitution for the states in which a monarch 
would be seen as the formal "pinnacle" of decision making, i.e. the formal "subjectivity" which helps 
maximally to guarantee that this state will concretely secure for itself a unity of decision-making 
over time'. 

With regard to the question of a monarch's role before a rational constitution becomes 
established, Hegel said that the independent intervention of the monarch is sometimes "required and 
justified" in order to remove an obstacle to the administration of justice which might be caused by 

(1) 	 Habermas would seem to call such a 'model' a "critical theorem", Theory and Practice, op. cit., 
p. 32. 

(2) 	 Under 'prescription', the Glossary lists additional passages which are clearly prescriptive, and 
some which are not so clear. 
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a "clique of officials". Hegel took "Friedrich II's "overruling of the lawyers' arguments in the 
"Arnold Case" to be an example of such an intervention.1 In the context of another undeveloped 
constitution, Hegel clearly states his support for the King of Wurtemberg's proposals for 
constitutional reform: 

Wun., S.471 (p.254): 

Are not the quoted proposals nothing other than the sort of constitutional fundamentals 

which we must recognize and accept with the highest approval? 


The next two clearly prescriptive passages make broader constitutional points: 
Eng., S.86 (p. 297): 
... when the aristocratic element in England as compared with the democratic element is 
the most significant force ... and when it finds its security and stability in the 
submerging of the people it rules into collective sensuality and into ethical depravity ... 
it is to be recognized as a good sign of the reawakening of the moral sense within the 
English people that they now have a feeling of the need for reform which involves a 
repugnance at that depravity. At the same time, we recognize that it should have become 
accepted that the comet way to seek the improvement is no more merely by the moral 
means of notions (Vorstellungen), by admonitions or by a union of isolated individuals in 
order both to avoid becoming beholden to the system of corruption and to work against it, 
but is by the alteration of institutions. The usual prejudice of laziness which always 
clings to the old faith in the goodness of an institution even when it hangs upon a 
wholly depraved set of circumstances has finally given way. Therefore, a thoroughgoing 
reform has become all the more demanded ... 
Eng. S.89 (p.300): 
Hitherto, ttie features which have an importantlart to play in those ... glorious and 
fonunate advances have been lacld!"B in Englan . Among these features, the scientific 
codification of the law stands the highest ... 

Hegel is clearly congratulating the English now that their "moral sense" has been reawakened. This 

is true in spite of the fact that Hegel disapproves of the specific reforms being proposed. 

However, he does go on to imply a prescription that the reformers work to alter the existing 

institutions and especially to seek "the scientific codification of the law''. 


The last passage to be considered below reveals Hegel's prescriptiveness by unambiguously 
showing him to recognize that the free will of humans, places upon them some "responsibility" both 
for the "good" and for the "evil" in the world. Unavoidably, his words imply that it is only 
because humans have the capacity "to know'' and to will the good that they can be held 
"responsible". This view requires us '1ogically'' to conclude that this responsibility enjoins a 
philosopher to try to offer the sort of knowledge which would help people to will the good in the 
present and future, i.e. that he should attempt to offer general prescriptions. Hegel starts out by 
taking great care to emphasize that "the cunning of Reason" which he has just discussed must not 
be interprete~ to reduce us merely to the tools or "means" of "Reason": 

Gesch1chte, S.49 (p.33): 
While we may alfow that the aims of most individuals and their satisfaction are 
sacrificed because an individual's happiness must in the main belong to the realm of 
chance, a view which accepts that for the most part individual's are to be seen as 
abandoned by Reason and to be considered under the category of means, yet there is one 
misreading of this view which we must oppose. It must not be taken to separate 
individualS in every respect from Reason, t.e. from the Hi~hest. Immanent within 
individuals, there IS an eternal or divine propeny which is m no way subordinate to 
Reason. This property is found, for example, m people's moral, ethical and religious 
lives ... (S.SO). When we speak of a "means" to an end we at first imagine that the means 
stands outside the end or has no share in the end. In fact, even natural things at large 
must have a characteristic within them which accords with the rational end which is the 
conception of Reason. Less than other creatures, humans behave accordin~ to that wholly 
external relation while their freedom also provides them with the opportunity to satisfy 
personal aims which may be different from the aim ~f Reason. Humans have a share in 
that aim and that is why they are ends in themselves. Humans are not mere formal ends 
in themselves as are livmg things ... whose properties are indeed righdy subordinated to 
human life and used as means. In contrast, humans are ends in themselves in the sense 
that they form the content of the rational aim ... It is only because this divinity is in 
humans that they can be an end in themselves. From the outset, this property is self· 
conscious reason aud so far as it is active aud self-determining, it is called freedom ... 
This property partially raises humans above the realm of external necessity and chance. 
However, it must also be said that to the extent that individuals can appropriately claim 
freedom, to that same extent they are responsible (Schuld} for ethical and religious 
corruption ... This is the mark of the absolute and high specific characteristic of 
humankind. A human being can know what is good and what is evil and this specific 

(1) 	 Rechts, PP295An. See Knox's explanatory note 61. 
(2) 	 This sentence reminds one of Kant's second formulation of the categorical imperative, Grounding, 

op. cit., p. 36. 
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characteristic is logically the willing of either good or evil. In one sense, humans can 
have the responsibility for ... all ... the [od and evil in the world. Only animals are 
enuinel without responsibility ... (S.51 . 

fs.54) ~s may be enough discussion a ut the means which Reason or the world Spirit 
uses m history in orders to realize its own conception. Put simply and abstractly, this 
realization results from the activity of human subjects within which Reason is present as 
their immanent and substantial essence. At first, Reason is still obscure though it is 
their hidden foundation. (S.55) 

The recognition of this "responsibility" helps to explain why occasionally Hegel did, by implication, 

clearly offer prescriptive guidance to his fellows as already exemplified both with regard to the 

role of the monarch and in relation to constitutional reform both in Wurtemberg and in England. 

Shortly, this recognition will lead us also to read Hegel's "Reason", "rational", "genuine Infinity", 

"actual", "right", and, thus, the many hundreds of other evaluative references within Hegel's theory, 

as logically helping to provide a systematic basis for such prescriptions. First, however, we must 

face the inescapable fact that in "the owl of Minerva" paragraph, Hegel clearly denies by 

implication that philosophy can offer any political prescriptions. 

Hegel's Denial of Prescription 


Since the following quotation plainly limits philosophy to retrospective knowing by saying that 
"philosophy is always too late" to teach "the world" how it "ought to be", it also, by implication, 
unavoidably denies prescription to philosophy. This is why it is argued here that it must be 
altered if a similar paragraph is to be retained within the 'text' of a philosophically necessary 
political theory. Each of the following improving modifications is keyed to the points marked 
within the translation: 
*1): insert the word, 'almost'; 
*2): insert the word, 'usually'; 
*3): insert the word, 'usually'; 
*4): insert the phrases, 'if philosophy's rational ideal world is to assist actuality's structuring 
process in any way, a citizen seeking to use this ideal must, more importantly, be aided by the 
empirically existent tendencies which are already strong within that process. Be that as it may, 
usually...'; 
*5): or instead of '*4', perhaps only insert 'alone' here; and 
*6): insert the word, 'usually': 

Rechts, S.27 (p.12): 
One more word remains to be said about the teaching of how the world oucllt to be. 
Philosophy (*1) always comes too late to give it anyway. As the thought orthe world, 
philosophY (*2) first appears in time after actuality's structuring process has been 
completed and has made itself ready to be conceived philosophically. The rationally ideal 
worfd as distinct from the empirically real world (*3) first appears within the ripeness 
of the relevant empirical actuality. This is a teaching of the conception of Reason, and 
history equally shows it to be necessary. This rational ideal grasps this same empirical 
world in Its substance. This ideal builds this world up into an intellectual realm. 
Therefore, (*4) when philosophy paints its grey in grey, then has a shape of living become 
old. With this grey in grey, (*5) that shape is not able to rejuvenate itself but only to 
know itself: the owl of Minerva (*6) first begins its flight with the falling of the dusk. 

If philosophy's "grey in grey" only comes after "a shape of living" has matured and if this shape 
cannot be "rejuvenated", why did Hegel attempt to offer the English the quoted advice on how to 
"reform" (i.e. rejuvenate) their corrupt constitution? Did he not prescribe the "scientific 
codification of the law"? Would not such codification be one result of the "science of the state" 
and did not these prescriptions in some sense attempt to help "to construct a state as it ought to 
be"? The argument in Chapter Six and Hegel's own clearly prescriptive practices (as listed in the 
Glossary and as exemplified above) stand irreconcilably opposed to this "owl of Minerva" paragraph 
and this is why it has been modified. If we were inclined to let Hegel off lightly for this bald 
contradiction within his work, we might conjecture that perhaps it was due to his calculation that 
if the Prussian censors read his owl of Minerva paragraph, they might be soothed away from reading 
on to discover the implied selective criticisms of the existing Prussian constitution, e.g. for its 
lack of a living representative assembly.1 This conjecture could also be seen as fitting in with 

(1) 	 The fact that Hee;el experienced censorship both earlier as editor of the Bamberger Zeitung and 
later with his article About the English Reform Bill gives this su&$estion some plausibility. 
Also, T.M. Knox says about the publication of The Philosophy of Right, that the "reason why it 
was delayed 18 months can hardly have been anything except fear of the censor". See "Hegel and 
Prussiamsm" in Heqel's Political Philosophy, W. Kaufmann (ed.), New York 1970, p.16. Also see my 
report on Dting's VIew on this issue in the Preface, page 7. 
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the Preface's last paragraph which might be interpreted as Hegel's attempt to alert the careful 
reader to this way of evading the censors. There he says that the Preface as such could only 
offer an "external and subjective ... introduction to the standpoint of the book''. By implication, 
perhaps he is saying that it should not be seen as constituting a part of his "scientific 
exposition". Because we cannot be sure whether the presence of the Prussian censors did or did not 
have this significance for Hegel, we are still faced with the problem of the owl of Minerva 
paragraph's clear denial. of any possibility of philosophical or scientific prescription. Clearly, it 
must be rejected or modified if we are to move toward a philosophically necessary political theory. 
Conflicting Readings 

This bald contradiction within Hegel's exposition could lead us to interpret many ambiguous 
passages in two conflicting ways depending on whether they were read together with the the owl of 
Minerva paragraph as it stands, or together with his prescriptive practice and the proposed 
modified version of this paragraph. One example of such possible conflicting interpretations is 
provided bv a passage which occurs in the Preface a page earlier: 

Rechts, S.26 {p.11 ): 
This book, in so far as it contains a science of the state, seeks nothing else but to 
conceive and to present the state as an inherently rational entity. As a philosophical 
work, it must be as far as possible from the attempt to construct a state as it ought to 
be. The teaching which may be within this book cannot extend to instructing the state 
about what it ouldlt to be. Far more, it teaches how the state or the ethical universe 
should become philosophically known ... 

Hegel's own owl of Minerva paragraph would incline us to read the "cannot" in the above translation 
as resulting from the fact that "philosophy always comes too late". However, Hegel's prescriptive 
practice suggests that the "cannot", instead refers to the philosophical priority which Hegel and I 
give to the discovery of the "inherently rational" state, i.e. the "rational ideal" or 'model'. Hegel 
is perhaps saying here, that this task is difficult enough for one book and so "this book cannot 
extend to instructing" any one empirically existing "state about what it ought to be". A "science 
of the state" must first attempt "to conceive ... the state" as it ought to be and "be as far as 
possible from the attempt to construct a state, as it ought to be". While the conception of the 
rational state, no doubt, has many prescriptive implications for every existing state, the drawing 
of these implications are of secondary importance and are too numerous, detailed and subject to the 
contingencies recalled at the beginning of Chapter One to be included in one book. They are 
secondary in the sense that they would be impossible to see until we have built a model state 
within our 'intellectual realm". They would be too numerous and contingent to the extent that they 
went beyond the obvious prescriptive extensions. While "Reason-as-constitutional-monarchy'' is seen 
here as obviously implying the general prescription that we should help to maintain or to build 
constitutional monarchies in our world, it is a much more detailed and uncertain question to 
determine how best to do this in each, let alone in every, political system. For example, within 
the political environment of the United States, does the model of democratic monarchy prescribe 
that we should work for the institution of monarchy immediately or instead for a 'parliamentary' as 
opposed to the 'congressional' arrangements in the first instance? Even for the British case, the 
detailed prescriptive implications are not wholly obvious. While the model clearly suggests that we 
should support the monarchical system, only a much longer analysis might allow us to see whether 
or not the model (which combined with the relevant empirical evidence and arguments) also implies 
that the civil list should be reduced, that the Church should be disestablished, or that the 
electoral system should be made proportional without delay. These are important local questions 
but philosophically they are not the first questions. Prior is the search for a rational model 
which may serve as the general prescriptive goal. This model is certainly the primary concern of 
this work and may have been Hegel's also. 
By First Discovering the "Rational Ideal" State to Serve as the General Prescriptive Goal, Philosophy 
Escapes the Charge of Subjectivist Moralizing. 

'Subjectivist moralising' is what Hegel refers to as "negative fault finding" in the next passage 
to be translated. It is the sort of shallow criticism or prescription which results form what an 
"idiosyncratic individual ... spins out for himself in his isolation" from "ideals which phantasy has 
produced".1 The sort of prescription which this chapter is affirming escapes the charge of 
subjectivist moralizing because it first seeks a philosophical ideal, a model discovered with regard 
to the "more comprehensive design" (fUr den allgemeinen Zweck) of Reason. This is why such a 
model can stand as a realistic general goal for the guidance of action. 

(1) (Geschichte, S.Sl-54, (p.34). (2) Ibid., S.37 (p.22). 
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Returning to the above passage (Rechts, 5.26), I see it also as rejecting the easy criticism of 
existing states which anyone can offer and which does not require the critic to judge any state 
against the standard of an openly formulated rational model. This view is more explicit in the 
following extract. The rational model is a formulation based on actuality, i.e. based on the 
discovery of "the genuine value" or the "positive aspect" of all past and present empirically 
existing states. 

Geschichte, 5.53: 
It is easier to see the deficiencies within individuals, within states, and within the 
changes in the world than it is to discover their ~enuine value. While engaged in this 
negative fault finding ... one stands over events Without grasping that these events 
themselves are predominantly shot through and through with a positive aspect ... 

While Enz. I, PP6An. would also seem to be ambiguous in the sense that it leads to two conflicting 
interpretations depending on whether or not it is read together with Hegel's own owl of Minerva 
paragraph, it is glossed here as an elaboration of the above criticism of 'subjective moralizing'. 
It charges the "acuteness" of the "abstractive understanding" with criticizing without a rational 
model and thus of ouly being concerned with "trivial ... external and transitory ... political 
arguments". I understand Hegel to be saying that "such trivial objects" are not the primary 
"interest of a philosophical science". In the first instance, "philosophy has only to do with Reason 
and, therefore, with actuality''. The "abstractive understanding may indeed rightly find in such 
cases, much that does not accord with ... definitions" which are popularly believed to be "correct". 
In this sense, "Who is not acute enough to see much in his environment which ... is not as it ought 
to be." 

The next example of a quotation which lends itself to two conflicting readings is the "child of 
his time" passage that immediately follows the above "science of the state" extract from the 
Preface: 

Rechts. 5.26 (p.ll): 
Because some of what is, is Reason, the task of philosophy is to conceive what is. As for 
the individual, everyone is a child of his time anyway and therefore philosophy also is 
its time grasped in thoughts. It is ... foolish to imagine that any one philosophy could 
go over and beyond its contemporary world ... If, in fact, a theory goes over there and 
behind the world as it is to butld a world as it ought to be, then, indeed, that world 
exists but only in an individual's intentions • a fluid area in which an individual is left 
to build anything that he might fancy. 

While the owl of Minerva paragraph would lead ns to read, "the task of philosophy is to conceive 
what is", as an earlier statement of the merely retrospective "knowledge" which that paragraph 
grants, Hegel's prescriptive practice and Chapter Six's requirement that a philosophically necessary 
theory be prescriptive leads this phrase to be construed as a restatement of the famous epigram 
first written two pages previously in the Preface: 

Some of what is rational Is actual and all of what is actual (or only part of what 
exists) is rational. 

This is to say, that not every aspect of "what is" is "Reason" but only those features which are 
"rational", i.e. those which provide some of the "objective guarantees" 1 or conditions for the human 
achievement of "the conception of Reason" (i.e. the "teleological aim") which orders the whole of 
Hegel's system as mentioned near the end of Chapter Seven. 
The Threat To Prescription From Determinism 

On the other hand, if read together with Hegel's owl of Minerva paragraph alone, the statements 
that it is philosophy's task "to conceive what is", that every individual "is a child of his time" 
and that "it is ... foolish to imagine that any one philosophy could go ... beyond its contemporary 
world" might seem to confirm a 'total, external, deterministic' view of the world's "structuring 
process" which is only knowable in retrospect, i.e. "the owl of Minerva first begins its flight with 
the falling of the dusk". Exactly the same sets of conflicting interpretations would flow from the 
next section's five related translations. Similarly, they also might be read to threaten any 
rational prescription by asserting that the future is entirely outside the scope of deliberate, 
human control. They could be easily taken to assert a 'total, external determinism' if they were 
read in isolation from the above recognition on Hegel's part of human "responsibility'' or read in 
isolation from his clearly prescriptive practice. In this recognition and practice, I see one of 
Hegel's voices fighting against the ambiguous, deterministic voice which is again exhibited in the 
next section. The first voice helps me to remove the threat posed by the second voice to 
prescription. 

(1) Rechts, PP286An. 
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Five Deterministic, Yet Equivocal Passages 
In the first of the five ambiguous extracts quoted below, it is suggested here that two lenient 

insertions be made: 'enduringly' and 'for the most part',1 at the points marked *1) and *2) 
respectively:

1) 	 Enz. I, PP209Z: 
Reason is as cunning as it is strong. In the main, cunning resides within the 
mediating activity in which the existing objects and people influence and wear each 
other down. They are left to follow their own natures. Reason does not directly 
interfere with this process. Nevertheless, only Reason's aim is *1) brousht forth. One 
can in this sense say, that Reason or divine Providence as absolute cunrun~ retains 
itself within the world and its process. Reason or God has left human bemgs with 
their particular passions and interests to continue to shape events even though what 
thereby comes to pass is the fulfilment of His intentions. What comes to pass is *2) 
other than that at first intended by the people involved. 

2) 	 Geschichte, S.52 (p.35): 
... we say that uruversal Reason is accomplishing itself ... (S.53) Now, in contrast to 
those simple ideals, the insight to which philosophy should lead is that the actual 
world is as it should be, i.e. that the genuine Good, the general and divine Reason 
also has the power to bring itself to completion. The most concrete notion 2 of this 
Good, of this Reason, is God. God governs the world. The content of His governing, 
His plan, is world histoty. Philosophy wishes to grasp this plan because only that 
which is carried out according to this plan is actuality. What is not in accordance 
with this plan is onlv foul existence. Those who have those simple ideals seem to 
view the world as if it were only an appearance of mad or foohsh happenings. This 
appearance fades before the pure li_ght of this divine Reason (Idee). Reason is no 
sunple ideal. Philosophy wishes to know the content of these happenings, i.e. to know 
the actuality of the divine Reason ... 

3) 	 Enz. I, PP234Z: 
The discontented strivin~ fades when we know that the ultimate aim of the world is as 
much completed as continually completing itself. 

4) 	 Enz. I, PP6An.: 
Philosophy has only to do with Reason (Idee) and therefore with actuality. Reason is 
not so unpotent that it only ought to be but ts not actual. 

In the light of the complications of the above arguments, it should be emphasized that while "the 
ultimate aim of the world" is somewhat dependent on human "self-conscious reason" and willing 
because humans are "responsible", this is not the same as saying that the achievement of this aim 
(i.e. the achievement of 'Reason-as-the-conception of Reason') is dependent on any one individual or 
nation. No, as Hegel says in the next translation, Reason or "the world Spirit" has "nations and 
individuals enough to exempt some from having to contribute to this achievement". Given limitless 
time and space, if some individuals, governments or peoples fail to assist the advance of Reason in 
the world, it is in the highest degree probable that others in other times or places will not so 
refuse. 

5) 	 Philosophie I, S.55 (p. 36): 
... the fength of time which Reason or the world Spirit requires to achieve philosophy 
can at first surely strike us as being as astonishing as the unmensity of space of 
which astronomy has come to speak. We must recognize, however, thatReason is not in 
a hurry .... It lias time enough just because it is eternal. It is not confined to any 
one time span. Exhausted and ephemeral beings ... do not have enough time. Who does 
not die before he has finished many of his aims. It is not time alone, however, which 
is used for the acquisition of Reason-as-the-conception of Reason. It costs much else. 
As a result, it does not matter that Reason has spent many races and generations in 
its labour to come to consciousness or that it has made a huge display within history 
of rising up and passing away. Reason is rich enough for such a display. It has 
produced its work on a lar~e scale. It has nations and individuals enough to exempt 
some from having to contnbute to this achievement. 

Tills "time" and this "exemption" is taken to grant, by implication, the negative power of some 
individuals, governments or peoples to frustrate, for a time, some of the actualizations of Reason. 
If so, they also have the positive power to accelerate or at least not to retard "actuality's 
structuring process". That some "peoples" or "governments" may so retard this process is explicitly 
recognized by Hegel in the following text which directly relates to the aim of this book to help 
define the philosophically necessary- model constitution. Here, Hegel speaks of the actual or "tme 

(1) 	 This second phrase is present in the above mentioned "cunning of Reason" passage (Geschichte, 
S.49 (o.33)). 

(2) 	 VorstilluriiJ. Hegel's reference here to "God" as Vorstellung, as opposed to his claim that 
"Reason" ts a Begriff, would seem to lend Hegelian support to m:y own preference for replacing 
God by Reason as at the centre of the comprehensive theoty which can be held to be 
philosophically necessary. 
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constitution towards which each people must move". That this is a prescriptive "must" rather than 
a deterministic 'must' is clear from his saying later that, while "a government must recognize when 
the time for constitutional change has come", in fact, it may not do so and this same government 
and its "inessential arrangements may retain the upper hand" for some time. From his prescriptive 
position, Hegel also says that "it is essential to know what the true constitution is" because "what 
may stand against the true constitution has no durability". 

PhUosophie II, 5.112-13 (p.97-98): 
Because every people falls within the historical process, the trne constitution is 

certainly not suitable for every people at every time. Just as the individual human is 
raised by his education within a state from having a perspective of isolated sinmdarity 
to that of adopting the view of the general interest, so each people is educated' over 
time. Each nation as a child during its barbarian stage tends to move towards a more 
rational structure. Humans do not remain where they are but alter over time. The same 
is true of a people's constitution and it is in this context that we can ask the question 
of what is the true constitution towards which each people must move. This true 
constitution once discovered could be said to stand m front of each historically existing 
nation as that towards which it tends to go. With the passage of time, each people must 
alter its existing constitution so that it continually is brought nearer to the true 
constitution .... The constitution of a peoJ?le should truly express that people's 
consciousness of its own spirit, its own livmg ethical practices. It should give these 
immanent structures the form of truth. A people's constitution should enshrine that 
people's knowledge of itself. If for a people that view is no longer true which its 
constitution still expresses as the truth and if its consciousness or conception of itself 
and its reality are different, the body and living spirit of that people are disunited and 
divided. In this case, one of two things can happen. First, the people may either by a 
violent internal eruption smash that law which ts still valued by the existing 
constitution or it may alter those particular elements of the law which no longer express 
the truth of its ethical practices. A people may do this when its spirit has moved 
beyond its existing constitution. Second, a people may not have the understanding or 
stren2th of SJ?irit either quickly or slowly to remove such elements. In this case, that 
peopfe will either retain Its inferior law or it will become subordinated to a superior 
people which has reached a higher constitution. 

In this context, we can see why it is essential to know what is the true constitution. 
What may stand against the true constitution has no durability, has no truth, and it 
cancels itself out. It has a temporary definite existence but it cannot support itself. 
It has been valued but it cannot continue to be valued. That it must be repealed or 
abolished lies in the very conception of the constitution. This insight can only be 
reached by philosophy. A non-violent political revolution can occur only when a similar 
insight is Widely held .... 

A government must recognize when the time for such change has come. If, however, the 
government is tied to the temporary arrangements, ignorant of that which is the truth, 
taking the inessential, valued arrangements as a defence against the essential 
arrangements (i.e. against that which is contained within Reason (Idee)), then the 
government effectually over-throws itself under the pressure of this spirit of Reason. 
With the dissolution of its government, a l?eople dissolves itself unless a new government 
becomes established. Alternatively, the extsting government and the inessential 
arrangements may retain the upper hand. 

Following this long passage and returning now to look at the second of the five ambiguous extracts 
translated above, Hegel is saying that "philosophy wishes to grasp this plan" so that it can better 
prescribe which aspects, if any, of the existing arrangements or institutions should be altered in 
order to make them more closely approximate to the "true constitution", to the rational model which 
philosophy sees as part of that "plan". Philosophy should recommend changes to the extent that 
they would tend to make the empirically existent institutions more "actual" and less examples of 
''foul existence". 
The Threat To Prescription From Merely Retrospective Knowledge 

With regard to the before mentioned retrospective knowledge which the phrase, "child of his 
time", might be taken to signify and which is plainly accepted by the owl of Minerva paragraph, 
this limitation on philosophy is clearly removed by Hegel's own prescriptive practice and by his 
recognition of human "responsibility''. It tends, also to be removed by the three passages 
summarized next which suggest that philosophy may attain the sort of knowledge which is relevant 
for the future as well. The first says that "philosophy does stand above its time in form" and "is 
the inner birth place of the human spirit which will later become an actual social or political 
formation".1 The second says that "time was required before the principle ... of Socrates 

(1) Philosophie I, S.74 (p.54). Haldane's translation is confused. 
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could become part of wider public self-consciousness".1 The third says that philosophy, as "the 
thinking human spirit of world history strips off every restrictedness of the particular spirits of 
the nations ... and ... raises itself toward a knowing of Reason-as-the-conception of Reason".2 

Shortly, the evaluative and prescriptive implications of Hegel's "Reason" and "actuality" will be 
discussed, but first, we must return to the above "child of his time" extract in order to finish the 
examination of the set of conflicting interpretations to which it gives rise. While the owl of 
Minerva paragraph denies that we might help to "construct a world as it ought to be" for the 
present or near future, the proposed gloss does not exclude the possibility of our building up a 
realistic, "actual" or "rational" ought to be world "into an intellectual realm", i.e., a 'model' which 
would have prescriptive implications for the near future. Accordingly, the rejection of a 
philosophy's going "over [there] and behind its contemporary world", is interpreted only as a 
dismissal of subjectivist moralizing, e.g. a rejection of the ought to be worlds of the "abstractive 
understanding", or of the "phantasies" of naive utopians, or of a religious other worldlyness. In 
the same vein, the Preface rejects an "idle ideal".3 

Previous and later chapters discuss the model constitution in greater detail. This chapter 
elucidates the general evaluative character of the whole of Hegel's philosophical system within 
which the model constitution is seen to have its place and from which its political prescriptions 
can be developed. Accordingly, it must fmally be argued that Hegel's system is evaluative to its 
very core. First, Hegel recognizes the existence of an endless multiplicity of partly repetitive 
and thus boring experiences which he calls the "spurious infinity". This "infinity" can only be 
defined by contrasting it to what he calls the "genuine Infinity" or "Reason", i.e. to the finite 
number of specific elements of Reason of which the genuine Infinity is composed. Chapter Seven 
suggested how one such element (i.e. 'Reason-as-the-conception of Reason') enables this list of such 
elements to be finite by its reflexive completion of the circle of Reason. Each within this 
totality of elements is a valued, specific aspect of the indefinite multiplicity of possible 
experiences. However, each is valued only to the extent that it is seen either to be an 
"elucidation" or a "development" of Reason, only to the extent that it is seen to be a condition 
for, or a result of Reason's "structuring process". These specific elements of Reason are of three 
types: 

1) those which compose "Reason-as-logic" ("categories"), 
2) those which compose "Reason-as-nature" ("actualities"), and 
3) those which compose 'Reason-as-the-human-spirit' ('actualities"). 

FIGURES 5 and 6, to follow, recall the pictorial interpretations in Chapter Seven and summarize the 
above elaborations. The very circumference of the circle in FIGURE 5 is composed of "the genuine 
Infmity'' because it characterizes both the objective and subjective (i.e. the convex and the 
concave) aspects of Reason. All of the points on the rest of the page outside the circle represent 
the "spurious infmity". The claim is that "the genuine Infinity" as "Reason" expresses the valued 
"essence" or the "positive aspect" of all experience. Similarly, the circumference of the circle in 
FIGURE 6 is composed of "the logical categories", of 'the natural actualities' and of 'the human 
actualities'. Outside the circle, the spurious infinity is alternatively called "inessential 
appearance". The Glossary of these terms lists more of the many superfluous, because 
interchangeable, words which Hegel also uses to register these same distinctions. 

Chapter Six claimed that a theory would have to be evaluative in order to be comprehensive 
because the desire to know what ought to be is one of our non-sensuous experiences. It is one of 
our motives for philosophical pursuit. In fact, it seems that no explicit theoretical attempt to 
reject this aim could escape self-contradiction. This is why there is a fundamental evaluativeness 
which is reflexively embedded in the very search for philosophical necessity. If we value this 
search, we must value the experiences or the particular arguments, perspectives and pieces of 
evidence which offer us any assistance in this search. For example, we must value the particular 
experiential, logical or comparative tests which may help us rationally to eliminate all but one of 
the competing theories. Also, to the extent that we value the achievement of philosophical 
necessity, to that same extent, we must logically value the natural, social, political, cultural or 
historical developments, structures or conditions which arguably encourage the success of this 
search. These 

f

l~ Rechts, PP274Z.
2 Enz. III, PP552. 

3 Rechts, S.24 (p.lO). 
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FIGURE 5: Reason as the orenuine Infini tv which bv contrast 
defines the snurious infinity 
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FIGuRE 6: Reason as the ceteeories and actualities which 
bv con tras"C aei:L.ne lnessen tial aonearance 



89 Prescription 

same conditions could equally be said to support 'the maximization of free,rational living'. In this 
regard, for example, we might see the reduction of povefl¥; and the increases in literacy, in public 
education, in the freedom of speech, in the freedom of the press, and in the freedom of association; 
as historical developments which make the relevant philosophical dialogues more widely possible and 
thus more likely to succeed. Speaking with a more precise reference to the concern of this book, 
it sees "the positive aspects" of constitutional experience contained within "Reason-as-the
constitution" as providing some of the "actual" political conditions for a people to approach a 
philosophically necessary theory. The existence of a rational constitution would help to encourage 
a people to achieve the teleological aim defined by Hegel and summarized by another modified 
version of his epigram: 

'Some orwhat is J?hilosophically necessary is rational living; and all of what is rational 
living is philosophically necessary.' 

This chapter has re-written Hegel's owl of Minerva passage in line with the discovery that the 
offering of political prescriptions follows logically from the evaluative character of Hegel's wider 
system. The next chapter examines Hegel's "necessity" and discovers that the meaning of his "inner 
necessity'' is close to the 'philosophical necessity' of Chapter Six. The next chapter will also 
secure the logic of his system against J.N. Findlay's charge that Hegel rejected 'the axiom of 
non-contradiction'. 
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H E G E L 1 8 N E C E 8 8 I T Y 


Chapters Eight to Eleven have the task of elucidating those fundamental features of Hegel's 
wider system which will contribute to a sharper understanding of his constitutional monarchy. The 
previous chapter has prepared the way for seeing Hegel's constitution as having a prescriptive 
significance. The next chapter will examine the social and economic foundations, as Hegel saw them, 
for his political arrangements. Chapter Eleven explains how his system requires the rational 
constitution to display the three moments of "generality", "particularity", and "singularity". This 
chapter considers what Hegel means by the "necessity" 1 of constitutional monarchy. 
Hegel's "Inner Necessity" Is My 'Philosophical Necessity' 

Hegel uses "necessity" in two distinct but integrally related ways. One refers to the 
"objective" processes of the natural and human worlds which would make many things happen even if 
people had never chosen deliberately to shape events, i.e. "external necessity". The other use 
refers to the compelling character of the arguments and evidence for the human derivation and 
testing of theories about these worlds, i.e. "inner necessity".2 While Hegel does not always 
e:xplicitly use the two distinguishing adjectives, external and inner, the contexts usually make the 
two meanings clear. 'The cause" and effect "relationships" 3 of "external necessity" initially are 
seen to characterize "the Reason which has being" or simply, "Reason", while "inner-necessity" is 
seen to characterize "self-conscious reason's" discovery of "the conception of Reason". The 
"conception of Reason" is a subjective "thinking" about "external necessity".4 The "conception of 
Reason" includes atheory of external necessity, and is thus a "reconciliation of inner with 
external necessity. This thinking recognizes external necessity's "objectivity",S but holds that it 
must not be seen as "alien". Inner necessity "overcomes" the seeming difficulty of making "the 
transition from external necessity to freedom". The conception of the inner necessity of Reason 
secures the theoretical condition for our "liberation". 'Reason-as-the-conception of Reason' knows 
external necessity not to be "external" in the sense of a deterministic force, alien do our knowing 
and willing selves but as "the cunning of Reason" which provides this our rational subjectivity with 
its very being, its foundation, its material, and the medium for its exercising of its freedom. It 
fmds a world which is life giving and intelligible. We find ourselves at home in the existing 
world in the sense asserted by the previously quoted epigram: 

Some of what is ~ational is actual, and all of what is actual (or only part of what 
exists) is rational. 

This is to say, that this discovery of "inner necessity" enables us, firstly, to see the sense in 
which the world as it exists is already rational enough to allow our rational selves to feel not 
utterly at odds with it. This makes despair rationally avoidable. Secondly, this discovery helps 
us to see those parts of our existing world which are not rational and, therefore, not actual; and, 
thirdly, to act freely and responsibly to assist the existing world become more rational. The 
prescriptive significance of this third result of our achieving a knowledge of this inner necessity 
is again clearly given voice by Hegel himself in the following extract which distinguishes between 

Rechts, PP279Z. 

See the Glossary for lists of references to these terms. 

Enz. I, PP153. 


It 
Enz. I, PP159An. 
Enz. I, PP158Z. 
Enz. I, PP6An. 
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"natural" and "human" external necessity. Here he is discussing the difference between "the laws of 
nature" and ''human laws". He writes that "an inner voice says what human laws should be" 1 

because "humankind fmds within itself the test of what is to be accepted as valid": 
Rechts, Zusatz S. 15 (p. 224):
There are two kinds of laws, laws of nature and human laws. The laws of nature simply 
are and are thus accepted .... We become acquainted with both sorts of laws as those 
laws which are simply there. Thus the citizen and the positive jurist ... stand and remain 
no less than the natural scientist by what is given. However, the difference is that the 
human spirit of critical study is aroused by ... the variety of human laws as between 
peoples and times. This calls our attention to the fact that these laws are not absolute 
... Here, there necessarily enters the possibility either of a clash between one of these 
laws and our inner voice or of their agreement. Humankind does not remain satisfied with 
what has defmite existence, but it claims to have the standard of what is right within 
itself. While humankind can have a sense of being subjected to an alien governmental 
authority by external necessity and force, in no case can we feel the same way in 
relation to the necessity of nature. An inner voice says what the human laws should be 
and within itself humankind finds the test of what is to be accepted as valid .... Here, 
therefore, is the possibility of a conflict between what is and wliat ought to be, between 
a human law which has been determined arbitrarily and the right that has being in-and
for-itself and which remains unaltered .... Humankind must meet its own reason within the 
laws it accepts as right. Humankind must, therefore consider the rationality of the laws 
which pass for right and this is the subject-matter of our science of the state .... The 
present world has a pressing need for this science because the culture of the time ... has 
placed thought at the pinnaCle of all that should be valued. Theories have placed 
themselves over against the definitely existing human laws and each theory wishes to 
appear as in-and-for-itself correct and necessary .... 

Based on the perspective recalled in FIGURE 6, FIGURES 7 and 8, to follow, attempt to summarize 
the above interpretation of the relations between these various sorts of necessity. FIGURE 7 seeks 
to remind us both that "external necessity" has a shaping power before any humans become free 
actors and, yet, that it helps to foster the development of this freedom. FIGURE 8 shows how the 
liberating "inner necessity" retains external necessity by thinking it within "the conception of 
Reason". FIGURE 8 replaces the labels of "external necessity" with 'natural necessity' and 
'historical necessity'. 'Historical necessity' is taken more accurately to express the ''human" 
necessity which was implicitly present in the "human laws" discussed in the above passage. Another 
version of the above epigram may also help me to summarize this section's findings: 

'Some of what has inner necessity has historical necessity, and all of what has 
historical necessity has inner necessity'. 

Findlay's Criticisms 
While JN. Findlay's Hegel: A Re-examination usually offers an accurate and sympathetic account 

of Hegel's system, several parts of his commentary need to be considered in the light of an 
elaboration of Hegel's "inner necessity". The "inner" or 'philosophical' necessity interpreted in 
FIGURE 8 represents the claim that the Encyclopaedia's discovery and elucidation of the many 
hundreds of "specific conceptions• together constitute "the conception of Reason". Chapter Seven 
said that Hegel's philosophy of logic 2 seeks to outline all the categories which we require in 
order to think about thought, and that his philosophies of nature and of the human spirit 3 seek to 
expound the additional distinctions and relations required for the study of nature and humankind. 
To be more specific, Hegel's plan was to start with the most general yet abstract and thus the 
most empty and vague requisite elements and to go on to show how a study of these necessarily 
leads to the discovery of all the others which are less and less abstract and more and more 
concrete until an outline of the whole of experience is secured. Following this "methodical" 4 

plan, Hegel begins with vague "being" (Sein) and finishes with the complex yet precise "conception 
of Reason". 

(1) This passage will also be seen to provide additional support for the claim that He~el himself 
must have recognized that his Philosophy of Right would have a prescriptive significance. 

2~ Enz. I.
3 Enz. II and III. 
4 Enz. I, PP24Z, PP42An., PP88An. ~ 
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PIGURE 7: external necessity 

FIGURB 8: inner necessity 1-l'ith natural a.'"ld historical necessity 
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What does it mean to claim "inner necessity" for the derivations of the many hundreds of these 
specific conceptions? H these derivations are taken to have 'philosophical necessity', we can say 
exactly what this claim means. It would mean that we can see how every category and distinction 
is discovered from within the preceding discussions (i.e. that they are logical) and that the 
resulting interconnected list of categories appears to capture the essence of all our experience, 
including the non-sensuous experience of competing philosophical systems. The chain of derivations 
would be seen as philosophically necessary if it seemed: 

1) to be comprehensive, 

2) to be compatible with all known experience, 

3) to be logical, and 

4) to defeat or absorb all known competitors. 


This is what Hegel is taken to mean by "inner necessity". He makes much the same claim for these 
derivations by saying that they are "dialectical".1 This adjective both emphasizes that each 
category is in some sense "contrary' to the previous and following categories and yet is only an 
element within the differentiated totality which is "Reason", and that they all are the surviving 
results of dialogues with previous and contemporary theories. 

J.N. Findlay's reading of Hegel differs from mine at several points. While I agree with him that 
Hegel holds his derivations to have a greater "rigour" than can be claimed for merely mathematical 
deductions, Findlay does not say with me, following Plato, that this is because a "dialectical" 
system also must scrutinize the competing assumptions upon which rival theorems are based. 
Findlay and I disagree even more sharply, however, when he says that this "rigour'' requires a 
"unique starting point" and a "unilineal dialectical chain": 2 

Hegel assumes ... that a dialectical system is in a sense more rigorous than a 
mathematical system. For whilst in the latter there are many starting points and many 
alternative directions that proof may take~ in a dialectical system there are both unique 
starting-points and a single line of proof. 

Hegel himself shows some flexibility on the question of his "starting point".4 The reasons why he 
chooses to begin with the most abstract category is because it is more efficient to start with the 
simple and then to work up gradually to the complex. With this plan, the dominant direction of 
elucidation can always be toward the more and more concrete. Any other starting point would 
require us first to analyse it into its simpler conceptual pre-conditions, i.e. require us, in fact, 
to go back to Hegel's point of departure before we could go forward to the richer and more complex 
derivations. Having said this, however, I do not see, for example, how the system would have been 
altered if he had begun his exposition with "naught" (Nichts) 5 rather than with "being" (Sein).6 

Both seem equally abstract and each seems equally capable of being discovered within our thinking 
about all experience, including within our thinking about the other category. 

As for the claim that Hegel's system is "unilineal", Findlay neither cites nor do I know of any 
text in which Hegel says this himself. In any case, such a claim would have been impossible to 
sustain for the reasons that Findlay himself points out.7 We have only to think,for example, of the 
ease with which Hegel could have discussed the monarchical organ after, rather than before, the 
other two organs. This is illustrated by the order of the presentation in Chapter One. I must 
also differ from Findlay's view in the following extract where he says that the derivations or 
"transitions" are only "necessary ... in the rather indefinite sense" which is present in "a work of 
art". Neither do I read Hegel as ever claiming that every category is part of a "triad" or that 
"absolute rigour" characterizes his system, if this means claiming more than the rigour of 
philosophical necessity or more than the "in-and-for-itself' or reflexive rigour present within "the 
conception of Reason": 

A study of Hegel's dialectical practice will show, further, that in spite of anything he 
may say regarding their necessary, scientific character, his transitions are only 
necessary and inevitable in the rather indefinite sense in which there is necessity and 
inevitability in a work of art. His dialectical triads certainly reveal a community of 
style, but ... There is not ... one continuation which alone seems obligatory, but rather a 
number of possible continuations, some of which seem more fitting than other ... To look 
for absolute rigour in the Dialectic is to ignore the illumination it has for the Hake of 
some quasi-mathematical interconnection which it does not and cannot possess. 

1 See Glossary.

2 J.N. Findlay, Hegel: A Re-examination, London 1959, p.71. 

3 Ibid., p.70 

'4 See Enz. I, PP17, PP86An., PP159Z and PP186Z. 

5 Enz. I, PP87. (6) Enz. I, PP86. 

7 Op. cit., p.73. (8) Ibid., p.73. 
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In the next passage to be quoted, Findlay discusses what Hegel calls his "theory" of 
"contrariety''. It has already been said that all the elements within Hegel's "dialectical" system 
are in one sense "contrary" to each other. In contrast and without giving his source, Findlay 
asserts that Hegel's exposition of contrariety "plainly" rejects "the law of contradiction" (i.e. 'the 
axiom of non-contradiction' discussed in Chapter Six): 

Hegel's ... doctrine ... is that ... contradiction enters into all our notions and ideas, even 
those that are most securely founded and in most constant use, that it also enters all 
things in the world, that is the moving soul of scientific method ... Hegel further 
emphasizes that he is not talking of "contradiction" in some half-hearted or equivocal 
manner; he is not saying that X is A in one sense but not in another, that it IS A in so 
far as it is X but not in so far as it is something else. All these devices are 
explicidy disowned by Hegel ... Hegel makes it as plain as possible that it is not some 
watered down, equivocal brand of contradiction, that he believes to exist in thou~t and 
the world, and to be an ineliminable component in self-conscious spiritual reality. 

Findlay's next words, with which I agree, would seem effectively to cancel the above claim that 
Hegel "is not saying that X is A in one sense, but not A in another" or offering "some ... equivocal 
brand of contradiction", but soon I will examine Hegel's own words so we can test this for 
ourselves: 

... it is plain that he cannot be using it in the self-cancelling manner that might at 
first seem plausible. By the fresence of "contradiction" in thou~ht or reality, Hegel 
plainly means the presence o the OpPOSed, anti-thetical tendencies, tendencies which work 
m contrary directions, which each rum at dominating the whole field and worsting their 
opponents, but which each also require these opponents in order to be what they are, and 
to have something to struggle with. .... Hegel's iioctrine of contradiction as present in 
all our concepts does not mean that such contradiction will impede their working in 
ordinary contexts, or in the well drilled precision of deductive syste1ns. Hegel is no 
philosophical (p.79) anarchist concerned to disrupt orderly processions by hurling

2dialectical bombs ... 
Findlay does not refer directly to any of Hegel's texts on this issue yet when these are examined 
we see that they need not be read to support his assertions. Far from denying the axiom of non
contradiction, Hegel's own words can be interpreted instead as attempting to correct various modem 
uses or reformulations of Aristotle's "laws of contradiction and excluded middle".3 He seems to be 
explaining how their merely formal and isolated applications cannot be sustained within philosophy. 
He argues that the philosophical examination of these "laws" shows them to be a part of the 
complex system of "contrarieties" of which Reason is composed. For exrunple, in his larger Science 
of Logic, he is concerned to discuss "ordinary abstractive thinking's ... so called", 

1) "law of identity'' which in its "negative form" is "the law of contradiction",4 i.e. "A crumot be 
at the srune time A and not-A; 

2) the "law" of "diversity", i.e. "All things are different" 5 and; 
3) "the law of the excluded middle", i.e. "Something is either A or not-A, there is no third" 

classification. 
Hegel implies that, while abstractive thinking uncritically assumes that these three "laws" are 
separately valid and are indifferent to one another, they all could be derived from any one of them 
when they are "transformed" or considered within his own "theory" (Satz) of "contrariety" 
(Widerspruch) which is summarized by the following "proposition" (Satz): All things are themselves 
inherently contrary".6 

Two pages later, Hegel's examples make it entirely clear that these words are not intended to 
violate the axiom of non-contradiction. There, he implies that "the father" is in one sense 
identical with "the son" (e.g. their common biological link), in another sense they are different 
(e.g. one must be born before the other), and in a third sense, one must either be the father or 
not of a given boy. The clarity of Hegel's position so far has admittedly been enhanced by the 
free translation above. of Satz, first as "law'' and then as "proposition" and "theory", and of 
Widerspruch, first as "contradiction" and then as "contrariety". In spite of this clarity, it is 
possible to see why Hegel's intervening discussions might easily have been read in isolation by 
Findlay "plainly" to reject the axiom of non-contradiction. These intervening words analyse how 
both physical "movement" and human "impulse" exemplify this an· pervading contrariety within the 
empirical world. 

1 Ibid., pp;. 76-77. The emphases are mine. 

2 Ibid., pp.77-79. 

'3 Aristotle, Metaphysics, translated by John Warrington, London 1966, p.123. 

4 der Satz des Widerspruchs, Logic II, S.45, P.416. 

5 Ibid., S.52, p.422. 

6 Ibid., widersprechend, S.74, p.439. 
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In the extract translated below, the first bold segment (i.e. "... it is at one and the same 
instant here and not here, or ... in this place it is and is not at the same .... "), could easily have 
fostered Findlay's 'harsh' interpretation.1 Similarly, the later bold phrase (translated as " ... any 
positive impulse is at the same time the negative of itself'), could be more readily translated as 
" ... something ... is the negative of itself in one and the same respect or sense" (Rucksicht). Again, 
out of context, Findlay might have seen this as evidence of Hegel's "plain" denial of the axiom of 
non-contradiction. 

Logic II, S.75-76 (p.440): 
The common experience of physical motion itself enunciates that at least there exists in 
the empirical world a multitude of contrary things, contrary arrangements, etc. This 
experience demonstrates that contrariety is not just outside such motion, occurrin~ merely 
within the reflexions of observers ... This contrariety is the negative in its essential 
specification. This is to say, that contrariety is the principle of all self-movement. 
Within p~ical motion, self-movement has established itself no further than to display 
itself emptrically. Sensuous motion is the unmediated and definite existence (Dasem) of 
this principle. Defmite existence moves itself in this way only, not in the sense that it 
is here in this instant and in another instant there, that 1s only a definition of motion, 
but in the sense that it is at one and the same instant here and not here, or in the 
sense that in this place it is and is not at the same time .... Movement is itself a 
definite existence of contrariety. Similarly, is not the distinctively inner self-movement 
of an impulse ... , e.~. the impulse to eat, nothing other than somethinJl: which contains 
within itself a defictency? This is to say, that any positive something ts both self
contained and a deficiency, e.g. any positive impulse is at one and the same time the 
negative of itself. An impulse is a dependence on a something which is not this impulse, 
e.g. hun~er is impossible without food. The abstract identify of A = A by itself has as 
yet no life, but a definitely existin~ positive something which has negativity immanent 
within itself must go out of itself mto the world which alters it, e.g. hunger drives an 
animal to move and to shape and be shaped by the other beings in the world. Therefore, 
something is living only in so far as it can embrace neJl:ativit.y within itself, in so far 
as it has the strength to seize and sustain contrariety Within Itself .... Without this 
strength it perishes rather than lives by its contrariety. Speculative thinking or 
philosophy resides in thinking by thinldng this contrariety and holding it fast within 
thought ... 

The first bold segment is not taken to require that we read Hegel here to be denying the axiom of 
non-contradiction. He need not be interpreted as saying that, at exactly the same time and in 
exactly the same sense, every definitely existing being is both here and not here. Instead, I 
understand him to mean that an existent being as such is within an existent world, i.e. within a 
complex and dynamic system of contrarily defined beings. So placed, it is pushed and pulled this 
way and that. The definitely existing world as a complex of somewhat differently defmed beings 
must have the property of motion. As a whole it must have self-movement even though merely 
physical "motion" is not yet the full actualization of self-movement, but all motion is inherent in 
the contrarieties which must define the "place" of every existing being with reference to its 
environment. Thus, with respect to a given existing being, while at one "instant" it is "here", at 
the same instant its defmition includes the contrary beings in its environment which are "there". 
It is "in this place" now, but it is true that "at one and the same time", it is residing within a 
world of contrarieties which make it subject to being removed from "this place". At one and the 
sane time, it is actually "here" and potentially "not here". It is this gloss which led me to add 
the above clarifying phrase: 'that is only a definition of motion'. 

It may be helpful to note that this reading is assisted by an awareness of the literal meaning 
of Dasein: "being-there", e.g. existing in a specific way within a world bound by time and space. 
This meaning is reinforced on Hegel's next page which talks about the world of "above and below, 
right and left", i.e. a world which is itself all the conditions for the contrariety of motion. 
Having all the conditions for motion means that, as a whole, this world is "self-moving". 

(1) The opposite of a 'lenient' interpretation. 
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If Hegel's own acceptance of the axiom of non-contradiction needed any further proof, it should 
finally be recalled that he took care to say, that, while a "cause" precedes its "effect" and is also 
"the cause of itself", it is not both cause and effect in the same "connection".1 

Returning to Findlay's account of Hegel, he seems to offer in "mitigation" an improving 
interpretation of his own which agrees entirely with my own lenient readings: 

Ordinary thought steers clear of contradiction by refusing to apply its concepts in 
unwanted cases, and a deductive system avoids them by the sheer precision of its 
abstractions, in which all factors that mi.!(ht lead to hesitation or conflict have been 
deliberately excluded. Contradiction wilf not arise as long as one remains resolutely at 
a single level of discourse, which one does not seek to connect, nor to see in relation, 
with other forms of discourse. It arises only when one tires of the deadoess and sheer 
senselessness of such one-level discourse, and tries to pass on to something deeper; its 
point of emergence is not within smoothly functioning patterns of discourse, so much as 
between them. Hence the hesitation, the conflict it involves does not lead to the 
demoralizing paralysis it would engender were it injected into a well-oiled conceptual 
system, but provides the spur to that deepening of our conceptual grasp which is the 
essence of philosophy. The contradictions in ordinary concepts are, in fact, only 
contradictions [i.e. contrl!Jieties] to those concerned to see tlie facts completely and from 
every conceptuill angle ... 

Another modification of the much used epigram will serve to recall the findings of this section: 
'What is rational must embrace all of what is contrary within itself, and some of what is 
contrary but not contradictory is rational'. 

This chapter has argued that Hegel's "inner necessity" can be construed as another name for 
'philosophical necessity'. It sought also to elucidate the necessity of the "contrarieties" which 
together are Reason's life. This argument and elucidation should help the next two chapters to 
explain the necessity and contrariety contained both in Hegel's social theory and in the three 
"functions" and "organs" of his constitution. 

(1) 	 Beziehung, Enz. I, PP153Z. For confirmation, also see Enz. I, PP1An.2, PP67An, PP115A., PP119An 
PP24Z2&3; Philosophie I, S.528 (p.459) and S.531 (p.461). 

(2) 	 Op. cit., p .79. 
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H E G E L I s S 0 C I A L T H E 0 R Y 


The previous three chapters have examined some of the foundations which should help us to 
assess the extent to which democratic monarchy is or is not based on Hegel's own arguments. These 
chapters have addressed themselves to the wider issues of Hegel's system, prescription, and 
necessity. This chapter will examine what might be broadly called the social basis of Hegel's 
constitutional conclusions. More exactly, it offers an interpretation of how his conception of the 
"rational state" in the Philosophy of Right is the highest objective synthesis (Rechts PP257) of the 
many "affirmative" 1 yet subordinate elements which have emerged in social histoJY. However, 
before proceeding with this account, it should again be made clear that it would be unrealistic to 
expect that all will find the interpretations here to be obviously 'correct'. The complexities and 
obscurities of Hegel's formulations too easily invite conflicting yet plausible readings. For 
example, some may want to question the suggestion that, by the application of Keynesian or Marxian 
methods, Hegel's state could solve the problem of poverty which he claims a market society tends to 
produce. Of course, all of the possible, real and imagined, objections to such an observation 
could not explicitly be met here in advance even if one had unlimited space. This problem is 
aggravated, for this chapter, however, by its greater relative brevity. The political focus of this 
book requires that less time be spent on economic and social issues. Still, this chapter endeavours 
to face the most important arguments and it is hoped that its suggestions would at least provide 
part of an agenda for any more extended disputations. In line with the method of seeking 'lenient 
interpretations' mentioned in Chapter Six, the search for those constructions of Hegel's text which 
make his argument as strong as possible is continued. 

We shall begin with Hegel's account of the social foundations of constitutional monarchy. It was 
suggested earlier that Hegel sees his rational state as the highest objective synthesis of the 
varied "affirmative" elements which have emerged in human histoJY, i.e. "elements of Reason as the 
human spirit". Alternatively expressed, Hegel's implicit plan in The Philosophy of Right was to 
outline the human conditions for a rational state. Correctly, he makes a distinction between the 
"subjective" and the "objective" conditions. Some are subjective in the sense that they reside in 
the developing feelings and thoughts of human individuals and groups. Others are objective in the 
sense that the relevant generation finds them already there in its empirical world as shaping 
forces (e.g. natural, crafted or manufactured "things" 2 and certain social habits, customs, 
traditions and institutions). They are already there before they could have come to the reflective 
consciousness of the generation concerned. Of course, this does not deny that some of these 
objective conditions were partly the result of the subjective thoughts and wills of individuals and 
groups in previous generations. The Introduction 3 to The Philosophy of Right explains how the 
human individual's ability over time to develop from "sense" consciousness and willing, to 
"reflective" consciousness and willing, and fmally, to "rational" consciousness and willing provides 
a fundamental subjective condition for a rational state.4 People would need to be able to grow in 
this way before a state with a rational constitution would be possible. 

~l 

PP258Z, cf. "positive aspects", Geschichte, S.53, mentioned in Chapter Eight. 

Sache, Rechts, PP42. 

Rechts, PPl - PPS3. 

Rechts, PP19, PP20, PP21An, PP24An., PP26An., PP31An. 
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Abstract Right 1 

The first of the three parts of The Philosophy of Right, "Abstract Right" ,2 considers the quite 
obvious objective condition of the rational state that "persons" must relate to the non-human 
world, to the range of "things" mentioned earlier. People must use their power to possess, control, 
use, and transform certain items of that world. They must not only eat food, build houses, make 
tools, etc., but by so doing, they will be educating themselves about their own free wills as powers 
over "things" which do not have independent wills. This relation helps each person to arrive at an 
adequate theoretical awareness of himself. For Hegel, the appropriate relations of persons to 
things are regularized in "property" rights. The relations between persons and other persons 
concerning property are formalized by "contracts". Possible violations of these "abstract rights" 
give rise to distinct categories of "wrongs". These, in tum, require different "punishments". This 
part of The Philosophy of Right is interpreted here as summarizing what Hegel takes to be the 
"affirmative" ways (the most rational ways), that humans in history have found to regularize both 
their relations to things and their relations to each other when "things" are concerned. While a 
person initially might need to have only sense consciousness in his encounter with things and other 
persons, the ordered, complex and repeated character of these relations when established, encourages 
each new generation to develop a reflective consciousness which is concerned with these substantive 
entities and relations, these objective conditions of rational political life. At the same time, the 
reflections of different people from somewhat different circumstances also tend to produce 
contending views, e.g. about the meaning of "wrong". Such controversy, in tum, fosters "rational 
consciousness", i.e. the subjective search for rational solutions to such conflicts. This search 
marks an advance in the level of subjective thinking but at first yields only what Hegel calls 
"moral consciousness" ~Moralitat). This is the concern of Part II of The Philosophy of Right. 
Moral Consciousness 

Hegel argues that moral consciousness provides another subjective condition of the rational 
state. Nevertheless, he sees it as insufficient because at its highest point of development it 
still fails to get beyond formal "conscience" 4 and an abstract representation of "the Good",5 a 
stage of subjective consciousness which Hegel thought Kant had clarified and formulated in his 
conception of the "categorical imperative".6 Hegel argues that this moral consciousness is 
inadequate because it is, on its own, unable to reach beyond its own merely subjective reflections 
about the objective world, a world which is only considered abstractly and not concretely. Moral 
consciousness as such does not go on to grasp any of the detailed contents of the objective "Good". 
Hegel argues that many of these contents were, in a sense, already present in human history, that 
many of the objective conditions for rational human living already existed (i.e. "the rational is 
actual"). He thought that these contents were capable of being brought explicitly to theoretical 
consciousness by an analysis of the long and varied history of human life and relations on this 
planet. Such an analysis of history would have to be a philosophical examination which would seek 
to discover examples and intimations of practices, institutions and attitudes which could be judged 
to provide some of the detailed conditions for the rational state. The Philosophy of Right is seen 
here to be a summary of the results of such an investigation on Hegel's part. He correctly 
selected as "affrrmative" elements only those historically existent contents which also passed the 
test of moral consciousness (i.e. those that conformed to the "categorical imperative").7 The range 
of such contents is what Hegel calls "ethical practice(s )" (Sittlichkeit). This is also the title for 
Part III of The Philosophy of Right. 
Ethical Practice 8 

"Ethical practices" are a synthesis of the elements previously discussed under the headings of 
"abstract right" and "moral consciousness". These earlier factors are thus seen both as conditions 
for, and as elements of, the ethical practices which together help to make up Hegel's rational 
state. In this third part, Hegel explains how living, firsdy, in families issuing from monogamous 
marriage and, secondly, in post feudal market societies ("civil society"), provide some of the 
additional complex layers of conditions for the emergence of rational states. 

ll Rechts, PP34 - PP104. (2} Abstrakt Recht. 
3 Rechts, PP105 - PP141. {4 Gewissen, Ibid., PP136. 

5 das Gute, Ibid., PP129. 6 Ibid., PP135An. 

7 Compare Chapter Four. ~t may be recalled that the earlier formulation of my own prime !

prescription (which I take to be an equivalent of this one) implies that each such element 
selected must be seen as the best one available for the promotion of 'free, rational living'. 

(8) PP142 - PP360. 
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Family 1 

Briefly interpreted, Hegel argues that monogamous love between two people and the resulting 
family tends best to provide members with their first direct and intense experience of a felt 
"unity" 2 between persons. Thus, each tends to widen his circle of caring beyond himself or 
herself. One comes to see that not only isolated individuals but families can have property. 
Family life based on ''love" fosters a sense of sharing, e.g. in the family's wealth. Also, the 
intimate relations and experience of others within a family when young help to give each member a 
realistic and concrete content to his or her developing moral consciousness. Hegel argues that the 
ethical practices of family life help to give substantive meaning to the moral imperatives which 
might otherwise be unable to reach beyond abstract consciousness. Being a member of a family 
gives us a pre-intellectual understanding of human nature which later can be widened and refined 
in more philosophical formulations. Consequently, the "rational being" which tends to be discovered 
comes not to be seen merely as an isolated computing or judging power. Instead, a human being's 
"rationality'' is seen only as the highest of his faculties, the distinct power which must recognize 
and seek to reconcile the multiplicity of different stimuli, emotions, reflections, etc., which are 
also part of the being of any real and rational person's living in the world with other people. 
Thus, even if rationality is appropriately seen as the final subjective arbiter, it will also tend to 
be appreciated that it depends, up to a point, on certain biological, environmental, sensuous and 
emotional conditions for its development in each person. This does not deny but complements 
Chapter Seven's point that, for Hegel, these conditions for subjective reason are themselves made 
possible only as elements of "Reason". Subjective reason relies on them to provide the concrete 
problems and applications which enable one's moral reflections to have more than just a cerebral 
field of operation. The felt unity which tends to be experienced in families provides a pre
theoretical basis for any later moral and ethical consciousness, e.g. it generates a foundation for 
the later development of "patriotism",3 i.e. the emotional or intellectual solidarity which each 
citizen can develop with their rational state. My own theory of the family largely agrees with 
Hegel's but mine rejects the male chauvinist and overly simple sexual types which he understandably 
yet unfortunately outlined.4 

Qvil Society 5 

In one sense, "civil society" (biirgerliche Gesellschaft) is seen by Hegel as fostering the very 
antithesis of the felt unity and ethical practices which are rooted in family life. This is because 
it initially engenders a focus upon "particular" 6 interests, "division" 7 and "self-seeking".8 In 
civil society, the felt inner unity of family life tends initially to be replaced by a sense of 
competition of each against all and all against each. The dominance of this view that the 
interests of each person are mutually external to the interests of others seems to have led Hegel 
also to characterize civil society as "the external state".9 This "creation which belongs to the 
modem world",1 0 is largely what Marx later called "capitalist society", a market society, a "social 
formation" in which most of the labouring hours of its population are bought in a competitive 
labour market from those who do not own the means of production by those who do. This labour is 
employed to produce goods and services for exchange in a competitive market. In this way, Hegel's 
civil society is fundamentally different from feudal society. In feudal society, the distribution 
both of most of the labouring hours and the goods and services produced were largely predetermined 
by fixed formulae which were passed down to the progeny of each family from one generation to the 
next. Hegel saw civil society as marking an advance in human history for reasons which will be 
detailed more fully later but the thrust of his claim is that market society greatly expands the 
scope for individual liberation. Presumably, this new society was called "civil" (biirgerliche) and 
was seen as offering this extra field for "subjective freedom" 1 1 principally because of the sort 
of economy and classes which grew in the towns and cities in feudal society and which by Hegel's 
time, had expanded to the point were they were removing the dominance of feudal relations outside 
the towns. This urban (biirgerliche) economy tended to make each view himself as one in 
competition with all others. In these towns, contracts of many kinds became subject to many 
renegotiations in a life time. This tended to generate a greatly expanded urban population which 
had to live by its wits and skills. This fostered the development of an 

!
1~ PP158 - PP181. (2} PP157. ~3) PP257 and PP268. (4) PP166. 
5 PP182- PP256. (6) PP250. 7) PP256An. (8) PP199, PP236An and PP253An. 

9 iiusserliche Staat, Enz. III, PP 23, Rechts, PPl.57, PP183. 

10) Rechts PP182Z. (11} PP204Z, PP258An. PP350An., PP262Z, and PP301. 
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increasing variety of enterprising occupations and professions "or urban skill".1 Hegel called the 
resulting population of of urban producers, "the classes motivated by skill" or "the section of 
skill''? While Hegel presumably also included doctors, lawyers and other professionals within this 
"skilled section" of post feudal society, he explicitly only listed three subsections: 3 

A) "the craft section" (Handwerkstand), 

B) "the manufacturers section" (Fabrikantenstand), and 

C) "the trading section (Handelstand). 


In spite of the seeming limitations of this list, it would appear that Hegel intended this category 
to include all those who, in contrast to the rural population with its largely feudal outlook and 
life style, rely for their subsistence on their own shrewd resourcefulness, talent, "work, reflection 
and understanding mediated by the wants and work of others" .4 Thus, Hegel also called this class 
the "reflective section".5 However, the following three segments of the urban population seem not 
to have been included in this category by Hegel: 

1) the "class" of workers which were "tied" 6 to the growing number of mindless jobs within the 
expanding processes of "mechanized" 7 mass production, 


2) the "day-wage eamers",8 and 

3) the unemployed. 


Later, the significance of these probable omissions will be considered. Hegel was aware that the 
material or cultural deprivation of these segments of the population might lead them to develop 
into a disaffected and hostile" rabble" 9 which could threaten the very existence of a civil 
society. First, however, the natures of the other two "orders" (Stlinde) of which civil society is 
composed, namely, 

a) "the agricultural section,1 0 and 
b) the official or "general section",11 i.e. the public servants of the "general interest",1 2 

must clearly be differentiated from that of the skilled or "reflective section" of the population. 
In contrast to the skilled class, Hegel's "agricultural section" of civil society seems very much to 
be a remnant of feudal society.1 3 More than the reflective urban producers of market goods and 
services, the rural population tends to be confined to its family orientations and to its dependence 
on the processes and gifts of nature. Because its subsistence does not depend so crucially on its 
own creative intelligence and adaptability to new circumstances, because it "owes comparatively 
little to reflection and its own will",14 it is less inclined to develop beyond feeling or sense 
consciousness. Indeed, to call it the 'feeling class' in order to contrast it to the urban 
reflective population, would seem to accord with Hegel's analysis and with the other names which he 
uses more frequently for the "agricultural section": "the substantial or unmediated section".1 5 As 
a result of the fact that rural life tends to be more "patriarchical", a "member of this class 
accepts unreflectively what is given to him and takes what he gets, thanking God for it and living 
in faith and confidence that this goodness will continue".16 Hegel implies that this "simple 
attitude of mind" in the agricultural section inclines it to accept almost any state authority. 
This is in contrast to members of the "classes motivated by skill" who are reflectively inclined 
initially to view all established authorities (even those in objectively rational states) as 
"external". Unlike the rural population, therefore, they need to be "brought back to and welded 
into unity in the constitution of the [rational] state".1 7 

Shortly, Hegel's analysis of how this process of re-integration tends to take place through the 
organization of "corporations" will be examined. These are the associations which the reflective 
producers of goods and services will tend to form in order to protect their various interests. 
First, however, we must see how Hegel's public service or "general" section of the population is to 
be distinguished from the above agricultural and skilled sections. The general section is that part 
of civil society which is made up of the public servants or career officials who serve in the 
government's courts and bureaucracies according to merit,1 8 i.e. judges and civil servants . Hegel 
says that this class tends more than the other two to develop rational 1 9 consciousness, i.e. it 
tends "explicitly to have the general [interest] as its ground and as the aim of its activity'' _2 ° 
(1) 	 des biitgetiiche Geweroes, PP256An. 

l
(2) 	 der geweroetriebenden Klassen, PP253An., der Stand des Geweroes, PP204, translated as "the 

business class" by Knox. 
3) PP204. (4)PP204. (5)der reflektierende ... Stand, PP202. (6) PP243. (7) PP253An. 

8) Tagelohner, PP252An. (9) Pobel, PP240Z,PP244, PP253An, PP301An. 

10~ der ackeroauende Stand, PP250. (11) der allgemeine Stand, PP202. 

12 PP205. (13) PP203Z. (14) PP203. (15) PP202, PP203, PP307. (16) PP203Z. 

17 P157. (18) PP308An. (19) PP301An. (20) PP250. 
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By contrast, the agricultural class tends more to have the "general [interest] within itself' so 
to speak, namely, in an unreflective or "unmediated" way in the "substantiality of its family and 
natural life".1 On the other hand, the skilled urban class tends initially to lose sight of the 
general interest altogether as each of its members becomes absorbed by the challenge of carving 
out their own "particular" 2 interests in the face of the competitive market. My own preferred 
names for Hegel's three sections of civil society, the sorts of consciousness by which each tends 
to be distinguished, and the primary content of their concerns are summarized in the following 
table: 

NAME OF SECTION CONSCIOUSNESS CONCERNS 

agricultural sense the general 
as felt 

interest 

skilled reflective initially: particular 
interests as reflected 

and willed 
public servant rational the general interest 

as thought and willed 

Having completed the broad outline of Hegel's analysis of the three sections of the population in 
civil society, we can now turn to his account of how the skilled class will tend also to be 
"brought back ... into unity" 3 with the general interest as formulated and willed by a rational 
state. We can now consider more carefully the section of the population which gives "civil society" 
its name, i.e. the urban producers of goods and services in a market economy. 

What has already been said about "the classes motivated by skill" in a civil society provides the 
basis for an understanding of Hegel's account of how a typical individual's consciousness in a 
market society tends to develop from the felt unity of the family of his childhood to a reflective 
"division" as he first encounters market life as a young adult. Thus, he first tends to be driven 
beyond feeling to reflection by the contrasting experiences of the loving membership of his family 
and of the atomistic "externality" of the competitive economy. Here estrangement fosters education. 
At the. same time, the market pressures encourage him to sustain an ever greater development of his 
reflective skills in order resourcefully to identify and to exploit any new market opportunities 
which may present themselves. They foster "the passion for gain" which "involves risk, industry" 
and the embracing of the "element of flux, danger and destruction":

If this tendency to generate such clever self-seeking in its population were the only feature of 
civil society noticed by Hegel, he would have continued to see this "external state" as a retrograde 
step in human history. However, in The Philosophy of Right he came to heralded it as an advance, 
as a "creation which belongs to the modem world" 5 and which indeed allows greater scope to 
"subjective freedom". Hegel does this because he sees how the inherent dynamic of this society 
also tends to educate this subjective reflection so that it comes in the end freely to subordinate 
itself within the order of general freedom which is the rational state. He argues that the very 
"system of wants" and the "system of work" 6 in a market economy tends to encourage such 
modifications to reflective wills. First, it does this by generating an evolving series of distinct 
yet related ''branches" 7 of production and distribution. Each such branch inherently has its own 
set of interests and concerns. It is these which provide the objective conditions for each member 
of society who finds himself earning his livelihood within one of these conglomerations to come 
consciously to identify with its set of concerns. Thus, when enough individuals within a given 
branch arrive at this appreciation, the subjective as well as the objective conditions are present 
for them to shape a formal organization to protect its common interests. Hegel calls such a 
voluntary association a "corporation".8 He argues that these, in themselves, offer a partial home 
grown antidote within civil society to the degree of selfishness and isolating estrangement which 
the market economy also continues to foster in many young adults. He holds that participation in a 
corporation allows a person a field for "ethical" 9 activity which was previously absent from his 
life with the loss of the dominant influence of the family of his birth as he became an adult. 

!
PP250. (2) PP250. (3) PP157. (4) PP247. (5) PP182Z. 

6 
ll 

System der Bediiifnisse, PP188; Aroeitswesen, PP251. 
7 Zwei e, PP251. 
8 See ·~ections" in the Glossary for references. (9) PP255Z. 
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This is a partial antidote which takes effect as person matures through his working in one sphere 
of civil society or another. 

Hegel argues that corporations lead subjective freedom away from merely reflective egoism and 
thus help everyone to appreciate how the interests of these "relative unions" 1 are dependent on 
the general interest which is best formulated and protected by the still wider union which is the 
rational state. This recognition is additionally fostered by Hegel's later provision for the 
corporations to be represented directly within the constitution of a rational state. The 
acquisition of this subjective consciousness by those living in civil societies is both reflected 
and fostered by a rational state's "representative assembly"? In Hegel's constitutional monarchy, 
all of the larger associations in civil society are "summoned" 3 to elect deputies to such a 
deliberative assembly in order to "augment" 4 and to test the opinions, insights and knowledge of 
the government ministers and of their civil servants concerning the general interest. This 
assembly, therefore, helps to guarantee that the laws and policies decided upon will be seen, at 
least by the many voluntary associations which are represented, as either positively supporting 
their respective interests or as restricting them but in ways which they have come to understand 
as "right". 

Hegel's characterises civil society as an "external" state because the individuals, families, and 
associations, of which it is composed initially view themselves as "self-dependent" 5 and others as 
outside their concern. Any existing judicial courts and other departments of government tend to be 
viewed only as either serving or as frustrating their respective particular interests. Therefore, 
these institutions of government initially are seen as impinging on these interests from outside. 
However, the apparent externality of government fades as individuals, families and associations came 
consciously to appreciate the full extent of their mutual dependence, as well as the "general" 6 

interest which actually unites them and which is best formulated and cared for within a rational 
state, a state organized as a constitutional monarchy, a state in which they can directly and 
indirectly participate. Accordingly, subjective consciousness through the experience of corporations 
and their representation comes to see the governing agencies not as external. Individuals and 
associations come to see the government and the whole organization of the rational state as their 
own. "Patriotism" or the subjective side of the rational state becomes actual.7 While life in 
early civil societies tends to be the ethical antithesis of life within families, Hegel argued that 
both would find their appropriate and subordinate places within rational states. 

Before going on to examine some of the additional problems and deficiencies in Hegel's analysis, 
the thrust of Hegel's correct view concerning the historical relation between civil society and the 
rational state should be summarized. He says that civil society must exist before the fully 
rational state because this society generates some of the essential subjective and objective 
conditions for constitutional monarchy (e.g. a greater expansion of sophisticated reflective 
consciousness and the growth of corporations). Using Marx's terminology, the prior existence of the 
"capitalist mode of production" was a condition for the rise of the "bourgeois state". Thus, while 
early civil societies tended to be ruled by "external" governments, later civil societies and 
governments will tend to be incorporated into rational states. This does not deny Hegel's other 
point on a different level that "the rational state" as an "eternal" 8 element of Reason, is 
logically prior to every historically existent state: patriarchical, despotic, ancient, feudal, 
external, or rational. This is because the actuality of a rational state entails the concept of its 
potentiality. Every actuality must be conceived to have been a potentiality. 
Problems 

We are now in a position to examine some problems in Hegel's social theory. We have already 
explained how externality tends to characterize early civil society. Individuals, families and 
associations in market society are initially inclined to view the private interests of others as 
well as the operations of any governmental agency or "public power" 9 as outside their own private 

1~ PP229. (2) See Glossary for references. (3) P308. (4) PP301An. (S)PP157. (6) PP249. 

7 ~)'257 and PP268. (8) PP258An. 

9 O{fenliche Macht, PP234Z, PP252. I take the following references to be interchangeable with 

"the public power": "the police" (Polizei, PP230, PP256), "the securing power of the general 
mterest]" (die sichernde Macht des Allgemeinen, PP231), "the general caring and directing 
agen9'] (allgemeine Vorsor~e und Leitun_g, PP2365), "the general power" (allgemeine Macht, ~P241) and "the policing canng [agency)" (polizeiliche Vorsorge, PP249). 

~ 
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concerns. Their feeling for the general interest awakened in early family life has got lost in the 
egoistic reflections of young adulthood. Thus, the public powers are perceived as "external 
ordering and managing" 1 agencies. Because each executive or judicial agency is encountered one by 
one, each is at first subjectively seen as a separate entity whether or not it is objectively 
organized as a department of one government. Each is seen as one of a series of uncoordinated and 
ad hoc institutions. This would initially tend to be the case whether a government is in a 
republic or in a monarchy (feudal, absolute, or constitutional). Thus, members of civil society may 
view a government as "external" even when it acts to defend the very principles upon which market 
society rests, i.e. "abstract rights" or "the general [interest] which is immanent in the interests 
of particularity''! 

Whether perceived as external or not, Hegel implies that "abstract right" places a rational 
obligation upon government also to perform certain other functions for civil society. He does not 
examine these systematically but starting with the two already discussed he mentions the following: 
1) judicial, 
2) policing, 
3) to undertake "the regulation of ... the large branches of industry'' 3 and to supervise the 

corporations in order to act when necessary "to moderate the convulsions" which may result from 
the "collisions of interest" between them,4 

4) to refllate the market, e.g. by fixing the prices for the basic necessities and by inspecting 
food, 

5) to superintend a public education system (e.g. requiring parents to send their children),6 

6) to provide "subsistence" 7 and health services to those living in civil society when individuals 
and corporations fail to do so themselves,8 and 

7) 	 to attempt to reduce the growth of "poverty",9 both by the use of the above measures and, 
a) by supervising the welfare schemes which corporations may provide for their own members, 
b) by facilitating trade with "other peoples",1 0 and 
c) by directing plans for the systematic colonization of other lands" .1 1 

An examination of Hegel's discussion concerning the obligation to reduce poverty seems to reveal a 
contradiction in his analysis. To begin with, his recognition of the problem followed from his 
relatively simple, classical 1 2 economic account which nevertheless contained some remarkable 
anticipations of Marx's analysis. 

Hegel recognized the inherent tendency in a market economy to generate both the accumulation of 
"excessive wealth" in fewer hands and a "growth of poverty" at the other end of the social scale} 3 

He also recognized that such poverty provided one of the conditions for the development of a 
"rabble",14 a section of the population which potentially constitutes a disruptive force within civil 
society. A person becomes a part of a rabble when, in addition to being poor, he has lost "a sense 
of right and wrong, of honesty and ... of self respect which makes a man insist on maintaining 
himself'.15 Another condition for the growth of a rabble is "a disposition of mind, an inner 
indignation against the rich, society, government, etc.", i.e. when poverty is seen as "a wrong done 
to one class (Klasse) by another".16 Although Hegel does not say so explicitly, at one point he 
might be read to imply that the "working class" 1 7 might also become part of the 

1~ "aussere Ordnung und Versanstaltung, PP231, PP249. 
2 PP249. (3) PP236. (4) PP236An. t5) PP236. (6 PP239.{7 I take this obligation to act as the "trustee" (PP24~) of such subsistence as following from 

Hegel's earlier recognition of "the right of distress' (PP127An.). 
8) PP240, PP241, PP242An. PP245An, PP253An. 
9) Armut PP244Z. 
10 PP246. (11) PP248 and Z, PP249. 12~ Raymond Plant discusses the influences which Adam Fersguson and Adam Smith had upon Hegel's !

analysis in his Hegel, Allen & Unwin, London 1973, pp.22 and 113. 
(13) PP244, PP245. (14) Pobel, PP240Z,PP244, PP253An. (15) PP244. (16) PP244Z. 
(17) 	As early as 1801 Hegel displayed an acute awareness of the "misery" (Blend) of die ariJeitende 

Klasse which was abandoned to the "mechanical labour of factory work" (Fabrikarbeit), Shriften 
Zur Politik und Rechtsphilosophie, S.495, SA% & S.498. (quote by Schlomo Avineri, Hegel's 
Theory of the Modem State, pp.96 & 100. 
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rabble. He observes that the "class" of workers who are "tied" to the "subdivided and restricted 
jobs" 1 which increasingly characterize the "mechanized" 2 processes of mass production are "unable 
to feel and enjoy the broader freedoms and especially the intellectual benefits of civil society".3 

If a large portion of the population were to become a rabble, this would pose a threat to the 
property rights which are seen by Hegel as an essential basis for civil society. The removal of 
this danger is presumably one of the main reasons why Hegel charges the government with the task 
of solving or reducing the problem of poverty. 

While his preference is clear on this question within the above references, his analysis suffers 
from confusion and ambiguity elsewhere. At one point, he seems to undercut the government's 
obligation to reduce poverty by claiming that civil society does not have the capacity to do it. 
Still later, this revised view might be changed back again when he expresses his confidence that a 
combination of world trade, systematic colonization and corporate welfare may solve the related 
problems of poverty and of the rabble. If these views prove not be bald contradictions of one 
another, at least they suggest an incompleteness or confusion in Hegel's analysis which must be 
eliminated from the model's social theory. Whether or not Hegel mistakenly thought trade, 
colonization and corporations could dispel the otherwise inherent tendency of a market economy to 
propagate a rabble, it will be argued that Hegel could have tacitly assumed that his rational state 
would provide the best organization of sovereignty to solve this problem with these or perhaps 
with other measures. In any case, this is the claim made for the model constitution. 

It was reported that Hegel suggests that civil society cannot solve the problem of poverty. He 
writes that the question of "how poverty is to be abolished is one of the most important problems 
which agitates modem society".4 Immediately after this, in the next paragraph, he rejects two 
different strategies for its elimination and concludes that civil society does not have "the 
capacity (Vermogen} to check poverty and the growth of the rabble".5 The first proposal was that 
the "richer classes" or public "foundations" like "hospitals" or "monasteries" should provide the 
poor with subsistence, without requiring them to work for it. He rejects this because it inherently 
"violates the principle of civil society" which is built on the attitude that each must earn his own 
way. Such free gifts would thus tend to undermine the sense of "self-respect" (Ehre) which is 
itself a barrier to the "condition of mind" that inclines one to fall into the rabble. Thus, Hegel 
plausibly argued that such assistance would help cause, rather than help cure the problem. The 
second proposal which he rejected was that the unemployed be given paid work by the government. 
Hegel's mistaken conclusion rests on his correct assumption that market economies with the growth 
of mass production and with other advances in technology will be able to produce an over 
"abundance" 7 of goods and services. It is this increase in productivity which tends to generate 
first unemployment, then poverty, and finally, a rabble. However, Hegel incorrectly clai1ns that 
giving the unemployed paid work would necessarily increase rather than reduce the problem of over 
production. While he seems appropriately to grant the advantage of this proposal that such public 
sector work would help to sustain the "self-respect" of those formerly unemployed, he seems to 
overlook the possibility that the government could plan this sector so that it would produce 
different goods and services in order to complement rather than to compound the abundance already 
generated in the private sector. Moreover, the additional income received by these public sector 
workers could enhance the effective demand for the presumed excess of products in the private 
sector. This would especially be possible if this excess largely resulted, as it might well do, not 
from a lack of desire in the populace to take advantage of such goods and services but from their 
lack of sufficient money to pay for them. In effect, this is a Keynesian 8 argument which either 
refutes or casts into doubt Hegel's claim that such public sector work would only worsen the "evil 
... of the lack of a fitting proportion of productive consumers" .9 

These rejections on Hegel's part, of the wisdom of providing for the unemployed by either 
supplying them gifts or work present us with the dilemma of making sense of his earlier claim that 
the government has the obligation maximally to overcome poverty. This is the clear 

~ 
1~ PP243. (2) PP253An. (3) PP24~f\n. (4) PP244Z. (5) PP245. 

6 der reicheren Klasse,PP245. (7) Ubeifluss PP245. 

8 	 Rar.mond Plant makes a similar point in his "Economic and Social Integration in Hegel's Political 

Philosophy", a paper published in the proceedings of the 1976 meeting of the Hegel Society of 
America, D.P. Verene (ed.), Social arid Political Thought: The Philosophy of Objective Spuit, 
Humanities Press, 1980, p. 86. 

(9) PP245. 
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implication of the combination of the following passages: 
1) " ... the possibility of sharing in the general wealth ... is assured by the public power ... (even 

though) this assurance must remain incomplete ... ; 1 

2) 	 ''The general power takes the place of the family where the poor are concerned in respect not 
only of their immediate wants but also of laziness of disposition, malignity, and other vices 
which arise out of their plight and their sense of wrong"; 2 

3) 	 " ... society struggles to make [moral or subjective aid] less necessary by discovering the general 
causes of penury (Notdurft), the general means for its relief, and by organizing relief 
accordingly ... [i.e.] general regulations and ordinances which are obligatory. Public conditions 
are ... to be regarded as all the more peifect the less (in comparison with what is arranged 
publicly) is left for individual [charity] to do"; 3 and 

4) 	 "Since civil society is responsible for feeding its members it also has the right to press them 
to provide for their own livelihood".4 

Hegel's rejection of the two strategies for removing poverty even makes one wonder if he meant to 
imply his own approval of the contemporary policy in Scotland when he reported it without comment. 
Apparently, this policy was to "leave the poor to their fate, and to instruct them to beg in the 
streets"? 

It is difficult to see how he could have thought begging would be more likely to produce "self
respect" in the poor than gifts. Perhaps he did not believe this but his words face us with the 
question of what other policy would be left if the provision of gifts and jobs is denied? Again, 
if the poor are to be forced to "beg in the streets", this would conflict with Hegel's earlier 
argument that "society" through its government should "struggle" to discover "the general causes of 
penury, the general means for its relief' and organize assistance accordingly. More specifically, it 
would conflict with the examples of such "general means of relief' which he listed, e.g. "public 
almshouses, hospitals ... " 6 Be this as it may, Hegel's rejections of the two remedies seem to imply 
that he had become resiFed to the insolubility of the problem of poverty which he admitted may 
grow to afflict a "mass" of the population. His conclusions seem further to be confused, 
however, by his going on later to imply that these problems might either wholly or partly be 
alleviated by a combination of world trade, "systematic colonization" 6 and a system of welfare 
self-administered by the corporations.9 

Hegel did not make it clear whether or not he expected that such trade, colonization and 
corporate welfare would fully solve the problem of the rabble. It could be argued, however, that 
the most that international trade and colonization could do is to provide a temporary remedy. 
Mter all, these measures would only tend eventually to make the whole world into a competitive 
market. If so, the same tendency to produce the extremes of wealth and poverty which Hegel had 
noticed within a "particular civil society" 1 0 would again re-assert itself in a world civil society. 
Therefore, if Hegel saw world trade and colonization as offering an adequate long term solution for 
the "distress" 1 1 of the class tied to mass productive work, to the problems of poverty and of the 
growth of a rabble, he was mistaken. This inadequacy in Hegel's analysis requires Keynesian, 
Marxian, or other remedies to be attempted by the model social theory. 

To some extent, Hegel also hopes that each corporation could be organized to provide a more 
direct, sensitive, and efficient means of securing the welfare and self-respect of its members than 
could the more distant government in civil society. He says, 
1) that a corporation can become a "second family" which can better serve an individual's precise, 

general and particular needs than could the more remote "public power" 1 2 on its own; 
2) 	 that under the "supervision of the public power, the corporation has the right ... to protect its 

members against particular contingencies" 1 3 
-- presumably, this means to guard them as well as 

it can against the destructive effects of unemployment, illness and old age; and 

(1) 	 PP241. I see the translations which appear in this chapter as being sufficiently 'literal' so as 
not to warrant their repetition in the Appendix. 

(2) 	 PP242. (3) PP242. 
(4) 	 PP240Z. This last passage, could be interpreted as a crude way of expressing the famous 

principle which Marx ador.ted as the one which would distinguish an "advanced communist society'' 
from all previous epoch: From each accordin~ to his abilities, to each according to his needs", 
"Critique of the Gotha Programme", in The Fmt International and After, op. cit., P.347. 

(5) 	 PP245An. (Knox.) Bernard Cullen reads Hegel to support this policy, Hegel's Social and Political 
Thought: An Introduction, Gill & Macmillan, 1979, P.88 

(6) 	 PP242An. (7) PP245. (8) PP246 and PP249. (9) PP252 to PP253An. (10) PP246. 
(11) PP243. (12) PP252. (13) Ibid. 
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3) that "in the corporation, the family has its subsistence better assured".1 

Presumably, it was on the understanding that the vecy emergence of a corporation presupposes that 
its members have acquired and continue to maintain mutual respect and a sense of responsibility 
for each other's welfare, that Hegel made the following claim which otherwise would seem very 
doubtful: 
4) 'Within the corporation the help which poverty receives loses its accidental character and the 

humiliation wrongfully associated with it. The wealthy perform their duties to their fellow 
associates and thus riches cease to inspire either pride or envy, pride in their owners, envy in 
others".2 

Perhaps, Hegel had in mind that each corporation, as an "authorized" 3 association by law, would be 
required to levy a graduated income tax on its own members in orders to produce sufficient revenue 
to enable it to administer its own health, unemployment, and retirement insurance schemes. Thus, 
every corporation would also have to be this sort of comprehensive 'friendly society', 'a welfare 
authority' within the "rational state". If this is what Hegel had in mind, the health and welfare 
functions which he may still require of the central goverument would only directly apply to the 
members of civil society who were not members of such corporations. 
Comparisons 

We have now reached the point where some of the possible similarities between Hegel's and the 
model's social theocy can be outlined. If his earlier ambiguous suggestions concerning world trade 
and colonization can be inteq>f,~:ted only to claim that these could temporarily inhibit the growth 
of a rabble; and if his relatively incomplete and obscure words about the welfare which should be 
administered by corporations, ~ be elaborated upon as has been suggested; then, there would seem 
to be no obstacle to accepting 'these elements into the model's social theory. We would find it 
difficult to criticise a conception of a society which was largely made up of self-managing, 
voluntary- associations within a legal framework; a society whose elected assembly represented the 
corporations of the time; and a society which by such deliberative procedures and with working 
majority support could decide in the face of any remaining or re-emerging poverty and estrangement 
in its population to experiment with Keynesian, Marxian or other solutions in an attempt to solve 
these problems. Such a society would not only nicely complement democratic monarchy but might 
plausibly be interpreted to be a lenient elaboration of Hegel's own social theocy. The way this 
society generates some of the necessary- conditions and elements of both Hegel's and the model's 
somewhat different constitutional monarchies is obscurely referred to when Hegel asserts that 
"civil society passes over into the [rational] state".4 

Of course, it is not claimed that Hegel explicitly contemplated the sort of Keynesian remedies 
suggested, nor that he anticipated the sort of Marxian plans outlined in Chapter Five. Instead, 
what is being claimed is that Hegel's own rational state would be well organized to experiment with 
such remedies for unemployment and alienation. It could attempt these, as it should, to the extent 
that they proved pragmatically necessary in order maximally to guarantee to each person an equal 
opportunity to enjoy both the just fruits of his or her labour, and the cultural benefits of 
society. It should adopt any policy which has the prospect of increasing the quality and quantity 
of free, rational living. A lenient interpretation of Hegel's constitutional monarchy provides such 
a framework for a society's deliberations. However, the claim for democratic monarchy is greater. 
It would be even more able to face and cope with these problems. In order to explain more exactly 
why this should be so, first, we must compare and contrast Hegel's definition of "corporation" with 
that of the model's 'electoral association'. Second, we must return to examine the flaw claimed 
earlier that Hegel failed explicitly to recognize the possibility that factory workers, day-wage 
earners and the unemployed could form their own electoral corporations and thus become recognized 
subsections of the "reflective" class of civil society. Other advantages of the model will be 
spelled out in later chapters. 

Hegel's chapter on civil society explicitly mentions "corporations" whose respective common 
interests relate to their different material concerns, each with a distinct "branch" of craft 
production, manufacturing production, and trade.5 It is because these corporations are rooted in a 
market society that continually some branches rise and others fall. Consequently, he referred to 
the elected chamber made up of deputies from these corporations as representing the "fluctuating" 
6 element in civil society. While Hegel's words are not entirely clear on this point, they could 
easily be interpreted as antagonistic to one of the features of the model constitution. They could 

(1) PP253. (2) PP253, Knox. (3)berechtigten, PP253An. 
(4) PP256. (5) PP204. (6) PP308. 
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exclude deputies from being elected by the less fluctuating elements in civil society, e.g. the 
agricultural or public servant sections. Democratic monarchy, with its A.P.R. provision, would not 
exclude deputies from any such voluntary association as long as it had sufficient numbers of 
members registering their preference to be so represented. The dispersed locations of agricultural 
workers or farmers might make it too difficult for them to organize to form an electoral 
association. Also, while public servants could more easily organize, they might well judge it to be 
unwise openly to engage in the party political fights and alliances into which they would tend to 
be drawn if they were directly represented in the chamber which produces the government, i.e. their 
cabinet supervisors. However, if a farmers' or a farm workers' union, or if a union of public 
servants wished to be directly represented, democratic monarchy would allow this. At the same 
time, its A.P.R. system would equally allow these groups or their individual members instead to 
choose to channel their votes through either their geographical constituency or through any other 
electoral association, e.g. one of the political parties. 

This raises another difference between Hegel's and the model's constitution. The latter's 
acceptance of mass political parties receives no explicit support from Hegel's words. Later 
chapters will return to the details of this issue but the greatest support for the model's 
electoral arrangements which can be claimed from Hegel's words are that, 

1) he explicitly favoured parliamentary "parties",1 

2) may have included municipal or "community",2 "professional",3 and "religious" 4 corporations 
among the list to be represented in addition to the craft, manufacturer, and trade 
corporations, and 

3) explicitly declared his preference for the as yet atomized "multitude" 5 to be organized so 
they could share power. 

It is argued here that A.P .R. satisfies or complements all of Hegel's arguments but it explicitly 
goes beyond them. While similar, an 'electoral association' may still differ from Hegel's conception 
of an "authorized" association (i.e. a "corporation") because the model openly invites all adults to 
secure a voting participation in the constitution by registering with any of a wider range of 
electoral associations. Perhaps more importantly, however, it would openly encourage the 
unemployed, the day-wage earners, and the mass production workers either to join existing 
associations or to organize their own "corporations". Again, perhaps a little implicit support for 
this provision from Hegel's own words might be claimed when he said that the "multitude" must 
become "organized". However, this need not necessarily be taken to imply that they should form 
themselves into electoral associations. Nevertheless, the thrust of his whole argument that the 
"difference" 6 and "division" 7 generated by market society has to be "brought back" to the 
articulated ''unity" 8 of a rational state, when combined with his desire to inhibit the growth of a 
rabble, could plausibly be read to give broad support for the representation of all segments of the 
population. Arguably, all groups should be represented, according to Hegel, as long as they had 
reflectively developed sufficient solidarity with a sizable enough portion of their fellows to have 
enabled them to organize and sustain an 'electoral association'.9 I see no reason to doubt that the 
stresses of being unemployed or of doing factory or casual work would stimulate the development of 
"reflection" in some just as Hegel saw the required levels of sophisticated reflection being 
fostered by life within other "branches" of market society. Thus, when day-wage workers, industrial 
workers, or the unemployed reflect on their respective common problems, they may well be able to 
form "corporations" like those formed by others in "the system of work". 

If so, these electoral associations, like the other organized parts of civil society, could play a 
constructive role in the deliberations in the elected chamber. While Hegel does not explicitly 
support corporations for workers and the unemployed, neither does he explicitly rule them out. 
Leniently interpreted, his formulations might suggest that he had just not yet come to see how 
these segments of the population could acquire the necessary reflective solidarity with others 

~ 
1~ See Glossary. (2) Gemeinden, PP288. (3) Geweroe, PP288. 

4 PP270An. (5) PP290Z. (6 PP182Z. (7) PP256An. (8) PP157. 

9 I.e., an association which ~o functions between general elections to promote and £!Otect its 


common interests, whatever they might be - an association with a "wider posture" (PP308) than 
the collection of votes at election time. 
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which would enable them to form corporations. Harshly interpreted, he might be said either to be a 
proponent or a victim of the dominant "bourgeois ideology" which endeavoured to minimize the power 
of the working class to resist the exploitative conditions of capitalist society. 
Market Society vs. Communist Society 

One last issue remains to be faced in this chapter. It might easily be supposed that the broad 
acceptance of Hegel's market society within the model social and political theory conflicts with the 
similar acceptance in Chapter Five of Marx's communist society. However, there is no logical 
contradiction here because democratic monarchy provides the most rational decision-making framework 
for either society. It complements and thus could be supported by either society. It also could 
help either deliberatively to decide to modify itself into the other. Thus, it is argued that 
Hegel's and the model's justification of private "property" rights could be equally satisfied either 
in a market or in a Marxian communist society. Marx recognized the appropriateness of "personal" 
property even if he rejected "private" and "bourgeois" property for communist society. He argued 
that when most of the means of production are collectively and democratically controlled, the 
remaitling "personal property" would lose its "class character".1 Similarly, it is argued that life 
within communist society could be at least as conducive to the generation of the required level of 
sophisticated reflective consciousness which is a condition of a maximally rational society, 
constitution, and state. 

To the extent that the stimulation of reflection may be uniquely dependent on people's 
participation in a market economy as Hegel might easily be read to argue, no reason as yet is seen 
here why a restricted market economy should not be retained for the production of 'luxuries' within 
a communist society. Luxuries are all the goods and services which are not deemed to be basic for 
all humans to 'live', i.e. what are not seen (by the democratic deliberations of the hierarchy of 
communal assemblies) to provide the necessary conditions which give genuinely equal opportunity to 
all. In contrast, for the production of these basic necessities (e.g. food, shelter, education, 
recreation, health services), the means of production would have to be collectively owned, 
controlled, and worked. All would be expected to contribute his or her equal share, within the 
limits of administrative possibility, of the labour required for this production. Fairness might 
also counsel the rotation of both the unpopular and the popular jobs within the sphere according to 
a plan agreed to by the elected assembly. Alternatively or additionally, such a plan might require 
an agreed system of differential rewards for the performance of some functions: more reward per 
hour for the unpopular and less for the popular jobs. If all had the right to share in the 
consumption of these necessities according to their assessed needs, then each would be in a 
position freely to choose or not to choose to participate in the production and consumption of 
luxuries. Such a market economy within a communist society when combined with the other objective 
features (principally its provision for genuine equal opportunity), could arguably foster at least 
as much sophisticated reflection as might tend to be generated within Hegel's own civil society. 

Apart from my rejection of Hegel's male chauvinism, this chapter has tried to show how the 
model's social theory may be seen as compatible with Hegel's even though it does clearly go beyond 
his own formulations at certain points. The model theory explicitly widens Hegel's defmitions of 
"corporation" and of the "reflective section". Also, while Hegel seems understandably to have 
assumed that only a dominantly market society could be complemented by his rational state, the 
model constitution could equally provide the sovereign organization for a dominantly communistic 
society. The next chapter will expound the three moment structure of Hegel's conception of the 
state while the last chapter will compare Hegel's own constitutional monarchy with democratic 
monarchy. 

(1) Op. cit., p.81. Similarly, Marx seems to want "individual property", op. cit., 'The Civil War in 
France", p.213 
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Just as the previous chapters have helped to explain the way in which democratic monarchy 
largely rests on Hegel's Reason, necessity, and social theory; this chapter will outline the three 
moment structure which shapes both his constitution and the model. Thus, here I will continue to 
sketch the argument that could be made for seeing democratic monarchy logically as an integral 
element of a comprehensive theory. This common foundation for Hegel's and the model's 
constitutional monarchies will help the next chapter to elaborate the differences between the two. 
One superficial difference, however, should be noted immediately. While both refer to "the law
giving function", Hegel more usually names the other two functions as the "governing", and as the 
"monarchical" or "finalising" functions, respectively. The model's two different labels (the 
'particularizing' and 'unifying' functions), offer clarifying interpretations of Hegel's own argument. 
Both constitutions agree that the three functions of the ideal organization of the state are 
manifestations of the wider three moment (Moment) structure which also characterizes the many 
other elements of Hegel's system. According to Hegel, all the specific categories and actualities 
of Reason have the moments of "generality", "particularity", and "singularity".1 "Reason", "the 
conception of Reason", all of the other "specific elements of Reason", and all of their corresponding 
"specific conceptions", are each composed of these three "moments". 
Generality, Particularity, and Singularity 

Hegel uses Moment more widely to signify a distinguishable feature or aspect which is an 
inseparable constituent of a larger totality. Thus, while he does use it to refer to generality, 
particularity and singularity, he also uses it to name what has thus far been translated as 
"element". This use of "element" and the later uses of "function" and "organ" as some of the 
translations of Moment, seek to make the exposition of the model more precise than Hegel's own. 
The following passage confirms the reading that, for Hegel, Reason and each specific element of 
Reason have the three "moments" of generality, particularity and singularity: 

Rechts, PP272An.: 

How the conception of a specific element of Reason (Idee) and thus how, in a more 

concrete way, the specific elements of Reason themselves Immanently define themselves, 

and therewith how their moments of generality, particularity ¥Id singularity are 

abstractly established is discovered in the philosophy of logic. 


Previous chapters have silently recorded this reading of Hegel by dividing the circles in the 
various FIGURES into three arcs, each arc representing one of these three moments. Shortly, I will 
explain, for example, why the arcs in FIGURE 3 labelled "Reason-as-logic", "Reason-as-nature" and 
'Reason-as-the-human spirit', respectively, are called Reason's moments of generality, particularity 
and singularity. The meaning of these terms will be made clearer if their formal association witll 
'all', 'some' and 'one' are recalled. A truly universal or general statement applies to all the cases 
without exception defined by tllat statement. The list of these cases is tllat statement's 
particularity, i.e. each such case is a particular instance or is a particularization of that general 
statement. Any list of particularizations could include only some not all experiences. Moreover, it 
could not include any irrelevant experiences or cases. A general statement, one of its particular 
cases, or their consistent union, can be said to have singularity because each is one. To 
summarize, a statement has generality if it applies to all such cases. Some fmite number of such 

(1) Allgemeinheit, Besonderheit, Einzelheit. 
(2) Also see Enz. I, PP163, PP164 and An., and Logik II, S.263-301 (pp. 600-622). 
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cases constitutes its particularity. The fact that either or both can be contained in orre 
statement constitutes its singularity. The way Hegel sometimes uses these terms also makes them 
signposts for moving within his system. As a "system", Hegel's philosophy is a reflexive hierarchy 
of general statements or conceptions. "Reason" is at the top of this hierarchy because it is the 
general conception which organizes aod includes all others. It is the general of generals aod 
together they seek to outline the truth of all experience. Each of the elements within this 
hierarchy of generality refers to a distinct aspect of experience, some being more limited in scope 
thao others. Occasionally, Hegel refers to the generality of a given element aod at other times 
speaks either of the particularity or the singularity of the same element. In such contexts, 
"generality" directs us to move up the hierarchy in order to recall that this element is part of a 
wider system which seeks to outline all experience. Similarly, its "particularity" is a signpost 
directing us to move down the hierarchy by recalling that this element itself contains some more 
limited elements. Its "singularity" is a signpost directing us to stop for ao instaot within the 
hierarchy to notice that this element is orre, is one element of the whole or is one integration of 
more limited elements. Recalling again the formal association of the three moments with all, some 
and orre, the same "element" cao be said to be a gerreral conception (i.e. that it refers to all 
defined cases), a particularization of Reason (i.e. is one of the finite number or a particular 
element within the hierarchy of generality), aod a single point within that hierarchy. In different 
senses, this same hierarchy could be called a hierarchy of particularity, of singularity, or of 
generality. The articulated identity of these three moments is asserted by Hegel in the following 
brief but !J!fficult passage: 

Logtk II, S.298 (iJ.620): 
Because it is onfy a specific aod gerreral conception, a particular conception is on the 
same basis a singular conception. And conversely, because a singular conception is a 
specific aod general conception, it is as much a particular conception. 

We are now in a position to explain why the three arcs in Chapter Seven's FIGURE 3 labelled 
"Reason-as-logic", "Reason-as-nature" aod "Reason-as-the-[humao]-spirit", are respectively called 
Reason's moments of generality, particularity aod singularity. When it is said that the philosophy 
of logic expounds Reason's moment of generality, what is being claimed is not that the categories 
which are the objects of the philosophies of nature aod of humao living do not also have generality 
but that the specific elements within the conception of logic are more obviously at the top of the 
hierarchy of generality. The ready implications of thinking about thinking are wider thao the 
implications of thinking about either plaots or political constitutions, for example. Equally, the 
identification of "Reason-as-logic" with generality does not deny the truth that it is both 
composed of single or specific elements of Reason which are the logical particularizations of 
Reason, nor that, as a whole, it forms a complex totality, a unity, a singularity. 

Similarly, while "Reason-as-nature" is said to be the moment of particularity, this only meaos 
that the single actualities which are the general objects of the philosophy of nature are less 
general in scope aod thus are less obviously within, let alone at the top of the hierarchy of 
generality. They are more obviously near the bottom of the hierarchy of generality. They less 
obviously form a single whole. Also, while "Reason-as-the-[humao]-spirit" is the moment of 
singularity, this does not deny that the actualities which compose it are equally gerreral 
particularizations of Reason but only marks the relative transparency with which they display 
"Reason" to be orre, complex, reflexive system of logical, natural aod humao realities, i.e. a unity. 
Of course, this display is most clearly achieved within Reason-as-the-human-spirit by philosophy 
when it thinks through "the conception of Reason". 
Essential Particularity Versus Inessential Particularity 

At this juncture, it will be helpful to distinguish aoother way in which Hegel uses 
"particularity". Its use as a signpost to move down the hierarchy of generality aod as signifying 
the finite number of categories or actualities which are particularizations of a more general 
conception have already been noted. Sometimes, however, Hegel seems to use "the particular" or 
"particularity" to refer to items of reality which are, so to speak, below the bottom of the 
hierarchy of generality. In such cases, he is referring to the indefmite multiplicity of past, 
present, or future maoifestations of, aod deviations from, the "actualities" of which· the "genuine 
Infmity" is composed. These entities are 'below the bottom of the hierarchy' because they are 
thought to be wholly reducible to these actualities aod thus to the finite circle of the reflexive 
hierarchy which these help to make up. Such "particularity" relates to items for which we need 
proper nouns aod names in addition to the terms already defined within Reason's hierarchy of 
generality in order to give them a fully adequate account. FIGURE 6, in Chapter Eight, called this 
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indefinite multiplicity the "spurious infinity" or "inessential appearance". Following this lead, 

these two uses of "particularity" will be distinguished by naming the latter one, 'inessential 

particularity'; and the former one, 'essential particularity'. Later in this chapter, this distinction 

will help us to make sense of Reclus, PP259 and Z, which outlines the three moments of "Reason-as

the-state". 

The Hierarchy Which Joins the Monarchical Organ To Reason 


FIGURE 9 seeks to summarize the way in which the foregoing discussions relate to the special 
concern of this book. It displays the hierarchical chain of derivations or "elucidations" which link 
"Reason-as-the-monarchical-organ" to "Reason". This FIGURE could be said to put the 'absent arc' in 
FIGURE 4 (Chapter Seven) under the microscope. Because "Reason" is at the very top of the 
hierarchy of generality, it is represented by the largest circle. The scope and thus the size of 
each of the connecting elements of Reason gradually decreases until the most limited is reached. 
This is to say, that while "Reason" claims to be the essence of all logical, natural, and human 
realities, "Reason-as-the-monarchical-organ" claims only to defme the essence of all past, present 
and, perhaps, future heads of state. Thus, this smallest circle would seem to be at the very 
bottom of the hierarchy of generality because beyond it, nothing else can be said of general 
significance about heads of state. All additional talk could only describe and evaluate the 
indefinite multiplicity of historically existent heads of state with the additional aid of the 
relevant proper nouns such as the local titles for the office. Remembering the thoroughly 
evaluative character of Hegel's system (Chapter Eight), the eight circles, from the smallest to the 
largest, also represent eight prescriptive models, each relating to the following different but 
overlapping areas of experience: 

1) heads of state ('Reason as the monarchical organ') 

2) the fmalising or uniting of state decisions ('Reason as the finalising function') 

3) constitutions ('Reason as the constitution') 

4) politics ('Reason as the state') 

5) ethical practices ('Reason as ethical practice') 

6) empirical relations between people ('Reason as the objective human spirit') 

7) humankind ('Reason as the human spirit'), and 

8) all experience ("Reason"). 


As in previous FIGURES, each of the eight circles drawn in FIGURE 9 is divided into three arcs, each 
arc representing one of the three moments of the specific element of Reason whose name appears in 
the centre of the relevant circle. As previously, the arc now labelled 'g' for generality is 
represented by the arc between 12 o'clock and 4 o'clock, 'p' for particularity is between 4 o'clock 
and 8 o'clock, and 's' for singularity is between 8 o'clock and 12 o'clock. 

In FIGURE 9, each smaller circle is meant to be a magnified version of one of the arcs in the 
next larger circle, i.e. each arc, so to speak, is seen as itself another complete circle when looked 
at under a microscope. The arrows relate each smaller circle to the arc in the next larger circle 
of which the smaller circle is a magnification. In each case, the next larger circle represents the 
next higher specific actuality in the hierarchy of generality. In this way, the arrows direct us 
toward Reason, i.e. "toward higher and the highest genus".1 FIGURE 9 portrays onll one of the 
several possible exact ways in which the arcs of these eight circles might be labelled and the 
connecting arrows drawn. While the smallest four circles are explicitly expounded by Hegel in The 
Philosophy of Right through a discussion of each of their three moments (generality, particularity 
and singularity), the largest four circles are only rarely or obliquely elucidated in this way. 
Thus, with regard to the largest circles, Hegel's use of "unmediated" has been read to be an 
indirect reference to "particular". The relevant paragraphs for the smallest four circles are 
translated and discussed later, while the relevant passages which suggest the drawing of each of 
the largest four circles are listed in the Glossary under its appropriate name, e.g. 'Reason-as-the
human-spirit'. 

(1) 	 Logik II, S.296, p. 619. 
(2) 	 For example, while I have drawn the 'Reason as ethical practice' circle on the basis of Enz. III, 

PP517, two other paragraphs might easily be read to suggest a different labelling (Rechts, 
PP157 and PP263). 
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!IGIJRE 9: 	 the chai~ of eight 
circles from Reason 
to t'he monarch .. 
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An 'A to Z' Map Of Reason 
The map of the hierarchy in FIGURE 9 provides a pattern which might allow the production of a 

complete and precise pictorial representation of the hierarchical relations between the many 
hundreds of specific elements which compose Reason.1 This would be a sort of 'A to Z' book 
composed of as many pages as there are specific elements of Reason. On each page there would be 
one circle divided into three arcs with the name of the specific element of Reason in the centre 
and with the name of each of its three moments written on the convex side of each arc, the concave 
side of each arc being marked with a 'g', 'p', or 's' as described above. The number in the centre 
by the name of the circle's name would refer back to the earlier page upon which it had first 
appeared as one of three arcs on a 'larger' circle, while each of the three numbers on the three 
arcs would refer to the later pages upon which these arcs would be themselves magnified and thus 
appear as complete circles. 

On the very first page would appear the circle of Reason (i.e. FIGURE 3) and thus on pages 2, 3 
and 4, respectively, would appear the circles of 'Reason-as-logic', "Reason-as-nature" and 'Reason
as-the-human-spirit'. This guide book and summary would be divided at least into eight sections 
corresponding to the eight levels of generality portrayed in FIGURE 9. More sections would be 
required if in some cases more than six circles linked elements at the bottom of the hierarchy of 
generality with the top (i.e. with Reason). However, if six and only six were always required, then 
the numbers of pages and circles in each of the eight sections would be as follows: 

Section One: 1 page 

Section Two: 3 pages 

Section Three: 9 pages 

Section Four: 27 pages 

Section Five: 81 pages 

Section Six: 243 pages 

Section Seven: 729 pages 

Section Eight: 2,187 pages 


Total 3,280 pages 
This map is suggested in order to emphasize the three moment structure of Reason. Its plan is 
offered in spite of the fact that I have not yet fully worked out whether every part of Hegel's 
system could equally be summarized in this way, e.g. the relations between "being", "naught" and 
"becoming". Another questionable implication would seem to be that Hegel's philosophy when 
systematically and efficiently expounded in this way, would always have to take the form of triads. 
While it is clear that Hegel's own practice in the Encyclopaedia did not always do this, it remains 
an open question whether his exposition could appropriately be recast so as to directly provide the 
terrain for such an A to Z book. 

FIGURE 10 pictorially represents the three moment structure of both Hegel's and the model 
constitutions. It does this by again depicting the three smallest circles of FIGURE 9, but draws 
the additional requisite circles so that all the arcs which constitute them are made visible. 
Because the rational need for the organs must be given in terms of the required state functions, 
each organ is defined by the way it jointly performs these functions. Thus, FIGURE 10 shows that 
the three sets of three arcs which constitute each of the three "organs" refer to the same three 
"functions" of the constitution which are already pictured as larger circles. This sort of 
reference back to specific elements of Reason which are at a higher level of generality in the 
hierarchy illustrates just how there can be a bottom to the hierarchy. It is assumed that such a 
looping back always occurs at some level of generality so as eventually to tei7Yiinate every 
hierarchical chain of derivations throughout the system. This is another example of the 
'reflexiveness' which is a pre-condition for our conceiving of "Reason" as a closed circle of a 
finite size. 

(1) 	 Michael Kosok offers an alternative notational system for Hegel's system. While mine might be 
said to be 'geometric', his might be said to be 'al$ebraic'. Also, while offering many 
interesting suggestions for interpreting the dialecttcal structure of Hegel's philosophy, he 
mistakenly assumes that Hegel's system could not be complete: Hejlel's "logic has an 
indenumerably infinite number of 'truth' values (p.247), and that "this process cannot be 
completed at any single stage for new indeterminacies always appear" (p.249). 'The 
Formalization of Hegel's D1alectical Logic", in Alasdair Macintyre (ed.J Hegel: A Collection of 
Critical Essays, Anchor Books, 1972, pp. 237-289. 
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FIGURE 10: 	 the three sets of moments, functions and 

oTga.ns of Reason-aa-the-eonsti tution. 
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With respect to some of the other perspectives developed in earlier chapters, this A to Z map 
would chart the layered character of all of the "great number of circles ... on the periphery" 1 of 
Reason's circle. Such a map would attempt to include all and only the terms which have a general 
significance for the understanding of all experience. It would exclude, except perhaps for the 
purposes of illustration, all proper names and all the other additional terms which one needs in 
order to give a fully adequate empirically accurate account of any entities within the indefinite 
multiplicity of beings which existed or exist in nature or in history and which would appropriately 
be plotted in the area outside of the circumference of the circle drawn in FIGURES 5 and 6. FIGURE 
10 shows how each of the three functions or organs is derivable from the conception of the 
constitution, and conversely, how this conception can be derived from any one of the functions or 
organs. It illustrates how throughout Hegel's system the three moments of generality, particularity 
and singularity are both distinguishable and inseparable. This also makes the following two 
statements by Hegel more easily intelligible: 

Logik II, S.273 (p.600): 

Each of these three ... moments is as much the whole specific conception of which it is a 

moment as a specific conception itself. As such, it is one specification of the 

conception of Reason. 

Logik II, S.295 (p.618): 

The specifications of generality, particularity and singularity are specific conceptions 

which are themselves essentially the totality of all specification. 


Before elucidating further the third smallest circle in FIGURE 9 (i.e. Reason-as-the-constitution), 

the next section will discuss and then translate the paragraph which suggested the drawing of the 

fourth smallest circle: Reason-as-the-state. 

The Singularity, Particularity, And Generality Of Reason-As-The-State 


In line with the previous discussion of the signpost meanings of the three moments, the phrase, 
'the generality of the state', could be interpreted in either of two ways. Firstly, it could be 
referring us to one of the elements of Reason higher in the hierarchy of generality, (e.g. Reason
as-the-objective-human-spirit) for which Reason-as-the-state is one of nine essential constituents. 
Secondly it could be recalling the fact that Reason-as-the-state is more general or higher in the 
hierarchy than the more particular elements or entities which it integrates into itself, e.g. 
'Reason-as-abstract-right'. Paradoxically, the phrase, 'the particularity of the state' could be read 
to express the same two sets of relationships between elements in the hierarchy but from a 
different direction. Thus, this phrase could be read to say either, that Reason-as-the-state is 
more particular (i.e. less general) than Reason-as-the-objective-human-spirit, or to refer us to the 
many less general (i.e. more particular) elements which it integrates. Both phrases could also have 
a third meaning. The distinction will be recalled between 'essential particularity' and 'inessential 
particularity'. With this in mind, 'the generality of the state' could be reminding us that Reason
as-the-state is the specific element of Reason which purports to reduce to itself all of the 
indefinite multiplicity of historically existent or inessential particular states, i.e. 'the 
particularity of the state' could be referring us to the inessential particularity of the state 
the indefinite multiplicity of states which Reason-as-the-state reduces to itself. The phrase, 'the 
singularity of the state' could similarly have three meanings: 

1) Reason-as-the-state is one among the many hundreds of specific elements within the circular 
hierarchy of generality which constitutes Reason. 

2) As such, it is the one which reduces to itself all of the indefinite multiplicity of 
historically existent states. 

3) 	 To be actual, Reason-as-the-state must be present within at least one historically existent 
state. As historically existent, such a state must continually integrate the multitude of 
essential and inessential particular entities which comprise it into one complex whole, into a 
unity. 

With regard to this third meaning, it will be shown how Hegel argues that the organization by which 
a state can best continue to achieve this living integration is "the rational constitution", i.e. 
'Reason-as-the-constitution'. Thus, the next section will return to a consideration of the 
functions and organs which this singularity of the state has interpreted to require a rational 
state to integrate within itself. 

In effect, the previous chapter suggested how the rational constitution would integrate some of 
the other 'essential particulars' listed in FIGURE 9, i.e. Reason as abstract right, as moral 
consciousness, as family living, and as civil society. Of course, there is also an indefinite 

(1) Philosophie I, S.46, P.27. 



Structure118 

multiplicity of 'inessential particulars' which must be knitted within its fabric ranging from the 
specification of which language is to be used on official occasions to determining whether firemen 
will wear green or blue uniforms. While at one or another time Hegel seems to use these three 
phrases and their derivative terms in all of the above nine ways, the paragraph which forms the 
basis for the drawing of the fourth smallest circle ('Reason as the state') L11 FIGURE 9 employs only 
three of these nine. Accordingly, Rechts, PP259, shortly to be translated, is divided into three 
sections. Section (a) briefly speaks of 'the singularity of the state' in the sense of the above 
third meaning. This is to say, that as actual, Reason-as-the-state must in some measure be present 
within "every single historically existent state" and this requires each to a degree to be a "self
relating organism" or to have a "constitution". Section (b) asserts that Reason-as-the-state must 
include "interstate relations" because the indefmite multiplicity of 'inessential particulal states 
which Reason-as-the-state reduces to itself, at the same time marks at least the potential, and the 
probable empirical truth, that every state must live, fight or die among other historically existent 
states. Section (c) recalls that the rational state is a model, an "effective genus" towards which 
all particular states incline, or by which, they are judged. It is one element of the ultimate 
teleological end of the natural and human worlds which is to achieve and to live according to "the 
conception of Reason". This is to say, that section (c) says that Reason-as-the-state is one 
'essential particular' within the ultimate aim of "the process of world history". One could not live 
in full accordance with "the conception of Reason" unless one lived within a rational state. Thus, 
section (c) also directs us to move up the hierarchy of gen£rality by seeing that Reason-as-the
state is an essential part of the highest possible human life as defmed by the conception of 
Reason at the very top of that hierarchy. A reading of the 'literal' translation in the Appendix of 
the following paragraph and of the comparable paragraph in Enz. III 1 will show that more liberties 
than usual were taken in order to make the following free translation more readily intelligible 
than the relatively brief and obscure original. 

Rechts, PP259: 

Reason-as-the-state, 

a) has at least intellectually unmediated actuality in every single historically existent 


state because of each state's self-relating organism, i.e. because of its constitution 
or internal state law; 

b) 	has interstate relations and law because each historically existent state has been and 
always will be, at least potentially, only one among an indefinite multiplicity of such 
inessential particular states; and 

c) 	 has an absolute power over such individual states in the sense that it is their 
teleological end (i.e. it is the gen£ral element of Reason, it is the genus or it is the 
specific element of Reason-as-the-human-spirit which gives itself actuality in states 
in the process of world history).

Rechts, PP259Z: 
To be actual, Reason-as-the-state must be present in at least one single historically 
existent state and an historically existent state is by definition, moreover, an 
inessential particular state. This singularity is to be distinguished from this 
particularity. Singularity is an essential m9ment of Reason-as-the-state while 
messential particularity belongs to history. The inessential particular states are 
independent from each other and, thus, their relations can only be externally mutual. In 
this context, the third principle which we must see as binding them together is their 
common teleological end which is Reason-as-the-state, the political element of the human 
spirit which gives itself actuality in world history and which constitutes their absolute 
arbiter. 

Indeed it is possible that several states by forming a confederation may be able to 
establish a jurisdiction over other states. It IS possibfe that combinations of states 
can arise, as, for example, the Holy Alliance, but these are always only relative and 
limited, as is also so-caned "perpetual peace". 

The only absolute arbiter which ultimately makes itself good, either because or in 
spite of inessential particular states, is the rational state (i.e. the element of the in
and-for-itself human spirit which has being, that which establishes itself within history 
as the general principle, the effective genus). 

The Generality, Particularity, And Singularity Of Reason-As-The-Constitution 
The paragraph which suggested the three smallest circles in FIGURE 9 and which also prompted 

the whole of FIGURE 10, is Recht, PP273. This paragraph lists the three essential functions of the 
rational constitution (law-giving, governing or particularizing, and finalising or uniting) each 

(1) PP536. (2) Also see Appendix B's Rechts, PP258An. 
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"articulating" the moments of generality, particularity and singularity as now understood. 
Rechts, PP273: 
Reason-as-the- constitution appropriately tends to articulate itself within actuality into 
the following three substantial functions: 
a) the function of defining and firmly fixing the laws to have general application, i.e. 

the law-giving function; 
b) the function or subsuming the particular spheres of interests and singular cases under 

these general laws, i.e. the governing or particularizing function; and 
c) the function of subjectivity (i.e. the human ability willingly to finalise both the 

above general and particUlar decisions into one coherent package), i.e. the monan;hical 
or finalising function. In the performance of this finalising functwn, the three 
differentiated organs of the rational constitution are held together in a si111Jle unity. 
The finalising function should thus be seen as the pinnacle and the beginnmg of the 
whole which is constitutional monan;hy. 

Section (a) says that "law-giving" is the constitution's general function. Laws seek to embrace and 
to integrate all of the current and foreseen interests into general statements of principle. These 
formulations seek to promote and to protect the ways of human life which either are themselves 
rational or which provide some of the conditions for the citizenry to live rationally. This is to 
say, that rational law (i.e. Recht) fosters rational living through the formulation and following of 
general principles. Law-giving is the most general of the three functions because it cannot be 
performed without the legislators rising in thought to the relatively abstract categories which 
allow clear principles to be formulated without the use of proper nouns. In contrast, a great deal 
of particularizing and f"malising can be done in existent states on a purely ad hoc basis. 
Inherently, laws result from intellectual "mediation". Law-giving is the factor in political living 
which most pointedly directs the consciousness of citizens to move up the hierarchy of generality 
toward the conception of Reason. 

The characterisation of the "governing function" of section (b) as the 'particularising function' 
probably needs no explanation both in the light of previous discussions and of the partial textual 
basis for this translation. A people rationally needs not only to formulate the general principles 
upon which it will seek to integrate and to reconcile the changing inessential particulars of its 
collective life, it must also actively apply these in practice to the indefinite multiplicity of 
cases and disputes which arise daily in the changing life of a state. The "finalising function" of 
section (c) as referring both to the 'royal assent' which must be given to every bill before it 
becomes law, and to the form which requires every governmental decision (executive or judicial) to 
be taken in the name of the monarch. The model calls it the 'uniting function'. It helps to ensure 
that the many laws and their many more applications will avoid self-contradiction and will continue 
to form one dynamic package of principles and particularizations over time. When this section says 
that, 

In the performance of this finalising function, the three differentiated organs of the 
rational constitution are held together in a single unity, 

this is illustrated by the second smallest circle in the top left hand comer of FIGURE 10. The 
monarchical organ helps maximally to guarantee that this uniting function, which should be jointly 
exercised by all three organs, will be consistently performed. That the other two functions are 
also to be jointly exercised is perhaps only obliquely suggested by this paragraph. The truth that, 
like the three moments, the three functions are conceptually connected as well as being 
conceptually distinct is perhaps clear from our recollection that every general law if actual has 
both been finalised at least for the time being and is being applied to the existing particular 
cases which are its concern. Similarly, every decision on a particular question both marks a 
momentary finalisation and is an application or particularization of at least some implicit general 
principle. Again, every finalisation at least implicitly begs some general principle which relates 
to an indefmite number of particular cases. 

In spite of these points, however, Hegel regrettably varied his terminology sometimes and this 
confuses somewhat the sharp distinction between a "function" and an "organ" which the six smallest 
circles in FIGURE 10 graphically record. In any case, this distinction must be made if we are to 
make sense of Hegel's exposition. The Glossary lists the various other German terms which Hegel 
uses and which are freely translated here only as either "function" or "organ". 

In effect, previous chapters have developed this book's understanding of these functions and 
organs. However, the following table summarizes the connections between the moments, functions, 
and organs and thus helps prepare the way for the next chapter's comparison of the model 
constitution with Hegel's own formulations. Both sets of arrangements might be said to associate 
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the performance of each function mainly with one of the three organs as follows: 

MOMENT FUNCTION ORGAN 
(a) 
(b) 

generality 
particularity 

law-giving 
governing (par
ticularizing) 

representative 
government 

assembl 

(c) singularity finalising 
(uniting) 

monarch 

This association is inherently determined by the character of each organ. Thus, each is inclined to 
spend most of its time on one function. Hegel's position is not so clear on this point and thus 
the model's is again the result of a lenient interpretation of his ambiguity. Perhaps I have only 
read my own conception, 

1) into the fact that each organ is mainly discussed by Hegel under the sub-title of its 
respective fuoction, and 

2) into his own confusion of "functions" and "organs" as suggested by his usually calling them 
both, "powers" (Gewalten). 

It has also already been explained how the internal structure of each organ peculiarly suits it to 
perform the function for which it is mainly responsible. This understanding can be briefly 
restated using some of Hegel's terms: 

1) 	 The "assembly" as "representative" 1 of all interests should be best placed to formulate the 
general principles which will apply to all "sections" of the citizenry. 

2) 	 The government or "cabinet" as a smaller body can more efficiently act to apply the law to 
the indefinite multiplicity of essential and inessential particulars which arise daily and to 
formulate and execute policies both within the state and with regard to "interstate 
relations". 

3) 	The "monarch", being one hereditary human "subject", is best placed to help "guarantee" the 
complex unity or singularity of the state through his or her performance of the finalising 
(uniting) function while performing either the figurehead or caretaking roles. 

Constitutional Monarchy Is Rational 
The justification for democratic monarchy largely follows the interpretation of why Hegel 

claimed that constitutional monarchy offers the most "rational" set of arrangements. In political 
life, it best encourages the reconciliation of "self-conscious reason with the Reason which has 
being" .2 Reason-as-the-constitution both as an institution and as a conception is itself part of 
this "reconciliation" because its three organs are tangible demonstrations of Reason's three 
moments: generality, particularity and singularity. The three organs help "reason" to recognize the 
philosophical necessity of the three less tangible yet distinct and certainly essential functions. 
On the other hand, the way the three organs jointly exercise the three functions empirically 
demonstrates their conceptual inseparability, their unity or their singularity. It demonstrates that 
each organ "must build itself into a whole and contain in itself the other moments".3 This is most 
simply personified by the uniting activity of the monarchical organ. Constitutional monarchy is the 
most rational organization of the state because it tends best to ensure that the three vital 
functions will be consistently performed within the empirically real world. If they are performed, 
this in turn maximizes the empirical chances that the cultural, social, economic and political 
activities of a people will also become a self-conscious part of a life of Reason. These 
institutions are better than any others in helping the citizenry both to act and think rationally. 
He says, for example, that they raise "particular self-conscionsness to its generality".4 

This chapter has attempted to elucidate the way Reason's three moments also characterize the 
rational state and its constitution. The next chapter will examine the extent to which democratic 
monarchy is a reconstruction of Hegel's words. 

!1l 	 See Glossary.
2 Enz. I, PP6. 
3 Rechts, PP272Z. 
4 	 Rechts, PP258.
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Previous chapters have elaborated democratic monarchy as the prescriptive ideal, defended it 
against republican attacks, and sketched how it might logically claim to be rooted in Hegel's wider 
system. This chapter will examine the extent to which this model conforms to Hegel's own 
constitution. It is argued that no conflict need be read into the differences between his and the 
model's formulations except at two points in The Philosophy of Right. These arise from Hegel's 
paragraphs, to be translated shortly, in which his monarch is given the "unconfined discretion" to 
appoint ministers and the right, "directly and solely'' to conduct "interstate relations". With the 
exception of these two passages, Hegel's paragraphs are either plain enough or equivocal enough to 
allow us leniently to interpret him largely in support of the model. In addition to the previous 
chapter's showing of how PP273 can be read to provide the three function and three organ structure 
of democratic monarchy, this chapter will discuss how other paragraphs can be read either clearly 
or leniently to agree with the prescriptive ideal proposed here. It is not denied that Hegel's 
ambiguity may easily lead others to draw different conclusions in the first instance. Nor do I 
deny that democratic monarchy, as an institution for working majority rule, clearly goes beyond 
Hegel's words. Sometimes, his words are either too brief or too equivocal for us to say whether he 
would or would not support it. The features which seem to fall into this category are the 
following: 

1) associational proportional representation (A.P.R.), 
2) the procedure for constitutional change, 
3) universal adult suffrage, 
4) the procedure for recalling deputies, 
5) no legislative veto for the non-elected chamber, 
6) the 'figurehead' and 'caretaking' roles, 
7) the 'state prerogative council', 
8) some 'life peers' in the non-elected chamber, 
9) the 'constructive vote of no confidence' provision, and 
10) the procedure for impeaching and replacing a monarch. 

This chapter will not discuss the last four items because nothing has been found in Hegel's words 
of direct relevance to them. The very last item, however, should be seen as quite obviously 
connected to the rt<iection of Hegel's two phrases discussed below. Both that rejection and this 
procedure follow necessarily from the principle of working majority rule. 

In relation to the first six items, many of Hegel's ambiguous passages which might be read as 
concerning them will be examined. His words relating to the first two provisions will be assessed 
shortly, together with the discussion of Hegel's arguments concerning the quantitative and 
majoritarian features of the model. First, however, the two phrases which the model rejects will be 
studied. These are the passages which have required a reconstmction of Hegel's constitution in 
order to formulate democratic monarchy. It will be recalled that the model provides, whenever 
possible, for the monarch's will to be subordinated to the will of the 'working majority' and its 
elected officials. This requires the monarch to perform only the figurehead role as long as such a 
majority is in existence. Accordingly, he or she would be bound to appoint the leader of that 
majority as prime minister. Also, for example, the conduct of foreign affairs would be left mainly 
to the foreign minister and "cabinet". The monarch's role would be purely formal in these and all 
other matters provided that a working majority was present. 
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In sharp contrast, Hegel's words concerning these two cases do not make the monarch subordinate 
in this way. Instead, they give him unrestricted priority. While my monarch's discretion would be 
confined by that of such a majority, in PP283, Hegel grants his monarch the right to appoint his 
ministers at his own "unconfined discretion". 

Rechts, PP283 
[While the paragraphs starting with PP275 have discussed the prime, sin~arizing 
responsibility of the monarchical organ, i.e. the function of "finally deciding"], the 
second function of the monarchical organ is to particularize, i.e. to subsume the 
empirically exact details of its state's life under the general, constitutional and 
statutory law. The monarch's "cabinet" or council of the highest counselling positions 
forms this moment of the constitution's particularity in so far as it exists as an organ 
which is separate from the monarchical organ. The cabinet brings its advice concerning 
the changing affairs of state, including any proposed modifications to current statutory 
provisions, before the monarch for his finalising decision. This advice should be 
presented objectively, i.e. with a clear statenient of the relevant empirical facts1 and qf 
the legal, circumstantial and other grounds for deciding one way or the other. Because 
these highest advisors or governmental ministers deal directly with the person of the 
monarch, their appointment and removal falls within the monarch's unconfined discretion. 

Not only is this "unconfmed discretion" incompatible with the model, it would also seem to conflict 
with Hegel's own earlier claim, contained in the passage next to be translated, that because "the 
monarch only has to do with the formal pinnacle of decision", the "personal attributes of the 
monarch's character" are not "significant". 

Rechts, PP280Z: 
Men often say against monarchy that it is through such an institution that a state 
becomes unnecessarily dependent upon contingency. For example, it may be alleged that a 
monarch is improperly educated or perhaps that he is not worthy of standing at the very 
pinnacle of the state's decision taking and that it is indeed irrational that such 
arrangements exist. When such arguments are used against monarchy, they can be clearly 
refuted by pointing out that their assumption is nugatory which sees the personal
attributes of the monarch's character as significant. Within a rational constitution or 
completed organization of the state, the monarch only has to do with the formal pinnacle
of decision ... Wrongly, therefore, do men demand objective qualities like education and 
skill of the monarch. Usually, he need only be a quite ordinary human being in order to 
say, "yes", and to place the dot on the "i" of the advice given by the re.Presentative 
assembly and the government of the day. The structure of the finalising pinnacle of 
state decisions should be such that the personal attributes of the monarch's character 
are not significant. This specification for the monarch is rational because it accords 
with the conception of the constitution. 

This same account of the monarch as only having to "say, 'yes', and ... place the dot on the 'i' of ... 

advice given" would also seem to conflict with the second passage which the model rejects. Hegel 

says that the "conduct" of the rational state's relations with "other states falls ... directly and 

solely to the monarch". 


Rechts, PP329: 

The state has an orientation towards the world outside just because it is an individual 

subject. For that reason, its relation to other states falls to the monarchical organ. 

This is to say, therefore, that the conduct of these relations, directly and solely, 

accrues to the monarch to command the armed might of the state, to maintain the 

relations with the other states through envoys, to conduct war, to conclude peace and 

other treaties, etc. 


The same unacceptable point is made by Hegel in his Encyclopaedia. 
Enz. III, PP544: 
Broadly speaking, the representative assembly is concerned to take part in all that 
belongs to civil society. As the representative of private persons, it is concerned to 
shape the operation of the particufarizing function especiaily by the giving of laws, i.e. 
by ilefining the generality ol interests (which do not have the character of conducting 
and handling the state as an individual, e.g. war and peace, and thus not with what 
belongs to the monarchical organ exclusively). 

These passages might also easily lead one to suppose that Hegel granted his monarch the power to 
decide between the organs of the state when they found themselves in any unresolved disagreements. 
In fact, Hegel never made his own plan for this contingency clear. Of course, the model gives clear 
priority to the working majority in such cases, when it exists, and to the 'state prerogative 
council' headed by the monarch, when it does not exist. This provision fills an important gap in 
Hegel's constitutional theoty. The model's provision helps maximally to guarantee the "unity" of 
the state which Hegel so highly valued. 

(1) 	 The parts of these free translations marked by bold print are quite different from Knox's. See 
Glossaty under "Knox" for a summary of the main differences between his and my translations. 
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The rest of this chapter examines Hegel's passages which either clearly or equivocally support 
democratic monarchy. It will be recalled that the explicit value behind the model is that of 
maximizing the quality and quantity of free, rational living. Especially the 'quantitative' part of 
this formulation is seen to cany a democratic implication. Hegel can be leniently read to support 
both this value and this implication in a number of his phrases, e.g. 
a) the three organ constitution is "rational"; 
b) the rational state helps to raise "particular consciousness to its generality"; 1 

c) "self-conscious reason" or "subjective freedom" 2 tends to be raised by the higher quality and 
publication of the debates in the representative assembly,3 and by the fact that "the assembly 
has the character of appropriately being a living, mutually teaching, convincing and collectively 
advising assembly";4 

d) 	 this publication "is the greatest means of education concerning state interests" by which "public 
opinion first approaches true thoughts and insights into the conditions and the conception of 
the state, ... approaches an ability to judge more rationally about state affairs";5 and 

e) 	 he also sees the deliberations of the representative assembly as tending to "augment" the civil 
service's "insight" 6 into state interests and thus to assist "the state" in its "aim" of "knowing 
... the theorized, objective truth of Reason (Vemtinftigkeit)".7 

That this "knowing" in Hegel's view best follows an energetic debate or dialogue between 
sophisticated points of view is marked by his referring to the representative assembly as "a great 
assembly where one intelligent position devours another".8 All this can be true even if we admit 
as Hegel does that most people have not yet fully attained "the conception of Reason". The 
knowledge of "the will of Reason", is 'currently' not "possessed by the people": 

Rechis, PP301An. (S.469).: 

... the in-and-for-itself W1ll which has being, i.e. the will of Reason, is the fruit of a 

deeper knowing and insight which is plainly not currently possessed by the people as a 

whole. 


However, as Chapter Six argued, to the extent that the model's democratic institutions engender an 
extension of the quantity of rational thought and action, the more deliberative participation in 
communal decision-making would conform to the criteria of philosophical necessity. The state's 
policies would be more likely to result from a comprehensive theory which had integrated within 
itself the full range of available experiences and competing views. On the other hand, the more 
people might be arbitrarily excluded from a state's collective deliberations, the greater would be 
the prima facie case for seeing their procedures and conclusions as less than fully rational. In 
this way, a greater quantity of rational living would also tend to enhance the quality of thought 
and action. Rational quality and quantity tend to complement one another. 

Previous chapters have derived the argument for majority rule from the philosopher's assumption 
that others may also be, or have the potential to become, rational beings. However, the above 
argument also accounts for the rational preference for majority rule over minority rule. The sheer 
existence of an enduring, working majority is evidence that more deliberative reconciliation of 
conflicts has taken place within this majority than has been achieved by any opposing voting block. 
Of course, as empirical, such evidence could not give conclusive proof that such rational unity had 
been attained. For example, the unity might instead be based on the anti-rational charisma of a 
fascist leader. However, a model constitution can only be constructed on the basis of such 
empirical presumptions. No constitution can protect a community absolutely from the possible 
emergence of anti-rational majorities or minorities. The model can only claim to minimize these 
risks. Therefore, when a working majority exists, it has the constitutional right to rule, because 
empirically or quantitatively speaking, it is presumed to be the most rational. 

For readers so inclined, some of Hegel's own passages might be interpreted to show his interest 
in such wider popular 'participation' 9 and popular sovereignty. For example, he equivocally 
expresses his interest in popular participation by referring to the citizens' vote as "a high 
political ri~Ult" and as "one of the most important political functions" .1 0 Hegel also observes that, 

Reents, PP317Z: 

The principle of the modem world demands that what everyone should acknowledge must 

prove itself to be justified ... everyone wishes to have a share in discussing and 

advising ... 


That it is of "the highest importance" for as many citizens as possible to "organize" themselves 
into the sorts of 'associations' which could be represented in the elected chamber could clearly be 

~ 
1~ Rechts, PP258. (2) PP316Z. (3) PP315. (4) PP309. (5) PP315. 
6 PP301An. (7) PPZ70An. (S.426). (8) PP3i5.
9 	 See Glossary. (10) Wurt., S.482 and 483 (p.273 and 263). 
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the prescriptive implication of the next quotation: 
Rechts, PP290Z (S.460): 
... The lower part of society or the multitude has clearly been left more or less 
unorganized. Yet it is of the highest importance that it become organized because only 
then can it become politically strong and powerful. Otherwise it will continue to be only 
a crowd, a multitude split into atoms. 

The next two passages might lend Hegel's support to popular participation by referring to the 
greater "liveliness" of the "people" and to the "representative assembly'' as the "empirical 
generality'' of "the many": 

Rechts, PP315Z: 
... The fublication of the proceedings of the representative assembly is the greatest 
means o education concerning the wider state interests. Within a people where this 
takes place, they display a wholly other liveliness in connection with the state than 
where the representative assembly is absent or is not public. Only throu~h this 
familiarity do the representative chambers keep in tune with the changes m public 
opinion at each and every step ... 
Rechts, PP301: 
... Within the representative assembly ... public consciousness as an empirical generality 
of the views and thoughts of the many comes into existence ... 

Of course, there is a sense in which democratic monarchy claims to be an articulation of the 
optimal constitutional conditions for "the sovereignty of the people".1 In Rechts, PP279An., Hegel 
himself makes it clear that he is only opposed to the "superficial notions" of "the people" and its 
"sovereignty" which speak of it as if it were necessarily opposed to the sovereignty articulated in 
constitutional monarchy. Following this lead, his pejorative use of the term, "democratic",2 is not 
taken to require the rejection of the model's representative, parliamentary, constitutional and 
monarchical 'democracy' but only the direct, mass, institutionless, lawless, mob-rule, or formless 
"democracy" which many of his conservative and liberal contemporaries also feared. Some of the 
other passages which are critical of "public opinion", and of "the people" and their assemblies can 
be leniently read to deny only, for example, that such a people or its assembly without an already 
existing constitution could "make" a constitution from scratch.3 While Rechts, PP273An. and Z, allow 
only for the "indirect" or unintentional and gradual "modification" of the constitution, the model 
even recommends 'constitutional change' when this is seen to help move an existing constitution 
closer to the model. Chapter Eight showed that this view could be held to agree with Hegel's own 
practice when he supported constitutional changes for the less well organized states of Wurtemberg 
and Britain. At the same time, there are several points, where Hegel charges the electorate with 
apathy, inconsistency and "ignorance".4 These charges do not have the effect of denying rationality 
to democratic monarchy, however, because its electoral and representative system does not share the 
apathy making features of 'the first past the post' electoral systems which he had in mind when he 
offered this sort of observation. The model would make such inconsistency less likely. Its 
operation would tend to minimize such ignorance and would best foster the public "education" for 
which Hegel has already been quoted in support. 

Before discussing the passages in which Hegel might be read by some as rejecting the 
maximization of the numbers of citizens participating, it should be noted in passing that Hegel 
supported many of the other provisions which are appropriately assumed to be both conditions and 
features of a genuine liberal democracy in operation, e.g. "freedom of speech" 5 and the freedoms of 
the press, association, movement and occupation. At one point, he explicitly declared his support 
for a proposed "bill of rights" which he said "are simply the organic provisions which sreak for 
themselves and make up the rational and basic principles of a constitutional condition". The 
criticism of the limitations which Hegel nevertheless placed upon speech and the press will not be 
developed here? Suffice it to suggest that these limitations could not be philosophically 
sustained against J.S Mill's eloquent case for the freedoms of speech, press, and lifestyle in On 
Liberty. "Liberty" is seen here as a condition for the maximization of the quality of everyone's 
"self-conscious reason". 

~ 
1~ See Glossary. (2) See Glossary. 

3 See 'constitutional change' in the Glossa . 

4 Apathf. .Wurt ..S.484 (P.264), Eng. S.t114 (p.3~_9), Enz. ~p, PP544An. (S.343) and Rechts, PP311An. 


(S.481); mcons1sten9= Eng., S.84 (p.295); and Ignorance: Eng. S.90 (p.300). 
(5) Rechts, PP317Z. (6) Wurt., S.491 (p.270). (7) Rechts, PP319An. (S.4SS). 
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In spite of the implicit value placed on the quantity of rational living which might be read into 
the above Hegelian encouragements to popular participation and sovereignty, at several points, 
Hegel's tone toward "numbers" is dismissive to say the least. This is exemplified by his above 
mentioned discussions of electoral apathy. In these, he makes the point that apathy tends to be 
induced in large electoral districts when each voter can easily calculate his own negligibility. 
Read in isolation, such comments could imply that the quantitative features of democratic monarchy 
are not compatible with Hegel's own words. Another example of Hegel's ambiguity on this question 
of numbers is provided by the next extract. In isolation, some might see its reference to the 
"externality" of "great numbers" to mean that the differences between the numbers of members of 
each 'electoral association' should be ignored. This could suggest a 'one association, one vote' 
system within the elected chamber of Hegel's representative assembly. In contrast, this passage is 
leniently read here as making two points: that the great numbers could not be directly involved at 
the highest levels and that numbers alone are not important. Instead, numbers must be 
constitutionally recognized within a system which invites "associations" to be represented 
"essentially" because voluntary associations constitute "the very character ... specificity and 
structure" of "civil society". This construction does not exclude the lenient addition of 
proportional voting to the elected chamber. 

Rechts, PP308: 
The fluctuating side of civil society falls within the elected chamber of the 
representative assembly. It can enter this chamber only through representatives 
essentially because of the very character of civil society's specincity and structure and 
externally because of the great number of its members ... 

Similarly, using and without violating some of the quantitative terms which Hegel defines in a 
broader context within his philosophy of logic, it can be argued that the way specific quantities of 
citizens are recopized by the model through their associational representatives does not introduce 
"sheer quantity" into the proposed political arrangements but "qualitative quantity''.2 Each 
electoral association within the model is seen, as Hegel might, to be a "qualitative structure of 
number• .3 This recognition of "numbers" within structures would not seem to "exaggerate quantity's 
radius of validity" 4 and, in fact, might be seen as one possible implication of Hegel's claim that 
"quantity must also come into its right in the objective world, as much in the natural as in the 
human world".5 A.P.R.'s recognition, therefore, of the differences between the numbers of voting 
members within each electoral association might also be seen to be in line with the broad assertion 
that "philosophy is the very discipline which equally strives to distinguish both that which 
according to conceptual thinking and according to experience is differentiated".6 It is in this 
sense that the highest prescriptive goal and thus the model constitution seeks to foster 'the 
maximization of both the quality and quantity of free, rational living'. 

At the same time, it might be supposed that Hegel had a fully developed theory about what 
"corporations" are and about which ones should be "authorized" to send deputies to the elected 
chamber. In fact, Hegel says very little about these questions. Chapter Ten has already outlined 
Hegel's view that corporations tend to grow out of the pressures and divisions in civil society. 
Those individuals with common interests will be inclined to band together in order officially to 
promote these interest. Without sufficient elaboration, he also said that each corporation would be 
a "coherent group" 7 and that the number of its members would depend on the "character" 8 and 
intensity of the common interests which spurred its formation. Presumably, the numbers would have 
to fall within a certain "range"? Its numbers would have to be great enough to enable it to act 
effectively within society at large and yet each must be small enough so that it would not loose 
its sense of identity and become a "multitude, split of atoms".1 0 Hegel did not say what the 
objective "measure" 1 1 of this "coherence" and "number" might be. He only specified that an 
electoral association would have to have a "wider posture" 1 2 than simply to meet every election 

1

1~ Enz. I PP99 and Z. (2) Enz. I, PP106Z (S.224). (3) Enz. I, PP102An. (S.215). 

4 Enz. I, PP99An. (S.210). (5) Enz. I, PP99An. (S.2i1). (6) Enz. I, PP103Z (S.217). 

7 Rechts, PP252. (S) Ibid. (9) Enz. I, PP106Z. (10) Rechts, PP290Z. 

11) Enz. I, PP106Z (S.2240 & PP108Z (S.22). (12) Rechts, PP308. 
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time to cast and collect ballots.1 A.P.R. fills this gap left by Hegel. Its recognition of the 
comparative "strengths" 2 of the corporations by giving them weighted votes could even be seen as 
an example of what Hegel called a "qualitative ratio".3 Without such an objective measure, Hegel's 
few words might easily lead to the harsh interpretation that he intended the choice of corporations 
and their representatives to be left to the arbitrary will of the monarch. Hegel says that "each 
particular great section (Zweig) of society, e.g ... commerce, ... industries, etc .... has an equal 
right to become represented ...".4 He also says that he agrees with the traditional European view 
that all "the various great interests of the nation should be represented in the nation's great 
assembly" .5 One implication of the above quotations is that the small interests need not be or 
could not be represented directly, but how is it to be decided which are "great" enough to be 
"summoned"? We are simply left to guess whether Hegel might not have accepted that these "great 
interests" should be represented in proportion to their greatness (i.e. "equal" in proportion to 
their respective voting memberships) rather than "equal" in the sense of 'one association, one vote' 
within the elected chamber. 

The lenient interpretation that he could support 'proportional equality' might also be read into 
several other points which Hegel makes: 
1) He suggested, in his Constitution of Germany, that some districts might be summoned to send 

representatives to the "Imperial Representative Assembly" (Reichstag) in proportion to their 
inhabitants. These representatives were to be elected from the territorial and population 
subdivisions of the Empire which would have already been established for the military 
convenience of the armed forces. These representatives were to vote within the existing "Cities 
Bench" of the assembly, at least for the purposes of levying taxes for the support of the 
Empire's armed forces: " ... representatives could be elected from the sub-divisions according to 
the numbers of their inhabitants" .6 

2) 	 Shortly after offering that suggestion, Hegel expressed his dismay at the existing constitution's 
allowing "the smallest Imperial city" a vote while whole provinces such as "Bohemia" and "Saxony" 
were excluded. 

3) 	 Hegel's criticism of the pre-1831 "inequalities" between the English parliamentary 
constituencies, and his complaint that one "section" plays "an overbearing part in state 
operations".7 

4) 	 Less relevantly, we might note that Hegel did accept a principle of proportionality in the 
payment of taxes: "... public taxes proportionately equal for all" .8 

In the face of these ambiguities, however, we are left plainly to assert for the model, that the 
principle of 'maximizing the quality and quantity of free, rational living' prescribes 'proportional 
equality' for the 'associations'. It must be stressed that the above uses of Hegel's own terms are 
not regarded here as proof that he would necessarily agree with A.P.R. Nevertheless, they exclude 
the charge that a democratic, associational, proportional, representative, majority-rule constitution 
is obviously incompatible with his wider conceptions of "quality" and "quantity". 

So far, we have studied some of the respects in which the model constitution goes beyond 
Hegel's. The suggestion that the value of the quantity as well as the quality of rational living 
might be read into Hegel's words prepared the way, first, for the further elaboration of the 
defence of the principle of majority rule. This, in tum, provided the settings both for discussions 
of constitutional change and of A.P.R. The model's procedure for changing a constitution was seen 

(1) 	 It will be recalled that in Chapter Ten, it was made clear that the model explicitly invites 
trade unions as well as mass political parties to register as 'electoral associations . Hegel's 
words and phrases already listed are vague enough to allow these additions. They do not seem 
to require us to agree with Knox's assurance that Hegel "is of course not thinking of what we 
know as Trade Unions since his Korporationen are only societies of which both emJ?loyers are 
employed are members" (note 83 to Reclus, PP229). Given that not many trade umons existed 
when Hej?;el was writin&, it may well be that he did not have them in mind as possible examples 
of "assoctations", there IS no Hegelian or philosophical reason to exclude them and, in fact, 
they could be seen as precisely the means by whtch the "lower part of society or the multitude" 
(Rechts, PP290Z) might become "organi2ed' as we saw Hegel prescribing earlier. While, both 
Hegel's and the model's electoral associations could well include some "relative unions" of 
employers and employed, no Hegelian or other reasons are seen to limit them to associations of 
this sort. 

2l Recht!; PP255Z. (3) Enz. I, PP105 and Z. (4) Rechts, PP311An. (S.480). 

5 Eng. :>.106 (p.313). (6) G.Cons., S.578 (p.239). 

7 Eng. S.85 (p.296), Enz. III, PP544An. (S.342); Wurt., S.575 (p.293). 

8 	 Wurt., S.467 (p.251) and S.491 (p.270).!
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as probably conflicting with one of Hegel's paragraphs but as perhaps implicitly supported by some 
of his own prescriptive practices, We also saw how the AP.R system might be read into Hegel's 
brief discussions of the principles which should govern both the formation and representation of 
"corporations". Therefore, of the ten provisions which were listed as going beyond Hegel's own 
constitution, the following are yet to be discussed: 

3) universal adult suffrage, 

4) recall of deputies, 

5) no legislative veto for the non-elected chamber, and 

6) the figurehead and caretaking roles. 


After these remaining points have been compared with Hegel's words, some additional passages which 
might be read either to support or to undermine the ultimate control over the three functions 
which democratic monarchy gives to the 'working majority' will be considered. Finally, the most 
obscure terms and phrases which Hegel uses within his most difficult paragraphs dealing with his 
monarch will be elucidated. 
(3) Universal Adult Suffrage 

To say the least, Heyel's words give us no reason to think that he favours the inclusion of 
women in his electorate. Nor is it even clear that he included all adult men. His few comments 
neither categorically affirm nor reject it. They are critical of the contemporary theories which 
were proposing universal suffrage but his objections may not have been based on a preference for a 
smaller electorate as such. Rather, he may have opposed these theories only because they were 
grounded on superficial notions of "the sovereignty of the people", i.e. they ignored the actual, 
rich and organizationally structured will of the people which was already articulated through the 
"associations" in society. Hegel says also that age and property qualifications for voting are only 
"negative ... and ... merely presumptive" and do not provide a "positive guarantee" of electoral 
rationality. He says that such qualifications might be valid only if they are additions to the 
essential qualification which is that a su~ect be a member of one of the associations which has 
been "summoned" to send representatives to the elected chamber of the representative assembly.2 

The model's electoral system also accepts Hegel's suggestion that each new candidate for election 
to the representative assembly should have already had the experience of being an official of his 
or her association, or perhaps alternatively, of being a state civil servant.3 

(4) Recall Of Deputies 
The scheme which would allow voters in an electoral association to inaugurate a new election 

for their deputy(s) has no explicit support or opposition within Hegel's own words. However, two 
phrases in Rechts, PP309Z might be read to pull against each other on this question. Near the 
beginning, Hegel speaks of the deputies as "plenipotentiaries" (Bevollmachtigte) whose offices are 
based on "trust". However, later he says that the electors require a "guarantee" that their deputy 
will promote the general interest. If all deputies could be tmsted completely there would be no 
need for a guarantee. It is because there is need for such guarantees that the model's 'recall 
scheme' provides one. In the middle of the same passage, a sentence appears which might seem to 
create another unbridgeable gulf between Hegel's and the model's constitution. Read in isolation, it 
might easily be interpreted to reject the principle of "majority voting" as such: "Hence majority 
voting runs counter to the principle that I should be personally present in anything which is to be 
obligatory on me". In its context, however, this can be leniently read only to mean that 
obligations are better formulated and negotiated by trusted deputies than determined without 
deliberation by the counting of citizen's heads. Laws would be more rationally found by a 
deliberative, representative assembly than by plebiscites. 
(5) No Legislative Veto For the Non-Elected Chamber 

Disregarding the fact that the model's "upper house" is partly composed of 'life peers' while 
Hegel wrote only of hereditary members, he said very little about this chamber. He gave it the 
tasks of "mediation" ,4 of ensuring the "ripeness of decision" 5 or it helps to secure the state 
against the destructive effects of being ruled by "momentary majorities".6 These words are vague 
enough to be compatible either with the view that the upper house should have a veto power or 
that it should not. It will be recalled that the model's non-elected chamber can at the most 
require the elected chamber to vote again. Perhaps Hegel's own support for this kind of 

(1) 	 See, for example, Rechts, PP171. 
(2) 	 Rechts, PP308An. (S.477), PP310An. (S.479), and PP311An. (S.480); Wun., S.482(p.262), S.483 (p.263) 

and S.484 (p.264). 
(3) 	 Rechts, PP3'"10; Wun., S.485 (p.265). (4) Rechts, PP312. 
(5) 	 PP313. (6) Ibid. 
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subordination of the hereditary to the elected chamber could be read into his broad approval for 
the King of Wurtemberg's proposed constitution which included a one chamber assembly in which the 
elected members were to out number the hereditary members, 73 to 59.1 This implication is less 
certain, however, because in the next several sentences, without making his own preferences 
explicit, he contrasts this proposal with other constitutions which either grant the hereditary 
numbers "one more vote" than the elected members or arrange them into separate chambers. 
(6) The Figurehead And Caretaking Roles 

While these two roles for the head of state are certainly not explicit in Hegel's words, some of 
the apparent contradictions in his formulations could be removed by this distinction. Two passages 
quoted near the beginning of this chapter are examples of this. If the "unconfmed discretion" of 
PP283 could be taken only as referring to the caretaking role, it would not have had to be 
rejected. When he said, in PP280Z, that the monarch "need ... only ... say, 'yes' and place the dot on 
the 'i' of ... advice", this could easily be read as a characterisation of the figurehead role. 
Both roles might be similarly read into some later sentences from the same Zusatz: 

Rechts, PP280Z: 
Indeed, there can be circumstances in which the personal attributes alone of a monarch 
come to the fore, but then the state is not yet fully formed or not well designed. In a 
well ordered monarchy, only the objective side of his and of the state's personality 
becomes constitutionally operative, I.e. only the concrete "advice" formulated by the other 
two organs becomes the law of the land In a rational state, the monarch only has to add 
his subjective "I will" to this advice. 

The figurehead role may be implicit in the following extract in which the monarch's royal assent or 
"I will" added to the "law-giving and particularizing initiatives taken by others" is seen by Hegel 
as symbolic of "the attainment of general human decisiveness": 

Rechts, PP279Z: 
... when the rational constitution is secure, the monarch often has nothing more to do 
than to sign his name to the law-giving and particularizing initiatives taken by others. 
This name, however, is important. It ts the pinnacle beyond which collective decision 
making cannot go. One might say that an organic constitutional structure was definitely 
present within the beautiful democracy of Athens. However, we see at the same time that 
the Greeks had to extract their final decisions from wholly external appearance, from the 
oracles, from the entrails of sacrificial animals and from the flight of birds. Also, we 
see that the Greeks took their relation to nature to be that as to a force which acts 
through these appearances to promulgate and express what is good for humankind. In that 
time, self-consciOusness had not yet come to the abstraction of subjectivity which 
experiences its self-relating negativity. Nor had it yet come beyond that self-
consciousness to the attainment of general human decisiveness, to the attainment of an "I 
will" which must become proclaimed by humankind itself. This "I will" constitutes the 
great difference between the ancient and modem world and so it must have its own 
distinctive existence within the great structure of the modem state. 

Again, the caretaking role might be seen as suggested by PP320 which characterizes the 
"subjectivity" of the monarch as an objective guarantee against the haphazard and destructive 
subjectivities which can threaten to dominate the citizenry from time to time: 

Recht, PP320: 

SubjectivilJ has its most external appearance in the isolated individuals and groups which 

tend to exist in civil society. This subjectivity is characterized by the haphazard wants, 

and the self-destructive beliefs and analyses ~ich tend to disintegrate a state's life. 

Paradoxically, this sort of subjectivity has its enduring, objective guarantee in its 

opposite, in the uniting subjectivity of the monarch. The monarchical organ's subjectivity 

is Identical with Reason's substantial will ~en it is conceived as the final, united, 

self-knowing structure or as an "ideality" of the ~ole state. 


The previous chapters associated each of the three organs mainly with one of the functions. Yet, 
both Hegel and the model see that the three functions should be jointly performed. The monarch, 
for example, by fmalising all general and particular decisions, is seen as formally perfomting the 
uniting function. In order for the model to be democratic, ultimate control over all three 
functions regarding legislative and executive decisions had to be given to the assembly's working 
majority between general elections. That this ultimate authority must be given to one of the 
organs, is one implication of Hegel's discussion of "internal sovereignty": 

Rechts, PP278: 

The internal sovereignty of the state is secured by the two provisions that, 

1) the particular functions and organs of the state are not to be rigidly isolated, and 

2) the wills of state officials are not to be made entirely self-dependent. 


(1) Wwt., S.472 (p254). 
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Both are implemented by requiring the organs and the officials to have their root within 
the formal will of the monarch. This organization of internal sovereignty constitutes 
their single self. 

One plausible reading of this paragraph would simply locate this sovereignty with the monarch. 
However, the equally possible and preferable interpretation is that the "formal will of the monarch" 
refers only to the figurehead role. 

The next three sections will consider some other of Hegel's words which might either confirm or 
deny the model's majoritarian sovereignty over the three functions. 
The Law-Giving Function 

While Hegel's conception of "sovereignty" might logically demand that ultimate control be vested 
in one of the organs, Hegel fails himself plainly to specify which organ. The model clearly gives 
it to the elected chamber when it has a working majority and to the monarch in the context of the 
'state prerogative council' when it does not. However, Hegel's words are vague enough at different 
points perhaps to suggest that he gives this sovereignty either to the monarch or to the 
government instead. One example of this is provided by the next free translation. If endlich were 
rendered as "last", meaning last in importance, rather than as "third", meaning the third organ to 
be mentioned but without attaching any special significance to the order, this would reverse the 
priority the model gives to the elected chamber of the "representative assembly":

Rechts, PP300: 

Three organs are active within the law-giving function as a totality: 

firsdy, the monarchical organ to which formally the highest finalismg decision belongs; 

secondly, the govemin~ organ which both has a concrete acquaintance with, and oversight 

of the whole state in 1ts many sidedness (The governing organ oversees the whole both 

according to the fundamental principles which are already established by the constitution 

and by the law, and according to its acquaintance with the requirements of state power. 

This acquaintance especially characterizes the advising part of the governing organ, i.e. 

the cabinet.); and 

thirdly (eruilich), the representative assembly organ. 

Hegel's above reference to the "monarchical organ" literally reads, "to which the highest decision 
belongs". These words when read in isolation or read together just with similar phrases like the 
ones following could easily suggest that Hegel sees the monarch in all cases not only as the 
formal but effective, ultimate authority in his constitution: 

Rechts, PP284, PP279, PP292 and I>l>286An., respectively: 

1) "...the monarch as the fmally deciding subjectivity which is ... raised above all 


accountability ... , is 

2~ "the absolute ... deciding" and 

3 "sovereign organ", i.e. 
4 "the absolute pinnacle ... ".1 

Such phrases could easily mislead us to think that plainly for Hegel, the monarch's "finalising 
function" includes the constitutional right absolutely to veto any item passed by a working 
majority. This impression would again tend to be encouraged, 

a) by Hegel's broad support for the King of Wurtemberg's proposals which included a fmal veto 
for the monarch, requiring him only to give his reasons after he had refused for the third 
time to sign his name to a measure~ 

b) by Hegel's expression of regret that the power of the British monarchs had long since 
become "more illusory than real" , 3 

c) by the before mentioned monarch's appointment of his ministers at his own "unconfmed 
discretion",4 and 

d) by the before mentioned references to the monarch as having the "direct" and "exclusive" 
right to conduct "interstate relations". 

However, one passage tends to support the model and thus dramatically to reverse these strong 
impressions that Hegel intended the monarch's finalising function with regard to legislation to be 
substantive rather than formal. This passage was the one translated earlier and which asserted 
that, 

Within ... a completed organization of the state, the monarch only has to do with the 
formal pinnacle of decision ..., he need only be a quite ordinary human being in order to 
say "yes" and to place the dot on the "i"... 5 

The model removes these equivocal voices of Hegel by clearly 'confining' the monarch to symbolic or 

(1) Also see Rechts, PP275. (2) Wurt, S.470 (p.253). 
(3) Eng., S.117 (p.322). Also see S.90 (p.300), S.lOl (p.309) S.l03 (p.311), S.118 (p.322), S.123 

(o.326) and S.128 (p.330). 
(4) Rechts, PP283. (5) Rechts, PP280Z. 
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fonnal functions as long as a working majority exists. Accordingly, the above "highest", "finally" 
and "absolute" phrases are glossed as referring to the monarch's main responsibility formally to 
finalise the general and particular decisions which effectively have already been taken by the 
working majority and its elected council of ministers, not as referring to the monarch's ultimate 
substantive authority over the other two organs. Similarly, Hegel's support for the King of 
Wurtemberg's veto and his regret at the weakness of the British monarch are construed both as only 
referring to states which had not yet attained a fully representative constitution or did not yet 
have a "completed organization" and thus could not yet afford the monarch to be 'confined' to "the 
pinnacle of "fonnal decision". As already mentioned, some of Hegel's other ambiguous words if read 
in isolation might suggest that he gives the governing organ more authority in cases of conflict 
than he does to the 'working majority'. These are considered in the next section. 
The Particularizing Function 

If working majority rule is also to mean that it controls particularising, this requires the 
elected chamber ultimately to have constitutional power over the governing organ. In the last 
resort, this demands that the majority in the chamber be able effectively to replace government 
ministers (and judges) who refuse to particularize in accordance with its will. It has already been 
argued that the monarch's "discretion" to appoint his ministers would have to be 'confmed' rather 
than "unconfmed". Similarly, his "conduct" of foreign affairs would have to be seen only as 
"accruing" to him formally, to the foreign minister and the cabinet mainly, and to the 'working 
majority' indirectly but ultimately. Both of these 'improving' changes would have to be made before 
working majority control over the particularizing function could be read into Hegel's other words. 
Hegel does not explicitly inform us whether he is assuming that the monarch will usually appoint 
civil servants or members of the representative assembly to be his "ministers". From Rechts, 
PP315Z, we know that ministers are speaking members of the assembly but in which of its chambers 
Hegel does not say. Neither does he explicitly say whether they would be voting members of either 
chamber. At the same time, perhaps we could read into some other of Hegel's words the view that 
the representative assembly should control the appointment of ministers: 

1) 	 He speaks with approval of the "opposite party" in the British Parliament seeking to replace 
the government of the day with its own leaders. Hegel clearly implies here the general 
prescription that 'a loyal opposition should attempt to replace the government with its own 
men' by saying that this "struggle ... is precisely its greatest justification"_1 

2) 	 He speaks of the "accountability" 2 of the governing organ as opposed to the monarch's 
unaccountability which might also imply the replaceability of ministers if they are 
accountable to the will of the representative assembly. 

3) 	 He speaks of the members of the elected chamber as being preoccupied with "the seeking of 
higher state office" 3 which might mean cabinet posts. 

Equivocal passages which might be read as asserting the government's priority in any conflict with 
the elected chamber, are construed here instead as asserting the government's main responsibility 
and not as excluding the ultimate, if indirect, authority of the working majority in these and in 
all other areas of particularizing, e.g. 

a) Hegel speaks of the "budget" as being "a governmental concern" in "a cultured state";4 and 
b) of "the representative assembly's government" as being "superior" to the assembly in its 

"influence over war and peace and over external politics".5 

Still another passage 6 says that the elected chamber could be "strengthened" while "directly 
confronting the government" by the agreement of the hereditary chamber. Such "strengthening" could 
also occur and would be welcomed within the model constitution, but it makes it clear as Hegel does 
not, that the majority in the elected assembly can insist that such a government be replaced by its 
own elected leaders, with or without the agreement of the hereditary chamber, of the reigning 
monarch, let alone of the government being "confronted". Finally, when Hegel says that the 
representative assembly does not need "a means of coercing" the government, this is construed not 
to exclude the assembly's ultimate constitutional right to coerce the government. It is read only 
to report that this is rarely needed in a rational state, either because the two usually voluntarily 
cooperate or because the threat of such coercion in the background is enough to secure the 
government's compliance. 

(1) WU11., S.476 (p.258). (2) Rechts, PP284. (3) Enz. III, PP544An. S.343) 
(4) Enz. III, PP544An. (S.43). (5) WU11., S.489. (6) Rechts, PP313. 
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The Uniting Or Finalising Function 
The most relevant passages concerning the majority's ultimate control over the uniting function 

have already been discussed. It has been explained why his "unconfined discretion" and "directly 
and solely" phrases have been rejected. His "place the dot on the 'i' .... " Zusatz was leniently 
interpreted to allow the working majority constitutionally to be the ultimate, if not the formal, 
finaliser and uniter. 
Difficult Paragraphs 

What remains to be done is to sketch how Hegel's difficult paragraphs in The Philosophy of Right 
concerning the monarch are interpreted in order to elaborate the model's monarchy. The following 
is a list of summarizing and simplifying, interpretive titles for each of these paragraphs and parts 
of paragraphs. The Appendix offers literal translates of these paragraphs in full. Refer to these 
if any obscurities remain in spite of the attempts following this list of titles to elucidate what 
are taken to be the most problematic terms and phrases contained in these paragraphs. 

PP273: The rational constitution has three functions (law-giving, governing or particularizing, and 
finalising or uniting). The monarch's finalising function helps to hold the three organs 
together. 

PP275Z: The sovereignty of the state is best guaranteed formally by the single, human self of the 
monarch. 

PP276: Sovereignty is the basic, united, self-knowing structure of Reason-as-the-constitution, a 
single unity of the state's functions and organs. 

PP278: Internal sovereignty is the single self of the whole in which all of the functions, organs 
and officials are rooted. 

PP278An: Sovereignty both in regard to internal and external affairs is a united, self-knowing 
structure whose actuality is fostered by governmental activity in times of peace, but especially 
in times of crisis.. The human will's self-relating negativity is the absolute foundation of this 
singularity called sovereignty. 

PP279: Sovereignty or collective subjectivity is best secured by a constitution in which formal 
finality of decision rests with the subjectivity of one human individual, the monarch. 
Subjectivity is the groundless self-determining capacity of the human will which is certain of 
itself. 

PP279An: Sovereignty is best secured by the monarch's personality and by his or her formal, final 
"I will". 

PP279An: The rational state does not leave the function of formally finalising decisions to a 
corporate or "moral person". 

PP279An: While purely analytical understanding may see the monarch as deduced, monarchy is that 
which originates out of itself. 

PP279An: It is a confusion to oppose the sovereignty of the people to the sovereignty of the 
rational state. 

PP279An: Even in non-rational but enduring states, there must be a singularizing pinnacle of 
decision which tends to arise in the person of a chance leader. 

PP279An: If such pinnacles of self-determination are blunted, the requisite unequivocal and clear 
final decisions can still appear to come from oracles or from other sources outside the circle 
of human freedom. 

PP279Z: The model constitution organizes the state as a great architectonic structure which is a 
hieroglyph of Reason. 

PP279Z: The "I will" of the monarch is not permitted to be capricious. When the rational state is 
secure, the monarch often has nothing to do other than to sign his name. 

PP280: Since monarchy is "raised over all ... agreement", in the sense that hereditary succession 
does not depend on the prior intellectual or political mediation of others but "originates out of 
itself', monarchy tends to guarantee that a state will at least enjoy natural or "unmediated 
singularity". 

PP280An: Like the so-called ontological proof of the definite being of God, the derivation of why 
the formal finalising function should be left to the unmediated naturalness of a monarch can 
only be appreciated from the speculative perspective of the philosophy of logic. 

PP280Z: Because within a completed organization of the state, the monarch is only the formal 
pinnacle of state decisions, he or she need only be quite ordinary to say, "yes", and to place 
the dot on the "i" of the objective "advice" given by the representative assembly and the 
government of the day. Therefore, the personal attributes of the monarch, say, his education or 
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his worthiness, are not significant 
PP281An: A truly philosophical treatment grasps how the monarch's legitimacy is grounded in birth 

and the right of descent. In contrast, purely analytical thinking abolishes this in-and-for
itself character of the monarch's majesty. 

PP281An: There is an inherent flaw in the practice of electing a head of state. 
PP281Z: Monarchy cannot be firmly justified either by pure theology or by arguments based on 

sheer utility or positive law. 
PP282An. & Z: The state's ability to offer pardons, reprieves or amnesties to criminals is rooted 

in the strength of the human spirit to forgive and forget. A pardon is an example of a 
particularization which the monarchical organ fonnally finalises. 

PP283: The monarch's particularizing function is exercised through his cabinet, the council of 
his highest advisors. The monarch appoints and removes these ministers at his own "unconfined 
discretion". [These appointments by the model's monarch are 'confmed'.] 

PP284: Not the monarch but his ministers are accountable to the representative assembly for 
governmental actions. 

PP285: The third constitutional function of the monarchical organ is to help maintain the 
general actuality of its state. 

PP286 & An: The "objective guarantee" of each of the three organs is the rational structure of 
the constitution. 

PP286An: Objective guarantees of rational living are those offered by "institutions" and it is 
these alone which the conception of the rational constitution seeks to define. Such subjective 
guarantees as a people's patriotism and the personal characters of the monarch and of the other 
state office holders, therefore, are not relevant to an exposition of the model constitution. 

PP320 & Z: The subjectivity of the monarch is an objective guarantee against the haphazard and 
destructive subjectivity which can characterize the citizenry from time to time. 

PP321: As a mediated singularity, a state is an individual among other states. In a rational 
state's monarch (or sovereign), singularity appears as an actual, unmediated individual. 

PP322An: A self-dependent collectivity with its own self-determining centre does not aspire to 
join with another to make up a larger collectivity with a different centre. This self-dependence 
was first shaped by the force of a selfcdependent leader· at the pinnacle, a patriarch, a chief, 
etc. 

PP329; The state, as an individual subject in relation to other states, requires 
the conduct of interstate relations to accrue, "directly and solely to the monarchical organ". 
[The model's improving modification to this paragraph says that, in a rational state, it should 
fall mainly to his foreign minister and cabinet, ultimately to the elected chamber, and only 
fonnally to the monarch.] 

PP329Z: The many and delicate relations with other states can only be handled from out of the 
pinnacle. Monarchs and cabinets are not subject to the passions of war any more than are 
peoples and their elected assemblies. 

Elucidations 
First, the relations between Hegel's "singularity", "sovereignty" and "subjectivity" will be 

discussed. In PP279, it is made quite clear that subjectivity is one of Hegel's names for that 
general, individual and collective, human capacity to shape the many distinct details of human 
sensuous and non-sensuous experience into one self-conscious life, i.e. into one coherent system or 
totality however complex and dynamic that unity might be. Subjectivity names the human capacity, 
individually or collectively to achieve a singularity both in theory and in practice. Sovereignty is 
understood to be the special name given to the self-knowing, constitutional capacity of a people to 
achieve a collective singularity both in relation to internal and external affairs. It is Hegel's 
and the model's conclusion that an heredhary head of state supports sovereignty by helping 
maximally to guarantee the capacity of a collectivity repeatedly to achieve a complex unity over 
time. Hegel and the model also claim that the constitutional finalising function of the monarch 
rests most basically on his or her own "natural" capacity for subjectivity. Thus, the monarch's 
subjectivity helps to guarantee the collective's subjectivity and therefore its unity. The 
individual subjectivity of the monarch is seen as one factor within the system of constitutional 
"guarantees" which defines sovereignty. However, PP278An. might unfortunately be read to go so far 
as authorizing the monarch to use his subjectivity to become a dictator in an emergency. Hegel 
writes that in "a crisis, ... it is to sovereignty that the saving of the state is entrusted", 
requiring as this does, "the subordination or sacrifices of the otherwise authorized particular 
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concerns and associations". Knox's translation of this passage's Souveriinitiit as "sovereign", rather 
than as "sovereignty", leads the English reader to jump to this more authoritarian interpretation 
even more readily. It is true that elsewhere, Hegel sometimes referred to the monarch as "the 
sovereign", 1 but this passage is leniently taken here simply to be saying that the sacrifice of 
private interests is sometimes necessary. Because Hegel clearly sees the monarch only as an organ 
of the whole constitutional system of sovereignty,2 he is not implying here, as might be thought, 
that both the representative assembly and the government should be dissolved in a crisis leaving 
the monarch to deal with the emergency as a benevolent despot. Instead, the gloss followed here 
understands Hegel simply as asserting that many of the "particular associations and their concerns" 
within civil society must be subordinated to "the aim of the whole" as defined jointly by the 
office holders in the three organs of the constitution. Thus, these private interests of civil 
society may be subordinated by the three organs of "the organism" of Reason-as-the-state, not by 
an absolute monarch. 
Subjectivity 

In PP279, Hegel recalls some of the characteristics of the human will's subjectivity which he had 
explored earlier in PP4-PP7 of the Introduction to The Philosophy of Right. He says that 
subjectivity is "the abstract, and to that extent, the groundless self-determining of the human 
will". Hegel's use of ''groundless" here recalls his argument in the Introduction and elsewhere, 
that when the will discovers its capacity for "self-relating negativity" 3 (i.e. when it discovers 
its capacity for consciously dwelling at least for an instant within its "I = I"),4 it discovers an 
"absolute" limit to the extent to which it can empty its consciousness. Within this maximally but 
not quite empty consciousness, the will discovers that it can no longer be naive about its choices. 
Each new "content" (Inhalt) that might be willed cannot now be willed on the basis of "grounds", i.e. 
e'Cternally given foundations whose validity is unconsciously taken for granted. In the "I = I", one 
has emptied one consciousness of all presuppositions, e.g. no externally given moral axioms are left 
from which to deduce the way of life which one should follow. From now on, these will have to be 
generated from within, if at all. 

When Hegel says that willing within such a context is groundless, he means that it is 
'presuppositionless'. This is not to say that the content willed in this way is necessarily 
incapable of receiving rational justifications as one might supposed from his unfortunate choice of 
the word "groundless". On the contrary, for example, the constitutional will of the monarch is in 
this ordinary sense 'grounded' in "the infinite, within itself grounding Reason".5 The same 
interpretation applies to the paragraph which refers to the "majesty" of the monarch as 
"characterized" by "groundless unmediatedness".6 Because this content is presuppositionless, pure 
deduction is not sufficient. Dialectical reason sees no self-evident, externally given first 
principles which would allow us by deduction responsibly to will additional content. All externally 
given principles have been cast into doubt by such reason. Because this context is the result of 
our own thinking which now sees that if your or my "I" is to be anything more than the simple "I" 
contained in the 'I am 1', then you and I have to draw additional contents out of this maximally 
empty context itself. We cannot draw them out of any unquestionably grounded and externally based 
premises. Our questioning has driven us to this maximally empty juncture and our "self-conscious 
reason" 7 sees that if we are to get beyond the 'I am 1', then any additions will be deliberately 
willed either arbitrarily or by 'reason'. It is to this context that PP278An. refers when it speaks 
of the "abstract conception of the human will", i.e. of the conception of the will as purely "I = I". 
The experience of the "I = I" is a result of the "will's self-relating negativity", the human 
capacity to negate or reject any content immediately found within our consciousness, i.e. the human 
ability "to put into question ... all particularity and determinateness" (e.g. any presuppositions, 
assumption, axioms, practices or habits). It is through such an abstracting process that we 
discover that we ourselves may be able deliberately to transform all unmediated and mediated 
"particularity and determinateness" into a unity consciously willed by us. This is the human will's 
"self-determining generality moving toward a singularity". 

Subjectivity in general and the subjectivity of the monarch in particular is absolutely grounded 
in "the will's self-relating negativity" and "self-determining generality", and it need not be 
grounded in externally given principles or presuppositions. Rational subjectivity is internally 
grounded but externally groundless. It is grounded in the will's "negativity'' and "generality". 

1~ PP321 (2) PP279An. (3) PP278An. 

4 Enz. I, PP86An. and Z; Enz. III, PP424 and Z, PP425 and Z, and PP426Z. 

5 Idee, Rechts, PP281An. (6) Ibid. (7) Enz. I, PP6. 
~ 
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Paradoxically stated, 'the grounded is groundless'. The will's 'grounding' in the "I = I" is taken 
here to be "absolute" in the Cartesian sense that I cannot sustain the doubt that 'I am', or that 'I 
am in some sense'. Thus, the 'I am I' or the "I = I" seems to provide us with a philosophically 
necessary internal foundation for our subjectivity, "the pinnacle beyond which ... decision making 
cannot go".1 In the context of its "negativity" and "generality'', subjectivity discovers that it has 
the option either, 

1) 	 of remaining frozen within the abstraction which is the simple "I = I", i.e. each has the 

option of remaining purely within the attitude of seeing oneself as being able to will 

anything but not willing anything in particular (i.e. not defining one's "I" other than by 

saying that it equals "I"), or 


2) 	 of willing to add to the contents or specifications of one's "I", i.e. the option of willing to 
be a more complex and definite unity when social, political and other opportunities present 
themselves, e.g. to become married, a teacher, an artist, a supporter of a particular political 
party with a specific ideology, etc. 

The willing of such additional contents in this context can either be entirely the result of a 
rational thought process or it can be somewhat "arbitrary". To the extent that it is rational, it 
issues from deliberations which assess each alternative by the tests of 'philosophical necessity'. 
Rational willing would seek to actualize the contents and specifications which tend to maximize the 
quality and quantity of free, rational living. Arbitrary willing can proceed from an ignorance of 
this rational aim or by deliberately disregarding it. Hegel's and my more precise adjective for the 
second sort of willing is "evil". However, unavoidable arbitrariness arises when reason requires a 
decision to be made before reason has found an exact means for determining the answer by reason, 
or when reason concludes that more than one answer would always seem to be available. For 
example, Hegel correctly explained, in his earlier discussion of "punishment", that reason alone 
could not specify the exact fine that would be appropriate for any given crime (e.g. £100 or £101), 
yet reason sees that some fine is necessary. Also, reason alone could not determine whether 
policemen should be given blue or green uniforms, yet some uniform is necessary. While pure reason 
can determine that there should be three constitutional organs, it cannot decide whether there 
should be 500 or 501 members in the elected assembly, or that the income tax should be fixed at 
29% or at 30%. In spite of such limitation of reason, reason sees that we can and must decide 
such questions if we are to survive and thrive. 

Both Hegel and the model take the monarch's arbitrary origins 2 as helping to symbolize the 
above truth that some questions demand arbitrary but human answers. The hereditary succession to 
the throne helps to remind all concerned, that if they fail to generate a working majority with a 
united package of general and particular decisions (including as it must, some arbitrary 
components), then they will be ruled by the wholly or partly arbitrary will of the one or of the 
few. Such a monarch also represents the truth that whether one recognizes it or not, no content in 
principle is entirely beyond the scope of human shaping power. Each "human singularity", e.g. each 
individual, each community, each association, or each state has this subjectivity, the capacity to 
will either a fixed or a changing unity for itself over time. Accordingly, a state in order to 
remain a state must continue to actualize this capacity to will its own unity. Hegel argues as 
does the model that the distinctive subjectivity of the monarch helps maximally to guarantee the 
actualization of this self-knowing unity of the collectivity over time. 

On a personal level, I have found it philosophically necessary to follow Hegel's own implicit 
choice to will the maximization of rationality in the world if I am not simply to remain at the 'I 
am I', and if I am to avoid either the ignorant or evil sorts of arbitrary willing. This means 
seeking both to know Reason's specifications and to live accordingly. With this in mind, Hegel's 
exposition of his system within the Encyclopaedia is seen as a report of the attempt of his own 
"self-conscious reason" to extract all the essential additional contents from the maximally empty 
context of the 'I am I'. Accordingly, it starts with a close examination of the meaning and 
implications of the 'am' within the 'I am I', i.e. it starts with "being".3 At the same time, I have 
resolved to test this attempt of Hegel's with my own "self-conscious reason", i.e. against the four 
criteria of philosophical necessity. Here, his constitutional monarchy has been found not to be 
entirely adequate. 

(1) 	 Rechts, PP279Z. 
(2) 	 Heredity is 'arbitrary' in the sense of being non-rational. The procreative process need not 

depend on any self-conscious philosophical mediation. 
(3) 	das Sein, Enz. I, PP86. 
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The point served by Hegel's recollection of subjectivity's capacity to will one unity rather than 
another, even in the maximally empty context in which there are no externally given grounds for 
doing so, is to help secure his view that if a people is to achieve a collective "singularity" over 
time, it will be achieved intentional or not, by human willing. Neither gods nor priests nor 
oracles ultimately offer us any guidance other than that which humans consciously or unconsciously 
allow. These vehicles are properly seen by Hegel as only various forms of human willing. It 
follows from this that, if an externally "groundless" yet internally grounded unity of the 
collectivity is to be maximally secured by us, if sovereignty is to be secured, then we must 
develop procedures for making binding decisions about any questions which may come into dispute. 
By definition, a rational constitution does this by authorizing the use of coercion as a last resort 
while providing all of the possible legal supports for deliberative resolutions of conflicts. 
Therefore, it maximally assists a people effectively, collectively, and repeatedly to will its own 
sovereignty, i.e. freely to live and to will rationally. Accordingly, the subjectivity of a monarch 
is a necessary part of a rational constitution and PP279 is taken to record Hegel's view that "the 
finality of deciding", when it is guaranteed by the monarch's subjectivity, helps maximally to 
secure the repeated capacity of a people to will its sovereignty. 

If this claim proves to be successfully defended against all known criticisms, then we will have 
come to agree that such a role for a hereditary head of state is rational, i.e. satisfies the 
criteria demanded by our search for philosophical necessity. It should again be made clear that 
neither Hegel nor I are expecting, let alone requiring the monarch personally to be conscious of 
his or her own "self-relating negativity" and "self-determining generality". The rational 
constitution does not require a philosopher to stand at its finalising pinnacle. The model 
constitution can function well with a monarch who only has the quite ordinary subjectivity 1 which 
all normal humans have potentially by nature and which has been developed in almost all adults by 
the ordinary formal and informal educational processes of modern societies. This quite ordinary 
"subjectivity" is still "certain of itself'? 

Hegel frequently assumes and asserts that the head of a rational state must be hereditary but 
only explicitly and in piecemeal fashion develops his arguments for this conclusion.3 His central 
argument is that the institution of hereditary succession, better than any other arrangement, both 

(1) displays, and 
(2) secures 

the collective, single subjectivity of the rational state. As head, he is mainly charged with the 
task of helping to guarantee the singularity discussed above. He or she unites all by performing 
the fmalising function. That the single subjectivity of a state is best guaranteed by the head 
being one person rather than a council (i.e. a corporate or "moral person") 4 is quite clear, but, 
that this one person should be "hereditary", Hegel admits is difficult for "purely analytical 
understanding" to see. In PP28An., he says that it can only be grasped from the "speculative" 
perspective of the philosophy of logic. Again, a monarch best displays and secures a single 
subjectivity for a state. These are not unconnected. Hereditary succession best displays the sort 
of single subjectivity which a head of a model state should exercise in the following way. His 
constitutional subjectivity should not be more than a formal "I will" which he adds to the 
formulations of "advice" given to him by the representative assembly and the government of the day. 
The model says that this should be the case unless such majoritarian mediations are absent. In 
this absence, however, the monarch is required to rule at his own "unconfined discretion" in the 
context of the 'state prerogative council'. In this case, his personal subjectivity must speak for 
the divided or ambivalent whole of his subjects. The relatively unmediated or natural subjectivity 
of the monarch should rule only when majoritarian mediation has failed to achieve its own single 
subjectivity. 

When an hereditary head rules directly as caretaker, this graphically points out to his subjects 
their own failure to achieve a mediated, collective unity. This lack is most strikingly brought home 
by the rule of the one person who by his hereditary succession best personifies "inner and outer 
unmediatedness",5 "unmediated singularity",6 and "unmediated naturalness",7 i.e. by "the organ of 
naturalness".8 As hereditary, his or her rule, most transparently suggests that his or her single 
subjectivity is only like that natural subjectivity granted to all adults by their birth. Thus, when 

1~ Both Hegel's and the model's constitution "requires ... only a human being", PP280z. (2) PP279. 
3 In PP280 and An., PP281 and An. and Z, PP286 and An., and PP320. (4) PP279An. 
5 PP281. (6) PP280An. (7) PP280. (8) PP280. ~ 
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his or her personality has "come to the fore",1 it broadcasts the inescapable fact that in the 
absence of majoritarian mediation within a state, either unmediated (or less mediated) rule or the 
disintegration of this state must follow. Rule by a natural or unmediated, single subjectivity is, 
therefore, a necessary part of the best fail-safe, constitutional arrangement. This is to say, that, 
while majoritarian, mediated, uniting subjectivity is better because it involves more rational 
living, the unmediated, single subjectivity of the monarch is better than anarchy because it tends 
most both to preserve and to create the public conditions which foster either the initial or 
subsequent re-development of majoritarian unity. Hereditary rule is the clearest demonstration and 
personification of the non-rational threats to democracy. In this way, the caretaking role of the 
monarch has the best chance of assisting a majoritarian recovery. Hereditary rule will best 
engender another chance that the requisite changes in the attitudes of the citizenry and its 
representatives will take place. This role challenges the other two organs constitutionally to 
build or to reconstruct majority rule in which the hereditary head will again be confined simply to 
saying ''yes" 2 to whatever mediated and majoritarian singularity which may be "advised" by the 
representative assembly and its government. 

The monarch's hereditary character also best displays that the state's singularity is purely 
human. The rational state does not depend on "oracles" or on any other sources "outside the circle 
of human freedom".3 Equally, monarchy fosters best the public understanding that the subjectivity 
given to all normal adults by their birth enables all to will their own unity, individual or 
collective. They can do this well or badly and with or without yet having philosophically 
experienced their own "self-relating negativity and ... self-determining generality",4 and thus, with 
or without yet discovering their own subjectivity as a capacity "groundlessly" to will their own 
unity, either ignorantly, evilly or rationally. Hegel's phrase, the monarch's "inner unmediatedness", 
is taken to express this natural subjectivity or "finalising, groundless self' of every person, which 
is institutionalized in the person of the monarchy. In contrast, the monarch's "outer 
unmediatedness" or his "groundless existence" refers to the hereditary position of the monarch 
within the rational constitution. The fact that he at least has natural subjectivity or inner 
unmediatedness, like an elected head of state, makes it possible for the monarch to give his 
finalising "I will" to state decisions. 

Hegel says that the monarch's "inner and outer unmediatedness" constitutes the two sides of the 
monarch's "majesty",4 i.e. the ability to inspire a sense of awe and security in others. According 
to his definition, an elected head of state could not have as much majesty because he or she does 
not have the "outer unmediatedness" or "groundless existence" of monarchy which "originates out of 
itself'.6 Instead, he or she only displays 'outer mediatedness' or a purely 'constitutional 
groundedness'. This mediatedness has two flaws. Firstly, it tends to obscure rather than to 
display the last resort character of his or her "I will" as the head of state. Secondly, his or her 
mediated selection tends more to encourage a constitutionally elected head to compete with or to 
replace the single, mediated subjectivity which best issues through the working majority's prime 
minister and is best guaranteed in the first instance, if the 'working majority' breaks down, by the 
'governor general' previously elected by a 2/3rds majority. This obscuring of the best structuring 
arrangement for securing collective singularity, which sees the head's will only to be purely formal 
unless majoritarian mediation fails, when added to such built-in conflicts within a presidential 
republic, makes it less possible for an elected head to inspire the same sense of awe and security 
as does the majesty of the monarch. 

The monarch's "inner and outer unmediatedness" means that both the monarch's inner, personal 
subjectivity and his outer, hereditary position are "groundless" in the sense that each "originates 
out of itself'. The unity or singularity issuing from a person's subjectivity need not rest on any 
externally given assumptions or presuppositions. Similarly, monarchy originally arose as an 
objective institution out of itself, i.e. out of the will and action of an outstanding progenitor.7 

The hereditary succession of his heirs enshrines this truth that monarchy arose and can arise again 
without needing the prior intellectual, political or constitutional mediations of others. This is 
what the "outer unmediatedness" and the "groundless existence of the monarchical organ" 8 

signifies. The phrase, "inner unmediatedness" also suggests that a monarch might arise and reign 
in spite of his own lack of intellectual mediation. He might easily rule without philosophical 
theorizing or even without consciously making deductive calculations from defined presuppositions. 
His birth, rise and reign might issue purely from one or a combination of the following: instincts, 

(1) PP280Z. (2) PP280z. (3) PP279An. (4) PP278An. (5) PP281. (6) PP279An. (7) PP322An. 
(8) PP281. 
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impulses, pride, or unreflected traditions or customs. Historically and biographically, the 
intellectually unmediated always comes before and provides the soil in which intellectual mediation 
can grow. 

Constitutional monarchy tends to give a people a greater sense of security than does any other 
set of political arrangements. It fosters best the public awareness that there will always tend to 
be both, 
1) a clear and public statement of what the operative law is and how it applies to the particular 

circumstances which may be in the minds of those concerned, and 
2) a clear public knowledge of the persons who are officially and actually responsible for the 

formulation and particularization of such laws. 
Also, constitutional monarchy has the advantage over republics in that the state's power to decide 
and to act does not depend to the same extent on the contingent achievement of a working majority. 
In the absence of this majority and even in the possible absence of a majority to elect a 
president, the monarch may be able, both legally and effectively, to speak and act for the whole 
state. In a monarchy, it is more likely that there will always be a nameable person who can be 
held "responsible" for any decision currently operative, e.g. the leader of the working majority, or 
one of the monarch's counsellors (e.g. a minister or the prime minister), or the monarch himself. In 
a republic, no law might have been formulated, no executive action taken, or no responsible official 
elected because of the failure to achieve the requisite majorities. Thus, Hegel's argument for a 
constitutional monarch is that he or she best symbolizes the relation between humankind and nature. 
His or her natural unmediatedness displays and, in the last resort helps to secure, a collective 
unity or singularity. This is a condition for the maximization of the quality and quantity of free, 
rational living. 

This chapter has compared democratic monarchy with Hegel's constitutional monarchy as outlined 
in some of his most difficult paragraphs. It has been discovered that, while the model requires 
the rejection of two of Hegel's own phrases, the rest of his formulations are either plain enough 
or ambiguous enough to allow them to be read as elaborations of my own prescriptive ideal. 



https://taylorandfrancis.com


s u m m a r y 

'Democratic monarchy' was seen, 
1) to be superior to republican arrangements of either the 'parliamentary' or 'congressional' 

type; 
2) to repair the flaw in Plato's political theory left by his unwarranted assumptions about the 

expected reliability and numbers of philosopher rulers; largely 
3) to be present in a 'lenient interpretation' of Kant's republicanism and wider philosophy; 
4) to provide the best contingency plan for Marx's classless society; and 
5) to formulate the model which would seem to be more firmly rooted in Hegel's wider system 

than his own constitutional monarchy. 
However, in contrast to Hegel's own political philosophy, the model openly affirms rather than 
denies its own prescriptive import. ln spite of Hegel's claim that the essence of his monarchy is 
its "rationality", democratic monarchy claims to be more rational. It claims more clearly and 
completely to guarantee the deliberative unity which Hegel himself can be leniently read to value 
most. The broad three function and three organ structure of the model follows Hegel's lead, but 
his two phrases which denied ultimate sovereignty to the 'working majority' in the elected chamber 
were rejected. 

In order to complete the reconstruction of Hegel's state, the model added ten provisions which 
explicitly go beyond his own formulations: 

1) A.P.R. 
2) the procedure for constitutional change, 
3) universal adult suffrage, 
4) the procedure for recalling deputies, 
5) no legislative veto for the non-elected chamber, 
6) the 'figurehead' and 'caretaking' roles, 
7) the 'state prerogative council', 
8) some 'life peers' in the non-elected chamber, 
9) the 'constructive vote of no confidence', and 
10) the procedure for impeaching and replacing a monarch. 

The first six of these were argued in varying degrees to have followed from 'lenient 
interpretations' of Hegel's brief or equivocal words but in some case required some 'lenient 
additions' to be made. Provisions seven, eight, and nine were simply 'lenient additions', while ten 
was logically demanded by the 'improving changes' which were made to the two phrases in which 
Hegel gave his monarch "unconfined discretion" in the appointment of ministers and "exclusive" 
control" over foreign affairs. 
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The Introduction reported some of the charges which commentators have made against Hegel's 
monarchy. They suggested that it was unnecessary, "smuggled in", "obscure and implausible", 
"irrational" and "nauseating". While it is understandable how some of Hegel's equivocal, and 
abstruse passages invited such readings, it has been shown that these harsh yet plausible 
observations can be avoided. In any case, none of these criticisms could be sustained against the 
monarchy in the model. 

The most rational constitution was sought and 'democratic monarchy' was found. This model's 
claim to be an integral element of a comprehensive theory was sketched and it was not found to be 
faulted by any of the experiential, logical, or comparative tests examined. No empirical evidence 
about constitutions, no contradictions in its formulation, and no competing political theories were 
found to require us to retain any 'specific doubts' about this ideal. In short, no obstacles were 
discovered which would prevent us from granting to it the status of having 'philosophical 
necessity'. 
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A p p e n d i x 

L i t e r a 1 T r a n s 1 a t i o n s 


This list of literal translations for each text is arranged in page or paragraph number order. 
The texts are arranged in page and in alphabetical order according to the abbreviations used for 
each work listed in the Bibliography. In these translations, I have written my own interpretive 
additions between single 'inverted commas', while the explanatory additions which quite easily 
follow directly from Hegel's own wider context are written between [square brackets). 
Eng., S.86: 

Now when also the aristocratic element in England when compared with the democratic element is 
the most significant force (macht), ...[and when] it finds its security and stability in the 
submerging of the people it rules in their collective sensuality and in their ethical depravity, 
... it is to be recognized as a good sign of the reawakening of the moral sense within the 
English people, that there is a feeling of the need for reform which involves the repugnance 
with regard to that depravity (Verderbheit). One (Mann) comes at the same time to recognize 
that the correct way should have become established that the seeking of the improvement is no 
more merely by the moral means of notions (Vorstellungen), [by] admonishions, or [by) a uniting 
of isolated individuals in order not to be beholden to and in order to work against the system 
of corruption, but is by the alteration (V eriinderung) of institutions [.] The usual prejudice of 
laziness always to cling to the old faith in the goodness of an institution even when it hangs 
upon a wholly depraved circumstance, has in this manner finally given way. A thoroughgoing 
reform has thus become all the more demanded ... 

Eng. S.89: 
In England the features (die Momente) have been lacking (mangelten) hitherto which have an 
important share in those [above mentioned) so glorious and fortunate advances. Under these 
features stands highest the scientific codification (Bearbeitung) of the law (Rechts) ... 

Enz. I, PP6: 
... it is equally important to understand that the content (Inhalt) of philosophy is none other 
than the domain of the living spirit (Geist) which originally has been brought forth and which 
continues to bring itself forth to the world, i.e. its content is actuality (Wirklichkeit). The 
initial consciousness of this content we call experience (Erfahrung). Even a sensuous study 
(sinninge Betrachtung) of the world distinguishes, from within the wide realm of outer and inner 
definite existence (Dasein), between what is only appearance (Ersheinung), transitory and 
insignificant, and what inherently (in sich) and genuinely deserves the name, actuality. In this 
respect (Indem), philosophy is distinguished from the other modes of coming to be conscious 
(anderem Bewusstwerden) only in form, [i.e. they have] one and the same contents (Gehalt). 
Therefore (so), [a] philosophy's (ihr) compatibility (Ubereinstimmung) with actuality and 
experience is necessary (notwendig). Indeed, this compatibility can become seen to be at least 
one external test (ausseren Prlifstein) of the truth of a philosophy. Similarly (so wie), it is 
seen to be the highest and ultimate aim (hochsten Endzweck) of science to bring forth to us 
(hervorzubringen) the reconciling of the self-conscious reason (selbstbewussten Vemunft) with 
the Reason which has being (seienden Vemunft), with the actuality, through the knowledge 
(Erkenntnis) of this compatibility. 

Enz. I, PP6An.: 
In the Preface to my Philosophy of Right can be found the propositions: 'Some of' what is 
rational, that is actual; and 'all of' what is actual, that is rational. These simple propositions 
have conspicuously occasioned much and suffered hostility, and indeed, this same (selbst) from 
such one is not allowed to speak of being without the possession of philosophy and especially 
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(wahl) without religion. It is unnecessary (unniitig) to cite religion in this connection, there 
its doctrines about the divine world government too specifically express these propositions. 
However, what is the concern with regard to [the] philosophical meaning [of these expressions] is 
that [we] presuppose so much of the cultural foundation (Bildung), that one (man) knows not only 
that God is actual, that He is the most actual, that He alone is true actuality, but also, in the 
sight of the formal [questions], that, broadly speaking (i.iberhaupt) the definite existence 
(Dasein) is in part appearance and only in part actuality. 

In common life we perhaps call every incident an actuality, even a mistake (Irrtum), an evil 
and whatever belongs to this side [of things]. Thus (sowie), each existence (Existenz), however 
stunted (noch so verkummerte) and transitory, gets called an actuality in a casual way. 
Nevertheless, a fortuitous existence (Existenz) has not come to merit the emphatic name of an 
actual entity (eines Wirklichen) even within customary sensibility (gewiihnlichen Gefuhl). The 
fortuitous [entity] is an existence (Existenz) which has no greater value (Wert) than an 
'imaginable' possibility, 'i.e. its existence is a matter of indifference to Reason'. However, when 
I spoke of actuality, so would it be by itself [appropriate] to think upon it, in which sense I 
used this expression, [i.e.] that [sense (da)] in which actuality in a full-length logic is 
treated, not only [as distinct] from contingent [definite being] which also has existence, but 
[which also offers] a closer [treatment] of definite being (Dasein), [i.e.] existence and other 
specifications also being precisely distinguished. 

The actuality of the rational [definite being] itself indeed stands opposed to the notion 
(Vorstellung), equally either that the 'specific' Ideas '(i.e. specific elements of Reason)' or 
ideals are nothing more than chimeras and philosophy is a system of such fancies, or conversely, 
that the 'specific' Ideas and ideals are something much too superior (Vortreffliches) to have 
actuality, or equally something too important as to procure itself. However, the separation of 
actuality from the Idea is particularly loved by the 'abstractive' understanding, that which holds 
for something genuine both the illusions of its abstractions and [with regard to (auf)] the 
ought, the [ought] which the 'abstractive' understanding (er) happily and proudly prescribes, 
especially within the political fields, as if the world has waited for such understanding (auf 
ihn), in order to hear (urn zu erfahren) what it ought to be but is not [.] Were the world (sie) 
as it ought to be, what would become of (wo bliebe) the precociousness of its ought? When 
'abstractive' [understanding] turns the ought (Sollen) against the trivial, external (ausserliche) 
and transitory objects (Gegenstande), arrangements (Einrichtungen), circumstances (Zustande), 
etc., which also, perhaps, have a great relative importance for a certain time or for a particular 
(besondere) circle, then understanding (er) may indeed rightly find in such cases, much which 
does not accord with generally correct specifications (Bestimroungen). Who is not acute enough 
to see much of his 'social and political' environment (Umbegung) which, in fact, is not as it 
ought to be? But this acuteness has mistakenly (unrecht) imagined that such objects 
(Gegenstande) and that which they ought to be (deren Sollen) are themselves to be found within 
the interests of a philosophical science. Philosophy (Diese) has only to do with the Idea and 
therefore with an actuality. The Idea (welche) is not so impotent that it only ought to be but 
is not actual. [Thus philosophy is concerned with] an actuality, in relation to which, those 
objects (Gegenstande), arrangements, circumstances, etc., are only the superficial exterior. 

Enz. I, PP7: 
... philosophy ... is concerned with (beschaftigt) the knowledge (Erkenntnis) of the permanent 
measure and the general within the sea of empirical details (Einzelheiten) and of the necessary 
[aspect, i.e.], the laws (Gesetze), within the seeming disordered, endless mass of contingent 
[details] and with that at the same time, philosophy's (seinen) content has been taken from our 
own considering and observing (eigenen Anschauen und Wahrnehmen) of the external and inner 
[world] (des Ausseren und Inneren), [i.e.] out of the presented (prasenten) nature as out of the 
presented spirit and presented breast of humankind. 

Enz. I, PP7An.: 
The principle of experience (Erfahrung) contains the infinitely important condition (Bestimmung), 
that in order for the accepting and for the holding to be true of a content, humankind must 
itself be in contact with it (dass fi.ir Annehmen und Fi.irwahrhalten eines Inhalts der Mensch 
selbst dabei sein mi.isse), more specifically we (er) [must] find such a content united in 
agreement (in Einigkeit) with the certainty of our own selves ... We call those sciences which 
have been named philosophy, empirical sciences, because of the starting point which they take. 
However, the essential [goals] which they ring for and at which they aim (Aber das Wesentliche, 
das sei bezwecken und herforschaffen), are laws (Gesetze), general propositions, a theory; [i.e.] 
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the thoughts of what is present-to-hand (die Gedenken des Vorhandenen). 
Enz. I, PP13: 

The most recent (Die der Zeit nach letzte) philosophy [provided it is philosophy] is the result 
of all previous philosophies and must, therefore, contain the principles of all [these 
philosophies]. The most recent philosophy (sie), provided it is philosophy, consequently, is the 
most developed (entfalteste), the most rich, and the most concrete. 

Enz. I, PP209Z: 
Reason is as cunning as it is strong (machtig). In the main, cunning resides in the mediating 
activity in which the objects (Objekte), '(e.g. individual men and women)' influence (einwirken) 
and wear each other down (sich aneinander abarbeiten). The objects '(e.g. people)' are left to 
follow their own natures. [Reason, which is the "power of these processes" (PP 209)] does not 
directly interfere with this process (ohne sich unmittelbar ... einzumischen). Nevertheless, only 
Reason's aim (nur ihren Zweck) is brought forth (zur Ausfiihrung bringt). One can in this sense 
say, that divine Providence, as absolute cunning, retains itself behind (gegeniiber) the world and 
its process. God [or Reason] has left human beings (menschen) with their particular passions 
and interests to continue (lii.sst ... gewii.hren) [to shape events] and what thereby comes to pass 
(was dadurch zustande kommt), is the fulfilment of His intentions. [What comes to pass] is other 
than that which was at first (zunachst zu tun war) [intended by the people involved]. 

Enz. I, PP234Z, S.387 
... dass der Endzweck der Welt ebenso vollbracht ist als er sich ewig vollbringt ... 

Enz. III, PP536: 
The state is a) at first (zunachst) its inner formation (Gestaltung) as the state's self-relating 
development (als sich auf sich beziehende Entwicklung), i.e. the internal state law or the 
constitution [.] The state ( er) is b) a particular individual and so is within the relation to 
other particular individuals [i.e. states.] 'This requires Reason-as-the-state to include' 
interstate law. c) However, these particular 'national' spirits are only 'inessential' moments 
within the developing of the general Idea-as-the 'objective'-spirit within spirit's (seiner) 
actuality[. This development is] world history. 

Enz. III, PP544: 
Broadly speaking, the representative assembly is concerned to take part in all that belongs to 
civil society and ... in the particularizing function (an der Regierungsgewalt), and especially in 
the giving of laws, i.e. (nii.mlich) in the generalness (Allgemeinen) of interests which do not 
concern the conduct and business (das Auftreten und Handeln) of the state as an individual (i.e. 
war and peace) and therefore not exclusively of the character (Natur) of belonging to the 
monarchical organ. 

Enz. III, PP552: 
The spirit of the nation (Volksgeist) includes natural 'or external' necessity 
(Natumotwendigkeit) and [thus] stands within external definite existence (in aiisserlichen 
Dasein). The inherently (in sich) infinite ethical substance [of a nation] considered by itself 
(fiir sich) is a particular (Besondere) and limited [substance]. Infected with contingency, this 
substance's (ihre) subjective side, [which is partially] unconscious ethical practice (bewusstloss 
Sitte), and [partially] a consciousness of its content (Inhalt) as a temporarily present entity 
(eines zeitlich Vorhandenen), [finds itself in] a juxtaposed relation (im Vehilltnisse gegen) to an 
external nature and [to the] world. However, [because the essentiality of the spirit is to rise 
toward a knowing of itself], it is the thinking spirit (denkende Geist) within ethical life 
(Sittlichkeit) which immanently overcomes (in sich aufhebt) [these limits] by rising toward a 
knowing (sich zum Wissen) of its essentiality within its essentiality_] [Spirit can do this in 
spite of] its finitude as the spirit of a nation. [This finitude is marked by the spirit (er) 
being the] spirit of a [particular nation and] state which has temporary interest within [its 
particular] system of statutes and ethical practices. [Thus finititude marks this spirit's 
knowing of its essentiality. This knowing] still has [the] restrictedness of the spirit of a 
nation (Volksgeist). In contrast, the thinking spirit (denkende Geist) of world history, at the 
same time 'philosophically' stripes off every restrictedness of the particular spirits of nations 
(der besonderen Volksgeister) and the spirit's own worldliness (seine eigene Weltlichkeit), 'i.e. 
philosophy's empirical foundation and focus', to grasp its own concrete generality and 'thus' 

(1) 	 The phrase, "knowing of its essentiality within its essentiality", I take to be an alternative 
way of noting that "the concept of Reason" is within "Reason", i.e. it is at 12 o'clock on the 
circle in FIGURE 1. 
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raises itself toward [a] knowing of 'Reason-as-'the-absolute-spirit (Geist). [This knowing sees 
the absolute spirit (Geist)] as the eternal actual truth in which knowing Reason is free for 
itself (frei fiir sich), 'i.e. self-consciously free'. [This same knowing sees] nature and [human] 
history, [i.e. the realms which include natural or external] necessity, as subordinate (dienend) to 
the absolute spirit's (seiner) revelation 'within the conception of Reason' and to be vessels of 
[this spirit's] splendour (Ehre). 

Geschichte, S.49: 
It is not the universal Idea 'or Reason' which is exposed to danger in the opposition and 
struggle [in history]. The Idea (sie) holds itself in the background, untouched and undamaged. 
This may be called the cunning of Reason. Reason (sie) lets [human] passions work for it. [They 
are what through the Idea (sie) has been set into existence (Existenz) [and it is they] which 
suffer loss and injury. Because [this struggle takes place (ist) in the world of our empirical 
experience (die Erscheinung)], one part is transitory (nichtig) and one part is affirmative, 'i.e. 
has greater durability because it positively contributes to the rational progress of Reason'. 
The particular (Partikuliire) [people and passions involved] are for the most part (meistens) 
negligible when compared with the general [interests which are also present]. Individuals 
(Individuen) are 'frequently' sacrificed and abandoned. 

Geschichte, S.49: 
While we may allow that [most] individualities (Individualitiiten) and their aims and their 
satisfaction are sacrificed because their happiness in the main, 'unavoidably' belongs to the 
realm of chance; [a view which accepts that) individuals (Individuen) in the main (i.iberhaupt) are 
to be seen as abandoned [by Reason] and to be considered under the category of means (Mittel) 
[or tools of Reason); yet there is one side 'or one possible implication' of this viewpoint that 
we [must] oppose (Anstand nehmen). [That is to say, that] this viewpoint [must not] be taken (in 
diesem Gesichts punkte zu fassen) to separate [individuals in every respect] from the Highest 
(gegen das Hochste) 'or from Reason'. Immanent within individuals (in ihnen), there is an eternal 
[or] divine quality which is in no way subordinate [to Reason] (ein schlechthin nicht 
Untergeordnetes). This [quality) is found for example, in people's moral, ethical and religious 
lives (moralitiit, Sittlichkeit, Religiositiit) ...(50) When we speak of a means (Mittel) [to an 
aim] we at first (zuniichst) imagine stellen ... vor) that it stands outside the aim (Zweck), [or] 
has no share in that aim. In fact, even natural things speaking broadly must have a 
characteristic (Beschaffenheit) within them which accords (entsprechen) with the [rational] aim 
(Zweck), something which is common between them and it. Humans behave less [than other 
creatures] according to that wholly external meaning (jenem ganz iiusserlichen Sinne) [of means] 
... Humans are not satisfied with this (diesem) [merely external relation] even though it 
provides them with the opportunity to satisfy personal aims which [may] be different from the 
aim of Reason (von ihm). Humans have a share in that aim of Reason (Vernunftzweck) and for 
that every reason (eben dadurch) they are aims in themselves (Selbstzwecke). Humans are not 
[purely] formal [aims in themselves] as are [other] living things (das Lebendige), broadly 
speaking ... whose properties (Gehalte) are indeed correctly (mit Recht) subordinated to human 
life and used as means (mittel). In contrast, humans are aims in themselves (Selbstzweck) [in 
the sense that they form] the content of the [rational] aim (Zweck). In this context (In dies 
Bestimmung) [we must say that the contents of our moral, ethical, and religious living 
(Moralitiit, Sittlichkeit, Religiositat) require us to remove humans from the category of sheer 
[bless)] means (Mittel). It is only because divinity is in humans (Mensch) that they can be an 
aim in themselves (Zweck in ihm selbst). [This property] from the outset is 'self-conscious' 
reason and in so far as it is active and self-determining, it is called Freedom (Freiheit) ... 
'This property partially' raises humans above the [realm of] external necessity and chance 
(iiussere Notwendigkeit und Zufiilligkeit). However, it must 'also' be said that to the extent 
that individuals (Individuen) appropriately (anheimgegeben sind) can claim freedom, [to that same 
extent] they are responsible (Schuld) for ethical and religious corruption and for the weakening 
of ethical practices and of religion (Sittlichkeit und Religion). This is the mark of the 
absolute and high specific characteristic of human kind (das Siegel der absoluten hohen 
Bestimmung des Menschen). A human being [can] know what is good and what is evil (er wisse, 
was gut and was bose ist), [51] and this specific characteristic (sie) is 'logically' the very 
willing of either good or evil. In one word, humans can have the responsibility for ... all ... 
the good and evil [in the world]. Only animals are genuinely without responsibility .. . 
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What makes people, 'e.g. the utopian idealists', morally unsatisfied is that they find the aims 
which they hold to be right and good (especially, nowadays, ideals of political arrangements 
(!deale von Staatseinrichtungen), do not accord with the present [state of affairs]. They set 
their ought (Sellen) over against the law of the events (das Recht der Sache) within present 
definite existence (Dasein) ... [52] In order to assess such a feeling and such views we would 
have [to take note of] their displayed demands and of their highly assertive opinions within our 
investigation. At no time previous to our own, have more general propositions and thoughts with 
greater pretension been laid down. If history has indeed seemed to present itself as a struggle 
of passions, in our time, while passions are not absent, the struggle between thoughts with 
authoritative [pretensions] have been predominant. Some of these high authorities are 
essentially titles under which passions and subjective interests contend. These [propositions] 
which pretend to be derivations (Bestimmungen) of reason pass for justified demands 
(Rechtsforderungen), even as absolute aims, equal to [the demands of] religion, ethical life, 
morality. 

Nothing is more common now ... than the complaint that ideals (!deale), which phantasy 
(Phantasie) has produced, are not realized - th·at these glorious dreams are destroyed by cold 
actuality. These ideals which have been stepped to the ground in the journey of life upon the 
rocks of hard actuality, could initially belong only to the subjective [imagination] of a most 
lofty and most clever idiosyncratic individual (Individualitat des Einzelnen). These qualities, 
however, are not pertinent (Die gehiiren eigentlich nicht hierher), because what the individual 
(Individuum) spins out for himself in his isolation (Einzelheit) cannot be 'expected to be' the 
law (Gesetz) for general actuality. Equally, the world's law (Weltdgesetz) is not for isolated 
individuals alone (einzelnen Individuen allein). 

Thus the dreams of individuals can fall too short, (die dabei sehr zu kurz kommen kiinnen), 
[i.e.] an ideal (Ideal) of reason, of the good, [or] of the truth as commonly understood (Man 
versteht) [falls too short]. Poets like Schiller have thus written very touchingly and with 
great sensitivity, in feeling and deep sorrow, that it is not possible to find the actualization 
of such ideals. In contrast, we say that general Reason is accomplishing itself ... [53] In the 
above ways (So ware denn), many faults are found within the isolated details (Einzelheiten) of 
'the empirical world of appearance (Erscheinung). [To offer] these subjective criticisms, which 
only have the singular case and its deficiency before its gaze (nur das Einzelne und seinen 
Mangel vorsich hat), without knowing (erkennen) the general Reason within [these cases], is easy 

Geschichte, S.53 (page 76): 
It is easier to see the deficiencies within individuals (Individuen), within states, and within 
the progress of the world (Weltleitung) than it is to discover (einzusehen) their genuine value 
(wahrhaften Gehalt). [While engaged] in this negative fault finding, with a noticeable 
countenance, one (man) stands over events without grasping that these events themselves are 
shot through and through (in sei eingedrungen zu sein), with a [predominantly] positive [aspect] 
(ihr Positives) ... 

Now, in contrast to those simple (blosse) ideals, the insight to which philosophy should lead 
(fiihren soli), is that the actual world (wirkliche Welt) is as it should be, i.e. that the genuine 
Good, the universal and divine Reason also is the power to bring itself to completion (auch die 
Macht ist, sich selbst zu vollbringen). The most concrete image notion (Vorstellung), 'i.e. not 
the fully rational theory which is the conception' of this Good or of this Reason is God. God 
governs the world. The content of His governing, [i.e.] His plan, is world history. Philosophy 
wishes to grasp this plan because only that which is carried out according to this plan is 
actuality (Wirklichkeit). What is not in accordance with this plan (was ihm nicht gemass) is 
only foul existence (faule Existenz). [Those who have those simple ideals seem to view] the 
world as if it were [only] an appearance of mad or foolish happenings. This appearance fades 
before the pure light of 'Reason or before' this divine Idea (and the Idea is no mere ideal (die 
kein blosses Idea ist)). Philosophy wishes to know (erkennen) the content [of these happenings, 
i.e. to know] the actuality of the divine Idea. [Thus,] philosophy wishes to justify the actuality 
which is despised [by the above mentioned utopians]. In this way, 'self-conscious' reason 'or 
philosophy' is the comprehension (das Vomehrnen) of the divine work ... 

...[54] Broadly speaking, this can be held firmly, that, there is also a higher claim than what 
is authorized in the world as honourable and glorious. The claim (Recht) of the world Spirit 
(Weltgeist), '(i.e. of Reason), which can be known philosophically', takes precedence over (geht 
i.iber) all particular (besonderen) [or transitory (verganglichen)] authorities ... 
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This may be enough about the means (Mittel) which the world Spirit (Weltgeist) 'or Reason' 
uses in realizing its 'own' conception (seines Begriffes). Put simply and abstractly, [this 
realization results from] the activity of subjects (Subjekt) in which Reason is present as their 
immanent and substantial essence. At first, Reason (ihr) is still obscure (zunachst noch 
dunkler), [though it is] their hidden foundation (Grund). [55] .... When we take individuals 
(Individuen) ... with their specific religious and ethical contents (mit bestimmteren Inhalt ihrer 
Religion und Sittlichkeit), characteristics (Bestimmungen) which share in Reason and by which 
they also have their absolute justification (Berechtigung) ... the relation of (human kind as 
being] sheer means (blossen Mittels) to the [rational] aim (Zweck) falls away ... 

Logik II, S.75: 
The common experience (Erfahrung) 'of physical motion' itself enunciates that at least there 
exists 'in the empirical world' a multitude of contrary things, contrary arrangements, etc. [This 
experience demonstrates that this contrariety] is not outside such motion [or occurring purely] 
within the reflexions of the observer ... [This contrariety] is the negative in its essential 
specification, [i.e. it is] the principle of all self-movement which in [sensuous motion] has 
established itself no further than to display itself 'empirically'. [This is to say, that] the 
external, sensuous motion is its unmediated, definite existence. [Definite existence] moves 
itself in this way only (etwas nur), not in the sense (nicht indem) that it is here in this 
instant (Jetzt) and in another instant there, but in the sense that it is at one and the same 
instant here and not here, or in the sense, that in this here it is and is not at the same time 
... Movement is itself the definite existence of contrariety. 

Similarly, is not the distinctively inner self-movement of the impulse ... [e.g. the impulse to 
eat], nothing other than something which contains within itself a deficiency? [This is to say, 
that any positive impulse (Etwas) is at one and the same time (in einer und derselben 
Rucksicht)] the negative of itself. An impulse depends on something which is not this impulse, 
'e.g. hunger would be impossible without food'. 'The abstract identity of A =A by itself has as 
yet no life', [but a definitely existing something which has negativity immanent within itself 
must go out of itself 'into the world which alters it, (e.g. hunger drives an animal to move, to 
shape, and to be shaped by the other beings in the world)' [Therefore, something is living only 
in so far as it can embrace negativity within itself, i.e. in so far as it has the strength to 
sieze and to sustain contrariety within itself ... Without this strength, it perishes rather than 
lives because of its contrariety.] Speculative thinking 'or philosophy' resides solely by 
thinking this contrariety and holding it fast within thought ... 

Logik II, S.273: 
[Each of these three] moments is as much the whole 'specific' conception 'of which it is a 
moment' as a specific conception 'itself and as one specification of the conception 'of Reason'. 

Logik II, S.295: 
The specifications 'of generality, particularity and singularity' are specific conceptions [which] 
are themselves essentially the totality of all specification. 

Logik II, S.298: 
Because it is only [a] general [conception, a] particular [conception] is on the same basis (Das 
Besondere ist aus demselben Grunde) also a singular [conception.] And conversely, because [a] 
singular [conception] is [a specific [and] general [conception] it is as much a particular 
[conception]. 

Philosophie I, S.13-14: 
The courage (mut) [to search for] the truth, [i.e.] the belief (Glaube) in the power (Macht) of 
the [human] spirit (Geist), is the first condition for [the pursuit ofl philosophy. Humankind 
(Mensch), because it is spirit (Geist), can and should respect itself (darf und soli sich selbst) 
as worthy of the highest. [We humans] cannot think too highly (nicht gross genug) of the 
greatness and power of our spirit (Geist). With this conviction (Glauben), nothing will be so 
coy or difficult that it will not reveal ( eroffnete) itself to us. The essence of the universe 
which at first is hidden and locked away has no strength to resist the courage of 'our 
attempting' to know [it] (dem Mute des Erkennens). This essence must (es muss) lay out its 
wealth and depth before the eyes of the searcher (ihm) for his enjoyment. 

Philosophie I, S.46: 
This movement is concrete as one sequence of developments (Entwicklungen) which must not be 
represented as a straight line [extending] into the abstract infinity (Unendliche hinaus) but as 
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a circle, as a [line] turning back into itself. This circle has at [its] periphezy a great crowd 
of circles; the whole is one great, within itself bending back series of 
elucidations (Entwicklungen). 

Philosophie I, S.55: 
... the length of time which the world Spirit (Geist) 'or Reason' requires to achieve (zu 
erarbeiten) philosophy ... can ... surely [strike our] ... first reflection ... [as something as 
astonishing (etwas Auffallendes) as] the immensity of the space of which astronomy has come to 
speak ... [We must recognize, however (so ist zu bedenken)], that the world Spirit (Weltgeist) is 
not in a hurzy ... It has time enough ... just because it is itself outside of time, 'i.e. not 
confined to anyone time span' because it is eternal. Exhausted, ephemeral beings (Die 
iibemachtigen Ephemeren) ... do not have enough time. Who does not die before he has finished 
with [many (vie!) of] his aims. [However,] it is not time alone which is used for the acquisition 
of a conception (Begriff), it costs much else. Accordingly, it does not matter, that 'Reason or' 
the world Spirit (er) has spent many races and generations in its labour to come to be conscious 
(an diese Arbeiten seines Bewusstwerdens wendet), [i.e.] that the world Spirit (er) has made a 
huge display (Aufwand) of rising up and passing away. The world Spirit (er) is rich enough for 
such a display. It has produced (triebt) its work (Werk) on a large scale (im Grossen). It has 
nations and individuals enough to exempt [some from having to contribute to this achievement] 
(er hat Nationen und lndividuen genug zu dispensieren).Z It is a trivial proposition, that 
nature comes by the shortest path to its goal. This is correct, but the path of the 'human' 
spirit (Geist) 'in histozy' is [one of] mediation, [and therefore appears to be] indirect (Umweg). 
Considerations [relating to) finite living such as time, inconvenience (muhe) and expense, do not 
belong here. 

Philosophie I, S.96: 
The essence of my spirit (Geist) is my essential being (wesentliches Sein), my vezy substance 
(mine Substanz selbst) without which I would not be actual (mine Substanz (sonst bin ich 
wesenlos)). This essence is, so to speak, the combustible material which can become kindled and 
illuminated by the universal Essence as such, [which is the object of philosophical study (als 
gegenstiindlichem)]. Only in so far as this phosphorus is in humankind (im Menschen) is the 
comprehending (das Erfassen), the kindling and the illuminating possible. Only thus is the 
feeling (Gefuhl), intuiting (Ahnung), and knowing (Wissen) of God in humankind [at all]. Also, 
without this essence (dies), the divine Spirit could not be the in-and-for-itself universal 
'Reason'. 

Philosophie I, S.74: 
This is the position of philosophy under the 'historical, spiritual or social' formations 
(Gestaltungen [of its time). One implication of this relation (davon) is that philosophy is 
wholly (ganz) identical with its time. Philosophy does not stand above its time. Philosophy 
(sie) is the knowing (Wissen) of the substantial 'or actual aspect' of its time. Even less does 
an individual (Individuum), as a son of his time, stand above his time. The substantial 'or 
actual aspect' of his time is his own essence. A son (er) is only a manifestation [of the time] 
in individual form (seiner Form). No one can genuinely stand beyond (Uber ... hinaus) his time 
any more (sowenig) than out of his skin. Yet, on the other hand, philosophy does stand above 
its time in (nach) form. In this respect, philosophy, as thinking about the time (indem sie als 
das Denken dessen). [i.e. thinking about) what the substantial 'or actual' spirit (Geist) of the 
time is, makes itself an object (Gegenstand). In so far as philosophy (sie) is within the 
'cultural' spirit (Geist) of its time, that spirit (er) 'as human life' is philosophy's (ihr) 
specific worldly content (bestimmter weltlicher Inhalt). At the same time, philosophy, as 
knowing (Wissen), is also above and beyond [the social formations which are manifestations of 
the human life of the time, i.e. in this respect] Spirit (sich)-'as-philosophical-consciousness' 
stands opposite itself (stellt ihn sich gegeniiber) [i.e.opposite the human actualities of which it 
is a party]. However, this is only formal because philosophy (sie) has no genuine content other 
[than that provided by its time]. This knowing (Wissen) is itself, indeed, the actuality of the 
spirit (Geist) [of the time], the self-knowing of 'Reason-as-'the-spirit (Geist). 

Therefore the formal distinction is also a real and actual distinction (so ist der formell 
Untershied auch ein realer, wirklicher Untershied). This knowing (Wissen) is what a new form of 
development [or a new formation] has brought forth. New forms 'or new social and political 
formations' are only an indication [for the] knowing [process] (nur Weisen des Wissens). Through 

(1) Reading depensieren (sic) as dispensieren. 
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the knowing [process], Spirit 'as human philosophical consciousness' has established (setzt) a 
distinction between the knowing [process) and what is. The knowing process again contains [at 
least] one new distinction and so a new philosophy comes forward (kommt ... vor). Also, 
philosophy is yet a more advanced character [of the time] (ein weitere Charakter des Geistes). 
Philosophy sie is the inner birth place (Geburtstatte) of the Spirit (Geist)-'as-human-history', 
of the Spirit (der) 'as social, political and cultural structures which' will come later to actual 
formation (der spater zu wirklicher Gestaltung). That [process of becoming] concrete will be 
expanded for us [below] (Das Konkret heirvon werden wir weiter haben). Accordingly, we will see, 
that what Greek philosophy had become, entered into the actuality of the Christian world. 

Philosophie II, S.l9: 
However, [subjective] theorizing (das Theoretische) does not meet (reicht ... nicht hin) [the 
requirements] of a constitution (Verfassung). It is not [isolated) individuals (Individuen) which 
make a constitution. It is [something] divine and human (ein Gottliches, Geistiges) which makes 
itself through history. This something (es) is so strong that the thought of one individual 
(Individuum) when compared with (gegen) this power of 'Reason-as-'the-world-spirit (diese Macht 
des Weltgeistes) is not significant. When these thoughts have some significance, [i.e.) can 
become realized, they are 'themselves' none other than the product of this power of the 
universal Spirit (Geist). 

Philosophie II, S.l12-113: 
It can, therefore, certainly not be said that a true constitution ( eine wahrhafte Konstitution) 
suites any and every people (Yolk) ... This is because each nation falls within the historical 
process (Denn das Yolk fallt in die Geschichte). Just as individual people (einzelne Mensch) are 
raised by their education within [their] states from having a perspective of singularity 
(Einzelheit) [their] states from having a perspective of singularity (Einzelheit) to [one of] 
generality (Allgemeinheit), so each people is 'or tends to be' educated [over time]. Each nation 
as a child, i.e. in its barbarian stage (Zustand), 'tends to' move over to a 'more' rational 
situation (einen vemfulftigen Zustand). Peoples do not remain where they are but alter 
(Veranderungen) over time. The same is true of a people's constitution, and it is in this 
context that we can ask the question of what is the true [constitution] towards which each 
people (das Yolk) must (muss) move. This true constitution [once discovered could be said to 
stand) in front of each historical nation as that towards which it moves. With the passage of 
time, each nation must (muss) alter its existing (vorhanden) constitution so that it is 
continually brought nearer to the true [constitution) ... The constitution of a nation [should 
truly] express a people's consciousness of its own spirit (Geist), what it is implicitly (was er 
ansich ist). It [should] give these immanent structures the form of truth, i.e. a people's 
constitution should enshrine that people's knowledge of itself (des Wissens vonsich). lf a 
people can no longer accept as implicitly true what its [existing] constitution expresses to it 
as true, i.e. if its consciousness or theory of itself (Begriff) and its reality are different, 
this, by definition, marks a division in the very body (Zerrissengeteiltes Wesen) and living 
spirit of that people (Yolksgeist). [In this case], two things may occur. First, the nation may 
either by a violent internal eruption smash that law (Recht) which still has [a degree of] 
acceptance (das noch gelten soli) or it may alter the 'relevant' law quietly and gradually, which 
no longer expresses that truth of its ethical practice (Sitte). A people may do this when its 
spirit (Geist) has moved beyond [some of the existing elements of its constitution]. Second, a 
people may not have the understanding (Yerstand) or strength (Kraft) either quickly or slowly to 
remove these elements. In this case, the people will either retain its inferior law (dem 
niedigeren Gesetze) or it will become subordinated (unterliegen) to a superior people (ein 
vortrefflicheres Yolk) which has reached a higher constitution. In this context, we can see why 
it is essential to know (zu wissen) what the true constitution is. What may stand against it 
cannot endure because such an element has no truth. Such an appearance (es) has a temporary 
existence which it can not sustain. It has been valued but this valuing (gelten) will not be 
perpetual. That it must (muss) be repealed or abolished lies in the very Idea 'or is Reason-as'
the-constitution. This insight can only be reached by philosophy. A non-violent political 
revolution can occur when the insight is general (allgemeinen) ... A government should (muss) 
recognize (wissen) when the time for [such change] has come. If it does not (unwissend), it [may 
be because it] is tied (Knupft) to these temporary and inessential institutions, taking them to 
be its defence. In this case, in fact, it sets its inessential against the truly essential 
[institutions] i.e. against that which is contained within the Idea 'or within Reason'. The 
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pressure of this spirit (Geist) 'of Reason' may overthrow this government and with the 

dissolution of the government comes the dissolution of the people. [As a result], a new 

government [may become established. On the other hand, the [existing] government and the 

inessential[institutions] may retain the upper hand. 


Rechts, S.15 Zusatz: 
There are two kinds of laws (Gesetze), laws of nature and [human] laws [accepted by people as] 
right (Recht). The laws of nature simply are and are thus accepted (sind schlechthin und gelten 
so). They are not subject to curtailment although man can violate them (sich) in isolated cases 
(in einzelnen Fallen). Concerning the process of our coming to know (urn zu wissen) what the law 
of nature is, we must familiarize ourselves with nature (mtissen wir dieselbe kennenlernen) 
because these laws are correct, only our views of them may be false. The measure of these laws 
is outside us, and our knowing (Erkennen) them neither affects nor adds to their operation (tut 
nichts zu ihnen hinzu, befordert sie nicht). Only our knowledge (Erkenntnis) about these laws 
can be extended ... Being acquainted (Kenntnis) with right is in one way the same and in 
another not (einseits ebenso, anderseits nicht). We become acquainted with [both sorts of] laws 
as simply those which are there. Thus the citizen (Burger) more or less, and the positive [law] 
jurist stand and remains no less 'than the natural scientist' by what is given. However, the 
difference is that the 'human' spirit of [critical] study is aroused by the laws [which are 
widely accepted as] right (Rechtsgesetze), and indeed, the variety of [such] laws 'as between 
peoples and times' calls our attention [to the fact] that these laws are not absolute. The laws 
[accepted to be] right are man made a (von Menschen Herkommendes). Necessarily with these laws, 
there enters [the possibility either of] a clash [between] one of these laws (Mit diesem) and 
[our] inner voice or of their agreement. Humankind does not remain [satisfied] with what [only] 
has definite existence (Dasein), but it claims to have the standard of what is right within 
itself. [While] humankind (er) can [have a sense of] being subjected to the 'external' necessity 
and external authority 'say, of the oppressive government under which one may be living', in no 
case (aber niemals) can we feel the same way (wie) in relation to the necessity of nature 
because an inner [voice] says what the [human laws] should be and within itself humankind finds 
the proof or the disproof (Bewahrung oder Nichtsbewahrung) of what is to be accepted ... Here, 
therefore (also) is the possibility of a conflict between what is and what ought to be. [That 
is to say, there is a possible conflict between] the right which has being in and for itself (an 
und fi.ir sich seienden Rechts) which remains unaltered, and a human law (dessen) which [has been] 
determined arbitrarily (Willki.irlichkeit der Bestimmung) over what should be accepted as right ... 
(S.17). Humankind must meet its [own] reason within [the laws it accepts as] right. Humankind 
must, therefore, consider the rationality of the (laws which pass for] right, and this is the 
subject matter (die Sache) of our science [of the state, i.e. the philosophy of right] in contrast 
to the simple study of positive law (im Gegensatz der positiven Jurisprudenz) which often only 
has to do with contradiction. The present world ... has a pressing need (for this science, 
because the dominant) culture (Bildung) of the time ... has placed thought (Gedanke) at the 
summit of all which should be valued. Theories have placed themselves over against the 
definitely existing [human laws] (Daseienden) and [each wishes] to appear as in-and-for-itself 
correct and necessary ... 

Rechts, S.26: 
This book, in so far as it contains a science of the state (Staatswissenshaft), seeks nothing 
else but to conceive and present (zu begreifen und darzustellen) the state as an inherently 
rational [entity] (ein in sich Verniinftiges). As a philosophical work, it must be as far as 
possible from the attempt to construct a state as it ought to be. The teaching (Belehrung) 
which may be within this book (in ihr) cannot extend to instructing the state about what it 
ought to be. Far more, it [teaches] how the state (wie er), the ethical universe, should become 
[philosophically] known (erkannt) ... Because 'some of' what is, is Reason (denn das was ist, ist 
die Vernunft), the task of philosophy is to conceive what is (Das was ist begreifen). As for the 
individual, every one is a son of his time anyway and therefore philosophy also is its time 
grasped (erfasst) in thoughts (Gedanken). It is ... foolish to imagine that anyone philosophy 
could go over and beyond its contemporary world ... If, in fact, a theory goes over there and 
behind [the world as it is] to build a world as it ought to be, then that world exists 
(existiert), indeed, but only in an individual's (seinem) intentions - a fluid area (einem weichen 
Element) in which an individual (sich) is left (lass) to build anything (alles) [that he might] 
fancy (Beliebige). 
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Rechts, S.27: 
One word more remains to be said about the teaching of how the world ought to be. Philosophy 
always (immer) comes too late to give it anyway (kommt dazu ohnehin). As the thought of the 
world, philosophy (sie) first appears in time after actuality's structuring process has been 
completed and has made itself ready (Bildungsprozess vollendet und sich fertig gemacht hat) 'to 
be conceived in thought by philosophy'. The ideal [world] 'or the actual model discovered by 
philosophy' as distinct from the real, 'empirically concrete, existent world' (das !deale dem 
Realen gegeniiber ersheint) first (erst) appears within the ripeness of the 'relevant' actuality. 
The above (Dies) is a teaching of the conception (Begriff), 'i.e. a teaching of philosophy' and 
history equally shows it to be necessary. This ideal itself grasps this same world (jenes sich 
dieselbe Welt ... erfasst) in its substance. This ideal builds up this world into the shape (in 
Gestalt) of an intellectual realm. [Thus], when philosophy paints its grey in grey, then has a 
shape of living become old, and with [this] grey in grey, that shape (sie) is not able to 
rejuvenate itself (lasst sie sich nicht vexjtingen), but only (nur) to know (erkennen) itself: The 
owl of Minerva first begins its flight with the falling of the dusk (beginnt erst mit der 
einbrechenden Dfu:nmerung). 

Rechts, PP258An.: 
[Speaking broadly, the question of] what is or was the historical origin of the state or much 
more [the question of the origin] of each particular state, 'e.g. the Prussian or French state of 
1820', [the question] of its laws (which it accepts as right (Rechte)] and [of its] institutions 
(Bestimmungen); [the question of] whether the state (er) at first arose (hervorgegangen) out of 
patriarchical relationships, [or] out of fear or trust, [or] out of corporations, etc.; and [the 
question of] how and upon what have such laws (Rechts), being grounded (grtinden) within [the] 
consciousness 'of a state's citizens' as divine [or] positive law (Recht), or [as] contract, custom, 
etc., been apprehended (gefasst) and fortified (befestigt) 'by statesmen or political theorists' 
[all these questions are] not the [special] concern of [our study of] the Idea 'or of Reason-'as
the-state[.] On the contrary (sondern), with regard to (im Rucksicht) the scientific knowing [of 
the state] which is here the only [concern of our] discourse, [all the above questions are seen 
only to relate to the mere] appearance (of things, an appearance which provides] the subject 
matter for historical [rather than philosophical discourse] (als die Ersheinung eine historische 
Sache)[. Such historical study] to the extent that it includes a concern with the grounds of 
authority in one actual (wirklichen) state, 'only' extracts (genommen) these-grounds (diese) from 
the forms of accepted law (des ... gultigen Rechts) within that state (in ihm). 

The philosophical consideration [of the state] only has to do with the inwardness (dem 
Inwendigen) of all this [law, i.e. it only has to do with its] theorized conception (dem gedachten 
Begriffe), 'i.e. with the conception of the law which is immanent within all historically existing 
bodies of law'. 

Rechts, PP259: 
The Idea 'or Reason-as-'the-state has: 
a) unmediated actuality and is the individual state as the state's self-relating (sich auf sich 

beziehender) organism, i.e. it has a constitution or an internal state law; 
b) [as] going over into the relation of the single state to other states, it (has] interstate law; 
c) [as] the general Idea as genus and [as] an absolute power (macht) over (gegen) the individual 

states, it is the Spirit which gives itself its actuality within the process of world history. 
Rechts, PP259Z: 

The state as actual is essentially [a] an individual state and still beyond [that] a particular 
state, 'i.e. it is a state which also must include an indefinite multiplicity of inessential 
particulars'. This (Die) individuality is to be distinguished from this (von der) particularity 
(.] This individuality (sie) is a moment of the Idea 'or of Reason-'as-the·state itself, while 
'inessential' particularity belongs to history. The [particular] states as such are independent 
from each other, and the relation [between them] can thus only be an external [one] so that 
there must be a third uniting 'principle' of these states (so dass ein drittes Verbindendes iiber 
ihnen sein muss). This third 'principle' is thus 'Reason-as-the-objective-huroan-'spirit (Geist), 
(i.e.] that which gives itself actuality in world history and that which constitutes the absolute 
arbiter (Richter) over these states (sie). It is indeed possible that several states as a 
confederation (Bund) can form (bilden) a jurisdiction over others (.] It is possible that 
combinations of states (Staatsverbindungen) can arise (konoen ... eintreten), as for example, the 
Holy Alliance, but these are always (immer) only relative and limited, like the 'so called' 
perpetual peace (wie der ewige Frieden). The only absolute arbiter which always and against the 
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'inessential', particular [states] makes itself good is the in-and-for-itself Spirit (Geist) which 
has being, 'i.e. Reason-as-the-objective-human-spirit' [or] that which establishes itself there 
within world history as the general 'principle' and as the effective genus. 

Rechts, PP272An.: 
How the conception 'of a specific element of Reason' and thus [how] in a more concrete way, the 
'specific elements or' Ideas themselves immanently (an ihnen) define (bestimmen) themselves, and 
therewith [how] their moments of generality, particularity and singularity are abstractly 
established (abstrakt ... setzen) is discovered in 'the philosophy of' logic (auf der Logik ... zu 
erkennen). 

Rechts, PP273: 
The political state, 'i.e. Reason-as-the-constitution', accordingly articulates itself (dirimiert 
sich somit) into the [following three] substantial functions (Unterschiede): 
a) The function to specify and firmly to fix the general (die Gewalt, das Allgemeine zu 

bestimmen und festzusetzen) 'i.e. to specify the standards of behaviour to be required of all 
citizens and institutions within the state' [i.e. the statute or] law-giving function (die 
gesetzgebende Gewalt), 

b) 	 the [function of] subsuming the particular spheres, 'e.g. the associations within civil society' 
and singular cases under [these] general laws (die Subsumtion der besonderen Sphliren und 
einzelnen Faile unter das Allgemeine), [i.e.] the governing function, 'i.e. the particularizing 
function', 

c) 	 [the functions of] subjectivity as 'the human ability' willingly to fmalise decisions (die 
Subjectivitlit als die letzte Willensentscheidung) [,i.e.] the monarchical function (die 
fi.irstliche Gewalt) 'i.e. the fmalising function'. Within this finalising function (in der), the 
[three] distinguishable organs are held together within an individual unity [.] The finalising 
function (die) is accordingly the pinnacle and the beginning of the whole of constitutional 
monarchy. 

Rechts, PP273An. (S.439): 
If the question presupposes an already present constitution, then the making only signifies a 
modification (Verlinderung) [.] Also, the presupposing of a constitution itself directly 
(unmittlebare) entails (enthalt) that the modification can occur only in a constitutional way. 
For the most part (Uberhaupt), however, it is completely (schlechthin) essential that the 
constitution, although it has arisen within time, to be looked upon not as a made [structure]. 
This is because (denn) it is far more the completely in-and-for-it self being (Seiende) which is 
therefore to be considered as the divine and solid 'structure' and as above the sphere which 
becomes made. 

Rechts, PP275: 
The monarchical organ includes within itself the three functions (momente) of the totality 
(PP272), 'i.e.the totality which is Reason-as-the-constitution'. [The three moments are 1)] the 
generality of the constitution and laws], 'i.e. the law-giving function', [2) the deliberating 
which connects 'each' particular [case] to the general constitution and laws,'i.e. particularizing' 
(die Beratung als Beziehung des Besonderen auf das Allgemeine), and [3)) the moment of finally 
deciding, 'i.e. the finalising function' (und das Moment der letzten Entscheidung als ... )]. This 
last moment is the function which most has the character of being (als)] self-determining (als 
der Selbstdbestimmung) [ .] It is into the exercise of this function ( ... in welche ... ) that all 
else (alles Ubrige) '(e.g. the other two functions)' returns[. It is also] from the exercise of 
this function (woven) that all else takes the beginning of its actuality. This [function of the 
state,] absolutely to determine itself (Dieses absolute Selbstbestimmen) '(i.e. the finalising 
function)', constitutes the distinctive principle of the monarchical organ as such[. It is this 
principle] which is to be developed first ( ... welches zuerst zu entwickeln ist). 

Rechts, PP275Z: 
We begin with the monarchical organ, that is to say, the moment of singularity, because it holds 
within itself the three moments of 'Reason-as-'the-state's constitution. That is to say 
(nlimlich), [that a living human self, i.e. an] "I", is at the same time the most singular and the 
most general [being]. At first sight (zunachst), a singular [being] also stands within nature, 
but reality, [i.e.] that which has no ideality (die Nicht-Idealitat), [i.e.] the one-outside-another 
[singularity] (das Aussereinander), is not the existing-with-itself (dan Beisichseiende) 
'singularity which characterizes human life', but the various singularities 'in nature just' stand 
next to one another. In contrast [to these singularities,] human (Im Geistes) 'singularities tend 
to live' only 'within Reason or' within the Idea 'and thus' as one 'self-knowing' unity ( ... alles 
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Verschiedene nur als Ideelles und als eine Einheit). 'Reason-as-'the-state, as 'an element of 
Reason-as-the-human-'spirit (als Geistiges) is therefore an exhibition of all its moments, but at 
the same time, singularity is [its] very soul and [its] animating principle, [i.e.] sovereignty [is 
the principle which] contains all the differentiations within 'Reason-as-'the state (die 
Seelenhaftigkeit and das belebende Prinzip, die Souveranitiit, die aile Unterschiede in sich 
enthalt) 

Rechts, PP276: 
The basic characteristic (Grundbestimmung) of 'the constitution or of Reason-as'-the-political
state is [its] substantial unity as the ideality of its moments, 'i.e. its organs and functions'. 
[Within this ideality] the particular organs and functions (Gewalten und Geschli.fte) are as much 
peeled off (aufgelost) 'from this unity' as retained (erhalten) 'within this unity'. They are 
retained only in such a way that they have no independence, excepting only the sort of 
'constitutional' authority [which] goes as far as is specified within 'Reason or' the Idea-[as]
the-whole-'constitution'. From the whole's strength (von seiner Macht) [they] emanate (ausgehen) 
and are [its] ready organs (fliissige Glieder) in such a way (als) that it is their single 
( einfachen) self ... 

Rechts, PP278: 
These two provisions (Bestimmungen) 'of Reason-as-the-constitution' that neither the particular 
functions and organs (die besonderen Geschli.fte und Gewalten) of the state are [firmly] to be 
isolated (fiir sich) nor are the wills of state officials (Individuen, see PP277) firmly to be 
standing by themselves (weder ... noch ... selbstandig und fest sind), make up the [internal] 
sovereignty of the state. This is to say that the provisions which require the functions, 
organs and officials to have their finalising (letzte) root, [i.e.] their single self within the 
unity of the state, [these provisions] make up the [internal] sovereignty of the state 'i.e. the 
individual state as a self-relating organism'. 

Rechts, PP278An.: 
This system of provisions (Dies) 'tends' to make up (ist) the sovereignty with regard to [the] 
internal (nach innen) [concerns and operations of the state (See PP277: "Die ... Geschli.fte und 
Wirksamkeiten des Staats ...")]. However, sovereignty (sie) has another side, [i.e.] the 
sovereignty with regard to the external [concerns and operations of the state (die nach aussen)]. 

Within the former feudal monarchy, the state was indeed [sovereign] in relation to external 
[affairs.] However, in relation to internal [affairs,] not only was the monarch usually (etwa) 
not [sovereign] but the state [was] not sovereign. 'This absence ofinternal sovereignty 
resulted' partly 'from the fact that' the particular functions and powers (die besonderen 
Geschli.fte und Gewalten) of the state and of civil society were arranged into independent 
corporations and communities (Gemeinden), the whole was accordingly more an aggregate than an 
organism [.] 'This lack of internal sovereignty also resulted' partly 'from the fact that' the 
functions and powers (sie) were the private property of individuals and with that it followed 
(damit) that what those same individuals were obliged to do (getan werden sollte) in regard to 
the whole [state] rested within their opinion and option (in deren Meinung und Belieben 
gestellt). 

The idealism [or ideality] which constitutes sovereignty is that same characteristic according 
to which, in relation to an animal organism, the so called parts (Teile) are not parts, but 
organs (Glieder), i.e. organic moments, whose isolation and resting by themselves constitute 
disease (deren Isolieren und Fiir-sich-Bestehen die Krankheit ist) (see Enz. II, PP371)[. This is 
the] same principle which within the abstract conception of the will (see Rechts, PP279An.) came 
before [us earlier] (Rechts, PP7 as the will's self-relating negativity (sich auf sich beziehende 
Negativitat) and with that the [will's] self-determining generality moving towards a singularity, 
[i.e. a singularity] in which all 'fixed' particularity and determinateness (Bestimmtheit) is 
transformed (aufgehobene)[.] 'The will's capacity for self-relating negativity and thus its 
capacity to transform both its essential and inessential characteristics (Bestimmungen) into one 
integrated whole, i.e. this capacity to will singularity, is the' absolute self-determining ground 
of the will [.] In order to grasp this singularity (urn sie zu fassen), one must possess more 
widely (Uberhaupt ... innehaben) the conception of 'Reason-as-'the-will (dessen)[.] 'Reason-as
the-will' is the substance and the genuine subjectivity of 'Reason-as-the-conception 'of Reason'. 

Because sovereignty is 'defined to be' the ideality of all particular authority (aller 
besonderen Berechtigung), so the misunderstanding lies nearby (so liegt der Missverstand nahe) 
which is also very common, that sovereignty (sie) is to be taken for mere force and bare 
arbitrariness [i.e. that] sovereignty is taken to have the same meaning as despotism 
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(Souverlinitat fur gleichbedeutend mit Despotismus zu nehmen). However, [the term] despotism 
designates the condition of lawlessness, where the particular will as such, whether it be [the 
particular will] of a monarch or of a people (ochlocracy), stands as if it were by law (als 
Gesetz) or more exactly (viehnehr) takes the place of law [.] On the contrary, it is precisely 
within legal, constitutional conditions that sovereignty constitutes the moment of ideality [for] 
the particular spheres and concerns (Geschafte ), 'e.g. for the associations within civil society'. 
That is to say, that [when sovereignty is an active presence, it makes] each (eine) such sphere 
[so that it is] not independent in its aims and ways of working, [standing] by itself and 
absorbed only within itself ( dass ni:imlich eine solche Sphiire nicht ein Unabhlingiges, in ihren 
Zwecken und Wirkungsweisen Selbstlindiges und sich nur in sich Vertiefendes)[.] On the contrary, 
[the operation of sovereignty tends to make] these aims and ways of working to be shaped 
(bestimmt) by and dependent upon the aim of the whole (upon that which some people have called 
the welfare of the state, a broad and imprecise expression) den man im allgemeinen mit einem 
unbestimmten Ausdrucke des Wohl des Staats genannt hat). This ideality makes its appearance in 
a two fold manner [i.e. both in times of peace and in times of emergency]. 

In peaceful circumstances, the particular spheres and concerns (die besonderen Sphiiren und 
Geschiifte) 'within civil society usually' continue along the path of satisfying their particular 
concerns (Geschafte) and aims, and it is only partly by (nach) means of the unconscious 
necessity of the case, 'i.e. by the force of the market' [that] self]-seeking is 'objectively' 
turned into (umschlagt) mutual support and [into] the support of the whole (see PP183)[.] 
Partly, however, it is by the direct influence from above (see governing organ, PP289) that they 
are as much continually lead back to the aim of the whole and accordingly limited[. By this 
influence from above, they are (als)] constrained to support this [aim of the whole] by making 
direct payments, 'e.g. the payment of taxes'. 

In a situation of emergency (im Zustande der Not), however, whether it be internal or 
external, it is sovereignty, within whose simple conception the organism, [which in peaceful 
circumstances (dort)] exists in its particularities, 'i.e. exists as separate spheres and 
concerns', [which] comes together and [it] is to sovereignty [that] the saving of the state is 
entrusted (welcher ... anvertraut ist) [requiring as this does (mit] the sacrifice 'or the 
subordination' (Aufopferung) of the organism's otherwise authorized [particular spheres and 
concerns] (dieses sonst Berechtigten)[. For it is in the situation of danger that] that idealism 
[or that ideality] comes to its characteristic actuality (see below, PP321). 

Rechts, PP279: 
Sovereignty, to begin with (zunachst) 'has been discussed in PP276 to PP278' only [as] the 
general thought (der allgemeine Gedanke) of this ideality, but [it] exists only as the of-itself
certain subjectivity 'i..e. as the actual subjectivity of the whole organism as maximally 
guaranteed by the subjectivity of the monarch'. 

Rechts, PP279: 
[This subjectivity is] the abstract, and to that extent, the groundless self-determining 
'capacity' of the will[. It is within this abstract and groundless capacity for self-
determination (in welcher)] that the finality of deciding lies. This finality (Es) is thus the 
individual [moment] of the state as such, 'i.e. of Reason-as-the-constitution'. The state (der) is 
itself one only in that [finality of deciding]. However, subjectivity is only as [a] subject in 
its truth, 'i.e. subjectivity is only actual as a subject', personality 'is actual' only as [a] 
person, and within a constitution which is growing towards real (reellen) rationality 'i.e. 
towards actuality', each of the three moments of the conception has singled out its 'own' self
consciously actual formation (Gestaltung) 'or organ'. This absolute deciding moment of the whole 
for that reason is not broadly speaking (i.iberhaupt) 'just' the individuality 'of the people' but 
is maximally guaranteed by the 'singularity of' one individual, the monarch. 

Rechts, PP279An.: 
The immanent development of a science, the derivation (Ableitung) of its Whole content out from 
the single ( einfachen) conception 'of that science's specific element of Reason' (a science 
otherwise [derived] would surely not deserve (verdient ... wenigstens nicht) the name of a 
philosophical science) displays, however, the peculiarity that the one and the same conception, 
here [the conception of] the will which at first is abstract because it is the beginning, itself 
supports (sich erhalt) its derivations (Bestimmungen). Also, a specific conception indeed equally 
through itself alone and in this manner concentrates and obtains a concrete content (und zwar 
ebenso nur durch sich selbst, verdichtet and auf diese Weise einen kondreten Inhalt gewinnt). 
Accordingly for example (so), it is the fundamental moment (Grundmoment) of personality which at 
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first [was studied] within umnediated right, 'i.e. within Abstract Right' [and] which has been 
progressively studied through its various forms of subjectivity and [which is] now 'seen' within 
absolute right, 'i.e. right defmed from' within the state, 'i.e. from' within the completely 
concrete objectivity of 'Reason-as-the-human-will' [i.e.] this finalising [capacity] which 
transforms (aufhebt) all particularity within its single (einfachen) self, 'can' break off the 
weighing of the arguments for and against some proposal, 'e.g. the sort of' arguments which 
allow for perpetual oscillation between over there and over here (das Abwilgen der Griinde and 
Gegengriinde, zwischen denen sich immer heriiber und hintiber schwanken lilsst, abbricht) [.] 'The 
personality of Reason-as-the-state through the monarch' [can break off such oscillation (sie)] 
and by the "I will" decide (beschliesst) 'the question at issue' and start all activity and 
actuality. 

Rechts, PP279An.: 
Furthermore, broadly speaking, however, personality and subjectivity plainly only have truth 'i.e. 
have actuality', as a 'genuinely' infinite [being] relating itself to itself[. This being] indeed 
has its best approximate umnediated truth, 'i.e. actuality', as a person, [i.e. as] a discretely 
existing subject, 'i.e. as the monarch'. Just so plainly is the discretely existing [subject] one 
[being] (Die Personlichkeit und die Subjectivitilt iiberhaupt hat aber ferner, als unendliches sich 
auf sich Besiehendes, schlecthin nur Wahrheit, und zwar seine nilchste umnittelbare Wahrheit als 
Person, fiir sich seiendes Subjekt,und das fur sich Seiende ist ebenso schlechthin Eines . 

The personality of the state is only actual as one person, [or as] the monarch, 'i.e. is only 
maximally guaranteed with the monarch'. Personality is an expression of the conception as such, 
'i.e. of the conception of Reason-as-the-state'. At the same time, the the person [of the 
monarch] contains the actuality of the same [conception], and the conception is only with this 
organ (Bestimmung) [the conception] 'of Reason or' of the Idea-'as-the-state', [i.e.] the truth. 

A so-called 'purely' moral person; [e.g.] a society, an association, a family; however concrete 
it might be within itself, 'i.e. however precisely defined its decision making procedures might 
be', only has personality as a moment [which is] abstract with it[.] In such a moral person, 
personality (sie) has not come to the truth of its existence 'i.e. has not yet attained its full 
actuality'. In contrast, the 'rational' state is precisely (eben) this totality in which the 
moments of the conception 'of Reason-as-the-constitution' have reached the actuality appropriate 
to their own truth (nach ihrer eigentumlichen Wahrheit gelangen). 

All these organs (Bestimmungen) 'i.e. the monarch, the government and the representative 
assembly, are indeed expounded (sind schon ... erortert) within the whole course of this treatise 
[both] separately, 'i.e. theoretically', and in their formations, 'i.e. concretely' (fiir sich und in 
ihren Gestaltungen) [.] But [this exposition is] repeated here because, while, to be sure, most 
people (man) easily concede these organs in their 'historically' particular formations 'organs', 
[they] certainly do not in tum koow and grasp these formations philosophically (aber das sie 
gerade nicht wieder erkennt und auffasst) in their true position 'within the conception of 
Reason'. It should not be conceded that these formations 'or organs' are isolated (nicht 
vereinzelt)[.] On the contrary, in accord with (sondem nach their truth, [they] are found to be 
(als) moments of 'Reason or or the Idea. 

That is why the conception of the monarch is the most difficult conception for ratiocination, 
i.e. for [one] considering 'the issue, merely by purely analytical or' reflective understanding 
(fiir das Rilsonnement, d.h. fiir die reflektierende Verstandesbetrachtung)[.] [The conception of 
the monarch is the most difficult for ratiocination] because it remains standing within those 
isolated definitions (Bestimmungen) and with that therefore [it remains standing] also only 
[with] grounds, [i.e.] with finite points of view and it is [therefore only] acquainted with 
deduction. Accordingly, therefore, ratiocination (es), 'if at all', presents the office (Wiirde) of 
the monarch as something deduced (Abgeleitetes), not only its form but its character 
(Bestimmung) [. On the contrary (vielmehr), the monarch's (sein) conception is not [to be 
presented as] something deduced but [as] that which simply originates out of itself (nicht ein 
Abgeleites, sondem das schlechthin aus sich Anfangende). [These claims hold true when applied, 
therefore, to the similar notion (Am nilchsten trifft daher hiermlt die Vorstellung zu)] that the 
right of the monarch is to be treated as grounded (gegrlindet) in (auf divine authority, 
[believing that] that notion, therefore, contains the unconditionality of that same right (denn 
darin ist das Unbedingte desselben enthalten). However, it is ackoowledged, what 
misunderstandings have been connected with that notion (sich hieran gekoiipft haben), and the 
task of the philosophical mediation (betrachtung) is 'to remove these misunderstandings and' 
exactly to conceive this divinity (eben dies Gottliche zu begreifen). 
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[We] can [appropriately] come to speak of the sovereignty of the people (Volkssouveranitiit) in 
the sense that a people is broadly a self-dependent [entity] ( ein Selbstliodiges sei) towards 
other states (nach aussen) and makes up its own state like the people of Great Britain [.] The 
people of England or Scotland, [or] Ireland, or of Venice, Genoa, Ceylon, etc. are no longer (kein 
... mehr sci) sovereign peoples ever since they ceased to have their own discrete (eigene ... fiir 
sich) monarchs or supreme governments (Fiirsten oder oberste Regierungen). 

One can also [appropriately] speak of sovereignty towards internal [affairs. Broadly, one can 
say] that sovereignty (dass sie) resides within a people only when one speaks of the 
'constitutional' whole, which has already been shown (PP277, PP278[.] That sovereignty belongs to 
'Reason-as-'the-state. On the other hand (Aber), the usual sense in which the sovereignty of the 
people is taken is as in opposition to the sovereignty existing in a monarch[.] Recently, some 
people (man in neureren Zeiten) have begun to speak 'of the sovereignty of the people which 
opposes constitutional monarchy'. In this opposition, the sovereignty of the people belongs to 
the tangled thoughts whose ground is laid (zugrunde liegt) [by] an uncultivated notion of the 
people. The people taken without their monarch and plainly thus necessarily and immediately 
[taken without] the 'constitutional' articulation (Gliederung) of 'Reason-as-'the-whole-'state' 
which hangs together [with the monarch], is the formless mass which is no longer (kein ... mehr) 
'Reason-as-' the state [. Moreover, to this absence of the state belongs an absence (und der 
keine ... mehr zukommt)] of the institutions (der Bestimmungen) which are present only with the 
within-itself-formed 'constitutional' whole, (e.g.] sovereignty, government, courts, authorities, 
associations (Stliode) and [the other organs of the whole (und was es sei)]. That such 
[institutions] step forth into (auf) one organization, [into] the state's life [as] self-relating 
moments within one people, with that, this indefinite (unbestimmte) abstraction ceases (hart es 
auf) which the people signifies within the merely broad 'or vague' notion (in der bloss 
allgemeinen Vorstellung heisst). 

If by sovereignty of the people is understood the 'constitutional' form of the republic (Wird 
unter der Volkssouveranitat die Form der Republik) and indeed more specifically the the 
[constitutional form] of democracy (because under republic one commonly includes various other 
(begreift man sonstige) empirical mixtures which do not belong within a philosophical treatise), 
then what must 'be said in criticism of such sovereignty and of democracy already' has been said 
in part above (PP273) (so teils oben ... das Ni:itige gesagt). In part, 'however, it is now clear 
that' in opposition to 'Reason-as-'the-developed 'constitution, i.e. as constitutional monarchy, 
any' speaking 'in favour' of .such an [indefinite] notion [of the people] is no longer 'possible' 
(nicht mehr von solcher Vorstellung die Rede sein). 

Within a people, which is presented neither as a patriarchical clan nor [as] within the 
undeveloped condition in which the form of democracy or aristocracy is possible, nor [as] in 
another capricious and unorganized condition but [which] has become thought [to be] a within
itself-developed, genuinely organized totality, [within that people] sovereignty is as the 
personality of the whole 'constitution' and this personality [is] within the reality which is 
appropriate to personality's conception (diese in der ihrem Begriffe gemassen Realitat) as the 
person of the monarch 'i.e. constitutional monarchy is the reality which is appropriate to the 
conception of singularity'. 

At the before mentioned state [PP273An.], at which the classification of constitutions is made 
into democracy, aristocracy and monarchy, [i.e.] at the standpoint 'on the part of the members of 
such constitutions which naively assumes the security' of the as yet, within-itself-remaining 
[and] substantial unity 'of a people so organised', [i.e. at the stage which] has not yet come to 
its 'genuinely' infinite differentiation and deepening within itself (die noch nicht zu ihrer 
unendlichen Unterscheidnung und Vertiefung in sich gekommen ist), [at this stage] the moment of 
the self, finally, itself determining voluntary decisions as an immanent organic moment of the 
state, 'i.e. of Reason-as-the-state's constitution' has not yet stepped out into its own discrete 
actuality (tritt das Moment der letzten sich selbst bestimmenden Willensentsheidung nicht als 
immanentes organisches Moment des Staates fiir sich in eigentiimliche Wirklichkeit heraus). It is 
always true that 'within every historiclly existing constitution if it is to endure', there must 
be a singularizing pinnacle (Immer muss zwar ... individuelle Spitze) even within those 
uncultivated formations of the state[. This is] present either [as a pinnacle so recognized (fiir 
sich)] as within the above harkened monarchies or as with aristocracies, but especially with in 
democracies [this pinnacle] raises itself within statesmen [or] generals according to chance and 
to the particular requirements of the circumstances[.] 'There is this tendency' because all 
action and actuality have their beginning and their completion within the deciding 
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(entschiedenen) unity of a leader (eines Anfiihrers). However, closed into the simple enduring 
union of the functions (Aber eingeschlossen in die gediegen bleibende Vereinung der Gewalten), 
such subjectivity of 'collective' decision must partly (teils) [and] accordingly originate and 
emerge contingently[.] In some cases (teils), 'this singularity is' for the most part (Uberhaupt) 
subordinated 'to indecision and to relative disunity'. In such cases,] therefore, the unambiguous 
[and] pure decision making (das unvermischte, reine Entscheiden) can only lie nowhere else than 
on the other side of, 'i.e. beyond the decisions of' such limited pinnacles [i.e. leaders] (nicht 
anders wo daher als jenseits solcher bedingten Spitzen konnte ... liegen), [i.e.] a determining 
fate comes from outside (ein von aussen her bestimmendes Fatum). As a moment of the Idea 'or 
Reason-as-the-state', unambiguous decision taking (es) had to step (musste ... treten) into 
existence although rooted outside of human freedom and [outside] freedom's (ihres) circle, the 
circle (den) with which 'Reason-as-'the-state is occupied (befasst). 

Here lies the source of the need to seek the finalising decision on the great affairs and for 
the important moments of state from oracles, [from] a supernatural being (dem Dlimon) (for 
Socrates), out [from] the entrails of animals, [from] the feeding and flight of birds, etc.[.] 
Such a [finalising] decision (eine Entscheidung) [was sought because] humans had not yet laid 
hold of the depth of self-consciousness, 'i.e. of "the will's infinite negativity","its relating 
itself to itself', the experience of the "I = I"'. Humans had not yet come out of the stability 
(Gediegenheit) of substantial unity to this being-for-itself (Fiirsichsein) 'found in "the depth of 
self-consciousness"'. Humans had not yet seen the strength inside of the human being. 

Within the supernatural being of Socrates (compare above, PP138) we can see the beginning of 
the will which had only before transposed itself to the beyond (jenseits) shifting itself into 
itself, [into (und)] its will knowing its inward self, [i.e.] the beginning of self-knowing and 
with that [the beginning of] genuine freedom (dass der sich vorher nur jenseits seiner selbst 
versetzende Wille sich in sich verlegte und sich innerhalb seiner erkannte - der Anfang der sich 
wissenden und damit wahrhaften Freiheit). This real (reelle) freedom of 'Reason or' the Idea is 
precisely there [when] each of the moments of Rationality-'as-the-state' has been given its own, 
now present (gegenwartige) self-conscious actuality[.] Accordingly, it is [the freedom] which 
itself makes up the finally determining certainty of itself, [the freedom] which makes up the 
[deciding] pinnacle within the conception of the will, [the freedom] supplied [within] the 
functioning of a consciousness (der Funktion eines Bewusstseins zuteilt). However, this final 
self-determining can fall into the sphere of human freedom only in so far as it has the location 
of having been raised to a discrete (fiir sich) pinnacle [which has been] separated and raised 
over all particularizing and [over all] conditions ( als sie die Stellung der fiir sich 
abgesonderten, tiber aile Besonderung und Bedingung erhebenen Spitze hat). 

Rechts, PP279Z: 
With respect (Bei) to the organization of the state, that means with respect to constitutional 
monarchy, we must have nothing before us other than the within-itself necessity of the Idea 'or 
of Reason-as-the-constitution': all other points of view must vanish. The state must be 
treated as a great architectonic structure (Gebaude) as a hieroglyph of Reason which places 
itself there within actuality. Consequently, all that relates itself to sheer expediency 
(Niitzlichkeit) [or to sheer] externality, etc. is excluded from the philosophical treatment. Now, 
[merely analytical and deductive thinking (die Vorstellung)] easily conceives of the state to be 
the self-determining and [self] completing will, [i.e.] to be 'the capacity for' final self-
resolution (das letzte Sich-Entschliessen ist). The greater difficulty 'for such abstractive 
thinking' is that this "I will" must become grasped as [a] person. This (Hiermit) should not be 
[taken] to say that the monarch is permitted to act capriciously[.] It is far truer (vielmehr) 
[to say that] he is bound to the concrete content of the items of advice (der Beratungen) 'as 
offered by the representative assembly and by the government of the day'. [As a result (und)], 
when the constitution (Konstitution) is secure (fest), the monarch (er) often has nothing more to 
do than to sign his name 'to the Jaw-making and particularizing initiatives coming from the 
assembly and government of the day'. However, this name is important: it is the pinnacle beyond 
which 'collective decision making' cannot go. one might say that an organic 'constitutional' 
structure (Gliederung) was already definitely present within the beautiful democracy of Athens, 
but we see at the same time that the Greeks had to extract [their] final decision from wholly 
external appearances, [i.e.from the oracles, [from] the entrails of sacrificial animals, [and] from 
the flight of birds[. We see] that the Greeks [took their relation] to nature [to be that] as to 
a force which acts (und class sie sich zur Natur als zu einer Macht verhalten haben) [through 
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these appearances (da)] to promulgate (verkiindet) and express what is good for humankind (dan 
Menschen). Self-consciousness within that time had not yet come to the abstraction of 
subjectivity 'i.e. the intellectual isolation of human subjectivity, e.g. the experience of its 
"self-relating negativity and ... universality"', nor had it yet come (noch nicht dazu) beyond that 
self-consciousness (Uber das) to 'the attainment of decisiveness (zu Entscheidende), 'i.e. to the 
attainment of the human finality of decision', [i.e. to the attainment ot] an "I will" which must 
become proclaimed by humankind itself. This "I will" constitutes the great difference [between] 
the ancient and modem world and so it must have its own distinctive (eigentiimliche) existence 
within the great structure (Gebaude) of the [modem] state. Unfortunately, however, this 
'finalising' function (Bestimmung) has become seen only as irrelevant or optional (als liussere 
und beliebige). 

Rechts, PP280: 
This final self of 'Reason-as'-the-state's willing (Dieses letzte Selbst des Staatswillens) is 
simple (einfach) within this its abstraction and is therefore unmediated singularity[.] 
Therefore, within the conception of the state's willing itself (in seinem Begriffe selbst) lies 
the organ (Bestimmung) of naturalness[.] Accordingly, the monarch is essentially appointed 
(bestimmt) as this individual, abstracted from all other content, 'i.e. this or that individual is 
designated as monarch irrespective of his personal characteristics other than that given by his 
very birth'. This individual is designated for the office of monarch in an 'intellectually' 
unmediated way, [i.e.] through natural birth. 

Rechts, PP280An.: 
This going-over (Ubergang) from the conception of the pure self-determining (der reinen 
Selbstbestimmung) 'capacity of the will' into the 'intellectually' unmediatedness of being and 
with that into naturalness is of a purely 'philosophical or' speculative character (Natur), [i.e.] 
its knowledge (Erkenntnis) therefore belongs to logical philosophy 'i.e. to the conception of 
Reason-as-logic'. Moreover, on the whole it is the same familiar going-over disposition (natur) 
of the will more widely (iiberhaupt) which is the process of translating a content out of 
subjectivity (e.g. an envisaged aim (als vorgestellten Zweck) into definite existence (in das 
Dasein) (PPS). However, the peculiar (eigentiimliche) form of the Idea 'or of Reason' and [ot] the 
going-over which is being considered here is the 'intellectually' unmediated conversion 
(Umschlagen) of the pure self-determining 'capacity' of the will into one 'specific being 
(Dieses), i.e. into the monarch'. This conversion into a definite and natural existent (und 
natiirliches Dasein) [does not require (ohne)] the 'intellectual' mediation of a particular 
'conscious' content, [e.g.] of a 'conscious' aim within 'the history of behaviour (einen Zweck im 
Handeln) 

Within the so-called ontological proof of the definite being (Dasein) of God it is the same 
conversion of the absolute conception, 'i.e. of the conception of Reason', into being (Sein)[. 
This conversion (was] has come to constitute the 'intellectual' depth within modem times (in der 
neureren Zeit), but within more recent times [this conversion] has become posed as the 
inconceivable (was aber in der neuesten Zeit fur das Unbegreifliche ausgegenben worden ist)[.] 
In consequence of that, men (wodurch man denn) have carried out a resignation (Verzicht 
geleistet hat) from the knowledge (Erkennen) of the truth because the truth is only the unity of 
the conception 'of Reason' and of definite existence (des Daseins) (PP23). Within that 
resignation (Indem), the consciousness of the 'purely abstractive ratiocination or of sheer' 
understanding does not have this unity within itself [. This consciousness (und)] remains 
standing by the separation of both moments of the truth [.] With regard to this subject-matter, 
'i.e. with regard to this definite existence, this consciousness' may still allow for a faith in 
that unity 'between this subject-matter and itself (gibt es etwa bei diesem Gegenstande noch 
einen Glauben an jene Einheit zu). However, within this consciousness (indem), the notion of the 
monarch becomes seen as falling entirely within ordinary consciousness (als dem gewiihnlichen 
Bewusstsein) [.] Therefore, 'sheer' understanding 'tends to' remain standing so much the more (urn 
so mehre) by its (seiner) separation 'of itself from definite existence, i.e. by its belief in the 
separation of the two moments of the truth'. It also [remains standing] by the conclusions 
which flow out from its ratiocinative cleverness (und den daraus fliessenden Ergebnissen seiner 
rasonierenden Gescheitheit) and [which] then deny that the moment of finalising decision within 
the state in and for itself (i.e. within the conception of Reason (d.i. im Vernunftbegriff)) must 
be connected (verbunden sei) with the unmediated naturalness 'of the monarch'. Out of this 
denial (woraus), the contingency of this combination immediately follows next (zunachst die 
Zufalligkeit dieser Verbindung) and further, [because] within 'the sheer abstractive 
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understanding' the absolute discrepancy [between both] those moments [of the truth] becomes 
claimed to be the rational view (indem die absolute Verschiedenheit jener Momente als das 
Vemiinftige behauptet wird), the irrationality of such a combination [follows next.] It is in 
this way that the other unhinging conclusions tie themselves to the 'ordinary notions about the 
state', notions which tend to conceal the Idea 'or Reason-'as-the-state (so dass hieran sich die 
anderen, die Idee des Staats zerriittenden Konsequenzen kniipfen). 

Rechts, PP280Z: 
Men often affirm against the monarch, that it is through him that dependency on contingency 
within the state is approached (dass es durch ihn von der Zufiilligkeit abhiinge, wie as im Staate 
zugehe)[. It may be alleged that (da)] the monarch could be improperly (libel) educated, [or that] 
perhaps he will not be worthy to stand at the pinnacle itself, and that it is indeed against 
sense (widersinnig sei) that such a situation rather than a rational [situation] should exist[. 
If such are affirmed against the monarch (Wenn ... , so)], clearly the assumption here is nugatory 
that the particularity of the [monarch's] character matters. Within a completed organisation [of 
the state] it only has to do with (Es ist ... nur urn ... zu tun) the pinnacle of formal decision, 
and one (man) requires in a monarch only a human being (einen Menschen) 'with quite ordinary 
subjectivity' to say "yes" and to place the dot on the "i", for the pinnacle should pe such (so) 
that the particularity of the [monarch's] character is not the significant [matter]. What the 
monarch has over and above (noch tiber) this 'capacity' finally to decide (diese letzte 
Entscheidung) is something which falls to the 'monarch's personal' particularity (Partikularitii.t) 
which must not be regarded as important (auf die es nicht ankommen darf). Indeed there can be 
given circumstances in which this particularity alone comes forward, but then the state is not 
yet fully formed (ausgebildeter) or not well designed (konstruierter). In a well-ordered 
monarchy, only the objective side 'of human life' comes to the law, 'i.e.formulates and applies 
the law (i.e. within such a monarchy all law-giving and particularizing decisions are effectively 
taken by the representative assembly and by the government in accordance with constitutional 
procedures)' (kommt dem Gesetz allein die objektive Seite zu)[.] The monarch only has the 
subjective "I will" to add to the law (welchem). 

Rechts, PP281: 
Both moments within their undivided unity, [i.e. 1] the finalising, groundless self 'to be 
associated with the finalising function', and with that, (2] the equally groundless existence [of 
the monarchical organ] constitute the majesty of the monarch. This groundless existence] is the 
organ left to nature (als der Natur anheimgestellte Bestimmung)[.] [Both moments constitute] 
this Reason (Idee)-as-the-majesty of the monarch,'i.e. Reason-as-'the not-to-be-moved (des ... 
Unbewegten). 'The monarch is less likely to be moved' by the arbitrariness (von der Wiliktir) 
'which may be associated with one or all of the contending factions within a political system'. 
Within this unity lies the actual unity of 'Reason-as-'the state, 'i.e. the monarch's unity helps 
maximally to guarantee the unity of the state'. [This is to say, that] the unity of the state 
(welche) 'is maximally' removed from (entnommen ist) the possibility of becoming pulled down into 
the sphere of particularity only through the monarch's inner and outer unmediatedness (durch 
diese ihre innere und i:iussere Unn1ittelbarkeit) [.] 'This is to say, that the monarch helps 
maximally to remove the unity of the state from being pulled down into the sphere associated 
with' arbitrary actions (deren Willkiir), aims and opinions, (with] the struggle of factions 
against factions around the throne, and [with] the weakening and splitting (Zertriimerung) of the 
state's power (Staatsgewalt). 

Rechts, PP281An.: 
Birth and the right of descent constitute the ground of the 'monarch's' legitimacy[. This ground 
is not (als Grund nicht) purely one of positive law but [is] at the same time within the Idea
[Reason]-'as-the-state'. That through the fixed specification of the throne's continuation 

(1) 	 The second edition reads: 'Within a completed organization of the state, it only has to do with 
the pinnacle of formal decision and with a natural solidity against the 'possibly destructive' 
passwn ·•of a people'. Wrongly, therefore (dal1er mit Unrecht) do men (man) demand objective 
qualities of the monarch: he only has "yes" to say and to place the dot on the "i". thus the 
pinnacle should be such that the particularity of the [monarch's] character is not the 
significant [matter]. This specification (Bestimmung) for the monarch is rational for it is in 
accordance with the conception 'of Reason-as-the-constitution'. However, because this 
specification (sie) is difficult to grasp, it often happens that the rationality of the monarch, 
't.e.of the monarchical organ' is not perceived. The monarch must be secure within himself, and 
what the monarch ..." 
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(festbestimmte Thronfolge), i.e. [through] the natural succession, the winding up of the throne by 
the factions is prevented, is one side which with right has long been urged in support of the 
hereditary character of the throne. This side is nevertheless only a result and to make it into 
a foundation (zum Grunde) is to pull the majesty 'of the monarch' down into the sphere of 
ratiocination[. This side] gives majesty's (ihr) [character], whose (deren) character is this 
groundless unmediatedness and [is] this fmal within-itself-being 'of Reason-as-the-state', not 
its [character of being] the immanent the Idee-[Reason]-as-the-state[.] Rather, [this side gives 
majesty's character to be] something outside majesty's [character] (sondem etwas ausser ihr), 
[i.e.] a [character] of majesty [which has] miscellaneous notions (einen von ihr verschiedenen 
Gedanken) at its foundation, e.g. the welfare of the state or of the people (etwa das Wahl des 
Staates oder Volkes zu ihrer Begrilndung). Indeed, the hereditary character [of the throne] can 
become traced out from such a notion through secondary premises (Aus solcher Bestimmung kann 
wahl die Erblichkeit durch medias terminos)[.] However, [such a] notion (sie) also allows other 
secondary premises and with that other conclusions beside (andere Konsequenzen zu), and it is 
only too familiar which conclusions have been drawn out of this welfare of the people (salut du 
peuple). That is why only philosophy may thoughtfully consider this majesty, for every other 
method of investigating than the speculative [method] of the 'genuinely' infinite, within itself 
grounding (begrilndeten) Reason (Idee) suspends (hebt ... auf) the in-and-for-itself character 
(natur) of the 'monarch's' majesty. 

The election 'by the whole' realm (Das Wahlreich) 'or the selection of the monarch by a 
general election' easily seems to be the most natural notion, i.e. this notion (sie) lies closest 
to the superficiality of though[. Such thought may say that] because it is the concern and the 
interest of the people which the monarch has to attend to, so must it also remain left to the 
election of the people [to decide] who the people(es) desire to commission (beauftragen wolle) 
with the attending to (mit der Besorgung) of its welfare, and only out of this commissioning 
arises the right to the governing [official] (und nur aus dieser Beauftragung entstehe das Recht 
zur Regierung). This view, like the notions of the monarch as the highest state official (als 
oberstem Staatsbeamten) [or like the notions] of a contractual relation between the monarch 
(demselben) and the people, etc., comes from 'the notion of the will of the people which assumes 
that this will is indistinguishable from' the will as [the] pleasure, [the] opinion and [the] 
arbitrary action of the many[.] In relation to this disposition (einer Bestimmung), which (die) 
was considered long ago 'within this book' as prevailing (als erste gilt) within civil society, or 
rather wishes only to put itself forward [within civil society, this disposition] is neither the 
principle of the family nor [even] less [is it the principle] of 'Reason-as-'the state, but broadly 
stands opposed to the ldea-[Reason]-as-ethical practice (Sittlichkeit). 

That the election 'of the head of state by the whole' realm is the worst (schlechtste) of 
institutions shows itself already for ratiocination [to see] from the results[.] However, these 
results (die) appear to ratiocination (fur dasselbe) only as something possible and probable, but 
in fact [they] lie essentially within this institution. That is to say, that through the relation 
[between the elected head of state and the people] within an electoral system (in einem 
Wahlreich) which makes the particular (partikulare) will, 'i.e. the factional or minority will' into 
the finally deciding [will of the state] (zum letzten Entscheidenden), the constitution becomes 
an elective capitulation (einer Wahlkapitulation), i.e. becomes (zu) a surrendering of the state's 
power (Staatsgewalt) to the destruction of the particular will, 'i.e. the minority factional 
will'[.] Out of this comes forth the transformation of the particular state functions (der 
besonderen Staatsgewalten) into private property, 'i.e. into minority, factional property'[. Out of 
this comes forth] the weakening and the loss of the sovereignty of the state and with that 
[comes] the inner disintegration and the external destruction (Zerti.immerung) [of the state]. 

Rechts, PP281Z: 
If we (man) wish to grasp Reason the Idea-[Reason]-as-the-monarch, then we cannot be content 
with saying that God has instituted the kings, for God has made everything, also the worst [of 
institutions]. Nor (Auch ... nicht} can we get far by the viewpoint of utility, because it [also] 
permits us again and again (und es lassen immer wieder) to point out disadvantages 'to any 
existing or proposed constitutional arrangement'. It is even of less help if we look upon 
(betrachtet) the monarchs as like (als) a positive right. That I [should] have property is 
'philosophically' necessary, but [that I have] this particular possession is contingent[.] 
Accordingly, the right that one 'specific human being' must stand at the pinnacle 'of an existent 
constitution' [appears to be contingent] if we look at (betrachtet) it as abstract and positive. 
However, this right is [both] as a felt requirement (Bediirfniss) and as a requirement of the 



164 Translations 

case, [i.e. it is] in-and-for-itself present. Monarchs frankly do not distinguish themselves 
through bodily strength or through intellect (Geist), and yet millions [of people] allow 
themselves to be ruled over by them. If one (man) now says, [that] human beings allow 
themselves (liessen sich) to be governed against their interests, aims, [and] intentions, then 
this is absurd (ungereimt) for human beings are not so stupid[.] It is their requirement[.] It 
is the inner force (macht) of the Idee-'Reason-as-the-monarch working within them'. [This] force 
(die) urges (notigt) [millions of] human beings (sie) to [be ruled over by monarchs (dazu)] and 
maintains [them] within this relation 'even when it is' against their own apparent consciousness. 
If in this way (Wenn so) the monarch steps forward as pinnacle and organ (I'eil) of the 
constitution, then we must say that a conquered people is not 'in the same way' identical with 
the monarch (mit dem Ftirsten). In war, if within a conquered province an insurrection (Aufstand) 
occurs, accordingly, this [insurrection] is something other than a rebellion (Emp<irung) within a 
well organized state. The conquered [people] are not in revolt (im Aufstande) against their 
monarch (Ftirsten), they commit no treason (Staatsverbrechen), for they are not with the 
commander (mit dem Herro) in the 'same' community (im Zusammenhang) of the Idea-'Reason-as-the
state'. 'That is to say, that they do not yet consciously or intuitively live within the same 
state and are thus' not within the inner necessity of the 'same' constitution. 'At most', it is 
only a contract, not a political union (Staatsverband) [which is here] present. Napoleon replied 
to the Erfurt envoys, "I am not your prince. I am your master". 

Rechts, PP282: 
Out of the sovereignty of the monarch flows the right to pardon (das Begnadigungsrecht) 
criminals, for only to sovereignty (ihr) comes the actualization of the strength (Macht) of the 
'human' spirit (des Geists) to make undone what happens (das Geschehene ungeschehen zu machen) 
and to annual the crime by (im) the 'human' forgiving and forgetting. 

Rechts, PP282Ao.: 
The right to pardon is one of the highest recognitions of the majesty of the 'human' spirit 
(Geist). By the way, this right belongs to, 'i.e. is an example of one of the applications or 
reflections of specifications of the higher sphere 'of the state, i.e. of sovereignty in this 
case', onto a previous [sphere, i.e. onto a sphere outlined earlier within this book (in this case, 
crime, which was expounded within the sphere of abstract right).] However, such applications 
belong to [each] particular science which has to treat its subject-matter (Gegenstand) within 
that subject-matter's (seinem) empirical compass (Umgange) (cf. PP270An.Fn.). 

The injuries of the state in general or of the sovereignty [of the state, or of the] majesty 
and personality of the monarch (des Fi.irsten) [are examples of such applications and are thus] 
(Zu solche Anwendungen gehort auch, dass ...) subsumed under the conception of crime which came 
before [us] earlier (PP95 - PP102)[. These injuries] indeed become defined (bestimmt werden) as 
the highest crimes, [requiring] procedures of a particular sort (die besondere Verfahrungsart), 
etc. 

Rechts, PP282Z: 
Pardoning is the reducing of the punishment which does not repeal (aufhebt) the rightful Jaw 
(das Recht). Rather, this [law] remains, and the pardonee (der Begnadigte) is after as before a 
criminal[.] Clemency does not express that the pardonee (er) had committed no crime. This 
removal of punishment can itself proceed through religion, for the event of the 'human' spirit 
can become undone by (im) the Spirit. To the extent that this [undoing] is to be performed 
within the world, it has its place only within the majesty 'of the monarch' and can only be fit 
the groundless deciding 'capacity of the monarch'. 

Rechts, PP283: 
The second inclusion (Enthaltene) '(i.e. function)' within the monarchical organ is the moment of 
particularity, i.e. (oder) [the moment] of 'empirically' exact content (des bestimmten Inhalt) and 
the subsumption of this exact content (desselben) under the general 'constitutional and rational 
statutory law'. In so far as the moment (es) [of particularity] maintains a 'separate' particular 
existence, 'the cabinet or' the highest counselling positions (oberste beratende Stellen) and 
individuals are it[.] They (die) bring before the monarch for 'final' decision [either] the 
content of the ongoing affairs of state (den Inhalt der vorkommenden Staatsangelegenheiten) or 
[the content of] the changing statutory provisions required by the needs at hand (oder der aus 
vorhandenen Bediirfnissen notig werdenden gesetzlichen Bestimmungen)[. These affairs and these 
provisions are appropriately brought before the monarch] with their objective side, 'i.e. with a 
statement of the relevant empirical facts, with a statement of the grounds for deciding (den 
Entscheidungsgri.inden), (i.e. (daraus sich) the covering statutes, circumstances, etc.). The choice 
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of the individuals to [perform] this function (Die Erwahlung der Individuen zu diesem Geschiifte) 
like their (deren) removal falls within the monarch's unconfined discretion (seine unbeschrankte 
Willklir) because they have dealings with the unmediated person of the monarch (da sie es mit 
der unmittelbaren Person des Monarchen zu tun haben) 'i.e. because they do not deal with the 
monarch through others but directly'. 

Rech.ts, PP284: 
[Not the monarch but these counselling positions and individuals alone are subject to 
accountability.] To the extent that the objective [side] of deciding, [i.e.] the acquaintance 'with 
the 'empirical' content and with the [relevant] circumstances, i.e. the statutory and other 
determining grounds, these advisory officials alone are accountable(. This] objectivity is 
capable of proof, and therefore (in so far as it is] advice which can be distinguished from the 
'purely' personal will of the monarch as such, [to that extent] these positions or individuals 
alone are subject to accountability (Insofern das Objektive der Entscheidung, die Kenntnis des 
Inhalts und der Urnstiinde, die gesetzlichen und andere Bestimmungsgriinde, allein der 
Verantwortung, d.i. des Beweises der Objektivitiit fahig ist und daher einer von dem personlichen 
Willen des Monarchen als solchem unterschiedenen Beratung zukommen kann, sind diese beratenden 
Stellen oder Individuen allein der Verantwortung unterworfen) (.] However, the distinctive 
(eigentiimliche) majesty of the monarch as the finally deciding subjectivity is raised above all 
accountability for the governmental actions. 

Rechts, PP285: 
The third moment, '(i.e. the third constitutional function)' of the monarchical organ (der 
fiirstlichen Gewalt) pertains to the in-and-for-itself generality 'of Reason-as-the-constitution' 
(das an und fiir sich Allgemeine)[.] This generality (welches) subsists in a subjective way 
(Riicksicht) within the conscience of the monarch, (and] in an objective way within the whole of 
the constitution and within the laws (Gesetzen)[.) Accordingly, the monarchical organ (die 
flirstliche Gewalt) presupposes the other organs (Moments) (just] as each of them presupposes it. 

Recht, PP286: 
The objective guarantee of the monarchical organ, [i.e.] the justified (rechtlichen) succession 
according to the hereditary character of the throne, etc., lies within (the above mentioned 
mutually presupposing organs (liegt darin).] According to that presupposing, just as (dass, wie 
... ebenso) this sphere '(i.e. the monarchical organ)' has a separated out (ausgeschiedene) 
actuality, [i.e. separated out) from the other specific organs (Momenten) (which are also] 
'consciously or unconsciously' [separated out] through Reason, so do the other [organs] taken 
separately (flir sich) have the characteristic (eigentiimlichen) rights and obligations of their 
organ (Bestimmung)[.] Each organ (Glied) 'both' maintains itself separately (fur sich) within 
itself (indem) (and] is maintained within (the] rational organism, 'i.e. within Reason-as-the
constitution'. Equally, therefore, the other [organs are maintained] in their 'constitutional' 
characteristicness (Eigentiimlichkeit). 

Rechts, PP286An.: 
According to primogeniture, the monarchical constitution has been hewn out (herausgearbeitet zu 
haben) with an hereditary, firmly determined succession to the throne[.] Thus, (the monarchical 
constitution has been hewn out] in such a way that it (so dass sie hiermit) has been led back to 
the patriarchical principle, the principle from which (von dem) it historically emanated(.] 
However, (within constitutional monarchy, the patriarchical principle is] in the higher 
specification as the absolute '(i.e. as the finalising)' pinnacle of an organically developed 
state(. This monarchical constitution] is one of the later results of history, a result which 
(das) is of the greatest importance for public freedom and (for the] rational constitution[.] As 
remarked before, [this is so in spite of the fact that] although this result (es) is already 
respected, [it] still has become [one result which] is frequently conceived '(i.e. theorized)' least 
'adequately' (obgleich es, sie vorhin bemerkt, wenn schon respektiert, doch haufig am wenigsten 
begriffen wird). That is why the former merely feudal monarchies as well as the despotisms in 
history show that alternation of rebellion, violent acts of monarchs ( Gewaltentaten der Fiirsten), 
internal wars, the fall of individual princes (fiirstlicher Individuen) and dynasties(.] Out of 
that alternation (daraus) (history shows] the resulting (hervorgehende) internal and external 
general devastation and decay [. History shows these resulted] in such circumstances because of 
the segmentation (teilung) of state business (des Staatsgeschafts) in such a way that (indem) 
its segments were delegated (iibertragen sind) to vassals, pashas, etc.[.] This is only a 
mechanical (differentiation], not a differentiation of function (Bestimmung) and form but only a 
differentiation of greater or less power (Gewalt). So within this circumstance (So ... indem), 
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each segment is supported and made[.] Each segment (er) supports itself [but] only itself and 
therefore (darin) does not at the same time [bear] forth the other [segments. Each segment] has 
become independently self-dependent, every moment 'or segment has become' complete in itself 
(und hat zur unabhangigen Selbstandigkeit alle Moments vollstlindig an ihm selbst). Within an 
organic situation (Verhaltnisse) organs (Glieder), not segments, hold themselves in relation to 
one another (sich zueinander verhalten), each organ maintains the other while it fulfils its own 
sphere[.] Within each is a substantial aim and product of maintaining its own self [and equally 
of] maintaining the other organs Gedem ist fi.ir die eigens Selbsterhaltung ebenso die Erhaltung 
der anderen Glieder substantieller Zweck und Produkt). The guarantees about which [we] ask, be 
they for the stability (es sei fur die Festigkeit) of the succession to the throne, broadly of 
the monarchical organ (der fi.irstlichen Gewalt iiberhaupt), for justice, public freedom, etc., are 
protections (Sicherungen) through institutions. As subjective guarantees, affection of the 
people, [the] 'personal' character 'of the monarch, of the monarch, of the public functionaries, or 
of the people', oaths 'of allegiance', force (Gewalt), etc., can be looked at, but as soon as [we] 
speak about a constitution, the discussion (Rede) is about objective guarantees alone ([i.e. 
about] the institutions), i.e. [about] the organically interlaced and self-limiting moments 'or 
organs'. These institutions are such that (So sind sich) public freedom in general and the 
hereditary character of the throne are mutual guarantees and stand in complete interrelation (im 
absoluten Zusarnmenhang)[. This is because public freedom is the rational constitution and 
[because,] as demonstrated 'already', the hereditary character of the monarchical organ [is] a 
moment lying within the rational constitution's conception (und die Erblicheit der furstlichen 
Gewalt das, wie gezeigt, in ihrem Begriffe liegende Moment). 

Rechts, PP290Z (S.460): 
... The lower [part of society], the multitude (das Massenhafte) of the whole, has clearly (Ieicht) 
been left more or less unorganized and yet it is of the highest importance that it become 
organized for only so is it mighty (Macht), is it powerful (Gewalt), otherwise it is only a 
crowd, a multitude (Menge) split into atoms. 

Rechts, PP292: 
[The appointment of civil servants from the longer lists of equally qualified individuals 
appropriately] belongs to the monarchical [organ] as the deciding and sovereign organ of the 
state's power (Staatsgewalt). 

Rechts, PP293: 
The particular state functions (Staatsgeschafte) which the monarchy gives over to the ministries 
(BehOrden) constitute a part of the objective side of the sovereignty living within the monarch 

Rechts, PP298:: 
The law-giving 'or representative assembly' organ concerns the statutes (die Gesetze) as such, 
insofar as they require further [and] continuous specification[.] Also, [it is] accordingly 
[concerned] with their content, [i.e.] the wholly general internal affairs 'of the state'. This 
organ is itself one part (Teil) of the constitution, [and] the constitution (welche) is 
presupposed by this organ (ihr) and to that extend in-and-for-itself lies beyond (ausser) this 
organ's (deren) direct 'or unmediated' specification[.] However, the constitution's (ihre) further 
development is fostered ( erhalt) within the progressive elaboration of the statutes and within 
the ongoing character of the 'comprehensive or' general 'character of governmental affairs. 

Rechts, PP298Z: 
The constitution must in-and-for-itself be the secure valued ground (Boden), upon which the law
giving or 'representative assembly' organ stands and, therefore, the constitution (sie) must not 
first become made. The constituti,on accordingly is[.] However, it equally essentially becomes. 
This is to say that it progresses within 'its own' structure (Bildung). The progressing is a 
modifying (Verlinderung) which is imperceptible (unscheinbar) and [which does] not have the form 
of modification ... Thus, the progressive elaboration of a condition (eines Zustandes) is an 
apparently tranquil and unnoticed [elaboration]. After a long time, in this way, a constitution 
comes to a wholly other condition than before. 

Rechts, PP300: 
Within the law-giving function (Gewalt) as a totality are active, to begin with, the two other 
organs (momente) [i.e. the two organs other than the organ most prominently associated with the 
execution of the law-giving function], 'i.e. the representative assembly' [. These two organs are 
1),] the monarchical [organ] as the organ (dem) to which the highest 'or the finalising' decision 
belongs, [and 2,] the governing organ (die Regierungsgewalt) as that [organ] with the concrete 
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acquaintance [with] and over sight of the whole 'state' in its many sidedness[. The governing 
organ oversees this whole according to] the fundamental principles 'as formulated in the 
established rational constitution and laws which' have firmly become actual (und den darin 
festgewordenen wirklichen Grundsatzen)[.] As well as [this, the governing organ oversees this 
whole] with the acquaintance of the requirements of the state's power (Staatsgewalt)[. This 
acquaintance] especially [characterizes] the advising moment [of the governing organ, i.e. "the 
cabinet" (PP329Z).] Finally (endlich) [3], the third organ which is active within the law-giving 
function is] the representative assembly organ (das standische Element). 

Rechts, PP300Z: 
... The unity of the state ... is that which is to be sought before all else (vor aHem zu 
verlangen). 

Rechts, PP301: 
[In] the representative assembly, ... the public consciousness as an empirical generality of views 
and thoughts of the many therefore comes into existence. 

Rechts, PP301An.: 
... it is far more the case that the people, insofar as with this word [it is] one part of the 
members of a state which is signified, it expresses the part which does not know what it wills. 
To know (wissen) what one (man) wills, and even more, [to know] what is the in-and-for-itself 
Will which has being (seiende Wille), [i.e.] the will [of] Reason, is the fruit of a deeper knowing 
(Erkenntnis) and insight which is plainly not the subject-matter (die Sache) [possessed by] the 
people. 

Rechts, PP308: 
The fluctuating side of civil society falls within the 'elected chamber' of the representative 
assembly-(In den andem Teil des standischen Elements), which side, externaUy because of the 
great number (menge) of its members, but essentially because of the character (natur) of its 
specificity (Bestimmung) and structure (Beschaftigung), can only enter [the assembly] through 
representatives (Abgeordnete). 

Rechts, PP309: 
... 'Reason-as-'the-assembly (Zusammenkunft) has the character (Bestimmung) to be a living, 
mutually teaching, convincing and collectively advising 'representative' assembly (Versammlung). 

Rechts, PP314: 
Above all ... public acquaintance (der allgemeinen Kenntnis) provides its extensions through the 
publication of the representative assembly's proceedings. 

Rechts, PP315: 
The opening of this opportunity for 'such public' acquaintance has the general side 'or 
character' that in this way (so) public opinion first approaches (erst zu ... kommt) true thoughts 
and insight into the condition (Zustand) and [the] conception of the state[.] With that 
'acquaintance', public opinion first approaches an ability to judge more rationally about state 
affairs (dessen Angelegenheiten und damit erst zu einer Fahigkeit, dari.iber verniinftiger zu 
urteilen)[.] Then also [in this way, public opinion] becomes acquainted with and learns to 
respect the operations (Geschafte), the talents, [the] virtues and [the] skills of the state 
authorities and servants. Equa11y, by such publication, these talents are provided an 
opportunity for developing and [for providing] a show-place of higher distinction[.] In this way 
(so) again, 'this' publicity (sie) is the antidote to the self-conceit of isolated individuals 
(Einzelnen) and of the multitude and [is] a means of education for these and, indeed, one of the 
greatest [means]. 

Rechts, PP315Z: 
The publicity of the representative assemblies is supremely (vorzi.iglich) a great cultivating 
drama for the citizens[.] Thereby, for the most part, the people learn to become acquainted with 
the genuine [character] of its interest. As a rule, the notion (Vorstellung) prevails that all 
which is good for the state is already known (wissen) and that it only comes to be spoken 
within the representative assembly[.] However, in fact, [we] find the talents and the skiUs 
develop themselves which come to serve as a model [for the citizens (die zu Mustern zu dienen 
haben)]. Of course, such assemblies are troublesome for the ministers who must put on wit and 
eloquence in order to meet the criticisms which here become directed against them[.] 
Nevertheless, broadly speaking this publicity is the greatest means of education concerning (fiir) 
state interests. Within a people where this takes place, they display a who11y other liveliness 
in connection with the state than where the representative assembly is absent or is not public. 
Only through this familiarity do the 'representative' chambers hang together at each and every 
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step (eines jeden ihrer Schritte hangen) with the changes (mit dem Weiteren) in public opinion[.] 
Also [thereby,] it displays itself, that it is one thing what every man imagines at home with his 
wife or his friends and quite another thing what happens in a great assembly where one 
intelligent [position] (Gescheitheit) devours another. 

Rechts, PP316Z: 
At all times public opinion is a great force (Macht) and it is particularly in our time where 
the principle of subjective freedom has this importance. What now is valued should no more be 
made good through force (Gewalt) [nor even] less through habit and custom but indeed through 
'intellectual' insight and grounds. 

Rechts, PP317: 
Therefore, public opinion holds within itself the eternal substantial principles of justice, [i.e.] 
broadly speaking, holds the genuine content and the result of the whole constitution, [of] law
giving and of the general situation (Zustandes) in the form of common sense (des gesunden 
Menschenverstandes), [i.e.] the wholesome human understanding which (der) in the shape of 
prejudices through all 'people' penetrates ethical principles as much as the genuine needs and 
correct tendencies of 'social' actuality ... 

Rechts, PP317Z: 
The principle of the modem world demands that what everyone Geder) should acknowledge [must] 
display itself as justified (als ein Berechtigtes zeige), 'i.e. must display itself to be rational'. 
However, still apart from that, everyone wishes to have a share in discussing and advising ... 
freedom of speech ... 

Rechts, PP320: 
'The subjectivity of isolated individuals and groups within civil society, i.e.' the subjectivity 
which has its most external appearance within the wanted and equally self-destructive believing 
and ratiocinating [which] fosters state life's haphazardness, [i.e. subjectivity] as a 
disintegrator of the established state life,1 this subjectivity] has its genuine actuality within 
its opposite [. This is to say, that this subjectivity] 'is objectively guaranteed' within the 
subjectivity which is (als) identical with the substantial will '(i.e. with the singular will of 
Reason-as-the-state)' which constitutes the conception of the monarchical organ and which as an 
ideality of the whole [constitution] has not yet come to its right and definite existence 
(Dasein) within the foregoing (in dem Bisherigen). 

Rechts, PP320Z: 
Once already we have treated subjectivity as the pinnacle [feature] within the monarch. The 
other side of subjectivity (sie) is its arbitrary display within public opinion as the most 
external appearance. The subjectivity of the monarch is by itself abstract but it should be a 
concrete [subjectivity] and as such [it should be] the ideality which spreads itself over the 
whole. The state of peace is the state (der) where all branches (Zweige) of civil life become 
established (bestehen) but this establishing (Bestehen) of the [branches] next to and outside of 
one another has arisen (hervorgehend) out of the Idea-[Reason]-as-the-whole-[state]. 'The 
dependence of this arising 'from within the whole' must also come to 'its' appearance [i.e. (als)] 
the ideality 'or united, self-knowing structure' of the whole 'should become actual'. 

Rechts, PP321: 
II. The sovereignty towards external [states] 2 

The sovereignty with regard to internal [affairs] (PP278) is this 'very' ideality 'of the whole 
constitution (PP320)' in so far as the moments of the 'human' spirit (des Geistes) and its 
actuality, [i.e.] the [state's] 'constitution', are unfurled in their 'inner' necessity and exist 
(bestehen) as organs (Giieder) of [the state's constitution (desselben)]. However, the 'human' 
spirit [or the state] as an infinitely negative relating to itself within the freedom 'of Reason' 
is essentially thus a discretely existent being which has taken up the existing differentiations 
'(e.g. the organs)' within itself and with that separates 'itself from other states'.3 The
[rational]-state within this specification has an individuality 'or a singularity which as an 

(1) 	 Die Subjectivitat, welche als Anfliisung des bestehenden Staatslebens in dem seine Zufalligkeit 
geltend machen woollenden und sich ebenso zerstiirenden Meinen und Rasonieren ihre iiusserlichste 
Erscheinung hat ... 

(2) 	 Die Souverlinitiit gegen aussen. Aussen could just as easily be read to refer to "external" 
[sovereignties], [states], [affairs] or operations and concerns Rechts, PP277 and PP278An.)]. 

(3) 	 Aber der Geist, als in der Freiheit unendlich negativ Beziehung auf sich, ist ebenso wesentlich 
Fur-sich-sein, das den bestehenden Untershied in sich aufgenommen hat und darnit ausschliessend 
ist. 
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individual [state among other states] and [which] within the sovereign 'or monarch' is as an 

actual, unmediated individual (PP279).1 


Rechts, PP322: 
The individuality 'of Reason-as-the-state', as a separate discrete being appears as a relation to 
other states. Each of these states is self-dependent vis-as-vis the others (Die Individualitiit, 
als ausschliessendes Fur-sich-sein, ersheint als Verhaltnis zu anderen Staate, deren jeder 
selbstandig gegen die anderen ist). Within this self-dependence, the discretely existent being 
of the actual 'human' spirit (Geist) 'or of Reason-as-the-state' has its definite existence 
(Dasein), because this self-dependence (sie) is the prime freedom and the highest distinction 
(Ehre) of a people. 

Rechts, PP322An.: 
Those people (Diejenigen), who speak of aspirations of a collectivity (einer Gesamtheit) which 
makes up a more or less self-dependent state and [which] has its own centre (Zentrum), [i.e. 
those who speak] of aspirations to give up this central point (Mittelpunkt) and this point's 
(seine) self-dependence in order to (urn) make up a whole with another central point, know little 
of the character (Natur) of a collectivity and the sense of self (Selbstgefiihl) which a people 
has in its independence. 

For that reason, broadly speaking, the first force (Gewalt) with (in) which states historically 
come forward is this self-dependence even if the self-dependence (sie) is wholly abstract '(e.g. 
is a collective aim rather than an achievement)' and [even if the self-dependence] has no further 
internal development '(i.e. does not have a rational constitution)'. That is why it belongs to 
this original appearance [of the state], that an individual stands at its pinnacle, a patriarch, a 
chief, etc. 

Rechts, PP329: 
The state has its orientation (Seine Rich tung) towards external [states] because of this 'truth' 
that (darin, dass) the state (er) is an individual subject. Its relation to other [states], for 
that reason, falls to the monarchical organ[. This is to say,] therefore, that [its relation to 
other states (es)] directly and solely accrues to the monarchical organ (der), [e.g.] to command 
the armed might, to maintain the relations with the other states through envoys, etc., to 
conclude war and peace and other treaties. 

Rechts, PP329Z: 
In nearly all European countries the individual pinnacle is the monarchical organ (die fiirstliche 
Gewalt) which has to attend to the relations toward external [countries]. Where there are 
representative assembly (standische) constitutions, the question may arise whether war and peace 
should not come to be concluded by the representative assembly (von der Standen), and in any 
case, the assembly (sie) retains its influence particularly in respect to financial means. For 
example, in England no unpopular war can be conducted. However, if some people (man) believe 
that monarchs and cabinets (Fiirsten und Kabinette) are more subject to passion than 'are 
representative' chambers, and for that reason, [a role to play must be put (zu spielen sucht)] in 
the hands of the chambers in the deciding over war and peace, then it must be said, that often 
whole nations may become still more enthused than their monarchs and [more] steeped (gesetzt) in 
passion. Several times in England, the whole people have pressed for war and, to a certain 
degree, [have] compelled the ministers to conduct it. The popularity of Pitt came for this 
reason, that he knew [how] to fall in with what the nation wanted at that time. Here, only later 
did the cooling [of the enthusiasm] bring [it] to (hervorgebracht) consciousness, that the war 
was neither requisite nor profitable (unntitz und unnotig) and (that the war] had been started 
without [the] calculation of the means (ohne Bereclmung der Mittel). Beyond this, the Idea
[Reason]-as'-the-states not only in the relation with one other [state] but with many, and the 
intricacies of the relations become so delicate, that they can only be handled from out of the 
pinnacle (nur von der Spitze aus behandelt werden konnen). 

(1) Der Staat hat in dieser Bestimmung Individualitat, welche wesentlich als Individuum Souveriin als 
wirkliches, unmittelbares Individuum ist. 
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Wwt., 5.492: 
It is an infinitely important step forward of the culture (der Bildung) 'of a state' that it has 
forged ahead to the knowledge (Erkenntnis) of the simple fundamental principles (Grundlagen) of 
state arrangements and has grasped them in simple propositions as an elementary catechism ... 
hung on placards in the churches, made a standing article of school and church teaching ... such 
principles (Grundsatze) being publicly acknowledged by the government and [being] 'items' [of] 
public acquaintance (der allgemeinen Kenntnis) ... 

Wurt., 5.530: 
Just as it is given by experience, so it is equally easily perceived also according to the 'very' 
nature of the case, that no one can have less skill to make a constitution than that which we 
(man) may call the people, or than an assembly [representing] the people's (seine) sections, even 
if we wish not to consider 'the fact', that the 'very' existence of a people and a representative 
assembly already presupposes 'the existence of a constitution, an organic condition, an ordered 
life of the people. 



G 1 o s s a r y 

This glossary and index lists my special terms in 'single inverted commas', Hegel's in "double 
inverted commas" and some key German terms in round brackets, e.g. (Allgemeinheit). 

"absolute" 

'absolute theory' 

"abstractive understanding" 
(Yerstand Enz. I, PP356Z, PP80 and Z). i.e. "analytical understanding" or "understanding". 

"accountability'' 
(Yerantwortung, Rechts, PP284). 

'actual ideal', 
see Philosophie II, S.110, for a similar use of "actual" and "ideal". 

"actualities", 
see 'human actualities' and 'natural actualities'. 

"actuality" 
(Wirklichkeit, Enz. I, PP6 and An., PP147). "Actuality" is the "rational" aspect of the sort of 
"defmite being" which Hegel calls "existence", "reality" or "the present-to-hand". Thus, 
"actuality" is not to be confused with the "present-to-hand",i.e. with that which is simply 
"grasped with the hand and immediately observed" ( ... mit dem Handgreiflichen und unmittelbar 
Wahmehmbaren ... , Enz. I, PP142Z). The following is another textual confirmation that Hegel's 
"actuality" is not to be simply equated with empirical reality: ''The eternal world ... is 
actuality (Wirklichkeit), not over there, not on the other side, but the present actual 
(gegenwii.rtige wirkliche) world considered in its truth, not as it appears to the hearer, the 
seer, etc., or as it falls into the sense." (Philosophie, II, S.III (p.96)). This explains why 
Hegel sometimes calls "actuality", "true reality" (wahrhafte Realitlit, Rechts, PP270Z (S.429)). 
Contrast with "inessential appearance". 

"actuality's structuring process", 
(Rechts, S.27). 

(Allgemeine, das), 
usually translated as "the general", but see "Universal" (Philosophie I, S. 96) and "universal" 
Geschichte, S.52). 

(Allgemeinheit), 
"generality". 

"analytical understanding", 
i.e. "abstractive understanding". 

"appearance" 
(Erscheinung). See "experience". 

'arc', 
i.e. the pictorial representation of a "specific element of Reason" or of a "specific conception". 

Aristotle, 
See "inner necessity". 

'association', 
i.e. a formal organization of one of the interests listed under "sections(s )". 
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11 associations11 
, 

(Genossenschaften, Rechts, PP308; Wun., S.483 (p. 263)). Rechts, PP290Z, says that "the 
distinctive strength of the rational state lies within the associations". See "section(s)". In 
Rechts, PP288, Hegel suggests that the appointment of elected association officials would 
appropriately be subject to "higher confirmation and appointment", presumably, by the government 
acting in the name of the monarch. In fact, Hegel might be read to have the equally 
objectionable proposal in mind, that not only would elected association officials be subject to 
such "confirmation and appointment", but that the candidates for representing each association 
within the elected chamber should be similarly screened. His discussion of "boards of examiners" 
in Eng., S.104 (p. 311), perhaps implies this. 

"augment", 
Rechts, PP301An. (S.470) and PP314. 

'axiom of non-contradiction', 
i.e. "the law of contradiction". 

(Begriff) 
i.e. "conception", not "notion" nor "Notion". 

"cabinetu 
(Kabinett, Rechts, PP329Z, Eng., S.ll7 (p.321) and S.125 (p.328). Possible equivalents: "the 
council of ministers" Eng. S.124 (p. 3272) ), "state council" (Staatsrat, Wun., S.473 (p. 256) ), 
"the supreme governing organ" (Rechts, PP290), "the organized governmental organ" (Rechts, 
PP302), and " ... the representatives (Abgeordnete) of the governing organ '(i.e. the members both 
of the elected chamber and of the government)' ... i.e. the higher counselling [representatives 
flow together (zusammenlaufen)] ... within the supreme, [i.e.] within the monarch touching 
pinnacles, 'i.e. within the councils of ministers which have personal contact with the monarch in 
a well ordered states"' (in den obersten, den Monarchen beriilirenden Spitzen," Rechts, PP289. 
This paragraph is explicitly referred to by Hegel in PP278An., as concerned with the "governing 
organ"). 

"child of his times", 
(Rechts, S.26) Also see Philosophie II, S. 111 (p.96): " ... no man can spring over his time, the 
spirit of his time is also his spirit". 

"citizen", 
Hegel's usual term for citizen is der Burger, i.e. "townsman", "commoner", "freeman" or "civilian" 
Rechts, PP261An. (S.409, PP271Z); but the following are some of the other related terms he uses: 
"state citizen" (der Staatsbi.irger, Wun., S.484 (p. 264)), "fellow citizen" (der Mitbi.irger, Wun., 
S.485 (p. 265)), "the citizenry" (der Bi.irgerstand, Wurt., S.480 (p.261 )), "subjects" (die Untertanen, 

Wun., S.468 (p.251), Rechts, PP261An. S.409) and die Subjekten, Rechts, PP274), "the governed" 

(die Regierten, Rechts, PP295, Enz. III,· PP539An. (S. 332)), "the members of the state" (die 

Mitglieder des Staats, Rechts, PP258), "those who belong to the state" (die StaatsangehOrigen, 

Enz. III PP486An. (S. 305), "the electors" (die Abordnenden, Rechts, PP309), "the voters" (die 

Wahlmiinner, Wun., S.476 (p. 258); die Wlihlenden (Rechts, PP309Z and PP310An. (S. 479)), and "the 

electorate" or "the electoral assemblies" (die Wahlversammlungen, Wurt., S. 482 (p. 262)). 


"conception", 
(Begriff, Enz. I, PP156Z). Translated by Knox as "concept" and by most others as "Notion". I take 
the following to be interchangeable expressions: "reason" (Enz. I, PP6, Geschichte, S.53), "specific 
knowing" (bestimmten Wissen, Rechts, PP318), "rational consideration" (Die verni.inftige 
Betrachtung, Rechts, PP308An.). See "conception of Reason" and "specific conception". 

"conception of Reason, the" 
(der Begriff der Idea, Enz. I, PP162, PP236). I take the following terms and phrases to be 
equivalents in Hegel's usage for "the concept of Reason" but to be either to vague, misleading, 
or superlluous: "the conception" when unqualified Logik II, S.252 (p.582), S. 271 (p.597) Rechts, 
PP278An.; "a speculative, genuinely infinite conception" (Logik II, S.261 (p. 590)); "the whole 
conception" (Logik II, S.299 (p.621)); "the conception itself' (der Begriff selbst, Enz. I, PP17); 
"the conception of the conception" (der Begriff selbst des Begriffes, Logik II, S.290 (p. 596)); 
"the adequate conception" (Logik II, S.271 (p. 597)); "the true and rational conception" (der 
wahre und verni.inftige Begriff, Enz. I, PP182Z); "the broad conception" (der Begriff iiberhaupt, 
Enz. I, PP193An.); "the general conception" (Logik II, S. 273 (p. 600)); "the absolute conception" 
(der absolute Begriff, Rechts, PP30), "the real (reelle) conception" (Logik II, S. 271 (p. 597)); 
"the realized conception" (der realisierte Begriff, Enz. I, PP242); "the pure conception which 
itself as conception has come into existence" ( ... Dasein, Logik II, S.253 (p. 583) ); "the 
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established concept" (der gezetste Begriff, Enz. I, PP172An.); "the philosophical Idea" (die 
philosophische Idee, Rechts, S.27); "Reason as philosophy" (die Idee der Philosophie, Enz. III, 
PP577); "Reason (Idee) ... as ... absolute spirit" (Enz. III, PP577); "the consciousness of Reason 
(das Bewusstsein der Idee, Rechts, PP308An.); "the speculative or absolute Idee (die spekulative 
oder absolute Idee, Enz. I, PP235 "the in-and-for-itself General" (das an und fi.ir sich Allgemeine, 
Philosophie, I, S.96)) "the in-and-for-itself Generality which has being" (an und fi.ir sich seinde 
Allgemeinheit, Rechts, PP341), "the genuinely infinite General (Logik II, S. 279 (p. 605); "the in
and-for-itself, rational Will" (der an und fi.ir sich allgemeine vemtinftige Wille, Enz. III, PP513); 
"the in-and-for-itself-free Will" (der an und fi.ir sich freie Wille, Rechts, PP33), "the in-and
for-itself Will which has being" Rechts, PP301An. , "the truth (die Wahrheit, Enz.I, PP213An.), "the 
absolute truth" (die absolute Wahrheit, Enz,. I, PP24Z3, PP162, PP244), "exact knowledge" (die 
exakte Erkenntnis, Enz. I, PP99Z), "rational knowledge (die vemtinftige Erkenntnis, Enz., I, 
PP234Z); "reason" Logik II, S.271 (p. 597); "thinking knowledge" (das denkende Erkenntnis, Enz. I, 
PP213Z) "conceptual knowing" (das begreifende Erkennen, Enz. I, PP160Z), "philosophical knowing" 
(das philosophische Erkennen, Enz. I, PP231An.). 

"conception of the state" 
(Rechts, PP3165), i.e. the "science of the state". 

'congressional' 
"constitution", 

(die Verfassung, der Konstitution). See "rational constitutional". I take the following to be 
equivalent terms: "the political state" (Rechts PP273; "internal state law" (Rechts, PP272); "the 
organism of the state, the genuinely political state" ( ... eigentlich pelitiche Staat, Rechts, 
PP267); and 'model constitution'. 

"constitutional change", 
(Veriinderung). See Eng. S.86 (p. 297); Philosophie II, S.19 (p. 8); Rechts, PP273An. (S.439), PP298 
and Z, PP301An. (S.469); Wurt., S.530. 

"constitutional monarchy", 
(Rechts, PP273, PP297Z). 

"contradiction", 
(Widerspruch, Logik II, S.45). Also see "contrariety". 

"contrariety", 
(Widerspruch, Logik II, S. 75). Also "contradiction". 

"contrary'•, 
(widersprechend, Logik II, S.74). 

"cunning of Reason, the" 
(Geschichte, S.49 (p.70) and (Enz. I, PP209 and Z (p. 78)), i.e. "the cunning of the conception" 
(Logik I, S.398 (p.336). 

"definite being" 
(das Dasein, Enz. I, PP88An.). See "definite existence" and "actuality". 

"definite existence", 
(das Dasein). Referring to "definite beings" which exist, i.e. are bound by space and time. 

"deliberating", 
(die Beratung, Rechts, PP275). 

'deliberative reason'. 

'democracy', 
majority rule within a "rational constitution". 

"democracy". 
See "sovereignty of the people" and the following for derogatory comments about "democracy'': 
"democratic formlessness" (Wurt., S.485 (p. 265)); "democratic abstractions" (Wurt., S.472 (p.254)); 
"democratic element" (Rechts, PP308An. (S.477)); "democratic or even anarchic" (Wurt., S. 482 
(p.263)). Also see Eng., S.84 (p. 296). 

'determinism', 
i.e. 'total, external determinism'. See "cunning of Reason" and the following references: 

Philosophie II, S.19 (p.S); "God governs the world" ((Geschichte), S.53); "'ultimate aim ... 

completed" (Enz. I, 234Z). 


"development", 
(Entwicklung), (Philosophie I, S.46). Also see "elucidation". 
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"differentiations", 
(die Unterschiede, Rechts, PP275Z). 

'dialogue' 

"dialectical", 
(Enz. I, PP161Z, PP239 and An.). Referring, 
1) to the pursuit of the "true" by a question and answer discussion by examining competing 

"definitions", "theories", etc. (Plato); 

2) to the dynamic "totality" of somewhat opposing elements which are seen as essentially 


characterising all reality, e.g. the empirically existent world (Plato, Hegel and Marx); 

3) to the scientific and philosophical processes of discovery (Plato, Hegel and Marx); or 

4) to the structure of all such theories once achieved (Hegel and Marx). 


"elected chamber", 
see "representative assembly organ". 

"electorate", 
see "citizen". 

"elucidation". 
(Entwicklung), Philosophie I, S.46). Also see "development'". 

"empirical generality'', 
see "generality". 

'epistemology'. 
'essential particularity', 

contrast with 'inessential particularity'. 
"ethical practice", 

(Sittlichkeit), i.e. 'Reason as ethical practice'. 
"existence", 

(Existenz). See "definite existence" and "actuality" . 
..experience~~, 

(Erfahrung, Enz. I, PP6). Assumed to be interchangeable with "appearance" (Erscheinung). My 
distinction betw'een 'sensuous' and 'non-sensuous experience' might also be read into the 
following quotation: "an absolute specification of the Essence must find itself in all experience, 
in all aspects of actuality (in allem Wirklichen) as in every conception" (Logik II, S.75 (p.440). 

"External", 
referring to realities which are both beyond our control and not yet reconciled with our "self
conscious reason" (Enz.I. PP6). Also see Rechts, PP320. 

external necessity'', 
(iiusserliche (or "aussere") Notwendigkeit, Enz. I, PP232; Geschichte, S.50; Logik II, 8.283 (p.608), 
S.284, Rechts, PP261, PP301An.). I read the context of Hegel's following uses of "necessity" to 
suggest that he is referring to "external necessity": Enz. I, PP12; PP147An.; PP147Z: "... fate 
(Schicksal) ... [i.e.] the unrevealed necessity ... as thoroughly impersonal [and] ... blind ...", 
PP147Z: "... [external necessity as immanently the concept 'of Reason', PP149,PP150, PP151, PP152: 
"... the first form of necessity ... the relation of causality (Kausalitiitsverhaitnis), PP153, 
PP153Z: "... the relation of causality [is] ...only one side within the process of necessity ...", 
PP157: "... necessity as such ...", PP158Z: "... the unmediated or abstract necessity ... We have 
seen how the process of necessity [is] of the sort to overcome the rigid externality which was 
present-to-hand at first (dass durch denselben die zuniichst vorhandene starre Ausserlichkeit 
Dberwunden), Enz. I, PP159 An.; Enz.III, PP484, "conceptionless necessity"; paradoxically, "merely an 
inner necessity" [i.e. still locked within external nature] (Logik II, S.251 (p.581 ), S.397 (p.700), 
S.270 (p.596)); Rechts, PP29Z (8.381), PP236 (S.385), PP265, PP266, PP267, PP267, PP267Z, PP278An. 
(S.444): "unconscious necessity", PP301Z and PP306Z. Contrast with "inner necessity". 

"finalising function", 
"the princely function" (die filrstliche Gewalt, Rechts, PP273). 

'formally', 
contrast with 'primarily' and 'ultimately'. 

~~freedom", 

(Freiheit). See "rational freedom". 
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"function", 
Usually a translation of Gewalt (i.e. contrasted with "organ"): Enz. III, PP542 and An., PP543, 

PP544An. (S.343); Rechts, PP272, PP300, PP303. However, "function" occasionally seems also to be 

the best translation of the following German terms: die Funktion (Enz. I, PP80Z (S.171), Enz. III, 

PP538, Rechts, PP278, PP279An. (S.449), PP303An.), die Geschlifte ("concern", Enz. III, PP543, Rechts, 

PP276, PP277), die Staatsgeschlifte ("the state functions", Rechts, PP277, PP286An.), der Macht 

("power" - Eng., S.125), der Moment (Enz. III, PP542An., Rechts, PP275), die Seite ("side", Rechts, 

PP269), der Teil ("part", Rechts, PP298), der Unterschied ("differentiation" or "distinction", Enz. 

III, PP541An., Rechts, PP271, PP275Z), and die Wirksamkeit ("operation" or "activity", Rechts, 

PP270, PP272Z, PP277). See Gewalt. 


(Geist), 
i.e. "human spirit". Neither "spirit" nor "mind" offer a fully satisfactory translation of Geist. 
"Spirit" seems to be almost exclusively associated with ghosts or merely religious matters, while 
"mind" seems merely to suggest the internal brain states of an individual. This is why such 
translations as "the mind of a nation" (Volksgeist) seem strange to English ears. In this 
example, "the spirit of a nation" would be better, but "spirit" does not always convey the import 
of Geist which seems to refer us to that distinctively human ability to strive, both collectively 
and individually, to attain full scientific or philosophical knowledge of ourselves and of our 
world. In addition to this human striving for knowledge, Geist seems also to include all those 
internal (i.e. subjective) human qualities and relations which consciously or unconsciously 
provide some of the conditions for the eventual development of this striving and this knowledge. 
This internal area is what Hegel calls Reason-as-"the-subjective-'human'-spirit". The external 
(i.e. objective) and non-human conditions for this development constitute "Reason-as-nature" 

while the external human conditions (e.g. historical, social, political conditions) for this 

development are called Reason-as-"the-objective-'human'-spirit". The relatively higher level of 

human productions and beliefs which, according to Hegel, have directly fostered the successful 

achievement of this philosophical knowledge together constitute Reason-as-"art", Reason-as

"religion", and Reason-as-"philosophy", the last being capable of achieving 'Reason-as-the

conception of Reason'. 


I have interpreted Geist to refer to the wide area covered by "spirit" and "mind" when taken 
together, i.e. to refer to all the individual and collective human experiences; which directly or 
indirectly contribute to our eventual achievement of the conception of Reason. It refers, for 
example, to the following wide range of human qualities, practices and structures: psychic, 
social, political, aesthetic, religious and philosophical. In short, I take the "object" 
(Gegenstand) of "the philosophy of the human spirit" to be human history and life in its widest 
sense. 

It would seem that this human history and life is seen by Hegel to be distinguished from 
"Reason-as-nature" by the feature that only humans have demonstrated an ability to be geistig. 
Thus, Hegel divides Reason-as-the-world into the two 'arcs': Reason-as-nature (all the beings and 
relations which provide all the non-human conditions for the evolution and development of 
humankind); and Reason-as-the-human-"spirit" (the life and history of the species which has the 
demonstrated ability to be geistig). 

It is because "spirit" is not and entirely satisfactory translation, though it is usually the 

best, that we have followed the practice of freely translating Geist as 'human spirit'. However, 

to have translated geistig as "spiritual" would have been too misleading. Therefore, I have 

rendered geistig as "human", "intellectual", "conscious" or "mental". Sometimes, one would be 

tempted to translate Geist as 'humankind', as 'humanity', as 'mankind' or as 'human living'. 


"generality", 
(Ailgemeinheit, Enz. I, PP163), e.g. "abstract generality" (Enz. I, PP171An.), "relative generality" 
(Enz. I, PP173), and "empirical generality" (Rechts, PP301). 

"genuine Infinity'', 
(die wahrhafte Unendlichkeit, Enz. I, PP95). 

(Gewalt) 
Usually translated either as "organ" or as "function" depending on the context. However, at the 
following points, Gewalt seems equally capable of being translated either by "organ" or by 
"function": Enz. III, PP542An.,PP544An. (S.344); Rechts, PP270Z, PP272An., PP275, PP276Z, PP277, 
PP300Z. Also, at some places, Gewalt seems to mean "power" not in the sense of a constitutional 
"function" or of a constitutional "organ" but in the sense of "a governmental department" or 
"ministry", or of an associational or a corporate "authority" within civil society (Enz. III, 
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PP541An., PP543; Rechts, PP271Z, PP276 and Z, PP287, PP295); in the sense of constitutional 
"authority" or "institution" (Enz. III, PP541An.; Rechts, PP295, PP301An.); or in the sense of 
unconstitutional "force" (Enz. III, PP544An., PP545, Rechts, PP286An., PP322An. This ambiguity 
seems to correspond to that of the English word which is its most ready equivalent, i.e. "power". 
For example, an institution's constitutional power can mean for us the roles which the 
constitution gives to that institution, i.e. that institution's constitutional function(s). Also, I 
frequently refer to an institution so described as itself being a constitutional power, as being 
one of the powers of the constitution, i.e. as being one of the organs of the constitution. 
These multiple uses of Gewalt tend to obscure the clear distinction which should nevertheless be 
made between the tree "organs" of the constitution (i.e. the representative assembly, the 
government, and the monarch) on the one hand, and the three constitutional "functions" which 
they jointly exercise on the other hand (i.e. the law-giving function, the particularizing 
function, and the finalising function). My translations correspond exactly to Hegel's own use in 
Enz. I, PPSOZ (S. 171): " ... und wenn die dem Begriffe nach verschiedenen politischen und 
obrigkeitlichen Funktionen noch nicht in derselben Weise zu besonderen Organen herausgebildet 
sind ...". One way of distinguishing the organs from the functions is to note that the organs 
are made up of nameable persons and are more empirically encounterable while the functions are 
first appreciated only by intellectual abstraction. This is not to deny that the natures of the 
organs are fully appreciated only by intellectual abstraction, i.e. within the conception of 
Reason-as-the-constitution. It is hoped that my consistent translation of Gewalt and all the 
other relevant terms either as "function" or as "organ" makes Hegel's position clearer than does 
his own German. 

"governing organ", 
(die Regierungsgewalt, die Regierung), i.e. the "government". 

"government", 
(Regierung). See "cabinet". Occasionally, Hegel uses other terms for "the government": "state 
government" (Staatsregierung, Wurt., S.489 (p. 268)), "the executive organ" (Rechts, PP272An. 
(S.434)), and "the practical organ" (austibende Gewalt) which also here is said to include both 
the "governing or administrative organ" (Regierungs-oder administrative Gewalt) and "the judicial 
organ" (richterliche Gewalt, Enz. III, PP541An. (S.337)). See "governing organ", "cabinet", 
"ministers", and "prime minister". 

ugrnund", 
or "foundation" (Grund Enz. I, PP238, Rechts, PP268An. (S.414) and Z, PP270Z (S.431), PP278An., 
PP281An. (S,452), PP283, PP284 and PP316Z). 

"grounding". 
Rechts, PP281An. 

"groundless", 
(grundlose, Rechts, PP279, PP281 and An., PP282Z). 

"head of state", 
Staatsoberhaupt, Wurt., S. 478 (p. 251)). 

'historical necessity', 
i.e. one sort or "external necessity" resulting from my interpretations of such texts as the 
following: Enz. III, PP544An., Rechts, S.24 (p. 9), PP269, PP270 and PP279Z. 

'human actualities', 
See "specific elements of Reason". 

"human spirit", 
(Geist, Enz. I, PP187Z), i.e. "human life or Jiving", "humankind", "human history" or 'Reason-as
the-human -spirit'. 

"Idea, the\ 
(die Idee, Enz. I, PP162). See "Reason" and "conception of Reason, the". 

!!idealism", 
see "idealism" and "reality". 

"ideality", 
i.e. "idealism" (Idealitii.t, Idealismus), Rechts, 275Z, i.e. 'a united, self-knowing structure'. 

(Idee, die), 
"the Idea" (Enz. I, PP162), i.e. "Reason" 

"individuality'', 
(Individualitat), see "singularity". 
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"inessential appearance", 
(wesenlos Erscheinung, Rechts, PP1An.). Broadly speaking, I take the following to be 
interchangeable terms: "transitory definite being, external contingency, untruth, illusion" 
(voriibergehendes Dasein; ausserliche Zufillligkeit ... Unwahrheit und Tauschung, Rechts, PP1An.); 
"trivial, alien (ausserliche) and transitory objects (Gegenstande), and transitory and 
insignificant appearance" (Enz. I,PP6An.). I see the following as examples of various sorts of 
"inessential appearances": "mere concepts (blosse Begriffe), i.e. "notions" or "image thoughts" 
(Vorstellungen) and "opinion" (Meinung, Rechts, PP1An.); "a mistake, an evil ... stunted ... 
existence" (Enz. I, PP6An.) and "foul existence" (Geschichte, S.53). Compare with "spurious 
infinity" and 'inessential particularity'. Contrast with "actuality". 

'inessential particularity', 
Compare "inessential appearance" and "spurious infinity". Contrast with 'essential particularity'. 

"inner necessity'', 
(die innere Notwendigkeit, Rechts, PP268Z, PP281Z, PP301An.), i.e. 'philosophical necessity'. 
Contrast with "external necessity". While Aristotle lists five meanings for "necessity" 
(Metaphysics, Chapter V, p. 10), all five can be seen as suitably modified and integrated into 
Hegel's "inner necessity". Hegel lists three of Aristotle's five meanings in Philosophie, II, 
S.162. I read the contexts of the following uses of "necessity" to be examples of his 
references to "inner necessity": "inherent necessity" (in sich Notwendigkeit, Philosophie I, S.55 
(p. 36), Rechts, 270Z ($.429); "actual necessity" (Rechts, PP261An. (S.408)); "immanent necessity" 
(Logik II, S.249 (p. 580)), "ethical necessity" (Rechts, PP148An.); Enz. I, PP1: "Philosophy can 
thus indeed ... advance toward a thinking, knowing and conceiving (zum denkenden Erkennen und 
Begreifen) [of its objects (Gegenstande)]. However, within this very thinking consideration 
(Betrachten), the demand that it show that it has locked within itself the necessity [i.e. PP9: 
"broad necessity" (die Notwendigkeit tiberhaupt) (PP1)] of its content (Inhalt), 'i.e. the system of 
specific elements of Reason', is soon recognized (gibt's sich bald kund)"; Enz. I, PP10: 'The 
claim needs to become justified that this thinking of philosophical knowledge (Erkenntnis) is 
both to be seized in its necessity and is capable of knowing (zu erkennen) the absolute objects 
(Gegenstande), 'i.e. the specific elements of Reason'; Enz. I, PP12: " ... free in the sense of 
fundamental thinking only according to the necessity of the case itself' (des tirsprunglichen 
Denkens nur nach der Notwendigkeit der Sache selbst); Enz. I, PP42An., PP88An. 1: " ... when 
generally the whole course of philosophizing is methodical, [i.e.] necessary ..."; Enz. I, PP99Z, 
Enz. I, PP162An., PP176Z: 'judgement (Urteil) of necessity" PP158Z: "The ethical human being 
(Mensch) is himself conscious of his conduct as a necessary [practice, i.e.] in-and-for-itself 
binding"; Enz. I, PP191: "conclusion (Schluss) of necessity"; Enz. I, PP229Z, PP231An.: "... the 
necessity of the conception's specifications (Begriffsbestimmungen)"; Enz. I, PP232Z: 'The 
necessity to which knowing (Erkennen) has reached through proof is contrary to that [external] 
necessity (dasselbe) which formed its starting point. In its starting point, knowing has a given 
and contingent content however, at the conclusion of its movement, 'i.e. in Reason-as-the
conception of Reason', it knows (weiss) the content as a necessacy [content], and this necessity 
is mediated through the subjective activity 'of reason in people and more especially through the 
subjective activity of philosophers'"; Enz. III, PP549An.: "... that Reason generally is in histocy, 
must become settled (ausmachen werden) by philosophy alone (fi.ir sich selbst philosophisch) and 
thus as in-and-for-itself-necessary (an und ftir sich notwendig)"; Rechts, S.17 Zusatz: "... 
[theocy] to appear correct and necessary in-and-for-itself'; Philosophie I, S.55 (p. 36): "... the 
whole within itself necessary history of philosophy ... Just as the development of the 
conception of Reason within philosophy is necessary, so also is its development in history''; 
Logik II, S. 255 (p.585), S.271 (p. 597), S.285 (p. 610). 

'intersubjective', 

"intuited or unrnediated Reason", 
(Enz. I, PP244). 

''knowing and willing", 
(Geschichte S.49). 

Knox: 
In summary, my 'free translations' are consistently different from Knox's translation of The 
Philosophy of Right in the following respects: 
1) he refers to my "law-giving function" and "representative assembly" as the "Legislature"; 
2) he refers to my "particularizing function" and "government" as the "Executive"; 



178 Glossary 

3) he refers to my "finalising function" and "monarch" as the "Crown"; 
4) he renders Gewalt as "power" rather than making my distinction between "function" and "organ"; 

and 
5) he translates, 

a) die Idee as "the Idea" rather than as "Reason, 
b) Vorstellung as "idea" rather than as "notion", 
c) Einzelheit as "individuality" rather than as "singularity", 
d) Allgemeinheit as "universality" rather than as "generality", 
e) Begriff as "concept" rather than as "conception", 
f) Geist as "mind" rather than as "human spirit", 
g) Selbststiindigkeit as "independency" or "autonomy" rather than as "self-dependence", and 
h) Verstand as the "Understanding" rather than as "abstractive" or "analytical understanding". 

"law", 
(Satz, Logik II, S.45). 

"law-giving function, the", 
(die gesetzgebende Gewalt, Rechts, PP273), i.e. 'Reason-as-the-law-giving-fuction'. 

"liveliness", 
(Leblichkeit, Rechts, PP314). See "rational living". 

"logical categories", 
see "specific elements of Reason". 

"logical Idea", 
(Enz. I, PP187Z) or 'Reason-as-logic'. 

"majority'', 
(Majoritat, Rechts, PP309Z, Enz. III, PP542, Eng,. S.83 (p.295) and S.124 (p.327)}, and (die Mehrzahl 
der Stimmen, Wurt., S.476 (p.258)). G.Cons., S.S79 (p.240), comes the closest to offering us 
explicit textual support for 'majority rule' by possibly recommending a change in the existing 
Imperial constitution. Hegel might be read to suggest here, that "a majority" (Mehrheit) of "the 
Cities Bench", some of whose members were to be elected in proportion to the populations which 
they represented, could bind the other two benches of "the Imperial Representative Assembly" 
(Reichstag), especially, or at least, when levying taxes for the support of the Empire's armed 
forces. 

"methodical", 
(Enz. I, PP24Z, PP42An., PP88An.) 

'methodological'. 

"ministers", 
i.e. members of the "cabinet" (Minister, Rechts, PP300Z and PP315Z, Wurt., S.468 (p.251) and S.470 
(p.253)). Possible equivalents: "highest counselling positions and individuals" (Rechts, PP283), 
"representatives of the governing organ" (Rechts, PP289}, "state councillors" (Staatsraten, Wurt, 
S.473 (p.256}), "principal state officials" (Staatsvorstehen, Eng., S.SS (p.297)), "members of the 
government" (Rechts, PP297 and PP300Z), "the higher state positions" (die hoheren Staatsstellen, 
Rechts, PP302, "state authorities" (Staatsbehorden, Rechts, PP315, and Wurt., s.471 (p.253), 
"governmental authorities" (Regierungsbehorden, Enz. III, PPS44An. (S.343)), and "authorities" 
(Behorden, Rechts, PP295 and PP319An. (S.488)). See ''government" and "prime minister". 

'model', 
'a general prescriptive goal', a "rational ideal" (Rechts, S.27, page 72), " ... an intellectual 
realm" (Rechts, Preface, S.27). 

'model constitution'. 
"rational constitution". 

"model", 
(... zu Mustern zu dienen, Rechts, PP315Z). 

"moment", 
(Moment, Enz. I, PP163). See "function", "organ" and "specific element of Reason". 

"monarch", 
i.e. the "monarchical organ". 

"monarchical organ", 
(clie fiirstliche Gewalt, Enz. III, PP544An., Rechts, PP286An.), i.e. 'Reason as the monarchical 
organ'. Contrast with the "finalising function" (die fiirstliche Gewalt, Rechts, PP273). 



179 Glossary 

"moral consciousness", 
(Moralitiit). 

'natural actualities'. 
See "specific elements of Reason". 

'natural necessity', 
cf. "external necessity" and 'human necessity'. 

"necessity'', 
(Notwendigkeit). See "inner necessity" and "external necessity''. Compare 'historical necessity' 
and 'natural necessity'. Also see "the relatively necessary connection" (Rechts, PP306Z). 

'non·sensuous experience', 
"Experience" which is not reducible to our five senses, e.g. some dreams, emotions, thoughts and 
"conceptions". 

'•notion", 
(Vorstellung, Geschichte, S.53 (p. 36). An 'image' or 'vague thought' as opposed to a 

philosophically exact thought or "conception". See "inessential appearance". 


"object", 
(Objekt, Gegenstand). 

"objective guarantee", 
(Rechts, PP286 and An.). 

"organ", 
(Organ, Enz. I, PP80Z ($.171), Rechts, PP302). Usually one translation of Gewalt (compare 

"function"), Enz. III, PP544An. (S.344), Rechts, PP269, PP270, PP272An. and Z, PP276, PP277 and 

PP300Z. The following terms are also translated as "organ": "element" (Element, Rechts, PP300, 

PP301, PP302An., PP304, PP313), "differentiation" (Unterschied, Rechts, PP269Z, PP270An. (S.418), 

PP321), "branch" or "organ" or "member" (Glied, Enz. III, PP539, Rechts, PP69Z, PP276, PP286 and 

An., PP321; Zweig, Enz, III, pp539, PP544An. ($.343), Eng. S.l24 (p. 328)), "body" (Korper, Rechts, 

PP300Z), "the state institutions" (die Staats institutionen, Rechts, PP301An. ($.470), 

"institutions" (Institutionen, Rechts, PP286; Staatseinrichtungen, Rechts, PP270An. (S.420); 

Bestimmungen, Enz. III, PP539, Rechts, PP260Z, PP270Z (S.430), PP279An., PP280, PP281, PP286, 

PP286An.), "formations" or "structures" (Gestaltungen, Enz. III, PP544, Rechts, PP261An., PP279 

(S.444) and An. (S,446)), "moment" (Moment, Enz. III, PP542, Rechts, PP261An. (S.470)) and "sides" 
(Seiten, Rechts, PP269 and Z. 

"ought", 
(Sollen), i.e. "should". 

"owl of Minerva" paragraph, 
(Rechts, S.27). 

'parliamentary'. 

'participation', 
See Rechts, PP314. See "sovereignty of the people" and "democracy". 

"particularity", 
(Besonderheit, Enz. I, PP163). See 'essential' v. 'inessential particularity'. 

"parties", 
i.e. political parties within the elected chamber are occasionally mentioned approvingly (e.g. 
Wurt., S.476 (p. 258)), and Eng. S.l23 (p. 326). They are also mentioned in Enz. III, PP544An. 
(S.344 and S.345) and in Rechts, PP302An. 

"particularizing function", 
"the governing function", (die Regierungsgewalt, Rechts, PP273), i.e. 'Reason-as-the
particularizing-function'. 

'philosophical necessity', 
The status which I would grant a theory which seemed both to be 'comprehensive' and to have 
passed all of our 'experiential', 'logical' and 'comparative' tests. 

"positive aspect", 
Geschichte, S.53. 

"prescribe", 
(war an geordnet, Eng., $.113 (p. 319), vorschreiben, Enz. I, PP6An. 

'prescription', 
Chapter Eight quotes and discusses the "owl of Minerva" paragraph's clearly implied denial that 
philosophy can offer 'prescriptions' as well as discussing many other ambiguous denials. It also 
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'prescription', (continued): 
quotes and discusses many of the passages which reveal Hegel as clearly or implicitly offering 
prescriptions. This section of the Glossary seeks further to support the argument for making 
some modifications to Hegel's position on the question of prescription, 
1) by alphabetically listing Hegel's evaluative terms and phrases which provide a basis for 

making general prescriptions, and 
2) by alphabetically listing terms and phrases in which Hegel is more clearly prescribing 

actions. 
EVALUATIVE: 
"Actuality is not an irrational being" (Rechts, PP270Z ($.429)), 
"argument", 
"appropriately' (Rechts, PP309), 
"this happens best through philosophical insight" (Rechts, PP270Z S.430)), 
"complete (vollendeten) state" (Rechts, PP270Z), 
"in-and-for-itself correct and necessary" (Rechts, S.15), 
"a cultured state" (Enz. III, PP544An.), 
"an organically developed state" (Rechts, PP286An.), 
"only deserve the name 'constitution' if ... what should happen, happens" (Wwt., S.486), 
"education (Rechts, PP315), 
"has an equal right" (Rechts, PP311An.), 
"it is essential" (Philosophie II, 5.112-113), 
"An Evaluation (Beurteilung) of the proceedings .. ." (Wurt., S.462), 
"a false notion (Vorstellung) of the state" (Rechts, PP300Z), 
"foul existence" (Geschichte, S.53), 
"freedom" '(Rechts, PP270An.), 
"genuine Infinity", 
"glorious and fortunate advances" (Eng., S.89), 
"good ... moral sense" (Eng., $.86), 
"a high political right" (Wurt., S.482), 
"inessential appearance", 
"inferior ... a superior people ... higher constitution" (Philosophie II, 5.112-113), 
"inner necessity", 
"an infinitely important step forward of culture" (Wurt., S.492 (p. 270)), 
"iJTational ... and wrong" (Enz.lll. PP529An.), 
"is concerned" (Enz. III, PP544), 
"all other constitutions belong to lower stages of the development and realization of Reason", 

(Enz. III, PP542 (S.339)), 
"Germany ... must organize itself anew into a state" (G.Cons., S.577 (p. 238)), 
"the constitution ... progresses ..." (Rechts, PP298Z), 
"rational", 
"rational constitution", 
"rational state", 
"to judge more rationally" (Rechts, PP315), 
"Reason", 
"responsible" (Geschichte, S.49), 
"right", 
"a rotten (schlechter) state" (Rechts; PP270An. (5.429)), 
"a superior people" (Philosophie I, 5.112-113), 
"trne constitution" (Philosophie II, 5.112-113), 
"trne significance" (Rechts, PP301Z (5.471)), 
"trnth" (Wahrheit, Philosophie II, S.l12-113), 
"undeveloped ... institutions" (Rechts, PP295An.), 
"unfortunate" (Rechts, PP301Z (5.471)), 
"the genuine value ... a positive aspect" (Geschichte, S.53), and 
"a well organized state" (Rechts, PP281Z). 
PRESCRIPTIVE 
"must recognize and accept with the highest approval" (Wurt., 5471), 

"is best guaranteed" (Rechts, PP279), 

"cannot be" (Rechts, PP277), 
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"the correct way to seek improvement is ... by the alteration of institutions ... scientific 
remodelling" (Eng., S.86, $91), 

"desirable" (Rechts, PP306Z), 
"is ... its greatest justification" (Wurt., S.476), 
"required and justified" (Rechts, PP295An.), 
"justify" (Wurt., S.473 (p. 255)), 
"It is against all sense and against honour ... " (Domestic Affairs, S.270 (p. 244)), 
"multitude ... highest importance that it become organized" (Rechts, PP290Z), 
"the unity of the state is ... before all else to be longed for (zu verlangen, Rechts, PP300Z), 
"must (muss), Philosophie II, $.112-113; Eng., p. 313; Enz. I, PP99An.), 
"Humankind must find its own reason within the human law" (Rechts, S.15), 
"Religion must not be the governing principle" (Enz. III, PP468Z), 
"ought" (Rechts, S.15, S.27), 
"rightly subordinated to human life" (Geschichte, S.50), 
"should (Rechts, PP280Z and PP320Z, PP300Z, PP306Z, and PP316Z), 
"what everyone should acknowledge must prove itself to be justified" (Rechts, PP317Z), 
"all the greatest interests should be represented ... but it is a defect (Mangel) of a 

constitution that it leaves to chance what is necessary" (Eng. S.107 (p. 313)), 
"the state ... should (both] rest on and arise out of Reason" (Rechts,i PP270Z), 
"should be equal before the law" (Enz. III, PP539An. (S.333)), 
"conditions for freedom ... should" (Enz. III, PP486), 
"should be consulted" (Eng. S.107 (p. 314)), 
"the gradual abolition of slavery is more suitable" (Geschichte, S.129 (p. 99)), 
"the necessity ... to support the poor ... so strongly demanded by justice" (Eng., $.93 (p. 303)), 
" ... with right urged in support of the hereditary character of the throne" (Rechts, PP381An., and 
"the courage which wills ... justice ... the honesty to will it and not merely to pretend" 
(Domestic 

Affairs, 5.270). 
"present-to-hand", 

(das Vorhanden, Enz. I, PP7An.). See "actuality". 
'primarily', 

Contrast with 'ultimately' and 'formally'. 
"prime minister", 

(Premierminister, Rechts, PP290Z). Equivalents: "president of the council of ministers" (Eng., 
S.117 (p. 321)), and "state chancellor" (Staatskanzler, Rechts, PP290Z). 

'proportionality', 
"proposition", 

(Satz) 
"quantity", 

(Quantitat). E.g."quantity must also come into its right in the objective world, as much in the 
natural as in the human world", (Enz. I, PP99An.)Also, see 'to maximize the quality and quantity 
of free, rational living'. 

"rational", 
(vemiinftig, Enz. I, PP6An., Rechts, 270An. (S.419 and S.422)). 

"rational constitution", 
(Rechts, PP274An., PP286An.) i.e. "Reason-as-the-constitution" (die Idee der Konstitution, 
Philosophie II, $.113 (p.97)). We take the following to be equivalents: "constitutional monarchy" 
(Rechts, PP273), "rational organism" (Rechts, PP286), "true constitution" (Philosophie II, $.112), 
"rational state law" (Wurt., $.470 (p. 254) ), "the rational definite existence of political 
arrangements" (Staatseinrichtungen, Rechts, 270An. ($.419)), "the fundamental rational principles 
of a constitutional (Staatsrechtlichen) condition" (Wurt., S.491 (p. 270)). 

"rational freedom", 
(Rechts, PP301An.). 

"rational institutions", 
(Enz. III, PP539 ($.332)). 

"rational living", 
(vemiinftige Leben, Rechts, PP270An. (S.422)). 
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"rational state", 
i.e. "an organically developed state" (Rechts, PP286An.), "a well organized state" (Rechts, 281Z), 
"a cultured state" (Enz. III, PP544An. (S.343), "completed (vollendeten) state" (Rechts, PP270Z). 

"rationality", 
(Verni.inftigkeit, Enz. III, PP539 (S.332) and An. (S.333); Rechts, PP270An. (S.419), PP273Z (S.440), 
PP274An. and Z, and PP360; Wurt., S.472 (p. 254)). 

"rationally'', 
(Rechts, PP315). 

"reality'', 
(Realitlit). See "actuality". 

"reason", 
i.e. "self-conscious reason" or "conception". 

"Reason", 
(Vernunft, Enz. III, PP542 (S.339), PP549An.; Eng. S.89; Rechts, PP270An. (S.419), PP273Z (S.440), 
PP286, and PP301An.). For the drawing of this circle in FIGURE 9, see Enz. I, PP18, PP24Z2 (S.84) 
and PP187Z (also see the reference for the second largest circle in FIGURE 9, i.e. 'Reason-as
the-human-spirit'. I take "Reason" to be central organizing principle of Hegel's philosophy. 
Also, given the superfluity of his exposition, the following are examples of the other terms 
which are replaceable by "Reason" (Of course, the references which follow each term do not begin 
to offer a complete list of the texts in which the relevant term is used in this way, let alone 
of the instances in which the term seems not to be replaceable by "Reason".): "the Reason which 
has being" (die seiende Vernunft, Enz. I, PP6); "the Idea" (Idee, Rechts, PP308An.); "the conception 
in its objectivity'' (Logik II, S.271 (p. 597); "God" (Gott, Enz. I, PP12, Geschichte, S.52 (p. 36)); 
"the Absolute" (das Absolut, Logik II, S.80 (p.443); Enz. I, PP12, PP86Z2); "the genuine Good" (das 
wahrhafte Gute, Geschichte, S.52 (p. 36); "the Rational" (Rechts, PP274Z (S.440)); Rationality 
(Rechts, PP270An.), Substance, the Eternal (die Verni.inftigkeit, die Substanz. das Ewige, Rechts, 
S.25 (p. 10)); sometimes, "the Spirit" (der Geist, Rechts, PP259); "the world Spirit" (der 
Weltgeist, Rechts, PP30An.); "the Spirit of the world" (der Geist der Welt, Rechts, 273An.); "the 
universal Spirit" (der allgemeine Geist, Rechts, PP340); "the General" (das Allgemeine, Rechts, 
PP259Z); "the universal Essence as such" (das allgemeines Wesen als solches, Philosophie, I, S.96 
(p. 75)); "the Idea of the universal Essence" of appearance (in der Idee des allgemeines Wesens 
dieser Erscheinungen, Enz. I, PP12); "the absolute Contrariety within itself' (der absolute 
Widerspruch in sich, Lqgik II, S.78 (p. 442). 

'Reason as civil society', 
i.e. "civil society" (die biirgerliche Gesellschaft). 

'Reason as the conception of Reason', 
i.e. "the conception of Reason". 

"Reason as ethical practice", 
(Sittlichkeit). I take my drawing of the fourth largest circle in FIGURE 9 to be based on Enz. 
III PP517. 

'Reason as family living', 
(die Familie). 

'Reason as interstate relations', 
(das Verhaltnis des einzelnen Staates zu anderen Staaten, Rechts, PP259). 

"Reason as logic", 
(die Iogische Idee, Enz. I, PP187Z, PP236). 

'Reason as moral consciousness', 
(Moralitat). 

"Reason as nature", 
(die ... Idee ... als Nature, Enz. I, PP187Z, PP244). 

'Reason as the absolute human spirit', 
(der absolute Geist). 

"Reason as the constitution", 
See "constitution". 

'Reason as the finalising function', 
i.e. "the finalising function". 

"Reason as the governing organ", 
i.e. "government" or "governing organ" (die Regierungsgewalt, Rechts, PP273An.). 
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'Reason as the human spirit', 
See the following reference for this circle in FIGURE 9: Enz. I, PP187Z, Enz. III, PP474An. (S.297), 
PP385 and Z, PP483, and PP486; i.e. "spirit", "human spirit", "world spirit"; or 'humani1y', 
'humankind' or 'human history and life'. 

'Reason as the law· giving function', 
i.e. the "law-giving function". 

"Reason as the monarch", 
i.e. 'Reason as the monarchical organ'. 

'Reason as the monarchical organ', 
i.e. "monarchical organ". 

'Reason as the objective human spirit', 
i.e. "objective human spirit" (objektiven Geist, Enz. III 539 (S.333)). Sometimes expounded under 
the following fully equivalent names: Reason as "free will" (Enz.III, PP483 and PP487), Reason as 
"rational will" (Enz. III, PP485), and Reason as "right" (see the last part of Enz. III, PP487, 
which is not translated by A.V. Miller). These are the tree replacement names which dominate 
the exposition in The Philosophy of Right. In a different connection, Hegel calls Reason as 
"objective spirit" (Geist), "the empirical generality" of Reason-as-the-human-spirit. I take the 
above references to warrant my drawing of the third largest circle in FIGURE 9. 

'Reason as right', 
i.e. "right" or 'Reason as the objective human spirit'. 

'Reason as the particularizing function', 
i.e. the "particularizing function". 

'Reason as the representative assembly organ', 
i.e. the "representative assembly". 

"Reason as the state", 
(die Idee des Staates, Rechts, PP258An.). 

"Reason as willing", 
(die Idee des Wellens, Enz.I, PP232). 

'Reason as world history', 
i.e. "world history" (Weltgeschichte). 

"Reason v.hich has being, the", 
(die seiende Vemunft, Enz. I, PP6) i.e. "Reason". 

"reconciliation", 
(Enz.I, PP6). 

'reduction' 

"reduction~~, 

(Reduktion, Logik II, 259 (p. 588)), "lead back to the simple thought determinations" 
(Gedankenbestimmungen, Enz. I, PP25An., Logik II, 263 (p. 591)). 

'reflexive'. 

(Regierung, die,) 
Usually means "government" but at the following points it seems to refer to the whole 
organization of "state power" (Staatsmacht, Enz. III, PP539), i.e. where "government" has its 
common American meaning; "... the government as the organized totality which contains 
1) ... the monarchical governing organ" (Enz. III, PP542), i.e. 'the monarchical organ', "2) ... the 
particular governmental organ" (PP543), i.e. 'the governing organ', and "3) the representative 
assembly" (PP544). Also see PP539An., and PP541. 

"representation", 
(Reprasentation, Rechts, PP309Z). 

"representative assembly'', 
i.e 'Reason as the representative assembly organ' (die gesetzgebende Gewalt, Rechts, PP272Z, 
PP273An.). See Gewalt. To simplify, I have translated the following terms and phrases by the 
single phrase, "the representative assembly": "the sectional element" (das stli.ndische Element, 
Rechts, PP300, PP301, PP302An., PP313) of the law-giving function, "the politically [organized] 
sectional element" (des politisch-stli.ndische Element, Rechts, PP304), "the sectional assembly(s)" 
(Stli.ndeversammlung(en), Wurt., S.472 (p. 255), Enz. III, PP544An., Rechts, PP315Z), "the sectional 
authority" (die stli.ndische BehOrde, Enz. III, PP544), "the assembly(s)" (Versammlung(en), Rechts, 
PP315Z), "the gathering or convention" (Zusammenkunft, Rechts, PP309), "the country's estates" 
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(Landstande, Wurt., S.462 (p. 246)), "the country's legislature" (der Landtag, Wurt., S.477 (p. 

258)), "the national assembly" (die Nationalversammlung, Eng., S.113 (p.319), "the nation in its 

great council'' (der Nation in ihrem grossen Rate, Eng. , S.106 (p. 313) and S.119 (p.323)), "the 

law-giving assembly" (die gesetzgebende Versammlung, Eng., S.108 (p.314)), "the law-giving body" 

(der gesetzgebenden Korpern, Rechts, PP300Z "the chambers" (Kammern, Wurt., S.472 (p.255), Rechts, 

PP312, PP315Z, PP329Z). Hegel mentions or discusses several historically existent 

"representative assemblies" by name, e.g. "the feudal German Imperial Die" (Reichstag, G.Cons. 

S.578 (p. 239), Eng., S.106 (p.313)), the French "Chamber of Deputies" Wurt., S.476 (p. 258) and 
Eng., S.118 (p.323)), "the English Parliament" (das englische Parlament, Eng., S.83 (p.295)), and 
"the Congress of the U.SA" (der nordamerikanische Kongress, Rechts, PP270An. (S.421)). While "the 
representative assembly" within Hegel's Reason-as-the-constitution is most easily read to be 
divided into two chambers, he did occasionally speak with a degree of approval for unicameral 
assemblies, e.g. 1) the feudal German Imperial Diet with its three "benches" ("the Cities Bench" 
(die Stadtebank, G.Cons., S.578 (p.239)), or with its "three Colleges ... [i.e.] the Electors 
[College] ... the Princes College ... and the Cities College" (drei Kollegien ... das Kurfiirsten und 
das Ftirstenkollegium ... und das Stadtekollegium, G.Cons., S.579 (p. 240)), and 2) the unicameral 
assembly which was proposed by the King of Wurtemberg in 1815 in which 73 elected deputies and 
50 non-elected members were to vote (Wurt., S.472 (p.254)). In his article, About the English 
Reform Bill, Hegel spoke both of the "upper house" and of the "lower house" (Eng., S.108 (p.314)). 
The Philosophy of Right speaks of "the representative assembly accordingly dividing itself into 
two chambers (die standische Versammlung wir sich somit in zwei Kammern teilen, PP312). While 
The Philosophy of Right's constitution requires "two chambers", the argument there does not 
necessarily exclude the appropriateness of "the two parts" being organized into two "benches", 
into two "colleges", or into two "houses" in different circumstances. In contrast, what is 
essential is that while one part must be elected, the other part must be hereditary and tied to 
a number of legally defined landed estates. I have referred to the first part as the "non
elected" or the "hereditary chamber" (i.e. "the substantial section" (Rechts, PP307), "the first 
part" (PP310) and "the mediating Moment" (PP313)), and to the second part as the "elected 
chamber" (i.e. "the ~noving side" (die bewegliche Seite, Rechts, PP308), "the second part" (PP310) 
and "the second section" (PP313)) of the "representative assembly". Hegel sees both these 
chambers and their members as representative of the various "sections" of civil society. 

"representative assembly organ", 
i.e. "representative assembly". 

"representatives", 
For simplicity, I have translated all of the various terms which Hegel uses for the members of 
his "representative assembly" as "representatives": "members" (die Mitglieder der Stande, Rechts, 
PP301An.), "the elected representatives ... the elected deputies" (die gewahlten Reprasentanten ... 
gewahlten Deputierten, Wurt., S.470 (p. 253), and "the delegates" (der Abgeordneten, Rechts, 
PP301An.). I agree with Hegel's view, as expressed in Rechts, PP309Z, that the position of a 
"representative" should be such that he can become a mediator and a voice of the interest of 
the whole community and not only a spokesperson for his own association. 

"responsible", 
See 'prescription'. 

"right", 
(Rechts). "Right is ... the definite being of all the conditions of freedom" (Enz. III, PP486), i.e. 
all the sorts of human relations and activities which have the approval of 'philosophical 
necessity' or "inner necessity". Especially see the following confirming passages: Rechts, S.lS 
(p.24), Enz. III, PP486, and see "Reason as the objective human spirit". 

(Satz), 
i.e. "law", "theory'', or "proposition". 

"science", 
(Wissenschaft). 

"science of the state", 
(Rechts, S.26), i.e. "the conception of the state". 

"section(s)", 
(Stande, Rechts, PP311An. (S.480)) of civil society, i.e. those varied groupings which may become 
organized "associations" of common interests. The following "sections" could become the bases 
for the "associations" to be represented within the "elected chamber": "classes" (Klassen, Wurt., 
S.468 (p.251), S.576 (p.293), S.489 (p.268), Eng., S.83 (p.295)), "orders" or "ranks" (Stande, Eng., 
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S.l07 (p. 314), Rechts, PP276Z, PP288, PP308), "districts" (Bezirken, Wurt., S.473 (p. 255), 

"counties" a (Grafschaften, Eng., S.84 (p.297)), "municipalities" or "communities" (Gemeinden oder 

Gemeinschaften, Wurt., S.400 (p.261), S.481 (p.261) Eng., S.84 (p.296), Rechts, PP270An., PP288, 

PP290Z, PP308), Gemeinwesen, Wurt., 5.483 (p.263), Rechts, PP303An.). "communes" (Kommunen, Rechts, 

PP290Z), "corporations" (Korporationen, Wwt., S.483 (p.263), Rechts, PP229 and Z, PP251, PP263, 

PP270An., PP276Z, PP288, PP308), "interests" (Rechts, PP309An., PP311An., Eng., S.106 (p.313)), 

"circles" (Kreise, G. Cons., S.578 (p.239), Rechts, PP290Z, PP297Z, PP303An.), "cities" (Stiidte, 

G.Cons., 5.578, (p.239), "fractions" (Fraktionen, Eng., S.83 (p.265)), "parties" (Parteien, Enz. III, 

PP544An. (S.344 and S.345). Wurt., S.476 (p.258), Eng., S.123, "guilds" (Zunft, Wurt., S.483 (p.263), 

SASS (p.264), "branch" (Zweig, Rechts, PP311An., PP320Z), "the particular spheres" (die besondere 

Spharen, Rechts, PP288, PP290Z, PP302), "trades", "crafts" and "professions" (Gewerbe, Rechts, 

PP288), "associations" (Genossenschaften, Wurt., S.483 (p.263), Rechts, PP308). See "associations". 


Selbsti:iruligkeit, 
"self-dependence". 


"self-conscious reason", 

(Enz. I, PP6), i.e. "reason". 


"self· dependence", 

(5elbststiindigkeit, Enz. I, PP157, Rechts, PP322). 


"self-determining", 

(Rechts, PP278An.). 


"self-relating negativity and ... self-determining generality", 

(Rechts, PP278An.). 


'sensuous experience', 

The "experience of the five senses", cf. 'non-sensuous experience'. 


"should", 

(Sollen), i.e. "ought". 


"singularity", 

(Einzelheit, Enz. I, PP163). 


"Some of what is rational is actual, and all of what is actual (or only part of what exists) is 

rational", 

(Enz. I, PP6An., Rechts, S.24. See the references and modifications of the more literal 

translation under "What is rational ...". 


'Some of what is philosophically necessary is rational living, and all of what is rational living is 

philosophically necessary'. 


"sovereignty of the people", 
(Volkssouveriinitiit). See relevant discussions in Rechts, PP279An. (S.447), and see "the principle 
of the many and of the multitude" (Enz. III, PP544An. (S.343)), "the citizens ... and the electoral 
assemblies" (Wwt., S.482 (p. 262), "the public voice (die iiffentliche 5timme) ... not infrequently 
... has proven ... to be impractical or ... fatal ... and [changeable]" (Eng., 5.84 (p. 295)), and "the 
ignorance of the multitude" (Eng., S.90 (p.300)). Also see Rechts, PP310An. (5.479), and Eng., 
S.103 (p.310). 

"specific conception", 
(bestimmter Begriff, Logik II, 5.253 (p.583), 5.264, 270, 282, 288, 292, 299; Enz. I, PP162An., 
PP171An., PP213An., PP214An.). Terms taken to have the same meaning: 
"a specification of the conception" or 'of Reason', or "a particular conception" (besonder), (Logik 
II, 5.273-274 (p.600-607)); "each conception" (Logik II, S.282 "particularizing of the conception" 
(Enz. I, PP166Z). I take the following terms usually to be equivalent: "categories", 
"differentiations" or "distinctions", "specifications", "moments", and "the general types" (der 
allgemeine Typus, Enz. I, PP230Z) and "relations" (Verhaltnissen). 

"specifications", 
(Bestimmungen). 

"specific elements of Reason", 
i.e. "specific Ideas" (bestimmten Ideen, Enz. I, PP213An.), "Ideas" (Ideen), or "a specification of 

Reason" (eine Vernunftbestimmung, Enz. III, PP539An. (s.333)). I take this phrase to name the 

"logical categories", the 'natural actualities' and 'human actualities' as possible "objects" of 

knowledge. 


"spirit", 
(Geist, Enz.I, PP187Z). See "human spirit". 
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"Spirit", 
i.e. "Reason". 

"spurious infinity", 
(die schlechte Unendlichkeit, Enz. I, PP94, PPlllZ). The boring or diverting endless, or 
indefinite multiplicity. See "inessential appearance". 

"structuring process", 
(Rechts, S.27). 

"subject", 
(das Subjekt, Enz. I, PP163An.). 

"subjectivist moralizing", 

"subjectivity", 
(Subjectivitat, Enz. I, PP147Z). 

"teleological aim", 
(Zweckbezieung ... teleologische Verhii.ltnis, Enz. I, PP194Z). 

"theory of the state", 
(Enz. I, PP163Z), i.e. "conception of the state". 

'to maximize both the quality and quantity of free, rational living', 

'total, external determinism', 
The claim that all empirical effects result either from unknowable (e.g. spontaneous or divine) 
causes, i.e. fatalism or predestination; or from a humanly knowable chain of causes and effects. 
Both versions deny that we can have any genuinely 'free will', i.e. a will which is in any 
measure free of external determining forces. See "determinism". 

"totality", 
(Totalitat, Enz. I, PP214An.). 

"true constitution", 
see "constitution". 

{tiberhaupt), 
"broadly", "broadly speaking", "in the main", "by and large", "largely", "on the whole", or "for the 
most part". 

'ultimately'. 
Contrast with 'formally' and 'primarily'. 

"unconfined discretion", 
(Rechts, PP283). 

"understanding", 
i.e. "abstractive understanding". 

11universar·, 
(allgemeine (Geschichte, S.52)). 

"Universal". 
(Allgemeine, Philosophie I, S.96). 

'universal adult suffrage', 

"voter", 
see "citizen". 

"voting qualifications", 

''What is rational, that is what is actual; and what is actual, that is what is rational", 
(Was vemlinftig ist, das ist wirklich; und was wirklich ist, das ist vemlinftig, Rechts, S.24 
(p.IO)). This conclusion is repeated and more fully discussed in Enz. I, PP6An., and it reappears 
in various forms elsewhere, e.g. Philosophie, II, S.ll0 (II p. 95); II, S.lll; (III, p. 23); Rechts, 
S.26. See "Some of what ...". 

'What is rational must embrace what is contrary ·within itself, all what is contrary but not 
contradictory is rational', 

"world Spirit", 
(Weltgeist), i.e. "Reason". "World Spirit" has "nations and individuals enough to exempt some", 
(Philosophie I, S.55). 

"world spirit", 
i.e. 'Reason as the world spirit'. 
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Introduction 


For the greater part of this century the philosophical writings of 
Hegel have been either badly misunderstood or totally neglected. 
But during the past twenty years there has been a tremendous 
revival of interest in Hegel, which is partly due to interests in 
Marxism and Continental philosophy and partly a reaction 
against what was perceived as the dullness of the linguistic and 
analytic philosophy which has dominated English-speaking 
philosophy. Many who turned to Hegel saw him as a challenge; 
both difficult to comprehend but impossible to ignore Hegel 
seemed to have something to say about almost every branch of 
philosophical inquiry. The flood of exegesical texts and English 
translations has continued since the 1960s, and the setting up of 
the Hegel Society of Great Britain in 1979 was an acknowledge
ment of the fact that Hegelianism is to have a prominent position 
in philosophy for many years to come. But what is of great 
significance in the Hegel revival is the actual diversity of research 
interests which led scholars to Hegel's philosophy. It is certainly 
impossible to single out one strand of his work as being 
accountable for this growing interest. For some philosophers it is 
his sodal and political philosophy that explains the attraction, 
others seek insights in his metaphysics, his philosophy of nature, 
philosophy of religion, or philosophy of history. 

It is this very diversity of interests which underlies the selection 
of papers included in this volume. No attempt has been made to 
show that contemporary Hegelians belong to a school or have 
anything in common beyond the fact that an interest in Hegel is 
reflected in their current philosophical research. The reader who 
expects a final and definitive statement about Hegel's philosophy 
will not find it in this collection. For the purpose in bringing 
together this wealth of current research has not been to present a 
detailed exegesis of a philosopher who has been long dead, but 
rather to demonstrate the life and vitality of an Hegelian tradition 
and its influence upon those who are grappling with some of the 
issues that dominate contemporary philosophy. 

Thus in the first paper Bernard Cullen argues that contemporary 
social philosophy is enriched with an appreciation of Hegel's 
insights in The phenomenology oj spirit, and maintains that 'our 
attempts to understand the complexities of human society and 
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culture today can hope to succeed only within the framework 
bequeathed to us by Hegel'. Susan Easton, in the second paper, 
approaches recent issues in feminist social and political philosophy 
from an Hegelian standpoint. Rejecting some of the standard 
feminist criticism of Hegel's analysis of the family (namely his 
alleged endorsement of the public-private distinction, and alleged 
reductionism and functionalism) she explores the possibility of an 
Hegelian understanding of women's potential freedom. 

In the paper by Anthony Manser, attention focuses on Hegel's 
logic. As Manser points out Hegel's Science of logic represents a 
radical attempt to change the very nature of philosophy but, 
whilst many commentators have written about the initial 
dialectic of being, nothing, and becoming, none have taken 
Hegel's remarks about becoming seriously enough and have 
consequently misunderstood one of the most essential features of 
his attempt to replace traditional metaphysics with dialectical 
logic. There have been other attempts to transform the nature of 
philosophy. One of the more recent attempts has been attributed 
to Ludwig Wittgenstein whose radical approach to problems of 
language and meaning is compared with Hegel's philosophy in 
the following paper by David Lamb. 

In a detailed examination of Hegel's socio-economic philosophy 
Christopher J. Arthur looks at the role of political economy in 
Hegel's Philosophy of right and argues that Hegel's emphasis on 
social forms is highly relevant to the contemporary attempt to 
develop economics as a social science. 

The three papers by Michael George, Sean Sayers and Joseph 
McCarney indicate the extent to which an understanding of the 
relationship between Hegelianism and Marxism is relevant 
today. Michael George interprets Marxism as a construction 
upon foundations laid by Hegel and consequently takes issue 
with commentators who have attempted to rewrite Marxism 
without reference to its Hegelian heritage. According to Sean 
Sayers both Hegel and Marx were advocates of a scientific and 
realistic method, but it was only by means of a rejection of 
Hegel's conservative system that Marx was able to develop a 
method which was both scientific and critical. Joseph McCarney 
raises the question of how the social sciences can be conceived of 
as being dialectical and argues that progress in this direction can be 
achieved only through an appreciation of Marx's methodological 
debt to Hegel. 

Hegel's contribution to the philosophy of religion is an 
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important feature in the revival of Hegelian philosophy, and the 
relationship between his views on philosophy and his views on 
religion has been a subject of considerable debate. Pitting himself 
against those philosophers who separate the religious elements 
from Hegel's epistemology and metaphysics, John Walker 
provides a convincing case that 'Hegel's view of philosophy as 
itself a religious activity is of crucial relevance to his philosophy 
as a whole' and that 'far from being an anachronism' the religious 
character is one of the main reasons why that philosophy 
continues to be relevant. 

Whilst Hegel's contribution to the philosophy of religion has 
been recognised and progress continues in the application of his 
method to the social sciences, the significance of his philosophy of 
nature for contemporary philosophy of science has, until very 
recently, been virtually ignored. Wolfgang Neuser's examination 
of how Hegel saw the role of mathematics in the natural sciences 
therefore marks a significant step in the recognition of benefits to 
be derived from an Hegelian approach to the philosophy of 
science. 

The appendix to this collection is a translation of Hegel's 
Habilitationsthesen together with an introduction and annotated 
bibliography by Norbert Waszek. 

David Lamb 
Department of Philosophy 
University of Manchester 
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Hegel's Historical Phenomenology 
and Social Analysis 

Bernard Cullen 

FOR FRITHjOF BERGMANN 

The present world and the present form and self-conscious
ness of spirit contain'within them all the stages that appear 
to have occurred earlier in history ... What spirit is now, it 
has always been; the only difference is that it now possesses 
a richer consciousness and a more fully elaborated concept 
of its own nature ... Those moments that spirit appears to 
have outgrown still belong to it in the depths of its present. 

Hegel, Introduction to Lectures on the philosophy of world 
history (1830) I 

In the first part of this essay, I propose to offer a reading of 
Hegel's Phenomenology of spirit. This does not pretend to be the 
only legitimate reading; especially with a text as tantalising and 
as rich and complex as the Phenomenology, I am always suspicious 
of commentators who claim to have discovered 'what Hegel really 
meant' (or any other philosopher, for that matter). I hope, all the 
same, that mine is what Werner Marx calls an 'immanent' rather 
than an 'assimilative' account: 2 I have not attributed to Hegel 
what is not in the text, and I have no particular philosophical axe 
to grind, except to articulate my own conviction that our 
attempts to understand the complexities of human society and 
culture today can hope to succeed only within the philosophical 
framework bequeathed to us by Hegel. Not, of course, that Hegel 
had all the answers. However, while the Hegelian synthesis - of 
subjectivity and objectivity, humanity and nature, finiteness and 
infinity - has been fruitfully supplemented by subsequent 
thinkers, it has not, in my view, been superseded. In part II, I 
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shall indicate some of the ways in which contemporary social 
analysis can learn from Hegel's insights. 

Because of its short compass, my account is partial, and much 
of considerable significance is, inevitably, omitted. Nevertheless, 
I hope to present a coherent synopsis of a very long and often 
baffling book, and to highlight a unifying thread that runs 
through it.3 The central theme of the Phenomenology is that human 
reason can attain knowledge of the spirit that permeates all of 
reality; but this can only be achieved through a philosophical 
consideration of all the forms that spirit has assumed throughout 
history. To look at it from a slightly different perspective, the 
Phenomenology is an account of the history of self-consciousness 
i.e. of the ways in which people have understood themselves and 
their relations to other people, to nature and to the divine 
culminating in the 'absolute' knowledge that is attainable today. 

I have argued elsewhere that Hegel's primary motivation to 
write an all~encompassing system of philosophy was his anguish 
in the face of the social and political fragmentation around him.4 
This ubiquitous bifurcation (Entzweiung) was parallelled by a 
growing estrangement of human beings from the ground of their 
being in nature. When the instrumental reason of the Enlighten
ment introduced a radical cleavage between human society and 
nature, society was left suspended as if in mid-air. In his solution 
to this problem, Rousseau assumed the universal possibility of a 
social reciprocity that has its juridical equivalent in the idea of a 
social contract: according to this understanding, all dissymmetry 
and inequality in status, functions and powers is abolished, so 
that each member of the community is recognised as a homogen
eous unit, with equal access to the realm of the rights and duties 
that are presupposed by all forms of collective life. 

Hegel took Rousseau to task for the formalism of his social 
contract theory (see PC 316-23, PS 355-63, on absolute freedom 
and terror)5 and for his failure to recognise (as Montesquieu and 
Herder had done) the concrete reality of the spirit of a people 
expressing itself in its art, its religion, its political and economic 
institutions. According to Hegel, an underlying unity can be 
rediscovered beneath this manifold of spiritual/cultural universes. 
Each time the philosopher enters in thought into another 
historical period, it becomes self-sufficient and excludes the other 
forms of life that have preceded it or will succeed it: India, 
Greece, Rome, the Middle Ages, the Enlightenment are so many 
worlds, the richness and originality of which must be acknow

2 
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ledged. There can, therefore, be no lapidary affirmation valid for 
the whole range of human societies that might permit any thinker 
to overcome their heterogeneity. For Hegel, concepts such as 
freedom, nature, the will are themselves the products ofa certain 
stage in the development of what he calls spirit (Geist); and they 
certainly may not be accepted unquestioningly when one's 
thought is confronted with the vast sweep of world history. 

Hegel's overriding aim is to examine in thought the being of 
this spirit, and to grasp the process through which modern 
society strives to become adequate to it. Spirit, actualised in 
different ways in different societies, has not heretofore been 
accessible to thought; but it is because spirit has now explicitly 
become what it has always been implicitly that philosophical 
science is finally able to achieve adequate knowledge of its 
object.6 The inadequacy or the bias of earlier philosophical 
doctrines was due not so much to blindness or intellectual 
laziness, but to the incompleteness of spirit itself; and it is because 
of the maturing of spirit that we can now embark upon the 
transcendence of the division between knowledge (phenomena) 
and faith (noumena) instituted by Kantian Criticism, that still 
characterises the modern world. This 'ripening' process is not the 
product of mere reflection. It involves the whole unfolding of 
universal history; and it is in this fundamental connection 
between the ultimate success of philosophical discourse and the 
becoming of spirit that the radical novelty of Hegelianism is 
evident: a single reading of the facts of experience is only now 
conceivable because spirit has deepened its own content, since 
the totality of its virtualities could only be developed with the 
passage of time. Hegel elaborates on this theme in the final 
chapter of the Phenomenology qf spirit, entitled 'Absolute Know
ledge (Das absolute Wissen)'. In it he discusses the relation between 
his Science qf logic (finally published in 1812-16), which is 
adumbrated in this final chapter, and the phenomenological 
dialectic described in the preceding chapters. He underlines the 
interpenetration and mutual modification of philosophical science 
and the historical and natural reality out of which it was 
developed. According to Hegel, the philosopher can know and 
know absolutely; but it has become possible, at a specific point in 
history, for a particular person (Hegel himself) to come to know 
and to write down the content of the Science oflogic only because of 
the unfolding of the course of human history, that is, the effective 
development of spirit. For a better understanding of how Hegel 

3 
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arrived at this conclusion, we should refer back to the Preface 
(written in early 1807, and a summary of Hegel's philosophical 
project in its own right), in which he defines the purpose of the 
Phenomenology. 

I 

Hegel insists that human reality is fundamentally historical: 
'Spirit is never at rest but is engaged in constantly progressive 
movement (in immer fortschreitender Bewegung), (PC 14, PS 6). He 
describes the transition from one form7 of spirit to another: spirit 
matures (reift) slowly and quietly into its new shape, like a child 
in the womb, and then 'there is a qualitative leap (ein qualitativer 
Sprung), and the child is born' (PC 14, PS 6). Although spirit 
dissolves almost imperceptibly the structure of its previous world, 
'this gradual crumbling that left unaltered the face of the whole is 
cut short by the sunrise which, in a flash, all at once reveals the 
features of the new world' (PC 15, PS 7). The Roman world 
succeeded the Greek city-state, and was itselfin turn replaced by 
the medieval Christian world: the becoming (or the 'maturing' or 
'ripening') ofspirit can best be understood as a long succession of 
incomplete forms that gave rise to each other, negated each other, 
or sometimes co-existed on the basis of different principles, while 
the meaning of the totality of the process was never fully grasped. 

But the emergence of a new form of spirit takes on today a 
significance quite different from any it could possibly have had in 
previous epochs: 

Our time (Zeit) is a time of birth and transition to anew 
epoch (Periode). Spirit has broken with what was hitherto 
the world of its existence and imagination (Daseins und 
Vorstellens) , and is about to submerge it in the past, and in 
the work of its own transformation. (PG 14, PS 6) 

Our era is different, because for the first time this meaning 
underlying everything that has existed can be recognised as 
genuine knowledge, the very object of science. Of course Hegel 
does not prove this thesis in the Preface (nor can I), since such a 
demonstration is only available in the Phenomenology as a. whole. 

The ultimate aim of the work, however, is defined quite 
unambiguously: 'To lead the individual from his uneducated 
(ungebildeten) standpoint to knowledge' (PG 24, PS 16). 

4 
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And this is to be accomplished by examining 'the universal 
individual (das allgemeine Individuum), the world spirit, in its 
formative education (Bildung), (PG 24, PS 16).8 While 'the 
universal (or general) individual' is humankind in general, the 
individual to whom Hegel is directing the Phenomenology is you or 
me. In the course of our own experience, we will have integrated 
into our existence all the moments of the development of spirit; 
which means that we will be in a position, using Hegel's 
terminology, to apprehend the true not as an objective substance 
but as a subject. 

This formula involves both phenomenology and ontology: 
individuals must dissolve the exteriority of the thing-like object, 
must abolish the rigidity of substance and recognise in what is 
other than themselves their own handiwork. The Phenomenology is 
an account of this abolition of exteriority. By the end of the 
seventh chapter (that is, just before the eighth and final chapter 
on 'absolute knowledge'), we have arrived at the content of the 
absolute, albeit in an inadequate form, that of the Christian 
religion. And in the final chapter, Hegel abolishes all duality 
between the thing-like object - in this extreme case, God - and 
human self-consciousness. But this overcoming of all dualism is 
possible only because the disparity between being and thought is 
only one moment (or aspect) ofa history, the one true subject of 
which is spirit. 

This is not simply a modification of classical metaphysics 
governed by the traditional definition of truth. Whether one 
claims that knowledge must conform to the objects (empiricism), 
or, on the contrary, that the objects must be governed by our 
knowledge (rationalism/idealism), one is still assuming the 
duality and mutual indifference of being and knowing. But the 
object that presents itself to the individual as an immutable and 
unchangeable 'nature', out there, is so only because it has not yet 
been grasped in a properly scientific way. But this delay is not a 
simple accident due to contingent factors. According to Hegel, 
the delay exists only because the object itself has not reached its 
full development. And furthermore, if an object has now become 
an object of scientific knowledge, it is because it is moving 
towards its completed form, the sign of that completion being the 
knowledge itself. 

The complexity of such a dialectic obviously transforms the 
very notion of error. The definition of truth as the adequation of 
the intellect to the thing is a proposition empty of meaning when 

5 
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non-truth refers to the non-fulfilment of being. Not that speaking 
of error is a meaningless act; but in this case, it has a purely 
technical meaning, internal to a discourse that has already been 
constituted. A judgement is recognised to be false when it is 
revealed that the content to which it refers does not exist. 
Presence, therefore, is the only norm against which what is stated 
can be measured. But what is presence apart from that discourse 
in which it is contained? Being is not the fixed and immutable 
entity that reflection alone can decompose or dissociate (in the 
chemistry sense); being is what discourse brings into existence 
and what has enabled that discourse to be held in the first place. 

Reality articulates itself in discourse, but only to take over 
discourse itself. Discourse - that is, the totality of its manifesta
tions - is a moment (or aspect) of being itself. The word is not 
external to what exists; it is the supreme incarnation of it. The 
dichotomy between subjectivity and objectivity postulated by all 
traditional theories of knowledge is seen, ultimately, to be 
illusory. The two histories, the history of the object and the 
history of the subject, coincide in their mutual transformation. 
Any effort, therefore, to describe the real as an objective given is 
necessarily inadequate; it is not a question of objectifying but of 
receiving and reintegrating. We are not to affirm a particular 
philosophical theory and reject all the others but, for the first time 
in the course of universal history, we are to confront all the 
discourses, all the philosophical theories, that the human mind 
has produced. 

If the incompleteness of knowledge always refers back to the 
incompleteness of that historical reality of which it is knowledge, 
the notion ofa completed science prompts two questions. In what 
form does it lead that which exists to fulfilment? And what is it in 
being that permitted it to come into existence? These questions 
help to elucidate the development of the Phenomenology ofspirit on 
three levels. The object is appropriated and transformed into a 
subject according to three quite distinct processes. And the 
Phenomenology itself has three main stages: 

a. The first five chapters (more than half the book) survey 
the emergence and development of subjective spirit (i.e. of 
particular forms of subjectivity or individual consciousness), 
which goes beyond the realm of individuality and opens up 
to the world of spirit. 
b. Chapter VI (which corresponds to the stage of objective 
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spirit) presents a survey and analysis of the various forms or 
shapes of spirit,the successive cultural formations in 
history: the Greek city-state, the Roman world, feudal 
society, the French Revolution, which has heralded the 
rational (verniinflig) modern state. These are so many 
moments that have brought spirit to the fullness of its 
development. However, these earlier forms of consciousness 
are only what Hegel calls 'Abstractionen' (PG 239, PS 264). 
c. Finally, Chapters VII and VIII deal with absolute 
spirit: that is, the forms of discourse that people have 
adopted and through which the totality of being has been 
expressed: art, religion, and philosophy. Science proper 
only becomes possible, the content of knowledge can only 
be adequately expressed, after the completion of this triple 
movement. And each one of these processes calls forth the 
process that succeeds it. 

Subjective spirit 

The first five chapters of the Phenomenology of spirit describe the 
slow progress of individual consciousness leading from the 
appearances that are initially given to it to the very heart of 
Hegelian 'spirit'.9 Since the world that the individual confronts is 
only the totality of the manifestations of his own activity, 
knowledge of the object is, therefore, just as much its suppression. 
Accordingly, this dialectic has first and foremost a negative 
signification: it is perceived by the subject as the brutal 
destruction of its own certainties. It appears to have no rigour 
and indeed seems quite chaotic. The object of experience is not 
given as the necessary product of the development of self
consciousness but as a content that one just stumbles upon, that 
appears out of the blue. I t is in this respect that Hegelian 
description has often been compared to the essential character of 
psychoanalytic experience: what appears to be revealed at· the 
end of the process as the ultimate law of consciousness has the 
same kind of strangeness as that which subjects can say about 
themselves in analysis. No intentional design can exhaust what 
comes into existence. It thus becomes apparent that individuals 
are nothing outside of an order of which they are part. 

They can indeed affirm their own (partial) independence by 
abandoning one attitude for another; but they will depend just as 
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much as ever on what is outside of them, which continues to elude 
them. Through the plurality of possible attitudes can be 
discerned an order that determines the vantage points from 
which those attitudes become intelligible. But consciousness does 
not recognise itself in this truth and submits to it as to a strange 
and archaic law. It hangs on then to what it is or what it thinks it 
is; it is unsure of its whole world; its inadequacy to the universal 
reality of which it is part is unveiled. 

Natural consciousness will show itself to be only the concept 
(Begrifj) of knowledge, or in other words, not to be real 
knowledge. But since it directly takes itself to be real 
knowledge, this path has a negative significance for it, and 
what is in fact the realization of the concept counts for it 
rather as the loss of its own self (Verlust seiner selbst); for it 
does lose its truth on this path. The road can therefore be 
regarded as the pathway of doubt (des ZweiJels), or more 
precisely as the way of despair (der Verzweifiung). (PC 56, PS 
49) 

This tragic phenomenon appears on a number of levels. In one 
sense, spirit has developed through innumerable individual 
dramas that are like the foam on the surface of its movement. 
Stoicism became dominant in the heyday of the Roman world; 
the unhappy consciousness (das unglilckliche BewujJtsein) depends 
upon the institutionalisation of the duality endemic to the 
Christian world-view. The tragedy, then, is a real tragedy, 
insoluble in itself, since individual alienation is only the micro
cosmic reproduction of a more all-embracing alienation, the 
alienation of an incomplete form of spirit. The incompleteness of 
self-consciousness refers back to its base, the incompleteness of 
history. 

The modern individual, who lives in a world in the process of 
completion, may of course fail to recognise this, and adopt 
Stoicism, scepticism or Christianity; but these forms are by now 
out of phase with what exists, since the work of universal history 
serves as their substructure and sooner or later makes it 
impossible to maintain them. These same forms of spirit, 
understood in their original form, appear as examples of the 
tragedy of the individual consciousness, unable to forge a world 
in accordance with its desires and unable to overcome the 
alienation of spirit. But spirit was not reduced to anyone of its 
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phases. Through the multiplicity of plans and individual tragedies, 
spirit cleared a path for itself; and the discourse of the 
philosopher now recognises and proclaims that the history of 
spirit is approaching the end and that individuals can now 
recognise in what is initially given to them externally the guiding 
law of their own evolution. 

In this sense, the alienation of modern individuality is ready to 
be reabsorbed and to be reduced to the level ofa moment that has 
been superseded. Furthermore, the cultural forms that emerge 
from the past and to which I can now refer are no longer rooted in 
the soil that produced and nurtured them: they are now items in 
the cultural memory. In an extremely important text, Hegel 
articulates the being of the modern world as a manifestation of 
spirit that is more advanced than other, earlier, ones; and 
specifies the relation between the modern individual and earlier 
cultural formations: 

In the universal individual every moment displays itself as 
it gains concrete form and a shape ofits own. The particular 
individual (das besondre Individuum) is incomplete spirit, a 
concrete form in whose existence (Dasein) one determination 
(Bestimmtheit) predominates, while the others are present 
only in blurred outlines (in verwischten Ziigen). In the spirit 
that is on a higher level than another, the lower concrete 
existence has been reduced to an inconspicuous moment; 
what used to be important (die Sache selbst) is now but a 
trace; its form is shrouded and becomes a mere shading 
(Schattirung). The individual whose substance is the more 
advanced spirit (der hoher stehende Geist) runs through this 
past just as one who takes up a higher science goes through 
the preparatory data (Vorbereitungskenntnisse) he has long 
since absorbed, in order to bring their content to mind; he 
recalls these memories to the inward eye, but has no lasting 
interest in them for their own sake. The individual must 
also pass through the formative stages (Bildungsstuffin) of 
universal spirit so far as their content is concerned, but as 
forms that spirit has already left behind, as stages on a way 
that has been prepared and levelled . . . In this respect, 
formative education (Bildung), considered from the point of 
view of the individual, consists in his acquiring what thus 
lies at hand, devouring his organic nature, and taking 
possession of it for himself But, considered from the side of 
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universal spirit as substance, this is nothing but its own 
acquisition of self-consciousness, the bringing about of its 
own becoming (Werden) and reflection into itself (PG 24-25, 
PS 16--17) 

When we adopt the role of the Stoic or the sceptic or 'the 
unhappy consciousness' of Christendom (see PG 116--131, PS 
119-138), we are not, despite appearances, guided solely by the 
content of those forms of spirit. If it were concretely possible 
today to transform a particular stage in the history of conscious
ness into a self-subsistent moment, if it were even conceivable 
that the imaginary level on which self-consciousness can live 
could be permanently cut offfrom the becoming of spirit, then the 
individual would only have to make a choice from among several 
possible attitudes. But this is by definition not the case: 
individuals are not as they see themselves, but are always more 
than they themselves can articulate. The level upon which the old 
worlds are evoked is an indication that spirit has definitively left 
them behind, even though the individual subject may not yet 
realise it. 

Consciousness is explicitly the concept (Begriff) of itself. 
This means that consciousness goes beyond the limits, and 
since these limits belong to itself, it goes beyond itself. For 
the particular individual, the beyond (das Jenseits) is also 
established for consciousness. (PG 57, PS 51) 

This 'beyond' is, from the outset, the real driving power of the 
dialectic of self-consciousness. Even when they recognise them
selves in Greek or Roman or medieval Christian forms of spirit, 
modern individuals remain part of the totality of contemporary 
society. Even though they fail to recognise the essence of that 
society, they are always driven beyond this misreading of their 
own world, towards what is implied by the totality. The object 
experienced by consciousness is not isolated, but presents itself in 
relation to a norm that is both outside the object and within self
consciousness. This is why Hegel says that both the object and its 
yardstick lie within self-consciousness. 

Consciousness seems incapable, as it were, of getting 
behind the object to examine it not as it exists for 
consciousness, but as it is in itself; and so also cannot test its 
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own knowledge by that criterion. But the distinction 
between the in-itself and knowledge exists already in the 
very fact that consciousness knows an object at all ... 
Should comparison between these two moments show that 
they do not correspond to each other, it would seem that 
consciousness must modify its knowledge to make it 
conform to the object. But in the modification of the 
knowledge, the object itself modifies itselffor it also, for the 
knowledge that was present was essentially a knowledge of 
the object. As the knowledge changes so also does the 
object, since the object essentially belonged to this know
ledge. So for consciousness, that which it previously took to 
be the in-itself is not an in-itself, or it was only an in-itself 
for it (i.e. for consciousness). Since consciousness thus finds 
that its knowledge of an object does not correspond to its 
object, the object itself does not stand up to the test either; 
in other words, the yardstick for testing (der Mafistab der 
Priiifong) is modified when that for which it was to have 
been the yardstick fails to pass the test; and the testing is 
not just a testing of knowledge, but also a testing of the 
yardstick of knowledge. (PC 59-60, PS 54-55) 

The duality between spirit and what is known by spirit (a 
duality essentially present in the phenomenological dialectic, as 
in all kinds of knowledge) can be overcome in so far as the object 
of knowledge is no more than the externalised form of spirit: this 
modification of knowledge as it adjusts to an outside reality also 
involves the transformation of that reality as it (the reality) 
progresses towards full knowledge of itself. Phenomenological 
critique consists in highlighting the gap between how a given 
situation is described and the actual being of spirit. This gap is 
opened up each time that a particular modern individual 
identifies himself or herselfwith one or other of the forms of spirit 
that has been superseded: the self-identification of a particular 
individual today as, for example, a Platonist or a Christian can 
only be understood on the 'ideological' level. Since these earlier 
forms of spirit do not fully account for the reality of the individual 
subject, the subject withdraws from that reality; and the principle 
that really governs it (i.e. the 'maturing' of spirit through history) 
is not yet apparent to the subject. The substance (i.e. the object of 
consciousness) is thus perceived as the polar opposite to 
subjectivity, and takes on the appearance ofa fixed natural given, 
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although it continues to live within the same reality as the active 
individual subject. The individual can appropriate the whole 
range of spiritual or cultural worlds that human activity has 
brought into existence, but this involves not just knowing but also 
retrieving. The human subject is not yet fully aware of all that 
humanity has accomplished, but just because it has been 
accomplished, subjects will never be able to reduce themselves 
simply to the sum of what they know. Gradually, with the 
development of its knowledge and learning, consciousness comes 
to a full understanding of the historical dimension that ultimately 
governs it. 

Objective spirit 

The second stage of the Phenomenology (Chapter VI, 'Spirit') 
presupposes the acceptance of such a historical dimension; and 
also that history can become an object of knowledge. Individual 
subjects have come to recognise themselves in the substance of 
the objective world. They are now able to read there the work of 
human negativity, and the stages of their past evolution are now 
going to be described on a higher level. In the earlier sections of 
the book, only that in the movement of spirit which was apparent 
to consciousness was described, but the transformation from one 
form of spirit into another, as described, was unreal: subjectivity 
was depicted as deceptively fluid, while the work of history is in 
fact slow and difficult. The upshot is that there can be no simple 
one-to-one correspondence between the two levels: the unhappy 
consciousness is not Christianity, but merely one of the forms of 
the internalisation of the Christian world. In the same way, the 
dialectic of the lord (Herr) and the bondsman (Knecht) (see PC 
109-116, PS 111-19) does not capture the reality of the clashes 
between lords and bondsmen that have occurred throughout 
history. In this latter case, oppressors and oppressed, aristocratic 
consciousnesses and dependent consciousnesses demonstrate 
certain social and cultural characteristics, and certain common 
features gradually come to light through the consideration of 
conflicts between them: the initial confrontation between two self
consciousnesses, the demand for recognition that emerges from 
such a confrontation, the acceptance of the ultimate risk (of 
death) in the course of the struggle, and the differentiation into 
lord and bondsman. But these characteristics must not be 
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thought of as necessary moments in the genesis of human society. 
The Phenomenology is not intended to be an anthropology, in that 
sense. Hegel's insistence that spirit is a primary entity with 
respect to all the individual specifications that might intervene 
rules out the possibility of any chronological or logical anteriority 
between the descriptions in the first section and those in the 
second. 

Particular consciousness is now in a position to derive, from 
consideration of the historical material available, the significance 
of its own existence, only because spirit has attained a certain 
stage of development: 

Spirit is herewith self-supporting, absolute, real being. All 
previous forms ofconsciousness are abstractions (Abstractionen) 
of it. They are so because spirit analyzed itself, distinguished 
its own moments, and dwelt a while on each of them. This 
isolating of these moments presupposes spirit itself and 
subsists therein; in other words, the isolation of moments 
exists only in spirit, which is existence itself (die Existenz). 
Thus isolated, the moments have the appearance of really 
existing as such; but that they are only moments or 
vanishing quantities (CrOfJen) is shown by their advance and 
retreat into their ground and essence; and this essence is 
just this movement and resolution (Aufiosung) of these 
moments. (PC 239, PS 264) 

The completion of the itinerary ofconsciousness (as depicted in 
the first five chapters) does not signal the birth of spirit, or real 
society, but the possibility ofcoming to know spirit. The attitudes 
that have made this possible are so many 'models' or 'paradigms' 
by means of which consciousness can understand in thought its 
relation to the outside world. Each of these attitudes in turn 
demonstrates that the divergence between the inside world (of 
consciousness) and the outside world has not been fully bridged. 
But this duality is eventually overcome, and the unity of being-in
itself and being-for-itself is revealed. 

The phenomenological dialectic implies an overlap of the 
different levels. It begins with the cleavage between subject and 
object, between the individual and the outside world, between 
consciousness and the object of consciousness, between thought 
and what is thought. This cleavage should first of all be 
understood as a historical phenomenon. Although it has existed, 
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to all intents and purposes, since the beginning of time, modern 
culture (to wit, bourgeois society) has brought this opposition to 
a peak. But ifour society has exacerbated the rupture, the form it 
has taken depends on the very nature ofwhat is thus divided into 
its subjective side and its objective side, namely spirit. 

The dialectic proceeds, therefore, on several levels. Before their 
ultimate identity is revealed, the relation between subjectivity 
and its object can be on three levels: (i) where the object is 
primary with respect to the subject; (ii) where the simple 
otherness of subject and object is transformed into a simple 
correlate of self-consciousness, thus bringing about, at this level, 
the identity of knowledge and the object of knowledge; (iii) 
finally, the simultaneous maintenance of the two realities and 
their difference (i.e. the identity of identity and difference). To 
this threefold relation corresponds the division in the Phenomenology 
into consciousness, self-consciousness and reason (Vemunjt). This 
covers the entire range of logical possibilities. 

The content of the external object has two essential character
istics: it is multiple and heterogeneous and it presents itself both 
explicitly and implicitly. The multiplicity of objective reality 
corresponds to the formalism exercised by the subject who 
analyses objective reality down into its component parts: in this 
way, everything (a stone, a table, a living thing, a person, a work 
of art) is treated as an object that is felt, perceived, thought. But 
the multiplicity corresponds also to the plurality of the orders of 
reality that enable different levels to be distinguished: there is a 
succession of metaphysical levels rising from inanimate nature to 
the animate world and to culture. The fusion of these levels 
defines the very life of spirit. As the external objective world 
presents itself to consciousness, therefore, a range of relations 
becomes possible. B~t at the same time, each time subjectivity 
strives to think the object that is in the outside world, it is 
compelled to go back to the object; because, without even fully 
articulating it, subjectivity derives from the substantial universe 
within which it lives the concepts, the experiences, the theories 
that enable it to consider in thought what is initially foreign to it. 
This process brings to light the equivalence of the two realms 
(subject and object) hitherto considered antithetical. 

In the Phenomenology, the objects of experience follow one 
another according to a particular sequence, so that the other 
person and cultural relations do not appear until Chapter .IV. 
But while the type of relation to the objective world depicted in 
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each successive form of spirit can be carried along and can also 
apply in any succeeding form, the inverse is not the case. This is 
why Hegel's work depicts phenomenological progress. 

This eventual identity of the objective world and the means of 
understanding it in thought accounts for the final synthesis of 
subject and object. This synthesis is only possible when everything 
that formerly presented itself as ungraspable inertia is newly 
animated by a primordial dynamism that defines it as its own 
self-becoming. The history of spirit itself can now be retraced; 
and thus Chapter VI leads us from the Athenian city-state to the 
French Revolution, the Terror, and the Napoleonic state, 
through successive manifestations of spirit in history, or objective 
spirit. 

This is not, of course, a complete history ofhumanity; nor even 
a full history of these epochs. Hegel singles out for attention only 
those particular aspects that are directly relevant to the matter 
under consideration. In the immense variety of forms deposited 
and sedimented by time, self-consciousness has come to recognise 
the work of spirit's self-actualisation, as the latter developed the 
full range of its potentialities. In going back again over the stages 
of this development, self-consciousness is reconstituting its own 
reality. But why could spirit not hitherto be known, since it has 
always existed? Because, writes Hegel, the acorn is not the oak; or 
in his own terminology, the concept is not the whole: 

Its first appearance is only its immediacy (Unmittelbarkeit) 
or its concept (Begrijj). Just as a building is not finished 
when its foundation has been laid, the achieved concept of 
the whole is not the whole (das Ganze) itself. When we wish 
to see an oak with its powerful trunk and its spreading 
branches and foliage, we are not content to be shown in its 
place an acorn. Thus science (Wissenschaft), the crown of a 
world of spirit, is not complete in its beginnings. (PG 15, 
PS 7) 

The potentialities of spirit have only been actualised in a 
haphazard way; this resulted in profound dissymmetries that 
have distorted the true nature of reality: 

But the actuality (Wirklichkeit) of this simple whole [that is, 
spirit] consists of those various forms that have become its 
moments, and that will now develop and give themselves 
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shape anew, but in their new element, in their newly 
acquired meaning. (PC 15, PS 7) 

The 'new element' to which Hegel refers is his own philosophical 
system; 'their newly acquired meaning' is their place in that 
system. Spirit can now be known, after many centuries when it 
could not be known, because a universal state (or a fully rational 
state) is currently in course of actualisation: that is, a state the 
institutions of which demonstrate the very being of spirit and in 
which spirit becomes self-conscious. Not only can the modern 
state now be known, in a way in which, for example, feudal 
society could not be known by its members; but we now have the 
benefit of a relatively full understanding of earlier societies or 
cultural formations, because they can now be seen in the context 
of the development of spirit overall. 

Hegel then proceeds to examine each of the historical periods 
mentioned, as an articulation of a particular kind of dominant 
dissonance or contradiction. Thus, for example, the Greek polis is 
presented as the first attempt at the universalisation of a human 
community which, striving to wrench itself from the immediacy 
of natural life, tried to make its social rules conform to laws of 
reason. This attempt did not succeed because the new concept of 
political organisation could not become a reality. This was so 
because the nascent state conflicted with the institution of the 
family (or the clan) out of which the new state had painfully 
emerged. This institution of the family is the concrete manifesta
tion of the principle of subjectivity, which remains outside the 
realm of political activity and constitutes its permanent limit. 
Hegel illustrates this conflict with a thinly veiled analysis of the 
Antigone of Sophocles, which underlies most of Chapter VIA on 
'True spirit, the ethical order (die Sittlichkeit)'. He interprets the 
emergence of the Greek city-state as the passage from the 
primacy of the divine law to the primacy of human law, from 
customary law to written law, from actions based upon ties of 
kinship to those derived from the abstract criteria of political 
organisation. (This is also the principal theme of the Orestes of 
Aeschylus, with which Hegel was familiar.) In the Antigone, the 
full might of state authority is ultimately powerless against a 
young girl's refusal to accept the dictates of realpolitik as the 
supreme values. 

The play demonstrates that the old archaic order still retains 
its power and that no recourse to 'reasons of state' (however 
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justified) can overcome it. The conflict between Creon (who 
represents the state) and Antigone (who represents the family, 
not the individual as in the modern play by Anouilh) revolves 
around the depth of meaning bestowed upon death. In one sense, 
the death ofany citizen is a contingent event that could happen to 
anyone, especially anyone involved in political or social struggles; 
it remains external to that struggle and does not modify its 
content significantly. But in another sense, as a moment in the life 
of a family, such a death is a fundamentally significant and 
necessary milestone, which is accepted and which becomes a link 
in a non-temporal chain against which the demands of history 
and politics fall on deaf ears. Thus people can be model citizens, 
can work for the good of the city, can risk their lives in defending 
the state; but deep down (especially when death intervenes), they 
do not belong to this public, civic world at all. The appearances, 
the accidental aspects of their existence may be devoted to public 
life; but when death strikes, their spiritual home is with their 
family, who will receive their body and will strip their death of all 
its inessentials - death in some cause or another, in one manner 
or another, against this or that enemy - and return them directly 
into that ontological continuity maintained by the religion of 
their ancestors. It matters little to Antigone that Eteocles was 
struck down while defending the city and that Polynices, his 
brother, was a traitor to the city. As far as she is concerned, they 
are both her brothers, and they are both entitled to a proper 
funeral, in accordance with tradition. 

Creon, ofcourse, sees Antigone first and foremost as a threat to 
public order. But Hegel does not corne down on one side or the 
other. When a conflict such as this appears in the course of the 
development of spirit, it cannot be resolved simply by accepting 
one side of the conflict and rejecting the other. The potentially 
disastrous conflict between the two principles will only be 
overcome (aufgehoben) following great upheavals in the world of 
society and culture. In a fundamentally important way, however, 
the conflict is never negated, but the two poles are retained, in 
suspension, in higher (and historically later) forms of society. 10 

Absolute spirit 

And so, spirit proceeds, from one formation to another, towards 
full consciousness of its own being. Absolute knowledge is 

17 




Hegel's Historical Phenomenology 

knowledge of all those forms assumed by spirit in the course of its 
development up until now. This ultimate knowledge is attained 
in the third and final section of the Phenomenology (Chapters VII 
and VII I), devoted to the various forms of discourse people have 
adopted to characterise the human condition: art, religion, and 
philosophy. I I Hegel considers the similarities and the differences 
among these forms of discourse, each with its own means of 
expression; but he emphasises that, beneath the diversity of 
languages, spirit is present in its entirety in each; and this can 
now be known. But for this to come about, everything that was 
implicit in spirit when it first emerged had to be actualised in 
history; and spirit has gathered into itself all that it has been, with 
none of its earlier forms left external to it. 

Thus the dialectic, in which the individual has been caught up 
as both active subject and quarry, had to run through the long 
line of cultural formations in history. The Hegelian philosophical 
structure implies that whatever emerges henceforth will only be 
comprehensible by using the categories of which the structure is 
composed. Not that individual subjects are no longer free to 
think: they may wish to dwell in specific moments of the 
phenomenological genesis of spirit; they may wish to reformulate 
their relation to substance in a new language. However, any new 
formations will have the same logical texture as the formations 
already recounted. Philosophy is essentially historical, becaus·e 
what being is is inseparable from how being has expressed itself. 
In the preface to his Science oflogic, Hegel expresses the relation of 
his phenomenology of spirit to his mature philosophical system 
thus: 

This spiritual movement ... is the absolute method of know
ing, as well as the immanent soul of the content itself. I 
contend that only this self-construing method will enable 
philosophy to be an objective, demonstrated science. It is in 
this way that I have tried to depict consciousness in the 
Phenomenology of Spirit. Consciousness is spirit as concrete 
knowledge, involved in external appearance (in der Aufier
lichkeit befangenes); but the progress (die Fortbewegung) of this 
object, like the development (die Entwicklung) of all natural 
and spiritual life, rests solely on the nature of the pure 
essentialities (Wesenheiten) that constitute the content of 
logic. Consciousness, as spirit in its appearance (der 
erscheinende Geist) [i.e. as phenomena], which in its progress 
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frees itself from its immediacy (Unmittelbarkeit) and its 
external concrete form (Konkretion) , attains to the pure 
knowledge which takes as its object those same pure 
essentialities as they are in and for themselves. They are 
pure thoughts, spirit thinking its own essence (der sein Wesen 
denkende Geist). Their self movement is their spiritual life and 
is that through which scientific philosophy (die Wissenschajt) 
constitutes itself and of which it is the exposition. 12 

However, the full content of spirit can only be grasped in 
thought and become the object of knowledge when all the 
possibilities have become actualised realities. And this poses the 
problem of the relation between scientific philosophy (Wissenschajt) 
and history (or between necessity and contingency), which Hegel 
confronts in the concluding pages of the Phenomenology. Absolute 
knowledge has been made possible by the prodigious work of 
universal history, to which it is inseparably linked. But despite 
these profound links, a gap still persists between the two levels. 
Hegel was clearly aware of this gap, and this accounts for the 
tragic tone of the last few pages of the Phenomenology, and the 
sudden appearance of the notion of sacrifice: 

This sacrifice (Aufopferung) is the externalization (Entiiusserung) 
in which spirit displays its process of becoming spirit in the 
form offree contingent happening, intuiting its pure self as 
time outside of it, and equally its being as space. (PG 433, 
PS 492) 

For I shall never be able to actualise in my own existence the 
totality of the moments of spirit's becoming. I am a member ofa 
specific society, I participate in a specific culture. My contingent 
incarnation is the very condition of philosophical knowledge: this 
is why Hegel writes that although history is the externalisation of 
being in time, it is also the overcoming of that externalisation. 
The return to the immediacy of existence (Dasein) is a necessary 
step in the growth ofphilosophical knowledge; but it is a step that 
can never be successfully undertaken, since this world towards 
which the philosopher returns is necessarily limited, particular 
and contingent. The philosopher recognises in each of the many 
pre-Hegelian forms of discourse an essential truth, because 
genuine philosophical reflection is at a level on which the totality 
of human discourses can be articulated. But between what the 
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philosopher knows and what the philosopher is there intervenes a 
definitive and irreducible gap. Absolute knowledge involves not 
presence, but recollection of what has been internalised. (The 
word Hegel uses, Erinnerung, which commonly means memory or 
recollection, also has the etymological connotation of 'internalis a
tion'.) Spirit comes to know itself as spirit by remembering itself; 
but this recollection of the past is knowledge and not life. Even 
though I may recall the ancient Greek or Roman citizen, I realise 
that I am neither one nor the other: I can never recapture, for 
example, that immersion in the world of nature that was typical 
of the early Greeks. Spirit knows itself completely, but it can only 
exist in one particular guise; and it recognises the gap between the 
necessity of knowledge and the contingency of history. Hegel 
concludes the Phenomenology thus: 

The goal, absolute knowledge, or spirit that knows itself as 
spirit, has for its path the recollection (Erinnerung) of the 
spirits as they are in themselves and as they accomplish the 
organization of their realm. Their preservation, from the 
point ofview oftheir free existence (Dasein) appearing in the 
form of contingency (Zujiilligkeit) , is history, but from the 
point of view of their philosophically comprehended organ
ization (ihrer begrifJnen Organisation), it is the science of the 
knowledge of appearances (die Wissenschafl des erscheinenden 
Wissens) [phenomenology]. The two together, comprehended 
history, form the recollection (Erinnerung) and the Golgotha 
(Schiidelstiitte) of absolute spirit, the actuality, truth and 
certainty of its throne, without which it would be lifeless 
and solitary. Only 

from the chalice of this realm of spirits 
foams forth to him his infinitude 

(PC 433-4, PS 493) 

II 

I now propose to sketch, in the most schematic fashion, just some 
of the most important implications for social analysis of Hegel's 
historical phenomenology. These can be considered under two 
headings: what to look for; and how to proceed. 

The most striking characteristic of Hegel's philosophy, a 
simple affirmation that underpins his whole system, is his 
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insistence that 'The true is the whole (Das Wahre ist das Gan.<;e)' 
(PG 19, PS 11). This entails not only that all the different aspects 
of contemporary culture and society (for example, art, ecoqomic 
life, political institutions, religion, political mythology, philosophy) 
are essentially interrelated, but also that there is continuing 
interplay among the different levels of self-consciousness that 
have been sedimented as human experience has become more 
differentiated through history. 

My introductory quotation expresses perfectly Hegel's concep
tion of the cumulative manner in which spirit has matured 
through history: 'Those moments that spirit appears to have 
outgrown still belong to it in the depths of its present.' One of the 
best illustrations of this point is his account of the conflict 
between Antigone and Creon. This moment in the history of 
European self-consciousness illustrates the conflict between the 
old customary practices that grew out of the communal soil and 
the edicts devised by the abstract reason of the ruler. As history 
moved on and the latter gained the upper hand, the former were 
not extirpated, but aufgehoben, that is, superseded but conserved 
in a subordinate, or even repressed, role: 'In the spirit that is on a 
higher level than another [in this case, more sophisticated 
political societies, and eventually our own bourgeois society], the 
lower concrete existence [that is, customary practice] has been 
reduced to an inconspicuous moment; what used to be important 
is now but a trace' (PG 24, PS 16). 

Antigone represents the most basic form of 'natural Sittlichkeit', 
that is, the set of rules, customs (Sitten) and practices that are 
grounded in the traditions of a community. Hegel illustrates the 
status of these primitive rules by quoting from the play of 
Sophocles: 

The distinctions in essence itself [namely, the rules and 
practices] ... are, and nothing more ... Thus, the Antigone 
of Sophocles acknowledges them as the unwritten and 
infallible (untri.i.gliches) law of the gods: 

'They are not of today or yesterday, but everlasting, 
And no one knows from whence they came.' 

(PG 235-6, PS 261) 13 

For Hegel, natural Sittlichkeit emerges from a community as 
unreflective spirit. It is not itself rationally grounded, but it is this 
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Sittlichkeit that reason then proceeds to work on and to differentiate 
into higher forms of Sittlichkeit: for example, civil society and the 
fully actualised modern state. 14 But the structures and demands 
of a society based upon ties of kinship persist within the more 
advanced, more centralised state run by the pragmatic Creon. 
Hegel does not portray this as the heroic martyrdom of good and 
right by the tyranny of evil and wrong. He quite correctly sees the 
tragedy as a struggle between two passionately held principles, 
each of them good and right in its own way; and he does not 
betray his own sympathies. The important element, for our 
present discussion, is Antigone's determination to honour her 
brother with appropriate burial rites (thereby protecting his 
soul), despite the acknowledged fact that he was a traitor who 
tried to overthrow the government, and despite the fact that she is 
betrothed to Creon's son. The earlier form of self-consciousness 
has not been left behind in the development of spirit into a 
'higher' form of social organisation. 

Even this most basic 'natural Sittlichkeit' is present today at the 
heart of what is still, in effect, bourgeois society. The general 
principle that emerges from Hegel's description is that human 
beings - be they individuals, groups, or whole communities 
operate on different levels at anyone time. Each one of us has 
several different levels of response to any situation; and different 
levels advance and recede depending on the circumstances. In 
our sophisticated, technologically advanced society, dominated 
by the analytical and instrumental rationality of the Enlighten
ment l5 (what Hegel calls Verstand, or understanding), the pre
rational or sub-rational level often comes to the fore. Hegel's 
conception of reason as Vemunft - which encompasses these 
different levels ofhuman response to situations - points to a kind 
of social depth psychology. The rationalism of analysis is 
impotent (and certainly unimpressive in its results) when faced 
by the bomb placed by terrorists in a crowded restaurant, the 
emotional power of the demonstrations at the Greenham Common 
cruise missile base, the jingoism that was rampant in Britain at 
the time of the Falklands/Malvinas adventure, or the nexus of 
motivations of those prepared to starve themselves to death for a 
cause, and the extraordinary depth and breadth of the public 
response. 

Such situations typically appear utterly irrational to those 
outside the community within which they occur. To grasp their 
meaning, we have to look not just at the persistence of powerful 
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family and kinship ties and the atavistic importance bestowed 
upon death rites, but at other non-rational factors such as shame, 
pride, the satisfaction of honour, the need for recognition, the 
sense of belonging to a place: 16 in short, everything that comes 
into the category of the symbolic and the mythic. Hegel discusses 
the significance of symbols in the section of his chapter on 
objective spirit entitled 'the struggle of Enlightenment with 
superstition'. In many ways (especially in the conduct of the 
social sciences) we are still under the spell of the Enlightenment. 
But Enlightenment thinking cannot possibly grasp the significance 
of, for example, seemingly irrational behaviour motivated by 
racial prejudice or religious conviction, or even a slap that 
symbolises an insult. 17 

At one time, our behaviour and our discourse were almost 
entirely symbolic; in some societies they still are. And although 
the development of a scientific method based on mathematics 
signalled a steady erosion of the symbolic, parallel to the 
sublimation ofSittlichkeit in general, the symbolic often rises to the 
surface: not just in political contexts, such as the response to 
hunger-striking prisoners, but in the everyday decision to buy a 
particular model of car or ajacuzzi (as a status symbol). Even the 
very example Hegel gives - the primeval compulsion to give the 
dead (no matter whom) a proper burial in holy ground - is 
bursting with political significance in many parts of the world 
today. 

It is important to note that to emphasise the significance of the 
symbolic, the mythic, the bonds of kinship, and so on, is not to 
glorify them. Myths and symbols are often enriching, but just as 
often destructive (and one person's enrichment is often another 
person's destruction); families (especially in the husband-wife 
relation that Hegel does appear to glorify) are often oppressive 
and cruel to each other. But they are there, they are integral 
components of Dasein, and they are deeply significant. Many 
(especially Marxists) have tried to change the world. Perhaps 
they have failed because they have not really understood it. To be 
effective, political action must be informed by a deep appreciation 
of the many factors that motivate people to do the baffling things 
they do; and Hegel's model, of forms of self-consciousness that 
have been surpassed but not obliterated, provides clues as to 
some of the things we should be looking for when analysing a 
complex social situation. 

Once a wide range of potentially significant factors has been 
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identified, how are we to go about investigating social phenomena? 
Perhaps Hegel's most important lesson in this respect is that 
social research must never be reductionist: since social situations 
are essentially multi-dimensional, it is unlikely that human 
behaviour could ever be explained by reference to a single causal 
factor. This is the chief inadequacy of orthodox Marxism: Marx 
was correct to highlight the importance of economic factors, but 
there is no convincing reason to claim that 'the economic' or 'the 
material' is universally basic. Hegel included these factors in a 
nexus of explanatory factors (both ideal and material), all 
manifestations of the Zeitgeist (the spirit of the age). Hegel and 
Marx should be seen as complementary, not as rivals. What 
should be analysed is the dialectical interaction between one's self
conceptualisation and one's economic and social relations. 

This dialectical analysis of social and political life can never be 
carried out by the quantitative method of positivist analysis that 
came to prominence in the seventeenth century and continues to 
dominate the social sciences. 18 Hegel was already underlining the 
inadequacies of this method in 1807: 

The scientific regime bequeathed by mathematics - with 
its explanations (Erklarungen), divisions, axioms, sets of 
theorems, its proofs, principles, deductions, and conclusions 
from them - is already seen by current opinion to be rather 
old-fashioned ... Truth is its own self-movement, whereas 
the method described above is the mode of cognition that 
remains external to its material. (PC 35, PS 28) 

At most, 'the tabulating understanding (der tabellarische Verstand)' 
can offer a table of contents, but no content: 'Scientific cognition, 
on the contrary, demands surrender to the life of the object, or, 
what amounts to the same thing, confronting and expressing its 
inner necessity' (PC 39, PS 32). The whole Phenomenology is the 
story of the dichotomy between the knowing subject and the 
object of knowledge. The barriers between subject and object are 
eventually broken down as the subject is seen to be part of the 
objective world and the objective world becomes known as living 
subject. Dialectical analysis, therefore, must enter into the life of 
the situation under investigation, must become immersed in it. 
Furthermore, Hegel's whole account of the struggle of self
consciousness for recognition rejects the notion that the individual is 
the basic ontological entity: individuals, therefore, cannot be the 
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unit of social investigation, but can be understood only in the 
context of their social situation, which they themselves have 
helped to create. 19 Human interaction cannot be studied as we 
would observe water freezing in a laboratory bottle: in other 
words, there can be no physics of social life. 

Finally, I should like to dispose of the old canard that Hegel's 
theory of absolute knowledge meant that Hegel thought he knew 
everything. Hegel, of course, believed no such thing. It must be 
remembered that Hegel's main quarry in the Phenomenology was 
Kant, who had insisted that genuine knowledge of the 'things-in
themselves' (the noumena) is unattainable. Hegel claimed to 
show, in his Phenomenology, that the 'things-in-themselves' could 
indeed be known; in other words, that 'absolute knowledge' (and 
not just phenomenal knowledge, or partial knowledge) can be 
attained. So Hegel's notion of the 'absolute knowledge' in which 
the Phenomenology ofspirit culminates is not an embarrassing flour
ish which we can discreetly jettison. As a recent commentator has 
put it, 'the "absolute" is not an optional extra'. 20 

Absolute knowledge is the goal towards which the whole 
Phenomenology is moving: 'Of the absolute [von dem Absoluten, 
that is, an adjective used as a noun] it must be said that it is 
essentially a result, that only at the end is it what it truly is; and 
that precisely in this consists its nature, to be the actual 
(Wirkliches), the subject, the spontaneous becoming of itself' 
(PC 19, PS 11). So the dialectic of self-conscious spirit of the 
earlier analysis is unconvincing when cut offfrom its telos; and the 
last chapter read on its own makes little sense without the 
preceding book, which is its content. But to say that human life 
can be known is not to say that it is transparent. On the contrary, 
it is certainly opaque and ambiguous. In the last chapter of his 
book, Hegel himself is certainly aware of the tragic gap between 
the ambition of absolute knowledge and its realisation. And in 
our day, just as we think our increasing knowledge will afford us 
complete dominance over nature, non-human nature hits back at 
us with a powerful vengeance, and threatens a complete 
withdrawal of co-operation with us. We are, after all, only 
human. Although the 'things-in-themselves' are, in principle, 
knowable, the goal ofabsolute knowledge is probably asymptotic, 
a goal towards which we may (and should) strive, but which none 
of us is likely to reach. 

Hegel's Phenomenology is the story of the peregrination of the 
human spirit through history and a description of the multi
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layered human self-consciousness that has resulted. One of its 
most important lessons is that everything is important in trying to 
understand the human condition, and that we do not often 
behave in accordance with the dictates of Enlightenment 
rationality. The holistic framework that Hegel bequeathed has 
been modified and strengthened by the insights of thinkers as 
diverse as Marx, Freud, Heidegger, Sartre, Levi-Strauss, Gadamer, 
Habermas and Ricoeur. Quite a shopping-list; but even those 
that appear to be quite opposed to Hegel have important 
contributions to make to the overall enterprise: a historical 
structuralism, for example, is not necessarily contradictory. In 
the meantime, there's nothing wrong with being unashamedly 
eclectic. The task of synthesising the thought of these writers (and 
others) in a new neo-Hegelian social theory is a job for another 
day. 
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Hegel and Feminism 

Susan M. Easton 

Introduction 

A timely aspect of the revival of Hegel's work has been the 
examination of his ideas by feminists identifying the masculinist 
assumptions underpinning the history of political- thought. 
However, the initial reaction offeminism to Hegel's writings has 
been to align him with other major figures in Western political 
thought, including Plato, Aristotle, Hume, Rousseau and Mill in 
a biological, reductionist tradition. This feminist response to 
Hegel will be critically examined. We shall begin by outlining 
feminist objections to Hegel's analysis of women and the family, 
which centre on the public-private distinction, and then move on 
to an appraisal of evidence of anti-reductionism in his writings. It 
will be argued that even with the Philosophy ofright - the object of 
sustained feminist critiques l - Hegel challenges rather than 
endorses reductionism. Finally the possibility of an Hegelian 
understanding of women's potential freedom will be explored. 

Political philosophy, according to Moller Okin in Women in 
Western political thought, consists of 'writings by men, for men, and 
about men'.2 Although the frequent references to the generic term 
'mankind' by political philosophers might suggest a concern with 
'the human race as a whole', she argues that 'we do not need to 
look far into their writings to realise that such an assumption is 
unfounded. 3 Instead a sharp distinction is drawn between men 
and women with women's destiny being perceived as biologically 
determined which leads to 'the prescription of a code of morality 
and conception of rights for women distinctly different from those 
that have been prescribed for men.'4 This distinction, she claims, 
underpins the history of political thought: 'Philosophers who, in 
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laying the foundations for their political theories, have asked 
"What are men like?" "What is man's potential?" have frequently, 
in turning to the female sex, asked "What are women for?".'5 In 
answering this question, they have seen biological differences 
between men and women as 'entailing all the other, conventional 
and institutional differences in sex role which the family, 
especially in its most patriarchal forms, has required'.6 

Hegel's commitment to such a 'functionalist' or reductionist 
view of the family as a necessary and natural institution, argues 
Moller Okin, is expressed in his treatment of the male head of the 
family as its only political representative and the fact that he 
'disposed of the female half of the human race.'7 Women are 
denied any distinct identity in his political thought and are cut off 
from public life. Moreover, his view of marriage asresulting from 
'the free surrender by both sexes of their personality' is over
optimistic, she notes, since the surrender of the man's personality 
is 'more symbolic than real.'s The significance and pervasiveness 
of the reductionist view should not be underestimated, she 
concludes, since 'the continuing oppression of women is ideologi
cally supported by the survival of functionalist modes of 
thought'.9 

A similar interpretation ofHegel is offered by Elshtain in Public 
man, private woman, where she points out that 'like the inhabitants 
of Orwell's Animalfarm, ... the inhabitants of Hegel's conceptual 
universe are ethically significant but some are more significant 
than others'. JO Excluded from the public sphere, women are 
'defined by the family: the family is a woman's beginning and her 
end'. For the man, 'the family is that ethical relationship which 
serves as the basis of all others including citizenship'll and he 
alone can become a real citizen. For Hegel, women are confined 
to the level of the household while the public world remains the 
'locus of human action': 

Although there is no public-private split in Hegel's account 
in the sense of a radical separation of one sphere from the 
other, the public and the private are differentiated and 
ordered as higher and lower ... The reciprocal, if asym
metrical, relationship between spheres requires connecting 
links or mediations. These are provided by males in their 
roles as brothers, husbands, fathers and property-owners. l2 

Hegel's political theory is rooted in teleological assumptions 
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regarding male and female nature, which he distinguishes in 
terms of 'the analogue of form and matter whereby the male 
provides the human form during mating and the female serves as 
a vessel within which the male-created homunculus incubates' .13 
She concedes that 'within the constraints of his presumptions on 
male and female natures, Hegel positions women as near to the 
universal as his perspective allows',14 but inevitably, given this 
starting-point, he denies women any intrinsic value or significance 
within the family, in contrast to the value placed on the lives of 
men as citizens. Without their slender connection to the universal 
through males, they would possess no ethical significance. 
Elshtain is critical of Hegel not simply for excluding women from 
the universal but also because he is indifferent to 'the realities of 
economic power and the manner in which a predatory civil 
society vitiates the possibilities for a just public order' .15 

Elshtain's dissatisfaction with Hegel's treatment of women 
extends to the work of Simone de Beauvoir who employs 
Hegelian concepts in analysing women's oppression. Pointing to 
similarities between the work of de Beauvoir and Shulamith 
Firestone, Elshtain notes that women, for de Beauvoir, can 
achieve transcendence only by rejecting their female identities. 
Similarly, Genevieve Lloyd in her critique of de Beauvoir argues 
that we should 'expect some oddities in any attempt to apply the 
relations of recognition between Hegelian selves and others to 
understanding the condition of women. And some of the puzzling 
features of de Beauvoir's analysis ... do seem to derive from the 
underlying maleness of the original Hegelian confrontation of 
consciousnesses. ' 16 

Hegel's remarks in the Philosophy of right on the fundament<j.l 
differences between men and women have attracted criticism 
because he appears to contrast men and women in terms of a 
distinction between rationality and feeling, which he uses to 
exclude women from the public domain. Hegel's work has 
therefore been seen by a number of commentators tracing the 
origins of patriarchal attitudes and practices, as committed to the 
biological reductionism characteristic of Western political thought 
in so far as he confines women to the private sphere on the basis 
of assumed natural characteristics. 17 Certainly, Hegel's analysis 
of the differences between men and women in the Philosophy of 
right does provide grounds for this interpretation. Men, he argues, 
are 'powerful and active', characterised by the 'self-consciousness 
of conceptual thought' while women are 'passive and subjective', 
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their knowledge and volition taking the form of 'concrete 
individuality and feeling' .18 Contrasting the rationality of men 
with the feelings and opinions of women, Hegel likens women to 
plants: 

The difference between men and women is like that 
between animals and plants. Men correspond to animals, 
while women correspond to plants because their develop
ment is more placid and the principle that underlies it is the 
rather vague unity offeeling. When women hold the helm of 
government, the state is at once in jeopardy, because 
women regulate their actions not by the demands of 
universality but by arbitrary inclinations and opinions. 
Women are educated - who knows how? - as it were by 
breathing in ideas, by living rather than by acquiring 
knowledge. The status of manhood, on the other hand, is 
attained only by the stress of thought and much technical 
exertion. 19 

Women, he continues, 'are not made for activities which demand 
a universal faculty such as the more advanced sciences, philosophy, 
and certain forms ofartistic production', but instead have 'happy 
ideas, taste and elegance'. 20 

Hegel infers from this that 'man has his actual substantive life 
in the state, in learning, and so forth, as well as in labour and 
struggle with the external world and with himself so that it is only 
out ofhis diremption that he fights his way to self-subsistent unity 
with himself while woman, in contrast, 'has her substantive 
destiny in the family'.21 While men do engage in family life at the 
level offeeling, this forms only part of their existence, whereas for 
women it represents the limits of their self-realisation. A woman 
'surrendering her body' before or outside marriage therefore loses 
her honour while for a man this would not follow. 22 However, the 
family does constitute a sphere of ethical activity for women, one 
in which their sexuality is contained and which is complete only 
with the arrival of children. Hegel argues firmly for monogamous 
marriage and for its indissolubility. Divorce should not be 
granted on 'the mere whims of hostile disposition or the accident 
of a purely passing mood' but only when 'the estrangement is 
total.'2:~ 

Clearly, Hegel's arguments here render him an unpromising 
candidate for inclusion within feminist theory. His view that 
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women's sexuality needs to be controlled and that their destiny is 
primarily reproductive would seem to suggest a commitment to 
biological reductionism. But does Hegel's account of the family in 
the Philosophy ofright provide unqualified support for a reductionist 
interpretation? Or are there grounds for a feminist reading of the 
Philosophy of right and of Hegel's work as a whole? Can his work 
contribute to an understanding of the oppression of women in 
advanced industrial societies? In answering these questions it will 
be necessary to consider his formulation of the public-private 
distinction in the Philosophy ofright, his analyses of tragedy and of 
slavery in The phenomenology ofmind and his historical studies in his 
Lectures on the philosophy of world history. 

Anti-reductionism 

Anti-reductionism I: Philosophy of right 

A closer examination of the Philosophy of right reveals a tension 
between Hegel'S conservative reductionism and a more progressive 
anti-reductionist standpoint. Unlike the reductionist political 
theorists with whom he is often identified, Hegel distances his 
account of marriage and the family from approaches which focus 
on biological needs, which reduce the relationship between men 
and women to a natural biological basis. For Hegel the family 
provides a means of escape from the subjectivism of the state of 
nature through an institutional commitment to an ethical 
universal. Instead ofgrounding his conception of the family in the 
biological dimensions ofhuman existence, he describes the family 
as an institution which offers a means of transcending them. 
Marriage constitutes a partnership between men and women, the 
ethical aspect of which is irreducible to either the biological 
necessity of precreation or the sexual passions of the individuals. 
The ethical bond of marriage has a universality which surpasses 
the sexual relationship contained by it. It is this emphasis on the 
ethical dimension, rather than the appeal to biological needs, 
which underpins his arguments for monogamy and for diversity 
in the selection of marriage partners. 

For Hegel, the value of marriage is precisely that it compels its 
members to transcend their individuality, in a relationship whose 
ethical aspects constrain the contingency of physical impulse. As 
he notes in the Philosophy of right, in marriage 'the sensuous 
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moment, the one proper to physical life, is put into its ethical 
place as something only consequential and accidental' .24 In this 
way the sexual union is transformed into a union at the level of 
mind or self-consciousness: in renouncing their individuality, the 
partners attain self-consciousness. Unlike his predecessors, Hegel 
is not concerned to drive a wedge between passion and reason but 
to designate the limits of passion within an objective ethical 
framework. Contrasting the 'ethico-Iegal' love, on which he 
believes marriage should be based, with 'the transient, fickle and 
purely subjective aspects of love,'25 he is highly critical of those 
who focus solely on passion: 

But those works of modern art, dramatic and other, in 
which the love of the sexes is the main interest, are 
pervaded by a chill despite the heat of passion they portray, 
for they associate the passion with accident throughout and 
represent the entire dramatic interest as ifit rested solely on 
the characters as these individuals: what rests on them may 
indeed be of infinite importance to them, but is of none 
whatever in itsel[26 

This contingency can only be transcended, as he comments in his 
Philosophy ofmind, when the 'bodily corYunction is a sequel to the 
moral attachment' .27 Hegel's attempt to draw together passion 
and reason lies in marked contrast to de Beauvoir's radical 
distinction between immanence and transcendence. As Lloyd 
points out, transcendence for de Beauvoir and Sartre entails a 
denial of women's biological lives: 'It is as if the female body is an 
intrinsic obstacle to transcendence, making woman "a prey of the 
species'" . 28 

Hegel also challenges the Kantian view of marriage which sees 
it as a contract between two individual atoms: 'In this view,' says 
Hegel, 'the parties are bound by a contract of mutual caprice, 
and marriage is thus degraded to the level of a contract for 
reciprocal use. '29 Although marriage may begin at the level of 
contract, it moves beyond this, for in a contractual relationship 
the parties are related to each other as individual atoms, while in 
a genuinely ethical bond, this particularity is transcended. Any 
attempt to subordinate marriage to some other end, whether 
contract or sexuality, is ruled out by Hegel. He objects to 
arranged marriages which indicate 'scant respect' for women and 
marriages based on wealth or political gain. For Hegel, the 
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distinguishing feature of the family is that it lies outside the realm 
of possessive individualism and thus provides a counter to the 
fragmenting forces of civil society as it forces individuals to move 
beyond subjectivity. The family, says Hegel, is 'the first precon
dition of the state'SO and it is only within the state that we find 
'the self-conscious ethical substance, the unification of the family 
principle with that of civil society':31 'The same unity, which is in 
the family as a feeling oflove, is its essence, receiving however, at 
the same time, through the second principle of conscious and 
spontaneously active volition theform of conscious universality.'32 

Hegel's critique of possessive individualism in relation to the 
family may also be seen as part of the general anti-reductionist 
direction which he takes in the Philosophy of right. To the extent 
that Hegel rejects possessive individualist ideas of 'natural' self
interest, greed and avarice, and portrays marriage as a means of 
transcending these dispositions, he moves further away from 
biological reductionism than the other figures in Western 
political thought with whom he is identified by the orthodox 
feminist interpretation. His conception of the family as excluded 
from the realm of self-interest and standing opposed to it is 
paralleled by his concern with the poverty and class conflict 
arising from the individualism of the emerging bourgeois 
society.33 Families constitute, for Hegel, a living refutation ofthe 
state of nature in the sense that marriage introduces an ethical 
universal which supersedes individual desires. This is not to 
devalue women's biological existence but to subvert it from its 
prime position as the principal determinant of their social and 
political lives. 

Emphasis on the family as a means of superseding nature is 
also evident in The phenomenology of mind where he argues that 
women transcend the particularism of a specific relation to one 
individual and to his immediate needs within the family: 'the 
woman's relationships are not based on a reference to this 
particular husband, this particular child but to a husband, to 
children in general - not to feeling, but to the universal.'34 Her 
ethical life 'has always a directly universal significance for her, 
and is quite alien to the impulsive condition of mere particular 
desire'.35 

In this text, Hegel clearly defines the family in terms of the 
universality of the ethical bond: 

in order that this relationship may be ethical, neither the 
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individual who does an act nor he to whom the act refers 
must show any trace of contingency such as obtains in 
rendering some particular help or service. The content of 
the ethical act must be substantial in character, or must be 
entire and universal ... 36 

Anti-reductionism II: Antigone 

A challenge to the reductionist interpretation of Hegel and 
grounds for a feminist reading of his work may also be found in 
Hegel's analysis of Antigone. Although Hegel sees Antigone as 
guided by love, this does not mean, for Hegel, that she is 
governed by subjective emotions, but rather that she rationally 
analyses the consequences of her actions in relation to ethical 
principles and acts in full knowledge of those consequences. In 
doing so, she moves beyond contingency towards the universal. 
The hallmark of tragedy for Hegel is precisely this quality of self
reflection. It is important that the ethical consciousness recognises 
its guilt: 'Because of our sufferings we acknowledge we have 
erred'37 says Antigone, and for Hegel this acknowledgment 
signifies 'the return to the ethical frame of mind, which knows 
that nothing counts but right.'38 The only ethical decision 
Antigone can take is to disobey Creon and bury her brother, yet 
her actions are marked not by subjectivity but by a highly 
rational appreciation of the effects of her action. Hegel points out 
that the 'ethical consciousness is more complete, its guilt purer, if 
it knows beforehand the law and the power which it opposes, if it 
takes them to be sheer violence and wrong, to be a contingency in 
the ethical life, and wittingly, like Antigone, commits the crime' .39 It 
is significant that when Hegel defines tragedy he focuses on tragic 
heroines with the capacity and desire for self-reflection. Instead of 
reducing woman's nature to mere particularism, as the reductionist 
interpretation suggests, he stresses the way in which she moves 
beyond contingency. What we find in tragedy 'are self-conscious 
human beings, who know their own rights and purposes, the 
power and the will belonging to their specific nature, and who 
know how to state them'.4o They do not express merely the 
external aspects of their lives but 'make the very inner being 
external, they prove the righteousness of their action, and the 
"pathos" controlling them is soberly asserted and definitely 
expressed in its universal individuality, free from all accident of 

37 




Hegel and Feminism 

circumstance, and the particular peculiarities of personalities' .41 
Love, as represented by Antigone, is not devalued to subjectivity 
but rather signifies its opposite for Hegel: love constitutes 
redemption, redemption from the subjectivity of individualism of 
the self and of the society. In the Phenomenology he argues that in 
returning to 'the ethical frame of mind', the agent 'surrenders his 
character and the reality of his self ... His being lies in belonging 
to his ethical law, as his substance'.42 The ethical bonds of love 
incorporate individuals into the wider unity of the family and 
destroy their individuality. They also protect the individuals from 
the contingency and inevitability of death: death in the natural 
world is lonely and finite but the network of ethical duties and 
generalised responsibilities within the family ensure the trans
cendence of the particularity of existence. In his discussion of 
Hegel's work on tragedy, Bradley refers to the 'strange double 
impression which is produced by the hero's death. He dies, and 
our hearts die with him; and yet his death matters nothing to us, 
or we even exult. He is dead; and he has no more to do with death 
than the power which killed him and with which he is one'.43 But 
this is not so strange when we recall that for Hegel the 'blood
relationship . .. supplements the abstract natural process by 
adding to it the process ofconsciousness, by interrupting the work 
of nature, and rescuing the blood-relation from destruction'.44 He 
adds: 

The family keeps away from the dead this dis honouring of 
him by the desires of unconscious organic agencies and by 
abstract elements, puts its own action in place of theirs, and 
weds the relative to the bosom of the earth, the elemental 
individuality that passes not away. Thereby the family 
makes the dead a member of a community which prevails 
over and holds under control the particular material 
elements and the lower living creatures, which sought to 
have their way with the dead and destroy him.4s 

This is epitomised for Hegel by Antigone who, in burying her 
brother, protects him from death and dishonour and rescues him 
from subjectivity. Hegel finds Antigone particularly compelling as 
he sees the relationship between brother and sister as the purest 
ethical relationship, being based on common blood but marked 
by an absence of sexual desire. 

Love is also redemptive in shielding the individual from the 
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positivity of society. In his early theological writings, Hegel had 
defended Mary Magdalene for refusing to succumb to the expecta
tions of her society but 'through sin' experiencing love and 
developing consciousness. He poses the question: 

Would anyone say it had been better for Mary to have 
yielded to the fate of the Jewish life, to have passed away as 
an automaton of her time, righteous and ordinary, without 
sin and without love? Without sin, because the era of her 
people was one of those in which the beautiful heart could 
not live without sin, but in this as in any era, could return 
through l~ve to the most beautiful consciousness.46 

Hegel saw love in his early work, as Lukacs notes, as 'the highest 
point of existence; it alone can overcome all that is dead and 
positive in the world.'47 When analysing Antigone, Hegel can 
therefore perceive the justification for Creon's desire to maintain 
the authority of the state, but at the same time he recognises the 
ethical superiority of Antigone and the way of life she upholds. 
The tragedy can be understood, as Lukacs says, in terms of a 
conflict between tribal society, represented by Antigone, and the 
emerging forces which would lead to its demise: 

What is striking about Hegel's view of the Antigone is the 
way in which the two poles of the contradiction are 
maintained in a tense unity: on the one hand, there is the 
recognition that tribal society stands higher morally and 
humanly than the class societies that succeed it; and that 
the collapse of tribal society was brought about by the 
release of base and evil human impulses. On the other 
hand, there is the equally powerful conviction that this 
collapse was inevitable and that it signified a definite 
historical advance.48 

In Hegel's essay on Natural law, for example, tragedy is analysed 
in terms of the conflict between man and citizen, 'a collision of 
spirit with itself' .49 Hegel recognises that 'the beautiful solution 
achieved by the civilisation of antiquity had to perish'5o and that 
this is compensated to some extent by the progressive nature of 
the gestating new order. But he also realises, as Lukacs points 
out, that: 

the type of man produced by this material advance in and 
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through capitalism is the practical negation of everything 
great, significant and sublime that humanity had created in 
the course ofits history up to then. The contradiction of two 
necessarily connected phenomena, the indissoluble bond 
between progress and the debasement of mankind, the 
purchase of progress at the cost of that debasement - that 
is the heart of the 'tragedy in the realm of the ethical'.51 

Consequently, Hegel sees tragedy disappearing with the develop
ment of modem society predicated on individualism, being 
replaced by romantic art concerned with the 'boundless subject
ivity' of passion rather than the clash of ethical principles. His 
sympathy for the protagonists in Antigone had rested on the fact 
that both Antigone and Creon, in following one ethical principle, 
brought about the destruction ofanother, and for Hegel, as Bradley 
observes, 'the more nearly the contending forces approach each 
other in goodness, the more tragic is the conflict'. 52 

We can see, then, that while Antigone's choices are governed 
by love, Hegel does not perceive love as mere subjectivity but 
rather sees subjectivity as alien to tragedy. His focus on the 
ethical bonds of love in Antigone does not suggest a reductionist 
view ofwomen: drawing attention to the 'feminine' quality oflove 
does not in itself entail a reductionist position provided it is clear 
that this quality is not biologically based. It is significant that in 
defying the patriarchal authority of the state, Antigone's actions 
are determined by an authentic relation oflove rather than sexual 
or economic motives or by blind obedience to authority. 

Anti-reductionism III: Hegel's historical studies 

Hegel's historical studies reveal an awareness of the cultural 
mediation of gender roles which presents a challenge to reduc
tionist theories. In his Lectures on the philosophy of world history, for 
example, he identifies a range of patterns of behaviour, including 
a state of women in the Congo ruled over by a woman who 
renounced the love of her son, pounding him in a mortar and 
smearing herself with his blood.53 The women survived by 
plundering and eating human flesh. Prisoners ofwar were used as 
slaves or husbands, and male offspring were murdered, often 
together with their fathers. Hegel's aversion to these women, 
however, seems to be due less to a fear of women in control, than 

40 



Hegel and Feminism 

to the lack of respect for humanity which he sees as characteristic 
of these societies. Lying between the full participation of women 
in public life in the Congo, and the privatisation of Western 
cultures, is the tribe in Dahomey which Hegel describes as 
engaging in a communal way of life. Here, he observes, women 
fight alongside the king and children are brought up communally, 
distributed among the villages at birth and sold by the king when 
of marriageable age. Each man has to take the woman he is given 
and when presenting himself for marriage, the suitor is first given 
a mother to maintain, and only subsequently, if his behaviour is 
satisfactory, is he given a wife. While Hegel's discussion of these 
examples may rely more on travellers' tales than scientific 
research, none the less his awareness of these variations does 
highlight the difficulty of attributing to him a reductionist 
standpoint. 

The treatment of women in different cultures and its effects is 
also considered by Hegel in his historical writings. The repression 
of women's imagination in the medieval period and its conse
quences in 'the ghastliness of witchcraft',54 for example, is 
contrasted with the Bacchanalian festivities in which Greek 
women were able to give full expression to their imagination: 

On the one hand witches, on the other maenads; in the one 
case the object of phantasy is a devilish grimace (Fra<.<.e), in 
the other a beautiful vine-bedecked God; in the one 
socialized satisfaction of envy, of the desire for revenge and 
hate, in the other nothing but purposeless pleasure often 
verging on raging madness; in the one progress from 
individual attacks of insanity to total and enduring derange
ment of the mind; in the other withdrawal into ordinary life; 
in the first case the age did not consider this displaced 
madness as an illness but a blasphemous outrage which 
could be atoned only with the funeral pyre, in the second 
the need of many female phantasies and temperaments was 
something holy, the outbreak of which gave (occasion for) 
holidays, something which was sanctioned by the state and 
thereby given the possibility of being innocuous.5.~ 

Hegel also draws attention to the links between particular 
family types and the forms of the state. Monogamy, for example, 
he sees as a corollary of Christian states, 'since this is the only 
form in which both partners can receive their full rights' ;~6 
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although he points out that the relationship between children and 
parents can include slavery and allow children free property 
ownership. The patriarchal family, where the 'head of the family 
... is the will of the whole; he acts in the interests of the common 
purposes, cares for the individuals, directs their activity towards 
the common end, educates them, and ensures that they remain in 
harmony with the universal end',57 is seen as characteristic of 
Oriental cultures. Tracing the uneven development ofindividual
ism through ancient society, he shows how the state gradually 
takes on an abstract existence, apart from the head ofthe family. 
Attitudes towards sexuality in different cultures are also contras
ted. 58 In Jewish culture, for example, he notes that sex is spoken 
offreely, while in Oriental cultures, women are seen as separate 
from society. They cannot be likened to objects, so there cannot 
be a relation of lordship and bondage between men and women 
but only one ofseclusion. Their physical separation embodies this 
image and consequently it constitutes a dishonour to talk of 
women. Hegel's historicisation of gender roles is therefore 
difficult to reconcile with the reductionist interpretation of his 
work. 

Slavery and freedom 

In seeking to explain and transcend the subordination of women 
in advanced industrial societies, Hegel's PhenomenoAogy is arguably 
the most significant text, offering a rich harvest of concepts for 
feminist theory.59 Its analysis of the dynamics of domination and 
subordination in the master-slave dialectic raises issues which lie 
at the heart of the feminist critique of patriarchy. In so far as he 
construes the move from slavery to freedom in terms of a 
movement away from nature or biological constraints, towards 
self-consciousness - a conception of freedom which is also 
central to certain strands of contemporary feminist thought 
Hegel's work on slavery offers insights into the supersession of 
women's subordination and provides further affirmation of an 
anti-reductionist stance. Consciousness and labour as the pre
conditions of the transformation ofoppressive social relationships 
playa central role in Hegel's political thought but are equally 
essential dimensions of feminist political theory. He also sheds 
light on the power of ideologies by pointing to the extent to which 
the slave may accept his or her slavery. 
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Hegel postulates a distinction between two modes ofconscious
ness: 'The one is independent, and its essential nature is to be for 
itself; the other is dependent, and its essence is life or existence for 
another. The former is the Master, or Lord, the latter the 
Bondsman'.6o For Hegel, self-consciousness exists only to the 
extent that it is acknowledged or recognised by another, but here 
emphasises that the master's recognition is dependent upon the 
consciousness of the bondsman: 'for, just where the master has 
effectively achieved lordship, he really finds that something has 
come about quite different from an independent consciousness. It 
is not an independent, but rather a dependent consciousness that 
he has achieved'.61 The master, relying on the slave, becomes 
dependent, while the slave, in working for the master, achieves 
independence through the acquisition of knowledge in productive 
labour. For Hegel the master represents a purely transient stage 
in the history of spirit while the significant movement in human 
development springs from the consciousness of the servant, 
because the servant meets the two preconditions of freedom, 
namely fear and service. Fear of the master is significant insofar 
as it imposes discipline and thus constitutes 'the beginning of 
wisdom'.62 Without this initial fear of the master, freedom is 
impossible. 

The slave has the possibility of confronting freedom through 
fear and service, while the master's relation to the world is 
mediated by, and contained in, the desire for the object, but this 
satisfaction of desire is seen by Hegel as evanescent. The master 
remains trapped within his own egotism: experiencing neither 
fear nor labour, he perceives in the slave only his immediate will 
and receives from him the formal recognition of an unfree 
consciousness. But for the slave, the experience of fear according 
to Hegel is the first moment of freedom. Fear, combined with 
service or labour, constitutes the necessary precondition for the 
development of self-consciousness: 'Without the formative activity 
shaping the thing, fear remains inward and mute, and conscious
ness does not become objective for itself' .63 In serving the master, 
the slave loses his 'individual self-will' and goes beyond the 
immediacy ofappetite. His divestment of self and 'fear of the lord' 
mark, for Hegel, the beginning of knowledge and the movement 
to universal self-consciousness. Freedom is attained 'solely by 
risking life'64 when consciousness, which has 'tottered and 
shaken', is combined with struggle. The fear and service of 
slavery contain, for Hegel, the possibility of freedom beyond 
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subjectivity. Self-consciousness passes through the slave rather 
than the master, dependent on the slave for recognition and 
trapped by desires which lack substance and objectivity. 

Theimportance of work for Hegel is that in labour the worker 
moves beyond immediate instinctual life, flees the darkness of 
nature and becomes truly human. Hegel does not idealise the 
labour-process - in contrast to many of his contemporaries 
but rather acknowledges the drudgery of mechanistic labour. 
However, he does characterise the labour-process as a means of 
enhancing self-consciousness and says that in working upon an 
object the worker externalises his self-consciousness and makes it 
permanent: 'precisely in labour where there seemed to be merely 
some outsider's mind and ideas involved, the bondsman becomes 
aware through this re-discovery of himself by himself, of having 
and being a "mind of his own".'65 In fashioning the object the 
worker 'makes himself into a thing' by expressing the objective 
laws of work as independent of individual desires. By placing 
labour between his desires and their fulfilment, he moves away 
from nature towards sociality. 

The slave's proximity to freedom thus rests on his engagement 
in purposive rational labour, whereas the master remains limited 
by his desire for the object. While the master's desire is 
ephemeral, the slave's labour fosters the development of self
consciousness. His desires embrace those of the master as well as 
his own, forcing him to move beyond the immediacy of his own 
will. For Hegel the feeling of the worthlessness ofegotism and the 
'habit of obedience' of the slave is a necessary stage in the growth 
of self-consciousness. In satisfying the needs of others, the slave 
moves beyond nature towards a genuinely human existence, as he 
enters into relations with others and becomes part of the division 
oflabour. 

It is precisely this dimension of slavery as potential consciousness 
which eats away at the heart of the master-slave relation and the 
system of slavery arising from it, ultimately leading to its 
destruction. But in stressing potential rather than actual con
sciousness, Hegel attributes a degree of responsibility for slavery 
to theslave rather than the master; 'To adhere to man's absolute 
freedom', he says, 'is eo ipso to condemn slavery. Yet if a man is a 
slave, his own will is responsible for his slavery, just as it is its will 
which is responsible if a people is subjugated' .66 Unless the slave 
struggles to win his freedom, he deserves his servitude, since 
slavery demands its own negation. A slave is subject to an ethical 
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imperative to free himself Hegel applies this argument specifically 
to the history of nations but his account of the responsibility for 
slavery could also be seen as relevant to the history of women's 
exploitation. There is no 'absolute injustice' in slaves remaining 
slaves, argues Hegel, for if they do not risk their lives to gain 
freedom, their slavery is deserved: 'he who has not the courage to 
risk his life to win freedom, that man deserves to be a slave'.67 
Slavery, as a system of social relationships, cannot survive unless 
the slave accepts and is at home in his slavery. 

A further justification of slavery for Hegel lies in the fact that 
slavery may be appropriate to a particular phase of social 
development and in that sense 'just': 'Slavery and tyranny,' he 
says, 'are, therefore in the history ofnations a necessary stage and 
hence relatively justified'.68 Referring to the slaves' hostility to the 
efforts of English reformers to abolish slavery, he argues that 
slavery is accepted as natural by the slaves. While slavery is seen 
as an absolute injustice by Western reformers, it is the typical 
legal relationship of a society in which a low value is placed on 
human life and this evaluation ofhuman life is internalised by the 
slaves themselves. It is entirely consistent, for Hegel, with the 
state of nature characteristic of primitive societies. If a man can 
sell his wife, parents and children into slavery, this demonstrates 
a contempt for life in general as well as his own and signifies an 
absence of morality. Taking a broader historical perspective, 
Hegel sees slavery as part of the transition from the state of 
nature to a genuinely ethical existence. It arises in a world where 
'a wrong is still right',69 where wrong has some validity and 
constitutes a necessary moment in the progression towards a 
higher stag~ of development. Only when a society reaches 
maturity may it realise its freedom and eliminate slavery. Where 
a society is undeveloped we should expect to find slavery, says 
Hegel. Even in Greece this 'relative injustice' may be found, since 
in that culture freedom was not based on the idea of a rational 
self-consciousness. 7o Only if self-consciousness apprehends itself, 
through thought, as human does it free itself from contingency 
and move into the realm of morality and ethical life. Rational 
reflection is what distinguishes the slave's unfreedom from 
freedom, and thus it was the Greek slaves resisting their slavery, 
and not the citizens, who grasped this and sought to attain their 
'eternal human rights'JI 

Ifwe consider the implications ofHegel's analysis ofslavery for 
an understanding of social change, and, specifically, changes in 
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the position of women, his standpoint may seem at first sight to 
be rather pessimistic. He attributes responsibility for slavery to 
the slave and seems to suggest that the slave enjoys his slavery. 
He also treats slavery as appropriate to particular forms oflife, as 
a necessary stage in social development and therefore inevitable. 
Both arguments may appear to be antithetical to the likelihood of 
a radical change in women's lives, yet precisely because Hegel 
attributes slavery to the will of an individual or people, he opens 
up the possibility of a dramatic change in social relationships 
through the power of rational reflection. Recent work within 

,feminism has examined the ways in which women may embrace 
patriarchal ideas or ideologies of domesticity and resist change.72 

Attention has also been paid to the low self-esteem in which many 
women hold themselves, placing a low value on their own needs 
and on their lives generally. Yet in neither case does this preclude 
the possibility ofchange. Furthermore, Hegel's account of slavery 
is an historical account which presupposes the potentiality for 
changes in relationships of domination and subordination, given 
certain changes in the way oflife in which these relationships are 
grounded. 

Hegel's acknowledgement of the slave's identification with his 
slavery is combined with an awareness of the tensions inherent in 
any relation of oppression. The dominance of the master over the 
slave and the slave's acquiescence are neither stable nor eternal. 
Rather, the relation is one of constant struggle in which the 
master's authority, from the beginning, may be negated. This 
may be illustrated by Hegel's observations on slavery in certain 
African cultures in his Lectures on the philosophy of world history. A 
system of despotism based on force, patriarchal authority and an 
arbitrary will is inherently weak, says Hegel, for the despot is 
always in danger of being challenged by his subjects: 'thus even 
such despotism as this is not completely blind; the peoples of 
Africa are not just slaves but assert their own will too'.73 Slavery, 
as a system of social relations, can never be secure for 'the sword 
really hangs above the despot's head day and night' and, like his 
subjects, the despot is vulnerable to the lack of respect for human 
life. 74 

The movement towards self-consciousness is built into the 
master-slave relation and incorporates the possibility of freedom 
for the master as well as the slave. The emancipation of the slave 
furthers the interest of the master since, as Hegel notes in the 
Phenomenology, only when the slave realises his freedom does the 
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master move beyond immediacy. This idea is applied to colonial 
relations in the Philosoph:J of right where he points out that 
'Colonial independence proves to be of the greatest advantage to 
the mother country, just as the emancipation of the slaves turns 
out to the greatest advantage of the owners'. 75 Hegel's arguments 
concerning responsibility for slavery and its appropriateness do 
not therefore entail a static model of the master-slave relation. 
Rather, he offers a dynamic model which sees that relationship as 
characterised by a fundamental tension which may ultimately 
tear it apart. Applying Hegel's analysis to the position of women, 
we find that the acceptance of patriarchal ideologies is matched 
by examples of women's resistance to their exploitation. In 
struggling against their subordination women at the same time 
precipitate a qualitative improvement in social relations for men 
who are also constrained by those ideologies. 

Furthermore, Hegel is optimistic that when the slaves begin to 
resist, the system of sHivery will perish: 'if a nation does not 
merely imagine that it wants to be free but actually has the 
energy to will its freedom,' he says in the Philosophy ofmind, 'then 
no human power can hold it back in the servitude of a merely 
passive obedience to authority.'76 One can infer from this that the 
very fact of struggling together is as important for women as the 
formal freedoms thereby obtained and is inseparable from them, 
since collective resistance ensures the growth of consciousness. 
Because freedom constitutes the human essence for Hegel, he 
emphasises that the slave has an absolute right to free himself and 
essential to this transition to freedom is rational self-consciousness. 
While attributing slavery to the will of the slave, Hegel none the 
less envisages a complete reversal of the master-slave relation 
given the will for change and consciousness of the potential for 
freedom: 

it is only as thinking intelligence that the will is genuinely a 
will and free. The slave does not know his essence, his 
infinity, his freedom; he does not know himself as human in 
essence; and he lacks this knowledge of himself because he 
does not think himself. This self-consciousness which 
apprehends ·itself through thinking is essentially human, 
and thereby frees itself from the contingent and the false, is 
the principle of right, morality and all ethical life. 77 

He contrasts this reflective self-consciousness with appeals to 
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'feeling, enthusiasm, the heart and the breast', which are 
absorbed in 'instinctive desire' and 'particularity'.78 For freedom 
to be obtained, the slave has to move beyond his own 
individuality, as well as that of the master, to grasp 'the 
absolutely rational in its universality which is independent of the 
particularity of the subjects'.79 Hegel's identification of the 
freedom of the slave with reflective self-consciousness, and of the 
need to move beyond feelings to reason, points clearly to the 
importance of rational reflection for women as a means of 
transforming their position. 

Moreover, while Hegel gives an historical analysis of slavery, 
this does not commit him to a total relativism which would rule 
out criticism of particular forms of life. While attracted to the 
liberal ideals of the French Revolution, for example, Hegel 
recognised the limitations of the emerging bourgeois society as 
well as the shortcomings of the liberal theories used to understand 
and justify the new order. Like Marx and Engels, he was well 
aware that the progressive aspects of liberal capitalism were 
accompanied by greed, egotism and self-interest, which would 
lead to the 'creation of a rabble of paupers' .80 He notes that 'At 
the same time, this brings with it, at the other end of the social 
scale, conditions which greatly facilitate the concentration of 
disproportionate wealth in a few hands' .81 Hegel did not allow his 
acknowledgement of the progressive aspects of liberal capitalism 
to become an apologia for that society. Rather, he saw poverty 
and class conflict as inevitable features of that mode of 
production. It is therefore difficult to accept Elshtain's argument 
that Hegel ignores the 'realities of economic power'.82 While 
Elshtain postulates that individualism 'may arguably be the only 
means available to the woman to attain an identity other than a 
thoroughly privatised one' ,83 Hegel draws attention to the 
pathological effects of a social structure governed by the pursuit 
ofself-interest. Although Hegel did not develop his understanding of 
the labour-process into an extensive critique of the division of 
labour of the kind Marx and Engels subsequently elaborated, 
none the less such a critique is implicit in his teleology. The 
connections he drew between freedom and necessity, consciousness 
and labour, constituted a significant advance on earlier theories 
and bequeath to feminist theory a firm foundation on which to 
construct an investigation into the development of the division of 
labour and ways of transcending it. 

By showing how slavery IS 'natural' or appropriate to 
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particular stages ofdevelopment, for example, Hegel points to the 
necessity of a fundamental change in social relationships if slavery 
is to be eliminated. The implication here for women is that 
radical improvements in their position will not be achieved by 
piecemeal changes. What is needed is a transformation of the 
social structure which generates inequalities and leads to their 
privatisation. Nor will these inequalities be removed by an appeal 
to moral principles since their subordination is linked to the 
needs of capital for a reserve army and its own reproduction. 
Hegel's comments on the 'relative justification' of slavery 
anticipated Marx's argument in the Critique ofthe Gotha programme 
that 'Right can never be higher than the economic structure of 
society and the cultural development conditioned by it.'84 Marx's 
observations onjustice have led some commentators to argue that 
the extraction of surplus value cannot be seen as unjust since it is 
an essential feature of capitalism and the labourer freely 
exchanges his labour-power for wages.85 'Exploitation' is thus a 
'natural' feature of capitalist society appropriate to that stage of 
development and should not be seen in moral terms. It follows 
from this that it is mistaken to see Marxism as a moral theory 
aimed at removing injustice: the 'injustices' it analyses are a 
necessary part of that mode of production and will not be 
dissolved by a moral critique but only by a radical change in the 
economic and social structure. Similarly it could be argued that 
the subordination ofwomen will be overcome only by a challenge 
to the division of labour which forms the heart of the system of 
oppressive social relations and the source of slavery. 

Hegel's quasi-relativist view of morality does not preclude the 
possibility of advancement, however, since he suggests that the 
move away from slavery towards freedom, although dependent 
on consciousness, is nevertheless inevitable and reflects the 
growth of reason in the world. His analysis of slavery consequently 
provides a rich source of concepts for feminist theory. His 
political thought is also ofparticular interest insofar as it offers an 
understanding of freedom and enslavement from a standpoint 
which transcends individualism. 

A comparison may be drawn between the status of women in 
advanced industrial societies and slaves in ancient society in the 
sense that both societies are characterised by their dependence on 
the unpaid labour of a service class. Domestic labour for both 
women and slaves is unwaged, low status and unsatisfying, 
consisting of repetitive tasks performed for other members of the 
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household. It is physically separated from other spheres of 
production and is seen as exclusively the responsibility of a 
particular group, constituting the defining role for those who 
perform these tasks. Many women, like slaves, live and work 
within the household of the oppressing social group, divorced 
from public life, in a relationship which is universalised. As 
Delphy says: 

While the wage labourer depends on the market (on a 
theoretically unlimited number of employers), the married 
woman depends on one individual. While the wage 
labourer sells his labour power the married woman gives 
hers away. Exclusivity and non-payment are intimately 
connected. Providing unpaid labour within the framework 
of a universal and personal relationship (marriage) consti
tutes a relationship of slavery.86 

Women, like slaves, provide an indeterminate amount of domestic 
and personal services in return for their maintenance, but this 
cannot be construed as an exchange relationship since their 
rewards are not calculated on the basis of the amount of work 
completed. Fluctuations in living standards do not reflect 
variations in the work-load. Unlike wage-contracted labourers, 
wives cannot easily change their employers. At best, they can 
seek a wealthier husband to whom they offer the same services. 
The marriage contract can be seen as affording a means of 
extracting unlimited labour-power from wives. The relationship 
between husband and wife is similar to that between master and 
slave since, in both cases, there is an obligation to maintain the 
labour-power of the service class. Patriarchal exploitation, 
sanctioned and facilitated by this contract is, according to Delphy 
the 'common, specific and main expression of women'.87 It is 
universal in so far as the majority of women marry at some point 
in their lives. 

This is not to deny that there are differences between the 
position ofwomen and the slaves ofantiquity, both in terms of the 
nature of the relationship to the head of the household and the 
level of development of the productive forces. But while it could 
be argued that the marriage contract is based on reciprocal 
affective ties, this could be seen as exacerbating women's 
subordination, in binding them more tightly to an exploitative 
relationship and also in subjecting them to a further set of 
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expectations in relation to the performance of affective roles as 
well as the execution of routine domestic tasks.88 Moreover, the 
existence of such a service class is anomalous within the context 
of an advanced mode of production, governed by the cash nexus, 
and cannot therefore be accounted for simply in relation to the 
needs of capital. An explanation must be sought within the 
deeper structures of patriarchy. 

Domestic labour poses problems for feminism which may be 
illuminated by Hegelian insights into the tensions implicit in the 
master-slave relation. Although engagement in the labour process 
for Hegel is the key mechanism for the growth of self
consciousness, he also recognises the limitations of a way of life 
marked by routine and repetition and sees acceptance of such 
routine as tantamount to death.89 Domestic labour is the only 
sphere of employment where drudgery is combined with isolation. 
Taken separately these factors may inhibit the growth of 
consciousness; together they present a formidable obstacle to 
change. Where women are engaged in service occupations 
outside the home, the monotonous aspects of labour are 
counteracted by contact with others, but the atomised nature of 
the domestic mode of production militates against the formation 
of self-consciousness. Hegel also points to the extent to which the 
slave may accept his slavery and resist liberation. His analysis of 
the master-slave dialectic in the Phenomenology is therefore 
followed by a description of the modes of false consciousness 
attributed to the slave unwilling to resist the bonds of slavery, 
namely Stoicism and Scepticism. These rationalisations of 
unfreedom lead into Hegel's account of the Unhappy Conscious
ness where the slave taking refuge from the master submits to a 
transcendental God. This phenomenon of false consciousness 
confronts all liberation movements and, for this reason, feminists 
have begun to examine women's resistance to change, their 
commitment to dominant reproductive ideologies and the needs 
which the family may be perceived to meet. The limited 
aspirations of women and the marginal value they themselves 
place on their labour-power have also become significant areas of 
investigation precisely because they are as strong a barrier to 
freedom as the material conditions of exploitation.90 

At the same time, Hegel sees labour and subordination as 
essential to the development ofseIf-consciousness. The realisation 
of freedom incorporates awareness of freedom and the practical 
accomplishments offreedom, and both are grounded in the fear 
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and service of slavery. Insights into women's subordination and 
their potential for liberation may therefore be lost if Hegel is 
dismissed too readily as a biological reductionist. The orthodox 
feminist view which identifies Hegel's work with the public
private distinction of mainstream political thought fails to take 
account of the strongly anti-reductionist strand in his writing and 
loses the significance of his analysis of slavery for an understanding 
of women's oppression. Since, for Hegel, the fear and service of 
slavery place the slave closer to freedom than the master 
imprisoned by sensation and desire. Women, because of their 
subordination, could be seen as nearer self-consciousness than 
the men who depend on their labour-power and recognition. In 
using their biological and personal needs and desires as a means 
of oppression, the latter are less free than the women who are 
forced to move beyond the immediacy of desire into the realm of 
rational reflection, to confront their own subordination and 
exploitation through consciousness and action. 

Moreover, this domination is dehumanising and limiting for 
both master and slave, men and women, in so far as men are 
confined by patriarchal modes of thought. While men stand in a 
relation to women governed by dependency and the gratification 
ofphysical needs alone, the growth of their own self-consciousness is 
truncated. They remain tied to the sensual world, using the 
gratification of physical needs and the control of reproduction as 
a means of oppression.91 Although the master receives recognition 
from the slave he can, within the existing power relationship, 
never be sure that the recognition is genuine. It is for this reason 
that Hegel sees the liberation of the slave as furthering the 
interests of the master, as Camus observes: 

The master, to his detriment, is recognized in his autonomy 
by a consciousness which he himself does not recognize as 
autonomous. Therefore, he cannot be satisfied and his 
autonomy is only negative. Mastery is a blind alley. Since, 
moreover, he cannot renounce mastery and become a slave 
again, the eternal destiny of masters is to live unsatisfied or 
to be killed,92 
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3 

On Becoming 

Anthony Manser 

The opening moves of Hegel's Science of logic are compressed; in 
three short paragraphs we are faced with an argument in which 
being, nothing and becoming) are merged into each other: 

Pure being and pure nothing are, then, the same; the truth 
is, not either being or nothing, but that being - not passes 
- but has passed over into nothing, and nothing into being 
... Their truth is therefore this movement, this immediate 
disappearance of the one into the other, in a word, 
becoming; a movement wherein both are distinct, but in 
virtue of a distinction which has immediately dissolved 
itself. (SL 95)2 

Admittedly this brief introduction of the terms is followed by 
some twenty pages of 'Observations', but these are not formally a 
part of the argument, but rather glosses and attempts to forestall 
objections. Becoming is given two further paragraphs and a 
separate 'Observation' at the end of the chapter. This is preceded 
by a discussion of being and nothing in the previous section 'With 
what must science begin?', though what is said there is bracketed 
off by the concluding words of that section: 'This consideration is 
so simple that the beginning as such requires no preparation or 
further introduction, and this preliminary discussion was not so 
much intended to deduce it as to clear away all preliminary 
matters'. (SL 90) The first chapter, or rather the argument of the 
first chapter, concludes with an equally rapid move from 
becoming to determinate being: 'Becoming, then, taken as 
transition into the unity of being and nothing, which exists 
because it is, or has the form of, the one-sided immediate unity of 
these moments, is determinate being'. (SL 119) 
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Many commentators seem puzzled by what Hegel says of 
'becoming'; some have ignored it altogether, treating the union of 
being and nothing simply as determinate being. None, as far as I 
am aware, have seen the argument of the first chapter of the 
Science of logic as central to the whole Hegelian enterprise, as a 
vital element in his attempt radically to change the whole nature 
of philosophy. One strand in this is the substitution of logic for 
the old metaphysics, a point which is often mentioned but seldom 
taken seriously. The problem is what this means in such a 
context. Here I can only give a truncated answer, but one which I 
hope will justify my concentration on the concept of becoming in 
this paper. Metaphysics had been regarded as the 'Queen of the 
Sciences', the study which revealed the unchanging ground of the 
changing world of appearances, a ground which was superior 
because it was unchanging and permanent. This idea had its 
reflection in politics, e.g. in Plato's Republic, with the attempt to 
provide a blue-print for a state which would likewise be immune 
from change. Hegel's state certainly does not possess that 
characteristic; it is driven by an inner dialectic; even if he does 
think that something like the Prussian constitution of the early 
1800s is the best so far available, he admits that it contains 
problems that it is incapable of solving, e.g. the problem of the 
creation of a pauperised rabble. Judgments about constitutions 
are necessarily provisional. This, I take it, is the meaning of the 
famous passage from the Philosophy of right: 'When philosophy 
paints its grey on grey, then is a form oflife grown old, and with 
grey on grey it cannot be rejuvenated but only understood; the 
Owl of Minerva only begins her flight when dusk is falling.' 

The substitution of dialectical logic for metaphysics is equivalent 
to taking history seriously, at every level of intellectual activity. It 
involves the replacement ofa metaphysical foundation by an end, 
absolute mind or spirit. This, I would argue, though not in this 
paper, is not merely the displacement of the same kind of 
foundation that older philosophers had used to a position at the 
conclusion of the historical process. A crude teleology argues for 
an end which is equally the source of all that happens, albeit one 
that lies in the future. For Hegel, the shape of the absolute end 
could not be clearly discerned from the present, even though 
some of its logically necessary features might be discernible. 
There was no backward causation, and in that sense teleology in 
the old style was an illusion. 

Such a change also alters the way philosophy is to be regarded, 
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and Hegel expresses radical views on this as well. In the Lectures 
on the history of philosophy he says the view of each philosophy 
refuting the ones that went before looks on the History of 
Philosophy as: 'a battlefield covered with the bones of the dead, a 
kingdom not merely formed of dead and lifeless individuals, but 
of refuted and spiritually dead systems, since each has killed and 
buried the other'.3 He, on the contrary, wishes to stress that to 
study any philosophy is to become acquainted with Philosophy as 
such.4 This could be expressed by saying that Philosophy is not a 
realm of being, but of becoming. 

So the failure of commentators to take 'becoming' seriously 
enough is not a trivial error, but a deep one. It leads inevitably to 
a falsification of Hegel's aims and a misunderstanding of the role 
which he gives to Philosophy and hence to a difficulty in 
understanding the form of his own philosophy, which is thought 
to be the ultimate system instead of a stage in the advance of the 
subject. The 'Owl of Minerva' passage in the Philosoplry of right is 
one expression of this. Such a view deprives philosophy of its old 
Platonic ideals, but gives it a non-metaphysical foundation, 
which is constituted by the efforts of prior philosophers. From our 
position we can see the necessity of one system being replaced by 
another, but it would never have been possible to predict the next 
system on the basis of the one that preceded it. I am aware that 
these remarks are only programmatic and need to be backed by 
argument. I believe they can be, but now I must turn to one 
necessary stage of such an argument, the role of becoming in the 
Science of logic, for if this is grasped it will be easier to understand 
the radical transformation of philosophy that Hegel undertakes. 

To begin it is perhaps best to look at how some commentators 
have dealt with becoming; McTaggart writes: 

For these reasons I believe that the course of the dialectic 
would become clearer if the name of Becoming were given 
up, and the Synthesis of Being and Nothing were called 
Transition to being Determinate (Uebergang in das Dasein). 
This follows the precedent set by Hegel in the case of the 
last category of Measure ... ':; 

McTaggart's suggested change of name implies that Hegel has 
been careless in his nomenclature. He does not even ask why 
Hegel believed 'becoming' an appropriate word to use, or why he 
thought a stage to be necessary between being and nothing on the 
one hand and determinate being on the other. 
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Charles Taylor,like McTaggart, also wants to eliminate 
'becoming', implying in his account of the opening dialectic that 
it can be ignored: 'The upshot of this first dialectic of being and 
non-being is thus the synthesis of the two in Dasein or 
Determinate Being.'6 However, on the next page he does discuss 
becoming, though criticising its introduction as illegitimate: 

But the derivation of Becoming here is not as solid as that of 
Dasein. This is the first, but not the last place in the Logic 
where Hegel will go beyond what is strictly established by 
his argument, because he sees in the relation of concepts a 
suggestion of his ontology: here the universality of movement 
and becoming in the relation of Being and Non-Being. But 
of course as probative arguments these passages are 
unconvincing. They fail, as strict conceptual proof, however 
persuasive they are as interpretations for those who hold 
Hegel's view of things on other grounds. 7 

Taylor's main argument against the validity of introducing 
becoming is that Hegel is dealing with Kantian categories, so that 
what has to be shown is that things cannot be thought in certain 
categories unless other categories also apply: 

And this is what we do show when we establish that Sein 
(Being) can only be applied as Dasein (Determinate Being), 
whereas we have not yet shown the objective necessity of 
Becoming. This will come when we examine Dasein further 
and see that it is prey to contradiction and hence 
movement.8 

However, he does regard becoming as essential to Hegel's 
ontology, since 'Geist can only be embodied, and yet the 
embodiments are all inadequate, and hence disappear to give 
place to others.'$) This would seem to apply at a later stage of 
Hegel's argument. The question of whether Hegel's 'Concepts' 
are Kantian-type categories will not be discussed here, for there 
are other reasons to doubt Taylor'S view. It seems that he is 
suggesting that the becoming that is the subject of the first 
chapter of the Science of logic is tantamount to the normal concept 
of change. Ifit were so, then it might legitimately be claimed that 
the establishment of ordinary objects was necessary before 
bringing it in to the picture. However, given Hegel's emphasis on 
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the fact that it is the pure concepts of being and nothing that are 
under discussion, it is likely that it is 'pure' becoming which is 
here at issue. I agree that the notion is problematic, but it seems 
that Hegel does take care, in the 'Observations', to avoid a 
reading like that of Taylor. Ifpure being can be conceived, then, 
perhaps, it may not be impossible to conceive pure becoming; at 
least the attempt should be made before it is decided that it has 
no place. 

M.J. Inwood, the most recent British commentator, is equally 
convinced that there is something wrong with the first chapter of 
the Science of logic, though his diagnosis of the error is different to 
that of Taylor: 

To speak of the concept of being becoming that of nothing is 
to run together our thinking and the concepts about, or in 
terms of which, we think. Concepts may of course be closely 
associated with each other without being identical. The 
concepts of a husband and a wife, for example, are inti
mately linked. When we think of, or in terms of, the one we 
automatically think of, or in terms of, the other. But neither 
of these concepts becomes or passes into the other. Any 
movement involved is that of our thinking, following the 
conceptual pathways provided. It is illegitimate therefore to 
derive the concept of becoming from those of being and 
nothing, or indeed from any other two concepts, solely in 
virtue of the fact that there are conceptual routes from one 
to the other. Concepts and their interrelationships are static 
in a way that our thinking is not. \0 

The passage seems to involve a resolute refusal to contemplate 
what is actually going on in the first chapter of the Science of logic. 
There it is obvious that the concepts 'being' and 'nothing' are not 
just any connected pair, but playa special role in philosophy. In 
everyday thought they are not 'intimately linked' as 'husband' 
and 'wife' are; in their case it is impossible to define one of the 
pair without also defining the other; that every husband has a 
wife could be considered an analytic a priori truth. In philosophical 
tradition, pure being could exist, and be understood, without 
'nothing', which is why Hegel has to argue for their identity. And 
it is obvious that he expects his argument to be resisted by 
commonsense and his conclusion to be found striking. He is 
aware that what he is doing goes against a great deal of 
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philosophising. More important is the failure to grasp what Hegel 
is trying to do in the argument; Inwood seems to think that he 
'derives' one concept from another; I will say more about this 
later. 

Thus three distinguished Hegelian commentators, two of them 
contemporary, have difficulty in grasping his arguments about, 
and the meaning he gives to 'pure becoming'. It is also significant 
that their objections differ from each other; they do not agree on 
the nature of the mistake in the first chapter. Hence it is necessary 
to examine the text to see if it is possible to produce a better 
interpretation. 

Hegel's starting-point, it seems to me, is the unsatisfactory 
nature of the traditional concept of 'being'. Historically it was 
thought of as the unchanging ground of change. But if that were 
the case, the problem arises of how change could come about. If 
there is to be a dialectic process, or even a temporal one, then 
being cannot be static. Ifdialectic essentially involves contradiction, 
then the starting-point must itself be 'dialectical' or suitable for 
the operation of dialectic. The same applies to temporality; real 
time cannot arise from a timeless system. Ifbeing is what it is and 
nothing more, there is no way in which it could change. Similarly, 
determinate being cannot consist of self-subsistent entities, of 
'substances' which depend on nothing outside of themselves in 
order to exist, for then changes in them would be inexplicable; in 
Hegel's words: 

Being would not be absolute beginning ifit were in any way 
determined; for if it were, it would be dependent on 
something else, would not be immediate, would therefore 
not be the beginning. But if being is indeterminate and 
therefore the true beginning, it lacks whatever could 
transform it into an other ... Parmenides, equally with 
Spinoza, will not admit progress from being, or the absolute 
substance, to the negative or finite. (SL 107) 

There is no way in which time could get a foothold in a static 
realm of being. In so far as pure being and nothing are 
considered, there is no room for time. I t is possible to make a 
heroic move and say that time is unreal, though that leaves still 
the problem of how the illusion itself could arise. It is a 
consequence of such thinking that one is obliged to a.ccept a 
Kantian position, in which time is an order imposed by the 
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human mind on appearances of timeless things-in-themselves. If 
we start from a position ofone, or some, necessarily static entities, 
then time is contradictory, for what is at one moment is not at 
another. (This is not to deny that there are non-temporal 
contradictions, e.g. mathematical ones.) 

Hegel's attack on metaphysics is directed against the view of it 
as a super-science which puts us in contact with that which lies 
behind the veil of appearance, for 'there is nothing behind the 
curtain except that which is in front of it'. Philosophy, or logic, 
which is the heir to the old metaphysics, has to deal with an 
actual world. Hegel is attempting to revolutionise the old 
conception of philosophy, including that of Kant, and this 
attempt has to be taken seriously. Here I am not claiming that he 
is right, only that before we can decide whether he is, we must 
first grasp what it is that he is claiming. It is easy to make him 
into just another metaphysician, and there have not been wanting 
philosophers, both Anglo-Saxon and European, who have done 
precisely this. And if he is a metaphysician, there are grounds for 
saying that he is a confused one. 

For it does seem primafacie nonsense to say that becoming is the 
unity of being and nothing, and I have previously argued for such 
a position. One reason why Hegel's argument is hard to grasp is 
that we tend to think of becoming as a change in some pre
existing determinate entity. The bud becomes the flower; an 
identifiable object becomes a different one, equally identifiable 
without reference to its origin. And yet the flower was the bud. 
Objects in nature are constantly changing, though it may only be 
when the change has reached a certain magnitude that we say the 
original object has become something else. At this point of the 
discussion it is tempting to invoke Heraclitus and maintain that 
all things are in a state of flux. There is no doubt that Hegel, in 
this opening chapter, had in mind the historical move from 
Parmenides to Heraclitus, and I suppose it would be possible to 
read the chapter as advocating the views of the latter in 
preference to those of the former. However, Hegel could not here 
be asserting 'all things are in a state of flux' for that presupposes 
the existence of things, which are first examined in the second 
chapter at the level of 'Determinate being'. 

Failure to grasp what is meant by 'becoming' arises from 
insufficient attention to Hegel's words, a failure which my earlier 
criticisms exemplified and which, I think, also affects the three 
commentators I have cited. However, there is a genuine problem. 
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Though it may make sense to say 'being is', or, perhaps, 'nothing 
is not', it is impossible to say 'becoming is' (or 'is not') for that 
would make it into a static entity; the right mode of expression 
would seem to have to be 'becoming becomes'. It is hard to see 
this as meaningful, even if 'being is' is found acceptable. Indeed, 
it does violence to language, which is why I used to regard the 
discussion as nonsensical. However, it should be remembered 
that Hegel expressly admits that language is misused in the 
context of philosophy; he discusses the notion under the heading 
of the 'speculative proposition'. 'The paradoxical and bizarre 
light in which many aspects of modern philosophy appear to 
those unacquainted with speculative thought is frequently due to 
the form of the simple judgment when it is used to express 
speculative results.' (SL 103) Given the way in which simple 
propositions are normally understood, there is a tendency to take 
being or becoming as the subjects of the propositions in which 
they occur, and the predicate as expressing the properties which 
belong to them. This is a mistake when dealing with speculative 
propositions: 'The nature of the judgment or proposition, which 
involves the distinction between subject and predicate, is 
destroyed by the speculative proposition, and the identical 
proposition into which the former turns contains the counter
thrust against this relation.'!! In normal discourse both the 
utterer and the hearer know to what the subject term refers, and 
give or obtain information from the predicate. In the speculative 
proposition this priority of the subject is overturned: 

In a proposition of this kind one begins with the word God. 
This is by itself a senseless sound, a mere name; only the 
predicate says what he is and fills the name with content 
and meaning; the empty beginning becomes actual knowledge 
only in the end.!2 

These remarks must be understood if Hegel is to be. The claim is 
that in philosophy the problem lies not in what is said about the 
subject, but in its identification. Hence it is impossible to verify a 
philosophic proposition by inspecting the subject to see if it does 
possess the claimed predicate. The subject is, in any case, not the 
kind of entity which can be pointed to. Verification here involves 
providing arguments, which is why the truth in philosophy must 
be the whole. In everyday matters it is possible to grasp a 
fragment of truth, an isolated fact, because the subject can be 
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identified and the predicate checked without considering any 
other matter. In philosophy we cannot do this. 

Hence the problems which arise when we are faced with 
propositions like 'being is'. This looks as ifit gave us information 
about 'being'; in Hegel's words, 'it is intended to take being ... 
as that which is simply other than nothing' (SL 104). We, 
however, immediately think ofconcrete examples where there is a 
difference between being and nothing - there is a distinction 
between there being drink in the bottle and there being nothing in 
it. This, however, is a case of determinate being, in which Hegel 
agrees that there is an important difference, though one that is 
not of philosophical interest. If we talk of pure being and pure 
nothing, then the possibility of citing any difference has already 
been ruled out. In the case of pure being, because it has been a 
traditional concept in philosophy, we may manage to gain some 
idea of what Hegel is getting at. 

I t is not so easy to see what 'pure becoming' might mean, 
which is why McTaggart thought that there could not be such a 
concept. It may be that we have been corrupted into accepting 
pure being as a philosophical term, and as long as we think of it 
along traditional lines we will find it hard to make sense of pure 
becoming, which consists of both pure being and pure nothing: 

Becoming is the unseparatedness of being and nothing, not 
the unity which abstracts from being and nothing; rather 
becoming as the unity of being and nothing is this 
determinate unity in which there is being as well as nothing. 
But each, being and nothing, in so far as it is unseparated 
from its other, is not. They are, therefore, in this unity, but 
only as disappearing and transcended. From the independ
ence (which they were primarily imagined as possessing, 
they fall to the status of moments, which still are distinct, but 
at the same time are transcended. (SL 118) 

The final sentence reveals that being, the ostensible subject of the 
chapter, has lost its traditional status and become a mere 
'moment'. As such it can hardly be considered the foundation on 
which every existent thing rests. 

The temptation then is to say that in becoming we have a new 
entity which itself can serve as a metaphysical foundation. There 
are several reasons for rejecting this suggestion. First, becoming 
turns out to be determinate being, not as it were an independent 
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entity, and that it is permanent is denied in the following section, 
entitled 'Transcendence of Becoming'. Second, and perhaps more 
important for our purposes, this suggestion would be foreign to 
the whole drive of the Science of logic. 

To take these points in order; the next section begins: 'The 
equipoise of arising and passing away is, first, becoming itself. 
But this equally collapses into static unity ... Becoming is a 
baseless unrest which collapses into a static result.' (SLI18-9) A 
static entity could hardly be 'becoming'. Hegel is here wrestling 
with the problem of how to express thoughts which are, we might 
say, radically opposed to our commonsense ideas in a language 
which is designed to accommodate such ideas, is indeed 
structured by them. A philosopher, faced with the failure of one 
suggested foundation, typically tries to provide another which 
will escape the difficulty which destroyed the former. To say all 
things are in a state of flux looks as ifit were a better suggestion, 
precisely because it is founded on a criticism of the original one. 
Hegel's object is more radical, to show that the whole procedure 
is wrongly conceived. 

This leads us to the second point; what is under discussion 
cannot become clear until the whole system has been grasped. 
Far from there being a fundamental proposition or set of 
propositions on which the rest of the system is based, it is the 
system as a whole which is the foundation for each of the 
propositions which comprise it. It is for this reason that we 
discover, at the end of the Science of logic, that the whole system is 
a circle, a figure which is continuous, does not start at a 
particular place. Applied to a system, the implication is that each 
proposition is determined by its relation to all the rest. In the 
words of the Introduction to the Science of logic: 

But not only the scheme of philosophic method, but also the 
very concept ofphilosophy in general belongs to the content 
of Logic and in fact constitutes its final result; what Logic is, 
cannot be set out beforehand - on the contrary this 
knowledge of what Logic is can only be reached as the end 
and consummation of the whole treatment of the subject. 
(SL 53) 

The question then seems to be whether there is a good reason to 
use the word 'becoming' rather than any other. One possible 
answer is that Hegel uses it because historically the first 
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philosophical attempt, that of Parmenides, involved the existence 
of being and the non-existence of nothing, a position which 
Heraclitus denied by making 'becoming' fundamental. Hegel 
says this in the Encyclopaedia, though it would seem unlikely that 
his reason is just historical. There is a philosophic point being 
proposed, and it is connected with the need to bring time into the 
picture. If the universe were fundamentally static, founded on 
changeless being, then time would, as I said above, seem to be an 
illusion. However, Hegel says in the Lectures on the history of 
philosophy: 

The advance reqUIsIte and made by Heraclitus is the 
progression from being as the first immediate thought, to 
the category of becoming as the second. This is the first 
concrete, the absolute, as in it the unity ofopposites.1 3 Thus 
with Heraclitus the philosophic Idea is to be met with in its 
speculative form; the reasoning of Parmenides and Zeno is 
abstract understanding. Heraclitus was thus universally 
esteemed a deep philosopher and even was decried as such. 
Here we see land; there is no proposition of Heraclitus 
which I have not adopted in my Logic. 14 

He also explicitly credits Heraclitus with the introduction of time 
into philosophy: 

It is because Heraclitus did not rest at the logical expression 
of becoming, but gave to his principle the form of the 
existent, that it was necessary that time should first present 
itself to him as such; for in the sensuously perceptible it is 
the first form of becoming. Time is pure becoming as 
perceived, the pure Notion [concept], that which is simple, 
and the harmony issuing from absolute opposites; its 
essential nature is to be and not to be in one unity, and 
besides this it has no other character. It is not that time is or 
is not, for time is non-being immediately in being and being 
immediately in non-being: it is the transition out of being 
into non-being, the abstract notion, but in an objective 
form, i.e. in so far as it is for us. In time there is no past and 
future, but only the now; and this is, but is not as regards 
the past; and this non-being, as future, turns round into 
being. IS 

I t should be noted that time IS the sensuous form III which 
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becoming appears to us, i.e. that becoming is more abstract and 
more fundamental than time, and, it would seem to follow, than 
change. By the same token it must be logically prior to 
determinate being, the realm of objects which do change. 

But this does not yet enable us to grasp what becoming is. If I 
were to give a characterisation of it, I would be tempted to say 'It 
is not being that becomes but rather the becoming itself that 
becomes and thus constitutes what used to be thought of as 
being,'16 This glosses Hegel's 'being and non-being are abstractions 
devoid of truth ... the first truth is to be found in becoming', 
though it is perhaps equally obscure. The rest of this paper will 
be an attempt to make this clearer. 

If pure being is taken 'immediately' it is empty, and the same 
applies to nothing, yet what meaning each term has depends on 
the opposition to the other. In the Lectures on the history oj 
philosophy, Hegel says: 

The real fact is that each particular tone is different from 
another - not abstractly so from any other, but from its 
other - and thus it can also be one. Each particular only is, 
in so far as its opposite is implicitly contained in its notion. 
Subjectivity is thus the 'other' of objectivity and not of a 
piece of paper, which would be meaningless; since each is 
the 'other' of the 'other' as its 'other', we have here their 
identity. This is Heraclitus' great principle; it may seem 
obscure, but it is speculative. And this to the understanding 
which maintains the independence of being and non-being, 
the subjective and the objective, the real and the ideal, is 
always difficult and dim.17 

This could be glossed as the claim that no word can be 
understood in isolation, but each must be, at the very least, 
defined in terms of its opposite or 'other'. However, even if this 
Saussurean-sounding idea is accepted, it is not obvious that this 
implies that the two are identical, nor is it clear why their union 
or identity should be 'becoming'. If this is meant to apply to every 
word, then it would seem to be false, for not all words are 
definable in terms of an opposite; some are related to a cluster of 
other terms, e.g. colour-words. Indeed it could be argued that the 
majority of words are like this rather than simple opposites. It 
may be that Hegel, in this quotation, is trying to explain 
'Heraclitus' great principle', not the whole of language, i.e. what 
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he gives us is an analogy on which we can come to grasp the 
identity of being and nothing in becoming. 

A passage from the Science of logic may help here (Hegel is 
talking of arising and passing away): 

Both are the same thing, namely becoming; and even when 
taken as different directions they penetrate and paralyze 
each other. One direction is a passing away: being passes 
over into nothing; but equally nothing is its own opposite, a 
transition to being, that is arising. This arising is the other 
direction: nothing passes over into being, but being equally 
cancels itself (hebt sich auf) and is rather a transition to 
nothing; a passing away - they do not cancel mutually, nor 
one the other externally; each cancels itself in itself, and in 
itself is its own opposite. (SL 118) 

Being (or nothing) is the other of its other and in this sense the 
other of itself. To continue with the example of definition of 
words: it is not just that we have to define one in terms of the 
other, but the other is also to be defined in terms of the original, of 
its other. As we saw in the quotation on p. 65, unless care is 
taken, the result will itself be static, and hence will not perform 
the task required. It would seem that 'becoming' cannot be 
defined in terms of its opposite, for it is its own opposite, which is 
why it is harder to grasp than being or nothing. 

Pure being is inadequate as a philosophic concept, both 
because it is empty and because it implies changelessness, indeed 
has normally been so taken. Hence all we can actually concep
tualise are determinate beings; we only imagine we have a clear 
concept of being. But if we merely show the inadequacy of pure 
being and proceed, by a dialectical move, to determinate being, 
this too will be static and Changeless. But no determinate beings 
are changeless. Therefore an extra move is required, to allow for 
the possibility of change and, in due course, of time. Hence 
becoming has to be introduced at this point. The transition from 
becoming to determinate being is itself problematic, but there is 
no space to discuss that here. 

What we have in this opening chapter is the attempt to charac
terise the type ofconcepts which are required for philosophy, and 
this involves separating them from empirical ones. However, the 
claim of dialectrc is that even everyday concepts are, when 
properly understood, similar, in that they do not denote static 
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and timeless entities. This could be expressed by saying that our 
ordinary language is radically misleading, and, as far as 
traditional philosophy is concerned, this has been exemplified in 
a misunderstanding of the word 'being'. Philosophy has forgotten 
Heraclitus, who made moves which were correct in principle. 
Thus the argument of the Science of logic depends on the 
introduction of becoming at this early stage. However, as I said 
earlier, I am not here concerned to investigate the truth of the 
claim, only to show what Hegel argued and why it is impossible 
to ignore becoming in any treatment of his thought. 
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Sense and Meaning in Hegel 
and Wittgenstein 

David Lamb 

The forming of the five senses is a labour of the entire 
history ofthe world down to the present. (K. Marx l ) 

Hegel and Wittgenstein 

For many years it was supposed that Ludwig Wittgenstein's 
contribution to philosophy was an unprecedented phenomenon, 
exploding into the Anglo-Saxon tradition with revolutionary 
ideas unparalleled in the history of Western thought. Of late, 
however, some scholars have attempted to show that, far from 
being unique, Wittgenstein's contribution belongs to a current of 
thought that can be traced back to Kant via Schopenhauer.2 But 
the thesis that there is a close affinity between the later 
Wittgensteinianism and Hegel on meaning and sense-certainty 
has received surprisingly little attention.3 For precisely because 
Wittgenstein was never a Hegelian, it would be an ironic note 
indeed if the philosophical revolution, through the later Wittgen
steinianism, were to issue into and newly confirm the old 
Hegelian or neo-Hegelian tradition against which it originally 
defined itself. The considerable convergence of the later Wittgen
stein, as commonly understood, and the Hegelian understanding 
oflanguage thus deserves to be spelled out more fully. It is striking 
that the two philosophers argued very similarly against the sensory 
realist account ofthe relation between language and reality. 

The fonowing passage by Russell can be considered as typical 
of a theory of language which they repudiated: 

The meaning of an object-word can only be learnt by 
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hearing it frequently pronounced in the presence of the 
object. The association between word and object is just like 
any other habitual association, e.g., between sight and 
touch. When the association has been established, the 
object suggests the word, and the word suggests the object.4 

The underlying assumption here is that the meaning of a name 
must be identical with the bearer of that name, which Wittgenstein 
attributed to a tendency to 'sublime the logic of our language' 
connected with the conception of naming as an 'occult process', a 
'queer connection of a word with an object' caused by the 
philosopher's attempt to 'bring out the relation between name 
and thing by staring at an object in front of him and repeating a 
name or even the word "this" innumerable times' (PI 38). To free 
the philosopher from this picture he points out that certain things 
can happen to the bearer of a name which need not happen to the 
name itself. The bearer of the name 'NN' may die, but this does 
not imply that we cannot meaningfully use the name 'NN' again. 
Wittgenstein's point (PI 38-43) is that the meaning of a name is 
determined by the rules of usage, not by the thing it refers to. 
Having rejected the empiricist ontology, Wittgenstein anchored 
his inquiry to the concept of a 'form of life'. Hegel for his part 
rejected what the atomists have said about the foundation of 
language by showing how participation in the concrete universal 
(objective or intersubjective spirit) is epistemologically prior to 
the alleged immediate certainty of sensory particulars. 'This bare 
fact of certainty, however, is really and admittedly the abstractest 
and poorest kind of truth' (PC MM 821M 149). Like Wittgenstein, 
Hegel draws attention to the fact that sense experience itself is 
dependent upon a wealth of institutionalised practices, culture 
and training, and to deny this is to engage in a most 'abstract' 
enterprise which iIIicitIy ignores the system of relations in which a 
reference to sense immediacy is made. Hegel therefore opens the 
first chapter of The phenomenology of spirit with an examination of 
the empiricist account of language and knowledge. 

The title of the first section, 'Sense-Certainty: The This and 
Meaning', draws attention to the kind of assumption that 
Wittgenstein detected in the logical atomism of Russell. This 
assumption, which can be caIIed 'the proper name theory of 
language', is expressed by Russell as follows: 

The only words that one does use as names in the logical 
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sense are words like 'this' or 'that'. One can use 'this' as a 
name to stand for a particular with which one is acquainted 
at the moment ... It is an ambiguous proper name, but it is 
really a proper name all the same, and it is almost the only 
thing I can think of that is used properly and logically in the 
sense I was talking of for a proper name.5 

What Hegel does, however, is different in certain respects from 
Wittgenstein, in that Hegel actually takes this view more 
seriously. To understand why he does this is to understand 
something very important about the nature of his phenomeno
logical method. What he does is ask us to imagine that we really 
do come to learn about the world in the way that Russell's 
atomism would require. For example, the distinction between the 
'I' that experiences and the datum of sense-immediacy experienced 
is presented strictly as it appears in the arguments of traditional 
empiricism. 

I t is not only we who make this distinction ofessential truth 
and particular example, ofessence and instance, immediacy 
and mediation; wefindit in sense-certainty itself, and it has 
to be taken up in the form in which it is there, not as we 
have just determined it ... We have thus to consider the 
object, whether as a matter of fact it does exist in sense 
certainty itself as such an essential reality as the certainty
claims; whether its essential concept corresponds to the way 
it is present in that certainty. We must not, for that 
purpose, reflect and ponder about it, but only deal with it as 
sense-certainty contains it. (PC MM 83-4/B 150-1) 

It is in this way that we can understand Hegel's claim that when 
embraced consistently doctrines such as Hume's empiricism or 
logical atomism corroborate, with equal plausibility, their dialec
tical opponents. This is largely because opposing schools of 
philosophy, by virtue of the fact that they can enter into a 
discourse with each other, can be seen to stand in the same 
metaphysical ground. This point has been well expressed by M. 
Clark, who says: 

It is a primary lesson of Hegel's dialectic that progress by 
opposition is always to a complementary abstraction that 
remains fundamentally at the same level of inadequacy. To 
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deny 'categorically' an opponent's views is to affirm that 
one stands in the same metaphysical ground. Where the 
distance is too great the luxury of denial is no longer 
possible.6 

Accordingly an epistemology which emphasises the object and 
denies the mind's contribution to the cognitive process, stands in 
the same metaphysical ground as the solipsism which places an 
equally one-sided emphasis upon the knowing mind. 

Sensory realism 

Hegel first considers the naIve realist standpoint according to 
which: 'The object ... is the real truth ... the essential reality, 
quite indifferent to whether it is known or not' (PC MM 84/B 
151). A refutation of this position is not attempted; Hegel simply 
asks whether sense-certainty can fulfil its claim to provide an 
expression of foundational certainty. 'Sense certainty', he says, 
'has thus to be asked: What is the This?' (PC MM 84/B 141). 
When Hegel asks: 'What is the This?' (PC MM 84/B 151), he is 
highlighting the problem of giving an account oflanguage faced by 
those who ignore the historically conditioned social conventions 
built into the act of communication and concentrate solely upon 
ostensive definition. 'This', for Hegel, is analysed in terms of the 
moments 'Here' and 'Now'. Yet the expressions 'This', 'Here' 
and 'Now' do not refer to particular places and times but are, in 
fact, among the most universal of all expressions. 

Hegel's approach consists in asking the following question: 'If 
it is in immediate experience that you find certainty, then tell me 
what it is that you know.' And if your reply is 'I know there is a 
table in front of me', you are bringing in other matters. You are 
making a classification, correctly applying terms in a highly 
complex system of language. The reply might be as follows: 
'Well, language may be highly sophisticated, but what I know for 
certain is that object in front ofme.' And so ultimately the,reply is 
'This', accompanied by a pointing gesture. Language may be 
misleading but the gesture is held to be correct since it is 
somehow in an immediate relationship to the object. This is 
supposed to be the case with words like 'Here' and 'Now', which 
are alleged to make an immediate and unique reference to place 
and time. If I say that this stapling machine is eight inches from 
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my nose at ten p.m. on 18 March 1987, I have brought in a refer
ence to the whole history of mankind. 7 So we refine it down to a 
'This' of unspecified form - the ultimate in particularity. But 
Hegel shows in his dialectic of the eNow', 'Here' and 'This', that 
'This' connotes the ultimate in generality. 

The (Now' 

Says Hegel: 

To the question what is the Now? we reply, for example, 
Now is night time. To test the truth of this certainty of sense 
a simple experiment is all we need: write the truth down. A 
truth cannot lose anything by being written down, and just 
as little by our preserving and keeping it. Yet if we look 
again at the truth we have written down, look at it now, and 
this noon-time, we shall have to say that it has turned stale 
and become out of date. (PG MM 84/B 151) 

The position challenged by Hegel can be expressed as follows: 
The word 'now' stands for a particular, namely the present 
moment, but like pronouns it stands for an ambiguous particular 
because the present is always changing. The sensory realist 
claims to be experiencing an item of sense-certainty at a specific 
moment in time, so Hegel says: 'Write it down now, a truth 
cannot lose anything by being written down.' But the trouble is 
that the content of the 'Now' has gone, it is now night-time. 
Implicit in this request is recognition that the mere recording of a 
datum of experience cannot serve as an adequate reference since 
something, not given in sensory experience, is required. The 
exponent of sense immediacy who writes the word 'Now' on a 
piece of paper to designate the time of his experience must be 
prepared to explain whether his 'Now' is 'determined through 
and by means of the fact that something else, namely day and 
night, is not' (PC MM 84/B 152). Hegel's point is that with time 
we make a necessary reference to before or after, which is 
impermissible from the standpoint of sense-certainty. 

The (Here' 

Hegel's next move is to ask his protagonist to specify what he is 
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referring to; first it is a tree, but when he turns around it is a 
house. 

The Here is e.g. the tree. I turn about and this truth has 
disappeared and has changed into its opposite: the Here is 
not a tree, but a house. The Here itself does not disappear; 
it is and remains in the disappearance of the house, tree, 
and so on, and is indifferently house, tree. The This is 
shown once again to be mediated simplicity, in other words, to 
be universality. (PC MM 85/B 152-3) 

The picture is of someone on a roundabout trying to indicate a 
specific object, but precisely in the absence of a more sophisti
cated conceptual apparatus his gestures express an ultimate in 
generality. 

Can we conclude that Hegel is denying the possibility of 
making any intelligible unique reference to particulars on the 
grounds that whatever we refer to with the words 'Here' and 
'Now' and 'This' cannot be isolated because sensory particulars, 
although they are absolute realities, are in such a state offlux that 
they can never be arrested? This conclusion is, in fact, the other 
side of the realist coin and is still anchored to the Russellian 
assumption that language is essentially a process of naming 
albeit an inadequate process. This interpretation is advanced by 
Loewenberg, who suggests that Hegel's argument is based on the 
Heraclitean thesis that one cannot step twice into the same river, 
since time and matter are never at rest. Says Loewenberg: 'an 
instant intuition simply does not endure long enough to permit its 
datum to be directly indicated: the datum indicated is but a 
datum of another intuition. How point to an intuited datum 
without freezing the intuition entertaining it?'8 On this view it 
would follow that Hegel is saying that our ordinary concepts of 
'Here' and 'Now' and 'This' are somehow inexact - a conclusion 
drawn by philosophical sceptics. But this is not Hegel's position 
at all. Like Wittgenstein he holds that language, as the form in 
which spirit exists, founds sense-certainty rather than being 
founded by it, and that 'language ... is the more truthful' (PC 
MM 85/B 152). 

To understand what Hegel is doing we must remember that he 
is thinking himself into the same frame of mind as the sensory 
realist who treats 'Here' as a proper name for a datum of sense 
and 'Now' as a proper name for a unit of time. Ifwe take seriously 
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the words 'Now' and 'Here' as proper names many oddities must 
follow. For example, what are we to make of: 'Do it now, boy!' 

It is conceivable that one might point out that it is too late. But 
in a very queer sense it is always too late to comply with this 
order, since a portion of time has passed since the utterance of the 
command. Nevertheless, if one replied that it was already too late 
because 'Now' has passed, it would be treated as the sort of 
triviality one might expect from a 'smart Alec' schoolboy. 'Do it 
now, boy!' means 'get cracking', 'don't linger', and so on. No 
specific time is referred to. If the boy replied with 'which now?' 
his remark would be treated by his teacher as either trivially 
impudent or completely unintelligible. 

But Hegel's point is that the question 'Which now?' or 'Which 
here?' has a very important philosophical significance when put 
to a philosopher who claims that space and time can be 
interpreted as a series of sensory 'Heres' and 'Nows'. It reveals 
that there is something odd about his conception of 'Here' and 
'Now'. So while in ordinary usage 'Which Now?' or 'Which Here do 
you mean?' has no meaning at all, it does serve as a very important 
corrective to the postulates of an atomistic theory of knowledge. 

The 'This' 

A similar argument applies to Russell's 'This'. When a philosopher 
speaks of 'This' as a proper name, and maintains that pointing is 
logically prior to language, it is permissible, if he points to a 
pencil, to ask 'Which pencil?' - even if it is in immediate 
proximity to his finger. For ifit is said that pointing and naming 
precede general grammatical rules and cultural conventions, the 
isolated act of pointing and naming should be sufficiently clear. 
We reveal the falsehood of the assumption by asking 'Which 
pencil?' feigning ignorance of all the conventions and grammatical 
rules involved. Hegel's argument here is echoed in Wittgenstein's 
attitude towards the commonsense realism of Moore.9 Referring 
to Moore's claim to know that he has a body Wittgenstein says: 
'If somebody says "I have a body", he can be asked "Who is 
speaking here with this mouth?'" (OC 244). This is exactly what 
Hegel has in mind when he says: 'it is reasonable that the person 
making this demand should say what "this thing" or what "this I", 
he means: but to say this is quite impossible' (PC MM 87/B 154). 
And: 
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They 'mean' this bit of paper I am writing on, or rather, 
have written on: but they do not say what they mean. If they 
really wanted to say this bit of paper which they 'mean', 
and they wanted to say so, that is impossible, because the 
This of sense, which is 'meant', cannot be reached by 
language, which belongs to consciousness, i.e., to what is 
inherently universal. (PG MM 91/B 159) 

Hegel's procedure consists of taking the sensory realist seriously 
showing how he cannot make a unique reference, cannot indicate 
what he means. Whatever he points to when he says 'This, here, 
now' we can always ask 'What, where, when?' This is because his 
words and gestures are incomplete outside of institutions which 
in turn presupposes a highly complex learning system. Hegel is 
very close here to Wittgenstein's view that words only have a 
meaning within the context of a system of general rules. But this 
is the very opposite of the claims of a consciousness to whom 
pointing and gestures are the grounds upon which the edifice of 
language is built, since it now appears that we cannot have the 
grounds without the language. 

Having failed to find satisfaction in the objective account of the 
foundations of language, the inquiry now shifts to the subjective 
account. In this transition Hegel demonstrates how easily 
abstract philosophical doctrines pass into their opposites, how 
realism passes into subjective idealism and solipsism. 

Solipsism 

Hegel effects the transition from the object to the subject by means 
of the term 'meinen', which has a more personal connotation than 
'bedeuten'. The object referred to is meant in the sense of 'my 
meaning'. The most accurate equivalent word would be the old 
English verb 'to opine'. Thus having failed to indicate a 
particular of sense-certainty Hegel's protagonist is portrayed in 
terms ofa subjective appeal. We can imagine him saying 'Well, at 
least I know what I mean by this', pointing affirmatively. As 
Hegel says: 'the truth now rests in the object as my (meinem) 
object, or lies in what I mean (meinen); it is because I know it. 
Sense certainty is thus indeed banished from the object, but is not 
yet done away with; it is merely forced back into the I' (PG MM 
86/B 153). 
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Realism and solipsism have traditionally been held to stand in 
strict antithesis to each other. But Hegel, like Wittgenstein, held 
that commonsense realism cannot provide an adequate refutation 
of solipsism. When Wittgenstein puts into the mouth of the 
solipsist the words, 'It is essential that the other should not be 
able to understand what I really mean' (BB 65), he is revealing 
that the solipsist is operating with a logical exclusion which the 
realist misunderstands as a lack of information. For Wittgenstein 
the refutation of solipsism must consist in showing that solipsism 
is unthinkable. Hegel's argument is similar to Wittgenstein's, and 
it is clear, from the way he depicts solipsism as a development of 
realism, that the refutation of solipsism must also entail a 
refutation of realism as well. 

In what sense do solipsism and realism coincide? For the realist 
a solipsist is one who claims that another's experience is 
problematic. His response is to argue that no difficulty exists 
since we know, by analogy with our own experience, what 
another person experiences. It is a matter of common sense, he 
would say, that other people experience what I experience. But 
here the realist has failed to grasp that an appeal to one's own 
experience does not provide us with a criterion of the identity of 
experiences that make it possible to ascribe them to others. In 
order to provide an adequate refutation of solipsism the realist 
must get at the roots of the solipsist's assumptions, but in doing 
so discovers that he adheres to them as well as his protagonist. 
According to Hegel they both share the assumption that the only 
proper names are 'This', 'Here', 'Now' and 'I'. One might think 
that on the question of the 'I' they are furthest apart. For 
example: 

a. There is no 'I' only a bundle of'sensations! (Hume) 
b. You cannot be certain of anything other than your own 
mind. (Descartes) 

Yet for Hegel these are two variations on the same theme. One 
can either say the mind does not exist or the world does not exist. 
One is simply going backward and forward in the same dialectic. 
We have seen how the 'Here', 'Now' and 'This' of Hume or 
Russell either refer to nothing or everything; so it is also with the 
'I' of the solipsistic idealists. Cartesians assume that the 
expression 'J' has a referent, but the kind of referent it has for the 
solipsist is very much the same as the 'This' for the realist. What, 
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for example, is this 'I' that is given independent of the world's 
existence? Suppose we admit the possibility of knowing only one's 
own existence; what description could anyone offer of such an 
experience? Hegel puts the following words into his protagonist's 
mouth: 'I am directly conscious, I intuit and nothing more, I am 
pure intuition; I am - seeing, looking' (PC MM 89/B 155). In 
this way we arrive at the assertion of pure immediacy. But a 
creature in this state cannot say anything; cannot classify, com
pare, or individuate, but would be in a state of pure solipsism, 
akin to what Santayana once described as 'solipsism of the 
moment' .10 Such a creature would not even know what the '1' 
was, since it would have no relevance. 

It is interesting to compare the solipsism of the sensory realist 
with the tendency towards solipsism in Wittgenstein's Notebooks. 
In the Notebooks when Wittgenstein tells us that 'Things acquire 
"significance" only through their relation to my will' (NB 84), he 
is thinking of naming as an essentially private activity. In his later 
writings it is clear that Wittgenstein had detected, like Hegel, the 
common characteristics of solipsism and sensory realism. In the 
Blue and Brown Books Wittgenstein argues that both solipsism and 
realism are bound up with the phenomenon of staring; from a 
fixation with static objects: 'Thus we may be tempted to say 
"Only this is really seen" when we stare at unchanging 
surroundings, whereas we may not at all be tempted to say this 
when we look about us while we are walking' (BB 66). If we 
remember that the realist was snared into solipsism by trying to 
give a determinate account of referring, claiming that sensations 
were 'my own' (meinen) as he pointed affirmatively, we can see a 
connection between Hegel and Wittgenstein who both maintain 
that solipsism has its source in certain assumptions peculiar to 
the standpoint of sense-certainty, that one can 'bring out the 
relation between name and thing named by staring at the object 
in front of him and repeating a name or even the word "this" 
innumerable times' (PI 38). 

Once we think of how tables, chairs, or stoves, look to oneself 
we are halfway towards thinking of a world that belongs to 
oneself alone. Once started on the search for the absolute 
determinacy of sense it is not long before one concludes with 
Russell that language is too vague to capture a precise reference, 
that only I know what I mean by 'This'. And so, like Hegel's 
protagonist, the early Wittgenstein adopted a psychological 
approach to the problem of correlating a name with its bearer, 
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attempting to indicate what he meant, by pointing affirmatively 
and saying: '/ch weiss, was ich meine; ich meine eben DAS' (NB 70). 

With uncanny similarity to the sensory realist in Hegel's 
example with the piece of paper, Wittgenstein imagines himself 
telling someone that 'the watch is on the table'. But, given the 
vagueness oflanguage, how can he make a unique reference to it? 

To anyone that sees clearly it is obvious that a proposition 
like 'This watch is lying on the table' contains a lot of 
indefiniteness, in spite of its form's being completely clear 
and simple in outward appearance. So we see that this 
simplicity is only constructed. (NB 69) 

It is then also clear to the uncaptive mind that the sense 
[Sinn] of the proposition 'The watch is lying on the table' is 
more complicated that the proposition itself. (NB 69) 

Wittgenstein imagines telling someone 'The watch is lying on the 
table' (NB 70), but now his interlocutor asks him what he means 
by 'lying'. How can he fix the exact determination of this term? 
Only by saying '''I know what I mean; I mean just THIS." 
pointing to the appropriate complex with my finger' (NB 70). 

The assumption of both solipsism and sensory realism is that 
what is sensed is in some way private to the perceiver. By 
challenging the solipsist to provide a content to his experience
namely his experience of himself - Hegel is challenging the very 
roots of solipsism, for in the absence of a public language the 
solipsist cannot specify 'what this "I" refers to' (PC MM 87/B 
154). What Hegel is trying to say is illuminated by P.T. Geach 
who has argued that the use of the personal pronoun is a public 
activity. But what of those occasions when we use the term 'I' in 
soliloquy? When used in soliloquy it is not used in order to direct 
one's attention to oneself. When I say to myself 'I am in a 
muddle', 1 am not referring to myself; in such cases the term 'I' is 
superfluous. In soliloquy we can quite easily express our thoughts 
without use of the first person pronouns. As Geach puts it: 

The use of 'I' in such soliloquies is derivative from, parasitic 
upon, its use in talking to others; when there are not others, 
'1' is redundant, and has no special reference. 'I am very 
puzzled at this problem' really says no more than 'This 
problem is puzzling' (demonstratio ad intellectum again). II 

Unless we are familiar with general and interpersonal rules of 
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linguistic use, with what Hegel calls the 'universal', we cannot 
make use of the first-person personal pronoun. The cogito held by 
Descartes as the foundation of knowledge and certainty, is 
parasitic upon a mastery of language and the possession of 
intersubjective knowledge. Remove language and we cannot 
arrive at the concept of an '1' that thinks. 

In so far as knowledge and language are held to be reducible to 
the contents of particular experiences indicated by the 'proper 
names' 'This', 'Here', 'Now' and 'I', there is little distinction 
between sensory realists and solipsists. Both remain in the same 
metaphysical ground merely emphasising different aspects of an 
assumption which Hegel depicts as common to both of them; 
namely that thought and language can be reduced to reference to 
and denomination of particulars given in immediacy. Hegel 
expresses this connection by saying that both 'the "object" and 
the "I" are universals' (PC MM 87/B 155). We cannot isolate the 
'I' or the 'This' and present the act of referring to and naming 
either of them as the foundation of language and thought. It is 
necessary to bring in something else. How much else, however, is 
a matter that cannot be settled by abstract speculations. The very 
attempt to isolate and refer to an ultimate particular causes it to 
evaporate into everything. 

The adequacy of language 

Hegel's protagonist has one avenue left open to him: if he is to 
retain the cognitive primacy of individual sense-experience over 
'the universal', that is, over general grammatical rules expressing 
a particular life-form, he must deny the adequacy oflanguage. So 
the question arises, why not condemn speech rather than sense
immediacy? The objection is that looking at language is really an 
all too indirect way of looking at the world. Might it be the case 
that language can never depict the world correctly, that language 
may somehow distort what is given in experience? This is how the 
problem appears to Loewenberg, who objects to 'Hegel's cavalier 
treatment of the claims for sense-certainty' which demands the 
'sacrifice of experienced intimacy to descriptive propriety' .12 

'Why disparage sense experience?', asks Loewenberg, 

Why not challenge instead the hegemony of thought? He 
who silently enjoys the sensible qualities of things cannot be 
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charged with contradiction unless he stoops to argue. And if 
induced to argue, and to argue absurdly, he may refuse to 
graft upon his intuition the equivocations attending his 
words. IS 

But against Loewenberg it is important to note that the onus is on 
Hegel's protagonist to prove the inadequacy oflanguage. He who 
does not argue forfeits his ability to convince. It is clear that 
language cannot be criticised in words, for: 

Language is the more truthful; in it we ourselves refute 
directly and at once our own 'meaning'; and since univers
ality is the real truth of sense-certainty, and language 
merely expresses this truth, it is not possible at all for us 
even to express in words any sensuous existence which we 
'mean'. (PC MM 85/B 152) 

Hegel does not accept, as Loewenberg does, the existence of a 
strict dichotomy between experience and speech. Instead he 
draws attention to the importance of language in the acquisition 
of even the most elementary knowledge, and he insists that 
language, being general or universal, precedes and orders the 
individual's sense-experience, a view which is matched in 
Wittgenstein's: 'It is only in a language that I can mean 
something' (PI p. 18 footnote). The limits of language are the 
limits of human knowledge or sense experience. There is nothing 
about sense impressions which can be known or even meant 
without being expressible in language. One cannot mean some
thing that one knows independently oflanguage, since 'language 
as the universal simply expresses the knowing activity of 
consciousness itself (PC MM 91-92/B 159). Hegel's protagonist 
is not prevented from saying what he means because language is 
inadequate, but because his meaning, as unsayable, is inadequate 
as meaning. Any knowledge which language is inadequate to 
express is itself inadequate to qualify as knowledge. Raymond 
Plant takes up a position similar to Loewenberg's when he writes: 
'Hegel's assertion of the harmony between thought and being, 
despite his dialectical virtuosity in an attempt to prove the 
contrary, remains a presupposition which is neither rationally 
checkable nor disprovable.' 14 Against this view James Ogilvy 
argues: 

The very idea of a global 'check' that would compare our 
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logic against the real is superseded by the realization that 
every conceivable 'check' is and always has been internal to 
the self-developing process that links the history of know
ledge with the equally historical development of what 
qualifies as an object of knowledge. 15 

In this way we find that the demand for a foundational 'check' on 
language falls into the logical circle of 'knowing before you know', 
which Hegel attributed to the Kantian critique of knowledge. For 
if it were true that a 'global check' were possible how could we 
substantiate this claim? What kind of language would do the job? 
Parallels can be drawn between Hegel's objection to Kant's 
critical method and Wittgenstein's later criticism of the Tractatus. 
In the Tractatus Wittgenstein had attempted to discover the 
'general form of a proposition' but ostensibly failed to resolve the 
same logical circle which Hegel saw in the Kantian critique, 
namely, that one must use language (knowledge) in order to 
examine language (knowledge). The attempt to express the 
essence of language cannot be expressed in language. The reason 
why Wittgenstein eventually took it upon himself to describe the 
actual use oflanguage is not unrelated to Hegel's decision, in the 
Phenomenology, to describe the actual experience of knowledge. 

Another way of resolving the charge that language is inadequate 
is to ask whether there is an essential difference between finding 
out what a word means and finding out about the world. In an 
essay related to the present topic Stanley Cavell asks us to 
imagine a situation where 

you are in your armchair reading a book of reminiscences 
and come across the word 'umiak' . You reach for your 
dictionary and look it up. Now what did you do? Find out 
what 'umiak' means, or find out what a umiak is? But how 
could we have discovered something about the world by 
hunting in a dictionary? If this seems surprising, perhaps it 
is because we forget that we learn language and learn the 
world together, that they become elaborated and distorted 
together, and in the same places. 16 

Mastery oflanguage and knowledge of the world are here one and 
the same activity. For this reason Hegel's argument is not faulted 
on an alleged contradiction between sense-certainty and speech. 
When Hegel says that 'language as the universal simply expresses 
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the knowing activity of consciousness' he means that in the 
absence of language we could have no knowledge of our sense 
impressions. In this respect he shares with Wittgenstein the belief 
that sensations are linguistically rule-governed and are not 
ultimates upon which language is allegedly founded. Hegel goes 
to greatly exaggerated lengths to justify his conclusion that 
sinnliche Gegenstiinden are not the ultimate and absolute constituents 
of reality. In a rather bizarre example he first appeals to the 
classical wisdom of the Eleusian mysteries, ofCeres and Bacchus, 
and he concludes by invoking the behaviour of 'dumb animals, 
who fall upon and devour these objects,' to illustrate his claim 
that: 'all nature proclaims, as animals do, these open secrets, 
these mysteries revealed to all, which teach what the truths of the 
things of sense really are' (PG MM gliB 159). Such examples, 
though seemingly ludicrous, testify to the seriousness with which 
Hegel combats the claim to ground the foundations of human 
knowledge in particular items of sense-experience. 17 His serious
ness can be appreciated if we remember that he is combating a 
tendency towards scepticism which lurks within the sense
certainty. Referring to his contemporaries, Hegel says: 'Of a 
metaphysics prevalent today which maintains that we cannot 
know things because they are absolutely shut to us, it might be said 
that not even the animals are so stupid as these metaphysicians; 
for they go after things, seize and consume them' (En;::. 246). 

Language games 

There is a very close connection between Hegel's sensory realist 
and Wittgenstein's famous example of the builders in the 
Investigations. In both cases a faulty account of language and 
reality is exposed. Wittgenstein's imaginary builders in fact 
cannot be speaking a language, for a 'language' confined only to 
the occupational aspect of their total life is not really a language 
at all. III Wittgenstein's builders, his 'imaginary' languages 
consisting only of orders and so on, like Hegel's exposition of 
sense-certainty, are designed to show that the existence of 
language and society are necessary preconditions for any 
particular language-game. The words 'Slab', 'Block' and 'Beam' 
of Wittgenstein's builders and Hegel's 'Here', 'Now' and 'This' 
are not ultimates oflanguage to which we add 'Please bring me a 
Slab, here now.' Instead, they depend upon an entire system of 
human language and culture. 
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To disregard human culture, as Hegel and Wittgenstein 
encourage their respective protagonists to do, is to commit oneself 
to solipsistic silence. For this reason a language game is given 
sense by virtue of the possible use of its expressions in other (albeit 
different) language games. This is essentially Wittgenstein's 
point when he says 'I want to say: it is essential to mathematics 
that its signs should also be used in civil life' (RFA1 IV.2). Unless 
the conclusions we draw in a piece of mathematical reasoning (or 
any other discipline) can have some bearing on other aspects of 
our lives, it cannot be called a meaningful piece of reasoning. 
That the component expressions can be used elsewhere gives 
them a point in mathematics. There is a parallel between the way 
in which mathematics depends upon an external use of its 
expressions and the way in which the language of the builders, or 
Hegel's exponent of sense-certainty, depends on an external use 
of their expressions; and sense-certainty's naming game of 'This' , 
'Here' and 'Now' cannot get started unless the expressions used 
within it already have meaning outside of it. For both Wittgenstein 
and Hegel there are no foundations for language and no 
foundational language games. 

Their alternative to a reductionistic foundational approach is 
to describe the uses of language as it is employed within a given 
system of knowledge. This is what is done in Hegel's Phenomenology 
and in Wittgenstein's later writings: 'it is important to emphasize 
... that knowledge is only real and can only be set forth in the 
form of science, in the form ofa system' (PC MM 27/B 885). But 
this bears comparison with the position Wittgenstein took when 
he gave up the foundational approach of the Tractatus. By On 
Certainty his position had converged with Hegel's own: 'When we 
first believe anything, what we believe is not a single proposition, 
it is a whole system of propositions. (Light dawns gradually over 
the whole)' (DC 141). And matching Hegel's 'the truth is only 
realized in the form of a system' (PC MM 28/B 85) is 
Wittgenstein's assertion that 'it is not the single axioms that 
strike me as obvious, it is the system in which the consequences 
and premises give one anothcr mutual support', (DC 142. See also 
143, 144, 410). An understanding of the truths expressed by 
language is not dependent upon there being a realm of 
foundational certainty, but upon a wealth of knowledge about 
human life-forms. Here Wittgenstein and Hegel are in agreement. 
But Hegel claimed to show that what Wittgenstein called 'life
forms' have histories and pre-histories. A deeper understanding of 
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language may depend on a wealth of knowledge about human 
history. 

Taking perception seriously 

In the chapter on perception Hegel turns to a more sophisticated 
version of realism, which he characterises as 'Perception'. The 
title of this chapter signifies a typical Hegelian pun: Warhnehmung, 
which literally means 'to take truly', implies taking truly that 
which is given in sense experience. In an even deeper sense it 
reflects one of the guiding principles ofHegel's phenomenological 
method: to take truly, or seriously, the presuppositions which 
underpin philosophical standpoints - until they collapse under 
the weight of their inner contradictions. 

Among the traditional problems about perception are the 
following: should we regard the Perceiver as playing a major or 
minor part in the activity of perception? Should we analyse 
perception in terms of the subject or the object of perception? 
Does the object's being depend on it being perceived? Or does it 
exist independently of a system of mediations? The tension Hegel 
uncovers, when he depicts perception as the 'taking truly of the 
sensuously given', is between perception-as-passive-reception 
and perception-as-an-act-of-knowledge. 

From the standpoint of sense-certainty the choice was between 
self-contradiction and solipsistic silence but the domain of 
Wahrnehmung is a public one. Unlike sense data, percepts are 
describable in terms of perceivably determinate properties. 
Perceiving, herein depicted, is characterised in terms of a 
relationship between a subject that passively receives and an 
object that is perceived. From this standpoint the truth lies in the 
object; it matters little whether it is perceived, the act of 
perceiving being what Hegel depicts as a 'non-essential moment'. 

So what, asks Hegel, is this object confronting the Perceiver? 
According to the assumptions of commonsense realism the 
Perceiver 'takes truly' what is perceived and passively receives 
what is given in experience. Hegel's approach consists in asking 
the Perceiver-philosopher to demonstrate the ability to passively 
record the given object - in this case a cube of salt - as a thing 
endowed with determinate properties since, according to the 
Perceiver, 'the object shows itself by so doing to be a thing with 
many properties' (PC MM 94/B 162). What is seen is sense
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dependent, but what the senses reveal are universally recognisable 
properties. 

The sense element is in this way itself still present, but not 
in the form of some particular that is 'meant' - as had to be 
in the case of immediate certainty - but as a universal, as 
that which will have the character of a property. (PC MM 
94/B 163) 

But, asks Hegel, given that we perceive universal properties 
and not particular unrelated sense-impressions, are we any better 
off than the standpoint of sense-certainty? Unless we know 
something over and above these properties we could not 
understand which properties belong to the object and which do 
not; we would lack a principle of classification. These universal 
properties, then, being 'self-related, are indifferent to each other, 
each is by itself free from the rest ... they interpenetrate without 
affecting one another' (PC MM 94-5/B 164). As such, the 
universal qualities perceived are themselves abstractions, which 
Hegel characterises as 'Thinghood' (Dingheit) , and are 'nothing 
else than the Here and Now as This on analysis turned out to be, 
viz., a simple togetherness of many Heres and Nows' (PC MM 
95/B 164). 

Hegel's treatment of the perceiving standpoint is similar to his 
treatment of sense-certainty. He says to the Perceiver: 'Here is a 
piece of salt, but you cannot call it a piece of salt since, according 
to you, it is merely a collection of universal qualities which, as 
you say, "do not affect each other in their interpenetration". 
There before you are the properties ofwhiteness, tartness of taste, 
and cubical shape. But you, who recognise these universal 
properties, must tell me what principle you employ to unite these 
manifold distinct properties in one object. Moreover, if as you 
say, the "many determinate properties are utterly indifferent to 
each other, and are entirely related to themselves alone, they 
would not be determinate; for they are so, merely in so far as they 
are distinguished and related to others as opposites'" (PC MM 
95/B 165). In other words, we cannot learn of properties in 
isolation from other items of knowledge. To recognise a property 
involves, amongst other things, knowing how to recognise what it 
is not. This is essentially the point that post-Wittgensteinian 
philosophers have made when they argue that knowing the 
concept 'red' is bound up with knowing what is not red; that 
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there is not another realm of negative facts - as Russell and the 
naive realists thought - which can be learnt in addition to the 
'facts' standing in immediate relationship to the senses. As Geach 
says: 'Surely what I exercise in using the term "'not red" is 
simply the concept red; knowing what is red and knowing what is 
not red are inseparable - eadem est scientia oppositiorum.' 1'9 

If someone elaims to have knowledge of an object by virtue of 
its properties something should be known about the properties it 
does not have. But these properties are not given in the immediacy 
of perception and are external to the simple consciousness 
depicted in the present phenomenal standpoint. Yet for a percept 
to possess determinate properties in its own right it must possess 
properties which are not given in passive perception, since only in 
the possession of them can it enjoy independence. This is the 
paradox of the Perceiver's standpoint. But Hegel, who takes 
seriously the standpoint of the Perceiver, must assume that 
knowledge of a thing and its properties is exactly as the Perceiver 
claims. 

Given Hegel's method, what is the criterion for deciding 
whether the reported perceptions are correct? If the object, on 
this view, is 'true and universal' then might it not be the case that 
'consciousness apprehends the object wrongly and deceives 
itself? (PC MM 97/B 167) Hegel allows the Perceiver to be 
aware of this possibility, but points out that the only possible 
criterion could be 'self-sameness', and that as the data before him 
is diverse the procedure will consist of 'relating the diverse 
moments of his apprehension to one another' in a simple one to 
one correlation (PC MM 97/B 167). However, we should note 
that because this standpoint assumes the object to be true and 
independent of a system of mediations the responsibility for the 
failure to match two experiences together would lie with the 
Perceiver and not the object. It is in this way that the area of 
interest in Hegel's example falls upon the subject rather than the 
object of perception. 

Hegel asks the Perceiver 'what sort of experience does 
consciousness form in the course of its actual perception?' (PC 
MM 97/B 167) What kind of experience is this passive reception 
of sensory qualities? 'The object, which is apprehended, presents 
itselfas purely "one" and single', replies the Perceiver. 'Moreover 
I am aware of the "property" (Eigenschaft) in it, a property which 
is universal, thereby transcending the particularity of the object. 
The first form of being, in which the objective reality has the 
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sense of a "one", and thus was not its true being; and since the 
object is the true fact here, the untruth falls on my side, and the 
apprehension was not correct. According to my account of the 
universality of the property I am therefore required to take the 
objective entity as a community (Cemeinschafl) of properties' (PC 
MM 97/B 167). This is the contradictory standpoint of the per
ceiving consciousness; the object is perceived as both one and many. 

So the questions now put to the Perceiver are 'Is the object 
perceived one or many?' Is it to be considered as a community of 
properties or as one thing? What is the principle employed to 
unite these properties into one object? If these properties are 
universal and could belong to any object how do we know that 
they belong to this object - this cube of salt - before us? How 
do we know that the tartness of taste, cubical shape, and 
whiteness before us belong to one object and to nothing else? 
Normally of course, these questions would be irrelevant, but it 
does make sense to ask them of a philosopher who maintains that 
the activity of perception involves nothing more than the passive 
awareness of properties sensuously given. One might think that 
the One-Many argument that Hegel is employing is not a satis
factory refutation of the Perceiver's standpoint. It is obviously 
not, but then Hegel's method is to present the problems as they 
occur within the standpoint he is depicting. For this reason 
Hegel's employment of a sceptical argument of this nature is 
justified as a short-term measure. The Perceiver's dilemma is: 
whether to say the thing is one and deny the universality of its 
properties, holding that they can only belong to this cube of salt, 
or to assert the universality of its properties and deny that the 
thing is one? According to Hegel the Perceiver reacts to this 
dilemma by falling back on the claim that all we see are atomic 
properties; that the given object is experienced as a plurality of 
properties. But this position abandons the perceptual standpoint, 
for now the Perceiver cannot maintain his claim to perceive a 
concrete object before him, experiencing only a set of disconnected 
properties. The position forced on him is that of sense-certainty. 

Critical realism 

Should the Perceiver return to the standpoint of sense-certainty 
or revise the standpoint of Perception? A return to sense-certainty 
is ruled out since there is no point in maintaining a discussion 

89 




Sense and Meaning in Hegel and Wittgenstein 

with one who retreats to a position already refuted. On the 
strength of this dilemma the dialectic moves forward, although it 
should not be forgotten that we are still dealing with the basic 
assumptions of an object-receptor theory of knowledge. 

Seeing the above-mentioned dilemma from the standpoint of 
the Perceiver, it appears that the latter is aware that he does 
perceive one object, but the 'evidence of his senses' supports the 
assertion that what is seen is a community of properties. He 
therefore resorts to a subjective appeal, a 'return back into 
consciousness', saying: 'I am aware of the thing as a one, but, ifin 
the course of my perceiving something crops up contradicting 
that then 1 must take it to be due to my reflection' (PC MM 99/B 
169). That is to say, perceiving the object as a many is due to the 
diversity of the sense-organs; this solitary cube of salt is in point 
of fact, 'merely white to our eyes, also tart to our tongue, and also 
cubical to our feeling, and so on' (PC MM 99/B 170). With this 
line of reasoning we can conclude that the object's diversity 
comes not from the thing, but from the sense organs. The 
distinctness of the sense organs entails that the perception of the 
object will be of its diverse properties. So whilst the Perceiver 
'knows' the thing to be one, sense-experience is of its many 
properties. Hence: 'We are consequently, the universal medium 
where such elements get disassociated, and exist each by itself' 
(PC MM 99/B 170). On the other hand the one-ness of the object 
is determined by the unifying process of the mind: 'Putting these 
properties into a "one" belongs solely to consciousness', says the 
Perceiver (PC MM lOl/B 171). It is the transference ofthe many 
properties of the thing to the unifying mind which re-establishes 
the thing's unity and 'self-sameness'. The unifying mind super
sedes the disparate sensory properties. What is wrong with this 
account? In the first place it is held that the salt is objective 
because its qualities are objective, but the activity of the mind in 
the uniting of these qualities into a single entity is subjective. 
There is no criterion for determining whether the object is one; all 
that has been argued so far is that consciousness holds the 
properties together. But given that the mind unites them, why 
should the salt, in itself, be a unity any more than a plurality? 
Which is more important? And what is the criterion according to 
which the mind determines the unity or plurality of phenomena? 
The mind can either unite or separate them with equal 
plausibility. By what principle does the mind unite the qualities 
of whiteness, tartness, etc., into a single cube of salt? 
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Now being of equal plausibility these two alternatives entail a 
third possibility; if the operation of the mind can reveal divergent 
results the thing must bc capable of adapting itself to antithetical 
categories. For instance: 'Now I see it as a many, now I see it as a 
one', just as we can say with duck-rabbit pictures, 'Now I see it as 
a duck, now a rabbit'. From the standpoint of Wahmehmung if the 
senses reveal antithetical categories then the object must possess 
antithetical properties and is capable of changing from a one to a 
many. Apparently the object exhibits two contradictory modes of 
being. Otherwise an explanation of how the thing appears 
independently of actual perception would be required and that 
would supersede the standpoint of perception. The position 
which the Perceiver is obliged to accept is that: 'Consciousness 
thus finds through this comparison that not only its way oftaking 
the truth contains the diverse moments of apprehension and 
return upon itself, but that the truth itself, the thing, manifests 
itselfin this twofold moment' (PC MM lOllB 172). If the object 
is given in this twofold manner the Perceiver must abandon the 
idea that the mind is the source of the object's unity or plurality. 
In this way the experiment with critical realism returns once 
more to the naIve realism of sense-certainty. 

The claim to alternate between seeing the object as one or a 
many has certain affinities with the point expressed in Wittgen
stein's example of the duck-rabbit in the Investigations II.xi. When 
considering the report 'Now it is a duck, now it is a rabbit' it is 
possible to draw two conclusions. We may (i) think that we are 
interpreting the same data differently, or (ii) think that the object 
must be changing. But Wittgenstein argues 'seeing as' involves 
(i) no difference of interpretation, and (ii) no change in the 
properties of the object, but merely seeing under a different 
aspect. This, of course, involves a more active consciousness than 
the perceiving consciousness. The same argument can be applied 
to the Perceiver's account of the object's plurality and singularity. 

Figure i.1 
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'Now I see it as a one, now I see it as a many' does not involve 
any change in the object or the perceptual apparatus. 

Wittgenstein's point is that seeing implies a grammar and a 
considerable exercise of the imagination. For example to see the 
triangle as an object that has fallen over, says Wittgenstein, 
'demands imagination' (PC ILxi). Similarly he asks, 'Doesn't it 
take imagination to hear something as a variation on a particular 
theme? And yet one is perceiving something in so hearing it' (PI 
ILxi). Wittgenstein's argument here can shed light upon Hegel's 
treatment of the perceiving consciousness. Both Hegel and 
Wittgenstein stress the internal link between seeing and thinking. 
Says Wittgenstein: 'Is it a question of both seeing and thinking? or 
an amalgam of the two, as I should almost like to say?' (PIILxi). 
And 'It is almost as if "seeing the sign in this context" were an 
echo of thought. "The echo of a thought in sight" - one would 
like to say' (PI ILxi). The point is that there is more to perception 
than the exercise of the relevant sense organs. Wittgenstein, like 
Hegel, draws attention to the internal relation between the 
present, the past and other objects with the object of perception. 
For example: 'I meet someone whom I have not seen for years; I 
see him clearly, but fail to know him. Suddenly I know him, I see 
the old face in the altered one' (PI ILxi). In this example the 
'dawning of an aspect' does not involve any change in the visual 
data; instead a connection is made between the present experience 
and previous ones. This is why Wittgenstein says that 'what I 
perceive in the dawning of an aspect is ... an internal relation 
between it (the object) and other objects' (PI ILxi). But accord
ing to the Perceiver there is no employment or contribution of 
knowledge to the act of perception. The Perceiver claims to 
receive sense-impressions which are assembled into a plurality or 
a singularity without any contribution other than the senses and 
the unifying operation of the mind. For that reason, when faced 
with contradictory accounts of an experience, or changing 
aspects, he must assert that either the structure of the object is 
changeable or the senses are deceptive. I t is clear that a more 
sophisticated version of the perceiving standpoint is required. 

Sophisticated commonsense: 
the sophistry of 'in so far as' 

This new position attempts to have it both ways; to maintain the 
advantages of naIve realism from one point of view and the 
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advantages of critical realism from another. In Hegel's terms, the 
object of this consciousness 'is now the entire process which was 
previously shared between the object and consciousness' (PC 
MM IOl/B 172). The Perceiver, however, becomes a prey for 
sophistry, betraying himself with a reliance upon the qualifying 
expression 'in so far as'. The thing is held to be one 'in so far as it 
is for itself and not 'for another'. The object is whatever it 
becomes by virtue of its various relations. For example, 'in so far 
as it is influenced by this ... it will exhibit qualities differing from 
those when it is taken by itself. Crucial here is the fatuous 
qualification 'It all depends on ... ' A thing is held to have no 
fixed status; what is perceived is relative to different points of 
view. The cube of salt would have one set of qualities in so far as 
it is seen from this aspect, and another set of qualities in so far as 
it is seen from another aspect. 

The standpoint of 'Sophisticated Commonsense' might be 
expressed thus: unity and diversity belong to the thing perceived, 
but in no absolute fashion. A thing is one in so far as I focus my 
attention on it, but in so far as I shift my gaze to its many 
properties I alter my perspective and view it as a medium of 
disparate universals. The sophistry of 'in so far as' seeks, in this 
way, to render the contradiction between the one and the many 
innocuous. For example: 

The thing is, thus, doubtless as it stands (an und for sich) 
selfsame, but this unity with itself is disturbed by other 
things. In this way the unity of the thing is preserved, and, 
at the same time, the otherness is preserved outside the 
thing as well as outside consciousness. (PC MM 102/B 173) 

Of course this position does express a certain truth, but grasping 
what is true involves considerable knowledge and informed 
discrimination, not the sensation-based opinion of the Perceiver. 
To see something as either a duck or a rabbit or a fallen triangle 
in a drawing requires a little knowledge and imagination, but the 
question Hegel raises is not swept aside with references to the 
imagination's ability to see something as something. One might, 
with the aid of the imagination, see the duck-rabbit as either a 
duck or a rabbit, but this is not similar to seeing a cube of salt as 
either a solitary cube or a manifold of unrelated properties. We 
do not, for example, speak of seeing something as either a cube of 
salt (with the possible exception of a discussion about artistic 
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representation) or a manifold of unrelated properties. Seeing a 
cube of salt is not a mere exercise of the imagination on a par with 
the ability to see either a duck or a rabbit in a picture. This 
indicates the limitations on Wittgenstein's model of 'seeing as', 
which is why it should only be employed as an initial step 
towards breaking the hold of the theory-observation distinction. 
For if someone speaks of seeing something as something it is 
always possible to ask 'What is it that is seen as something?' To 
see something as something actually presupposes a neutral fact, 
the 'thing' independently of how we see it. The duck-rabbit 
sketch, is such a neutral thing; it is a standard example in 
psychology, a drawing intended to be seen this way or that 
according to one's gestalt. Similarly the example of the fallen 
triangle is a drawing on a page which can be seen this way or 
that. There is something objective on the page to which we can 
switch our gestalts. But these types of gestalt switches do not take 
place with regard to real objects. If we are confronted with a 
fallen tree across the road we do not see it as a fallen tree, we see a 
fallen tree. What else could we see it as? Drawing attention to 
gestalt switches is only helpful in making an inroad into the 
theory-observation distinction. Kuhn, for example, recognises 
both the limitations and the value of gestalt switch models. 
Speaking of 'paradigm' switches he remarks how: 

Others who have noted this aspect of scientific advance 
have emphasised its similarity to a change in visual gestalt: 
the marks on paper that were first seen as a bird are now 
seen as an antelope and vice-versa. That parallel can be 
misleading. Scientists do not see something as something 
else; instead they simply see it ... Nevertheless, the switch 
of gestalt, in particular because it is today so familiar, is a 
useful elementary prototype for what occurs in full-scale 
paradigm shift.20 

Whilst an exchange of conceptual frameworks, or in Hegel's 
terms a transition from one shape (gestalt) of consciousness to 
another, resembles the prototype of 'seeing as', in neither science 
nor everyday life is it possible to switch backwards and forwards 
from one to another. No scientist would conceive of switching 
backwards and forwards from phlogiston theory to oxygen 
theory. Similarly with the conceptual switch accompanying the 
Copernican revolution. Says Kuhn: 
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Looking at the moon, the convert to Copernicanism does 
not say, 'I used to see a planet, but now I see a satellite'. 
That locution would imply a sense in which the Ptolemaic 
system had once been correct. Instead, a convert to the new 
astronomy says, 'I once took the moon to be (or saw the 
moon as) a planet, but I was mistaken'. That sort of state
ment does recur in the aftermath of scientific revolutions. 21 

A change of paradigms involves a commitment to a different 
conceptual framework which is hard to reverse. 

Lavoisier .. . saw oxygen where Priestley had seen de
phlogisticated air and where others had seen nothing at all. 
In learning to see oxygen, however, Lavoisier also had to 
change his view on many other more familiar substances 
... as a result of discovering oxygen, Lavoisier saw nature 
differently ... after discovering oxygen Lavoisier worked in 
a different world. 22 

Having made the switch it is not possible to return to the previous 
position without rejecting that very commitment to the new 
paradigm that made the initial switch possible. 

Returning to Hegel's example of the cube of salt, it is now 
apparent why we cannot switch from seeing it as a cube to seeing 
it as a manifold of properties. In order to see a manifold of 
properties it would be necessary to belong to a different way of 
life, to live, as Kuhn suggests, in a different world. Such a world 
would then exist in which different visual experiences would 
present themselves to someone confronted with what in our world 
is a cube of salt. This world would be radically different from the 
present and the adoption of its practices would not be a reversible 
choice: it would be a commitment to a set of practices radically 
different to those known at present. To be able to alternate 
between seeing something as a cube of salt and seeing it as a 
manifold of properties, one would need to live in a world where 
this difference was relatively unimportant. Only under such 
circumstances could we speak of seeing it as a cube of salt, since the 
possibility of conflicting accounts would make sense. But in the 
present world the claim to see it as a cube of salt must be 
countered with the question 'What else could it possibly be?' 
What is the point of classifying it as something else? Such a new 
set of conventions for classifying the world cannot be adopted 
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without committing ourselves to a full-scale rejection of existing 
practices. 

However, the perceiving consciousness has no concern with 
paradigms, gestalts, or conceptual frameworks; he is simply trying 
to describe the properties before him in so far as he chooses to see 
this or that aspect. In accord with Hegel's advice we (the 
phenomenological observers) must make no contribution and, 
refraining from all talk of paradigms and conceptual frameworks, 
immerse ourselves in the standpoint of the Perceiver. Hegel 
therefore asks: ifit is merely a question of how one chooses to see 
the cube of salt then suppose we decide to see it as a unity and 
therefore ignore its manifold relationships, what then? Suppose 
one isolates, for exclusive notice, a single object disregarding its 
relationships; how can one speak of its perceived unity? A thing 
can enjoy distinction only when it is differentiated from other 
things. But things cannot be differentiated apart from their 
properties, and since properties are universal, the lack of a 
criterion for their unification reappears to plague the assumption 
of a perceived unity. The Perceiver must therefore introduce a 
qualification into the account. Hegel depicts him introducing a 
distinction between 'essential and inessential properties'. The 
recognition of the former, it is claimed, serves as a criterion for 
the perception of the object's unity. In this way the 'determinate 
characteristic, which constitutes the essential character of the 
thing and distinguishes it from all others, is now so defined that 
thereby the thing stands in opposition to others, but must therein 
preserve itselffor itself (fUr sich)' (PC MM 103/B 174). 

This qualification, however, exposes further anomalies in the 
Perceiver's standpoint. Ifwe attempt to focus attention upon the 
object's essential property, ignoring all others, how do we then 
decide what this essential property is? Does this activity render 
all other properties inessential? Consider the Perceiver's position. 
He has attempted to isolate a thing by virtue of its essential 
nature, but the very act of picking out the essential property 
implicitly reveals that attention has been focused upon other 
properties outside the immediate field Of sensory experience. For 
example, if the salt's whiteness is singled out it would invoke a 
grammar of colour concepts. But these are excluded. The attempt 
to perceive the true nature of a thing by focusing on the 
perception of its essential nature is ultimately doomed for the 
very reason that a thing can be essentially itself only if it can be 
explicitly distinguished from other things. 
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But what if singularity itself appears to be the essentially 
determinate property? Hegel is prepared for this objection since 
he has already argued that exclusiveness is entirely dependent 
upon otherness. There can be no perception of a thing in its 
absolute independence: 

It is, however, a thing, a self-existent 'one', only so far as it 
does not stand in relation to others. For in this relation, the 
connection with another is rather the point emphasised, 
and connection with another means giving up self-existence, 
means ceasing to have a being on its own account. It is 
precisely through the absolute character and its opposition 
that the thing relates itself to others, and is essentially this 
process of relation, and only this. The relation, however, is 
the negation of its independence, and the thing collapses 
through its own essential property. (PC MM 102/B 174) 

For Hegel logical relations have priority over sensory perception. 
We can bring this out with reference toWittgenstein's remarks on 
logical relations. 'If I know an object, I also know all its possible 
occurrences in states of affairs. (Every one of these possibilities 
must be part of the nature of the object.) A new possibility cannot 
be discovered later' (TLP 2.0123). To know the nature of an 
object is to know its internal properties, those properties which an 
object must possess, and which it is unthinkable that it should not 
possess. Says Wittgenstein: 'A property is internal if it is 
unthinkable that its object should not possess it' (TLP 4.123). 'If 
I am to know an object, though I need not know its external 
properties, I must know all its internal properties' (TLP 2.01231). 
An internal property of a pencil would be its dimension, whereas 
an external property of a pencil would be its specific colour. If we 
did not know its internal properties we could not be said to know 
the object in any sense, whereas a knowledge of its external 
properties is inessential. Knowledge of an object's internal 
properties is a conceptual matter. There are properties, for 
example, that one cannot conceive of a pencil possessing, such as 
honesty, kindness, intelligence, and so on. Both Hegel and 
Wittgenstein would find themselves in agreement with the view 
that unless some conceptual knowledge precedes experience we 
cannot make a primary identification of the object, since we 
would lack a knowledge of the relevant properties that one 
identifies it with. A knowledge of an object's internal (conceptual) 
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properties is necessary for any meaningful perceptual experience. 
One may acquire a knowledge of its external properties, such as 
colour, by looking, but a knowledge of the internal properties is 
logically prior to sense-experience. One does not look at a pencil 
to see whether it has a size or a colour, as one does to determine 
the exactitude of its size or colour. 

From the epistemological standpoint of the Perceiver there is 
no conceptual difference between internal and external properties, 
since the former are assumed to be more properties of the same 
kind. Like Wittgenstein, Hegel maintains this distinction and 
recognises that the perceiving consciousness does not. This is why 
the latter cannot meet Hegel's challenge to individuate a cube of 
salt from a multiplicity of perceptual sensations. Hegel stresses 
that there is more to seeing than mere looking, than the mere 
exercise of the senses, when he says that: 'sensible singleness thus 
disappears in the dialectical process of immediate certainty and 
becomes universality', but merely sensuous universality, since the 
role of the intelligence in the act of perception has not yet been 
introduced (PC MM 104/B 176). 

Hegel concludes the dialogue with the Perceiver with a timely 
polemic against the appeal to commonsense, which was respon
sible for the tension between unity and plurality which bedevilled 
the Perceiver's standpoint. In order to avoid the contradictions 
built into the assumption of perception-as-reception the Perceiver 
sought refuge behind a cloak of sophistry. The object was held to 
be one in so far as it was seen as one, but many in so far as it was 
seen as many. ''''hen this failed to provide an adequate account of 
the object an equally fatuous attempt was made to identify the 
object in terms of its essential property. But the ultimate irony 
Hegel sees in the standpoint of commonsense is that on 
examination the objects of sense are as equally vacuous as the 
alleged abstract objects of thought which are held to occupy the 
philosopher's mind in moments of speculative excursion. How, 
for instance, do we consider the objects of sense without some 
recourse to conceptual activity? This is the challenge common
sense has failed to answer. Hence: 

These empty abstractions of 'singleness' and its antithetic 
'universality' and also of 'essence', that is attended with a 
'non-essential' element which is all the same 'necessary', 
are powers the interplay of which constitutes perceptual 
understanding, often called 'sound commonsense' (Menschen
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verstand) which takes itself to be the solid substantial type of 
conscious life, is, in its process of perception, merely the 
sport of these abstractions; it is always poorest where it 
means to be richest. In that it is tossed about by these 
unreal entities, bandied from one to the other, and by its 
sophistry endeavours to affirm and hold fast alternatively 
now one, then the exact opposite, it sets itself against the 
truth, and imagines philosophy has merely to do with 
'things of the intellect' (Gedankendinge), merely manipulates 
'ideas'. (PG MM 105-6/B 176-7) 

The appeal to commonsense, far from being the antidote to the 
abstractions of philosophy, actually involves an even deeper 
commitment to metaphysical abstractions. Commonsense is no 
refuge from philosophy; it is only bad philosophy. The main 
difference between the two camps, says Hegel, is that the philo
sopher is at least aware that he is dealing with Gedankendingen and 
is therefore 'master of them' (PG MM l06/B 177). But the 
commonsense realist, says Hegel, 'takes them for the real truth, 
and is led by them from one mistake to another' (PG MM 106/B 
177). In this way Hegel draws attention to the language 
employed hy those philosophers who appeal to commonsense in 
order to debunk metaphysics. For in the texts of those who assert 
the primacy of commonsense one finds a surprising dependence 
upon philosophical terminology. 

Referring to the abstract language of commonsense, Hegel asks 
us to consider what experience is being described by the 
expressions 'universality and singleness', and what is this 
'essentiality' which is necessarily connected with 'inessentiality'? 
For in this jargon, says Hegel, lurks a tendency to deceive us 
about the very nature of experience. 

When understanding tries to give them truth by at one time 
taking the untruth upon itself, while at another it calls their 
deceptiveness a mere appearance due to the uncertainty 
and unreliability of things, and separates the essential from 
an element which is necessary to them, and yet is to be 
inessential, holding the former to their truth against the 
latter: when understanding takes this line, it does not secure 
them their truth, but convicts itself of untruth. (PG MM 
107/B 178) 

Because there is more to the activity of perception than the exer
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cise of the senses, the appeal to Sinnliche Gegenstanden belongs to the 
same ghostly realm as their allegedly antithetical Gedankendingen. 
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Hegel on Political Economy 

Christopher J. Arthur 

In Hegel's main work of political theory, his Philosophy of right of 
1821 , the achievements of the political economists are mentioned 
with approval. Smith, Say and Ricardo, are cited in this 
conneGtion. As a matter of fact, Hegel's interest in the subject 
g.oes back a long way. We know that, early on, he wrote a 
manuscript on Steuart, since lost. In the case of Smith we have a 
passage in a manuscript known as Hegel's First philosophy ofspirit, 
of 1803/4, in which he makes reference to Smith's discussion of 
the division oflabour in a pin factory. This is referred to the Basle 
edition of the English text of The wealth of nations, published in 
1791. We know that Hegel had such a copy in his library, pre
sumably acquired while he was a tutor in Berne from 1793-97. 1 

It is noticeable that in Hegel's early works the system of needs 
and labour is given some ontological weight in the foundation of 
spirit; whereas in the Philosophy ofright the emphasis is on free-will 
as socially constitutive, beginning with the positing of property. 
Another difference is that in the First philosophy of spirit we get a 
terrifying picture of market movements as 'a self-propelling life of 
the dead',2 but in the Philosophy of right the market appears as a 
fundamentally rational structure, albeit prey to problems that 
cannot be solved within it. However, I shall not enter here on a 
discussion of Hegel's development. 3 I shall be concerned largely 
with the role of political economy in his mature system, especially 
in the Philosophy of right (cited as PR with paragraph numbers). 

I 

Hegel's political philosophy presents an account of the necessary 
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articulation of the system of right in its developed form. The 
modern state is to realise this idea in its fullness. 

While Hegel understood the appeal of the ancient polis in which 
all the activities of citizens were bound up with the whole ethical 
life of the state, he recognises equally that there is no going back 
to this immediate unity of the individual with the political 
community. History has moved on (PR § 185). The right of the 
individual to be himself as such, and to pursue his own interests, 
must be respected, even if this moment appears immediately as a 
negation of the unity of the whole. Hegel calls this sphere of 
particularity the realm of 'civil society' (as distinct from the state 
proper). He claims that 'the principle of the modern state has 
prodigious strength and depth because it allows the principle of 
subjectivity to progress to its culmination in the extreme of self
subsistent personal particularity, and yet at the same time brings 
it back to the substantive unity' of the whole (PR § 260). 

The sphere of civil society is, in dialectical terms, the moment 
of 'difference', while in the exercise of political sovereignty the 
state achieves its 'identity'. 

In the modern world it is within the sphere of civil society that 
provision for the needs of the people is made. The structure of 
civil society is primarily economic. Hegel says that political 
economy 'is one of the sciences which have arisen out of the 
conditions of the modern world' (PR § 189), because only in the 
modern world has 'the system of needs and labour' differentiated 
itself from family provision on the one hand, and political 
relationships and processes, on the other. Needs are met largely 
through the network of relationships established by private 
persons holding various goods as private property and contracting 
with one another to exchange them. As Hegel points out, the bulk 
of these goods require human labour to produce them (PR § 196). 

Hegel remarks that in the sphere of civil society as a whole we 
are dealing with bourgeois relations (using the French term itself); 
but when we deal more specifically with the system of needs the 
presupposition is simply that of human beings as such, he adds 
(PR § 190).4 

It is in the context of the discussion of ' the system of needs' that 
Hegel remarks on the achievements of political economy. He 
says: 'Political economy is the science which starts from this view 
of needs and labour but then has the task of explaining mass
relationships and mass-movements in their complexity and their 
qualitative and quantitative character.' This science is interesting 
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because it extracts from the endless mass of detail 'the simple 
principles of the thing' (PR § 189). 

In order to grasp the achievements (and limitations) of the 
science of political economy as understood by Hegel, we must 
attend to the nature of its object and its relation to it. We must see 
if its logic is the logic proper to the object. 

It is germane here to notice that Hegel says of political 
economy that it shows 'the Understanding effective in the thing 
and directing it' (PR § 189). The standpoint of Understanding is 
not the standpoint of philosophical Reason; it is the faculty of 
analysis rather than synthesis; it works with an explanatory 
framework constituted in terms of binary oppositions rather than 
dialectical identities. As Hegel is always at pains to stress, real 
results are obtainable with this approach, e.g. Newtonian science, 
and all further progress is built upon it. But for him it is only an 
aspect of the full power of thought, and the full realisation of 
Reason in the world. 

As Knox points out,5 the explanatory categories of the doctrine 
of essence in Hegel's Logic are those relevant to it, notably those of 
appearance and essence. In civil society there is precisely a 
situation in which the appearance of things presents a domain of 
particularity obscuring any underlying essence. Universal and 
particular, form and content, fall apart in this sphere. The effort 
of Understanding is to bring them back into connection, to 
demonstrate that the universal is at work even in the contingencies 
of individual transactions guided only by the perception of 
private interest on the part of those concerned. As Hegel puts it in 
his lectures: 'to discover this necessary element here is the object 
of political economy, a science which is a credit to thought 
because it finds laws for a mass of accidents'. As he comments, it 
is remarkable that there are such laws 'because at first sight 
everything seems to be given over to the arbitrariness of the 
individual'. Significantly, as we shall see, he also observes a 
parallel in natural science: the solar system 'displays to the eye 
only irregular movements, though its laws may none the less be 
ascertained' .6 

So political economy is a credit to thought because it shows 
how apparently arbitrary events in its domain are linked together 
systematically. None the less, there are limits to this totalisation. 
This is not only because the Understanding is inherently a 
dualistic form of thought, distinguishing and relating things in 
terms of the categories of essence, but not synthesising them in a 
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self-identical whole through philosophical conceptualisation; It is 
also because civil society itself, the object of study, forms only 'a 
relative totality' as Hegel puts it in an illuminating paragraph. 
Civil society is characterised as the stage of division in the 
articulation of the ethical order: 'to particularity it gives the right 
to develop and launch forth in all directions; and to universality 
the right to prove itself not only the ground and necessary form of 
particularity but also the power standing over it ... ' Here the 
unity of the ethical order 'is present only as a relative totality and 
as the inner necessity behind this outward appearance' of 
opposed extremes (PR § 184). 

In his Encyclopaedia Hegel actually defines civil society in this 
way - as 'the relative totality of the ties relating independent 
persons to one another in a formal universality'7 (En;;:. § 517). In 
a relative totality the moments of the whole, e.g. form and 
content, are merely related to one another, not integrated in an 
organic unity. 

That Hegel can compare this social structure with that of the 
solar system shows that the nature of the object itselfhas a merely 
mechanical order of regulation - not a self-determining one. 
Indeed, Hegel in his Encyclopaedia calls civil society an 'atomistic' 
system (En;;:. § 523). He had already mentioned there that, 'the 
atomic theory' in political science considers 'the will of the 
individuals as such is the creative principle of the state' because it 
believes 'the attractive force is the special wants and inclinations 
of individuals'. Here the universality of the state is reduced to the 
relatedness of a social contract (En;;:. § 98). 

In trying to grasp Hegel's attitude to 'the atomic theory' in 
political science, we have to remember that, though we are not 
dealing here with atoms but with political animals whose very 
individuatedness has socio-historical determinants, it is neverthe
less the case that in their dealings with one another in civil society 
they take themselves to be self-subsistent units, and their relations 
with others as external to their essence. 

In commenting on 'the atomic theory' in political science Marx 
will later note that 'the egoistic individual in civil society may 
inflate himself in to an atom', but nevertheless need directs these 
egoistic individuals into material intercourse with one another.8 

Both Hegel and Marx grasp very well that the deficiency of ' the 
atomic theory' is that it absolutises the standpoint of the 
individual in civil society without grasping the fact that it is the 
social relations that create such forms of individuality rather than 
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the other way round. A Stock Exchange speculator may be a 
paradigm of egoism but he is 'a rational man' only according to 
the standards of a social order that makes the fulfilment of need 
dependent on such mediations as a Stock Market. 

The difficult point philosophically in evaluating the logic 
proper to the system is to do justice both to the 'objective validity' 
(Marx) of the categories of political economy, and to its 
conditionality as the system's own self-presentation. 

When Hegel says obscurely that 'the Understanding is effective 
in the object' he might mean that the categories of political 
economy are logically continuous with those of the agents 
themselves. But, while human self-understandings must of course 
be explained by social theory, the explanations offered may 
require a different order of knowledge. In truth, Hegel knows this 
very well. In contrast to the unexamined concept of need, or 
preference, used by political economy, Hegel refers it to the 
development of the social formation itself, in other words a 
dialectical evolution. (PR 190-5) 

The problem in understanding Hegel's dialectical development 
of the polity is this: if the achievements of political economy are 
limited to its appropriation in thought through the tools of the 
Understanding of the moments of the system of needs, and if, 
therefore, it can give no adequate account of the normative 
foundation of the economic order in property right, never mind 
those aspects of the ethico-political order beyond its purview, 
then in pushing the dialectic to a higher stage which, to put it 
simply, takes account of explicitly ethical aspects of social 
integration, as well as individual need and private interest, are 
we, in this movement of transcendence of the standpoint of 
political economy presenting it as a stage to be negated in the 
philosophical appropriation of the object, or are we presenting it 
as the logic of a real sphere of social life whose objective contra
dictions are to be shown as mediated in further institutional 
arrangements standing over it? 

The logic of the Understanding seeks to explain phenomena by 
rendering them determinate through identifying them with fixed 
categories and definitions. It arrives at these through a two-fold 
process of abstraction, first by .separating a given domain of 
inquiry from other domains and second by grouping items with 
many differences into abstract commonalities whose identity is 
established by perhaps only a single parameter. 

But is political economy not in the right in employing this 
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logic? For is it not really the case that the economy in modern 
times operates independently of any substantive normative 
regulation worth talking about, requiring only an administration 
of justice to enforce contracts and fair dealing? 

I t is true that civil society is not a bellum omnia contra omnes 
because it functions on the basis of right, and alienation occurs 
not through forcible expropriation but through free transfer of 
entitlement. 

None the less, these structures are purely formal, actualising 
abstract universals; the concrete content of these rights and pro
hibitions is simply that of egoistic interest and private purposes; 
the predominant moment is particularity. Furthermore, in 
commodity exchange the individuals establish a domain of 
market value abstracted from the material differences in the 
objects concerned. 

Is there not then a space for political economy and an object 
appropriable by it? Certainly Hegel seems to think so. Hence his 
praise of political economy. He does not, therefore, criticise 
political economy for abstracting from the determinations of the 
ethical order as a whole, because the system of needs and labour 
is, really, partly thus abstracted. Marx will later defend Ricardo 
against those who charged him with abstracting from ethics, by 
saying that Ricardo allows political economy to speak its own 
language, and, if it does not speak ethically, this is not Ricardo's 
fault, but is a consequence of the real estrangement of these 
domains.9 

A more telling case than that of Ricardo would be Adam 
Smith, because Smith actually wrote a book of moral philosophy 
whose principal figure was 'sympathy': yet his Wealth oj nations 
starts from the proposition that 'it is not from the benevolence of 
the butcher, the brewer or the baker that we expect our dinner, 
but from their regard to their own interest'. 10 In other words, 
Smith finds himself compelled to abstract from his own ethics! 

In spite of its 'atomistic' character, civil society forms a unity, 
but it is not consciously organised as such, it arises from the 
relatedness ofindividuals within a formal universality. Because of 
this, Hegel says, 'unity is present here not as freedom but as 
necessity, since it is by compulsion that the particular rises to the 
form of universality, and ... gains stability in that form' (PR 
186). But there are no resources within dull economic compulsion 
to enable the individuals concerned to recognise one another as 
more than individual centres of rights. No genuine community of 
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citizenship is present here. The state enforcing right appears in 
civil society as 'the external state, the state based on need, the 
state as the Understanding envisages it' (PR § 183). 

It has been argued, notably by Marx, that Hegel's solutions to 
the problems of civil society are useless, and indeed that the 
modern state itself is powerless to produce any genuine community 
of citizenship. However, as far as political economy is concerned, 
the problem is not its abstractedness in itself, for that models a 
reality, but that it is uncritical of its object and inclined to 
absolutise its methodological orientations. 

Raymond Plant puts it this way: 'Throughout his description 
of the system of needs as the object of political economy, Hegel 
presupposed two things. First, that the phenomena so constituted, 
the system of needs, is an abstraction. Secondly, that the 
explanation of this from the standpoint of political economy is 
itself abstract and capable of transcendence.' II 

Although political economy correlates masses of data within 
the forms of the system of needs it does not adequately ground 
these relations in the social formation. Rather, it more or less 
covertly appeals to naturalistic presuppositions about the given
ness of need and interest. It is at home with quantitative 
questions such as the magnitude of exchange values but does not 
investigate the conditions of possibility of the form of value itself. 
Hegel understands these limits very well. Thus his praise of 
political economy cannot stretch to the derivation from it of an 
ethical theory (utilitarianism) or a political theory (liberalism). 
For Hegel, the spheres of family relations and of the state, stand 
outside civil society and the system of needs, representing other 
essential moments of the social system. 

To round off this half of the paper I would like to mention 
briefly a striking interpretation of Hegel's views put forward by 
R.D. Winfield. 12 Winfield says that there are two common 
accounts of economic relationships firmly rejected by Hegel. One 
considers economic activity on the model of a natural function. 
The object of study is taken to be the metabolism between man 
and nature. This is an immutable condition, giving rise to a 
sphere of necessity lying outside all normative considerations. 
The second he characterises as 'monological', because it deter
mines economic relations through some function of the self, a self 
which takes itself to be dealing with external objects, even if these 
include other economic agents, thus again excluding questions of 
social justice. 
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Winfield then defines the object of economic science as a sphere 
of normative social relations. This he believes to be Hegel's 
approach, and this sounds not unreasonable. However, there 
follows anon-sequitur. Having objected to the exclusion of the 
social he then proposes to exclude the natural and the monological. But 
the whole interest of the subject lies in the interplay between the 
realm of necessity and the realm of freedom, and in the 
contradictory way the rationality of the system of needs and 
labour constructs the individual of civil society as a monological 
subject who at the same time is supposed to play fair by his 
fellows and respect their rights. 

II 

In the second half of this paper, I want to raise a question about 
Hegel's theory of value. Given Hegel's unqualified praise for the 
achievements of political economy, and his specific mention of 
Smith and Ricardo in this context, one might have expected him 
to adhere to the labour theory of value. But we find nothing of the 
kind. 13 Why not? - one wonders. 

In truth there is a gesture in this direction In a very early text. 
In a manuscript of around 1802/3 called System ofethicallifi there 
is the following striking passage: 

The universality oflabour or the indifference of all labour is 
posited as a middle term with which all labour is compared 
and into which each single piece of labour can be directly 
converted; this middle term, posited as something real, is 
money. 14 

This remarkable analysis (anticipating Marx's category of 
'abstract labour' rather than recalling Smith's 'labour com
manded') is not taken up later on, unfortunately. 

I t is worth noting in passing also another passage from the 
young Hegel- this time from the First philosophy of spirit (1803/4). 
In this Hegel mentions the importance of the tool as universal 
mediator ofdesires and objects, and he notes that in the 'common 
work' of society labour 'becomes here a universal' because, 
although carried on by an individual, in its content it is 'a 
universal labour for the needs of all, so as to be appropriate for 
the satisfaction of all his needs; in other words it has a value'.'5 At 
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first it seems this is a good thing as knowledge of discoveries and 
skills spreads. But then, in some unexplained way, with the 
machine, nature 'takes its revenge upon him' and 'the more he 
subdues it, the lower he sinks himself; indeed 'the labouring that 
remains to man becomes itself more machine-like'; labour 
diminishes 'only for the whole, not for the single' labourer; 'for 
him it is increased rather; for the more machine-like labour 
becomes, the less it is worth, and the more one must work in that 
mode.'16 

All this occurs because, through the division of labour, man 
subjects nature to himself but in a 'formal, and false, way' such 
that 'the individual only increases his dependence on it'. 
Moreover, 'the labour becomes that much deader, it becomes 
machine work, the skill of the labourer is infinitely limited, and 
the consciousness of the factory labourer is impoverished to the 
last degree of dullness' .17 This passage remarkably anticipates 
Marx's description of alienated labour 18 - but the Philosophy of 
right is much less critical. In the treatment there of civil society, a 
couple of cursory references to value in exchange occur. However, 
Hegel's thematisation of value is not carried out in that section at 
all, but much earlier, in the treatment of private property and 
contract. This, it seems, is because the system of needs and 
labour is presupposed to be structured through exchange, and the 
juridical categories give this its form. Let us take note in advance, 
then, of the interesting fact that Hegel chooses to thematise value 
within theforms presupposed in commodity exchange rather than on 
the ground of the content regulated by exchange. 

Let us now rehearse Hegel's argument. Hegel introduces the 
notion of value in the course of his discussion of the uses of 
property (PR § 63). He starts by saying that useful things have a 
certain quality, different in each case, which relates to specific 
needs, and at the same time they come in definite amounts: thus, 
a dozen eggs, a pair of shoes, a litre of wine. 19 Hegel's argument is 
that in so far as the useful articles satisfy various needs they can 
be compared as instances of a universal determinable, and hence, 
he says, commensurable. Although Hegel does not give this 
universal a special name, distinguishing it from the utility the 
objects have as they meet certain needs, what he is addressing is 
exchange value, the equivalent exchangeability of two commodities. 
For there would be no point in developing this idea of 
consciousness comparing and commensurating them if this does 
not lead to the possibility of exchange; certainly that is the 
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context of most subsequent discussion of value in the Philosophy of 
right. 20 

Because consciousness imposes this concept of universal value 
on the things, by abstracting from the specific qualities of the 
things, it is a purely quantitative relation. In his lectures he gives 
a mathematical analogy to illustrate his point. A circle, an ellipse, 
and a parabola are very different curves, but, in spite of this, the 
distinction between each of them can be erased in their algebraic 
expressions, in so far as it reduces to a question of the magnitudes 
of coefficients. 21 

In the Encyclopaedia much the same definition appears: value 
refers to the quantitative terms in which heterogeneous things are 
made comparable when commodities are treated as abstract 
general equivalents. (En:::.. § 494) While value is a pure quantity 
abstracted from quality, Hegel points out that in order to serve as 
a measure of the different things value needs a quantum, and, in so 
far as the use-values themselves provide this, their qualitative 
aspect is preserved, as well as superseded, in value. 22 We do not 
only need to say shoes and sealing wax are both valuable but that 
they become commensurable quantities when their relationship is 
determined such that, for instance, one pair of shoes is worth a 
hundred kilos of wax. 

In his marginal notes to this paragraph in his own copy of his 
Philosophy ofright Hegel anticipates Marx by explaining that what 
makes up the value of the one commodity is a determinate 
amount of another; thus that value when expressed in money terms 
is thereby presented 'for itself as he puts it; and, conversely, 
money cannot be of utility immediately but must therefore first be 
transformed into specific use-values. 23 (Incidentally, if use-values 
are thus able to provide value with a quantum because they 
themselves have a quantitative dimension, this is not perfectly so. 
Thus certain shops will sell you half a loaf, but they will not 
accept half a tie in exchange. It is an important feature of the 
money commodity that 'small change' be possible.) 

Money, therefore, expresses the value of things in the abstract. 
Hegel is perfectly clear that the specific quality of the money 
commodity, whether gold or paper, is thus unimportant because, 
as he puts it, money is a symbol. Considered as a value a thing 
counts not as itselfbut as what it is worth, he says. Money has the 
specific function of symbolising the measure of this value. 24 

Money is thus not a particular type of wealth but the type itself, the 
universal given an external embodiment so that it can be taken as 
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an object of the will and a vehicle of social action (PR § 299). All 
this recalls Marx's treatment of the value forms in Capital, as does 
Hegel's distinction between contracts involving the simple 
exchange of a specific usc-value for another (different) one,2-' and 
contracts involving exchange of a specific thing for one 'character
ized as universal, one which counts as value alone and which 
lacks the other specific determination, utility - i.e. for money' 
(PR§ 80). 

Hegel insists that, in contrast to the specificity of use-value, 
value as such is a universal (PR § 63,77). It is now time to ask 
some hard questions about the reality of this universal. For 
example, because Aristotle could not see a substance of value 
inherent in the goods themselves and thus providing a common 
measure, he assumed that money price does not express a real 
universal but is merely a makeshift for practical purposes.26 

Hegel takes a contrary position. He claims that it is precisely in 
value that the genuine substantiality of the thing 'becomes 
determinate and an object of consciousness' (PR § 63). Knox 
glosses this extraordinary claim by explaining that this is because 
value is a concept existing for thought not sensation, and rightly 
tying this to Hegel's idealism.27 

I t can now be understood why in this discussion of value there 
is no reference to a labour theory ofvalue of the kind advanced by 
Smith and Ricardo. There is a clear scnse that value could not 
express such a content because it is a form imposed by the activity of 
consciousness on the things concerned when they are made the 
subjects of contracts. In this, consciousness does not reflect some 
attribute of the things themselves, such as the labour embodied in 
them; nor is it heteronomously determined in its activity by 
psychological determinants such as utility maximisation. When it 
creates value as an abstract universal it freely posits this form 
without such determinations imposing themselves on it. Things 
are not exchangeable because they have the property of value as 
single items. They have value because they are posited by their 
owners as equivalents of one another. Value is a pure form which 
docs not express any pre-existing substance of the things 
themselves. Marx distinguishes the external measure (money) of 
value and its immanent measure (socially necessary labour 
time).28 For Hegel money is the only measure of value. 

But, given that Hegel clearly omits any reference to labour, the 
question still arises whether or not hc adheres to a utility theory 
of the substance ofvalue. After all, he develops the category in the 
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section on the uses of property. Is there not some kind of 
subsumption, however weak, of particular needs under a general 
category of utility that would serve as a content and even a 
measure of the value posited in the form of exchange? This 
question is hard to settle definitively but I think the answer is in 
the negative. It is true that exchange is only of use-values but 
Hegel stresses the heterogeneity of these goods and the need to 
abstract from their specific useful qualities if thcy are to be 
treated as identical in value. It is surely significant that, although 
Hegel speaks of need in general, he makes no attempt to derive a 
measure of value from utility. Nor does he speak of any necessity 
for value in exchange to be determined by it. Rather, when he 
says use-values are comparable as such he simply means that 
only use-values are exchangeable; he does not derive any rules of 
proportionality from this characteristic. The crucial problem is 
the precise sense to be attached to the process of abstraction that 
Hegel marks out as the key feature in the positing ofvalue. Just as 
it is helpful to think of the structure of civil society in terms of the 
logic of Hegel's doctrine of essence, so it is helpful to look at the 
more abstract opening section, on private property, in terms of 
the categories of the doctrine of being, notably those of quantity 
and quality. Hegel accomplishes the transition from quality to 
quantity by arguing that being considered as 'being for itself 
distinguishes itself from other such beings as indifferently other 
than them, as a One. But the negative attitude of the many Ones 
to one another is just as essentially 'a connective reference of 
them to each other' (Enz. § 98). This reference actualises itself as 
Quantity. The important thing about Quantity is that Hegel 
defines it as no longer immediately identical with Being, but 
posited as indifferent and external to it (Enz. § 99). (We may 
remark also in passing that in his lectures Hegel explicitly assails 
the influence of the mathematical category of magnitude in social 
science. There is a real danger, he says, in uncritically exaggerating 
the range of validity of such a category, and in considering as 
exact sciences only those the objects ofwhich can be submitted to 
mathematical calculation.29 ) 

Returning to the main point on Quantity, it seems clear that 
Hegel has established a pure category, in Quantity the specificity 
of Being is superseded. Unfortunately the matter becomes 
slightly clouded when he endeavours to shed further light on the 
question of the relative priority of Quality here by saying: 
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We observe things, first ofall, with an eye to their quality 
which we take to be the character identical with the being of 
the thing. If we proceed to consider their quantity, we get 
the conception of an indifferent and external character or 
mode, of such a kind that a thing remains what it is, though 
its quantity is altered, and the thing becomes greater or 
less.3o 

To give an example: the shapes of squares or similar triangles 
remain the same whatever size they are, and it is the shape that 
defines them. 31 Or, to mention Hegel's own mundane example, 
by an increase in size a house does not necessarily cease to be a 
house (En;:.. § 99). 

The point to which I wish to draw attention is that it is one 
thing to specify a quantitative relation completely indifferent to 
quality as such, and another enterprise simply to talk about the 
same quality varying in magnitude. The relevance of this 
distinction to our present problem may be grasped when we look 
at Eugen von Boehm-Bawerk's defence of the marginal utility 
theory of value against Marx. In his search for the substance of 
value Marx dismisses utility because in an exchange we are 
dealing with qualitatively different use-values and hence in 
making them equivalents we must be abstracting from these use
values. Boehm-Bawerk complains that we must not confuse 
abstraction from the genus altogether with abstraction from the 
specific forms in which the genus manifests itself.32 Thus, if we 
have to disregard the special forms under which the value in use 
of commodities may appear, whether they serve for food, shelter, 
clothing, etc., we certainly cannot disregard utility in general. 
After all, if the goods did not have some use to somebody they 
would not be exchangeable and hence be of no value. So the 
value-substance, according to Boehm-Bawerk, is utility. Of 
course, there remains the problem of determining its magnitude; 
and here the theory has to take a subjectivist turn, get into 
marginalism, personal preference schedules and so forth. This 
does not concern us here. 

What I do want to say is that Hegel does not get into such a 
discussion. In my view his procedure has something in common 
with the original derivation of Quantity in.the Logic, namely that 
value is indifferent to the utility of the objects rather than a 
measure of their general utility. (In this respect Hegel's example of 
the reduction of curves to algebraic variables is instructively more 
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radical than comparison of the sizes of similar triangles.) I am 
arguing that in his derivation of value Hegel undertakes the more 
radical abstraction. That is, Hegel does not have an alternative 
theory of value to the labour theory of value, he simply does not 
see it as the form of a pre-given substance at all. The form is an 
abstract universal arising from the activity of social subjects. 
There is no suggestion that this abstract universal, although it 
necessarily has a measure, actually represents a predetermined 
quantity of something. Rather the thing counts as an instantiation 
of the value posited by consciousness, and imposed on the 
qualitatively different use-values as 'indifferent and external to 
them' (to use the words of the Logic). This priori tisation of form 
over content, and inversion of the abstractly universal and 
concretely particular, is typical of idealism of course. Given this, 
it is not strange that Hegel does not adhere to a labour theory of 
value of the traditional kind, but it is strange that he failed to 
criticise this theory as it appears in Smith and Ricardo. 

Returning once again to Richard Winfield's provocative paper, 
he argues that Hegel recognises that value is 'neither instrinsic to 
the natural qualities of the exchanged commodities, nor rooted in 
a psychological estimation of them, nor determined by anything 
preceding the mutually agreed exchange act setting them in their 
actual relation of equivalence'. 33 From the purity of this form he 
concludes that there is no material determination of the rates of 
exchange arrived at. Rather, values are established from the free 
choices of the agents themselves, unconstrained by any external 
factors, such as socially necessary labour times, nor conforming 
to any stipulated model of economic rationality. 

To postulate such total contingency seems to be an exaggeration. 
It is not clear that Hegel held this position, because, at the same 
time as he stresses the apparently arbitrary form of the choices 
made, he refers, in his discussion of the system of needs and 
labour, to the 'compulsion' exercised on the particular by the 
system standing over against him (PR § 184, 186). In this way the 
needs of society are met: in other words he adheres to the same 
kind of dialectic as Adam Smith's analysis of 'the hidden hand' 34 

(PR § 199). 
At all events, however freedom and necessity are supposed to 

interpenetrate, I would like to observe that, even if the economic 
agents impose this social form on the contents of need and labour, 
this does not preclude the possibility that the content regulated 
by this form none the less impresses itself somehow on the value 
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magnitudes in law-like fashion. Marx's own labour theory of 
value may still be re-interpreted in sud). a light. In this enterprise 
it would be important to distinguish (as Marx does but Winfield 
does not) between the oscillations of market price and real 
underlying values . Finally, we must observe that Hegel's 
intentions are manifestly apologetic. In spite of his awareness of 
the grave problems arising from the structure of civil society and 
market phenomena, he endorses these forms as moments in the 
realisation of the idea of freedom. When Marx covered the same 
ground he approached it in more critical fashion. 

In one of his first notebooks, onJames Mill, he says that 'value 
is an alientated designation of the product itself, different from its 
immediate existence, external to its specific nature, a merely 
relative mode of existence of this'.35 The terms used here, 
especially the idea of a 'merely relative mode' recall Hegel's 
discussion, but what Hegel endorses as the emergence of a higher 
universal, even if it is abstractly opposed to the particular, Marx 
condemns as estran.ging.36 In Capital Marx has a section on 
commodity fetishism analysing the peculiar way in which this 
universal value is taken to be inherent in the body of the 
commodity itself, as ifit were one of its naturally given properties, 
which then expresses itself in exchange ratios rather as the 
furriness of a coat expresses itself in keeping us warm. Hegel 
understands very well that value is not a natural property of the 
object but a social form acquired by it; but then he declares this 
social form itself to be the substantial actuality of the thing, thus 
fetishising the commodity:form, if not the commodity-body. 

At the same time, it should be recognised that the peculiarities 
of the form of value find their way into Hegel from reality. This 
means that he picks up the question ofjorm in a way the political 
economists had not. It is, indeed, surprising, in view of his anti
naturalistic tendencies, that he praises political economy without 
explicitly dissenting from its labour theory of value. 

In conclusion, it may be said that Hegel's emphasis on social 
forms makes his discussion of continuing interest today to those 
trying to develop economics as a social science. 
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Marx's Hegelianism: An Exposition 

Michael George 

The relationship between Marx and Hegel is one of the as yet 
unresolved problems in Marxist scholarship. It is the purpose of 
this paper to examine the relationship between the two afresh. 
Unfortunately the subject is too extensive to be fully treated in an 
article of this length and so I shall restrict myself to a 
consideration of the question from the point of view of key ideas 
alone. I shall make only such reference to the writings of Marx 
and Hegel as are required to justify my assertions. A closer 
textual analysis of Marx's writings, with its much needed 
reinterpretation and retranslation, must be left to a future time. 

It will be my contention that Marx was, in essence, an 
Hegelian and that his (Marx's) distinctive philosophical position 
should be seen not as a rejection of Hegelianism but rather as 
inherently dependent upon Hegel's philosophy for its foundation. 
I shall attempt to demonstrate that Marxism, for all its seeming 
radical shift of emphasis, is nothing more than a continuation and 
logical extension of Hegel's ideas. But I shall also argue that 
though Marx's 'extension' of Hegelianism was constructed upon 
a foundation that had already bcen laid by Hegel it was a 
foundation whose radical implications were never fully understood 
or developed by Hegel himself. 

I t has been fashionable in certain Marxist circles to play down, 
or even to discount altogether, the influence ofHegel's philosophical 
system upon Marx. Henri Lefebvre's short work Le Matirialisme 
dialectique, published in the late 1930s, set the tone for much of the 
subsequent, and continuing, attempt by continental Marxists to 
rewrite Marxism without reference to its Hegelian heritage. But 
though Lefebvre ultimately rejects the Hegelianism of Marx his 
attempt to found Marxism upon 'materialistic' premisses is 
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suggestive, paradoxical as it may appear, of the way in which 
Hegelianism was, in its turn, aufgehoben by Marx and thus 
preserved, in a transposed form, at the very core of Marx's own 
world view. Lefebvre states: 

The Hegelian universe therefore is nothing more than the 
world of the metaphysician Hegel, the creature of his own 
speculative ambition. It is not the world of men, in all its 
dynamic reality.! 

And again: 

The form to which thought raises the content must be seen 
as fluid and capable of improvement. Thought must accept 
the contradictions and conflicts in the content, it must 
determine their transcending and their solution in accordance 
with the movement of that content, and not impose a priori 
and systematic forms upon it. 2 

I shall seek to demonstrate that these quotes from Lefebvre are 
substantially correct and contain precisely the reason why no 
Marxist scholar can afford to ignore the influence upon Marx of 
that old sage of Berlin, Hegel. 

Aufheben and the transcendence of the material world 

The term aujheben is central to Hegel's philosophical system for 
it is the operative term of the dialectic as such. Its rendering into 
English has remained problematical but it is worth noting at this 
juncture that Edward Aveling's rendering of aujheben in his 
translations of Marx is wholly incorrect. Aveling's less than 
sensitive translation of Marx may indeed be the primary cause of 
the distorted way in which Marx's thinking has been received in 
the Anglo-Saxon world. Aveling habitually translates au.fheben as 
'abolition' or as 'overcoming'. The latter term is always to be 
preferred to the former but neither will really do. Aveling failed to 
appreciate that though au.fheben does mean, in common German 
parlance, 'abolition' or 'doing away with something', or even 
'leaving something aside for future use', Hegel's and Marx's use 
of the term is very much more technical and precise. The English 
words 'sublation' and 'redintegration', though archaic, connote 
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something of the philosophical significance of aujheben. 'Sublation' 
means to resolve into a higher unity and 'redintegration' has the 
meaning of bringing again into a wholeness that which is 
fragmentary. However, the only real advantage to the use of 
either term in translations is that they alert the reader to the place 
where aujheben is employed by Hegel and Marx in the original 
German texts. The more cumbersome compound 'to transcend
and-preserve' is perhaps nearer an adequate rendering of the 
meaning ofaujheben, but even this has too mechanical a connotation 
to convey the subtler aspects of the German. I shall consider further 
the meaning of aujheben below but before doing so it is necessary to 
make clear certain presuppositions of Hegel's idea of logic. 

Hegel's philosophy adopted and extended the distinction 
common in German thinking of the eighteenth century, and also 
manifested in Kantianism, between what was termed the 
Understanding, whose function it was to establish the abstract 
identity of concepts or ideas, and the realm of Reason, which 
sought to connect or unify that which the 'Understanding' had 
divided. For the 'Understanding' each thing, concept or idea is 
possessed of an individual identity which must be analytically 
determined and, moreover, is something which is capable of 
being determined analytically, in isolation from all other such 
concepts and ideas. 'Reason', on the other hand, holds fast to the 
fact that the attempts of the 'Understanding' to define 'in 
isolation' constitutes only and solely a process ofabstraction: that is 
to say a process of 'drawing out from a given context'. The 
function of 'Reason' is thus to make manifest the concrete relation 
in which an idea, concept or thing subsists. 'Concrete' is here to 
be understood in its literal meaning of a 'throwing together' and 
thus refers to the implicative contextual connectedness in which 
concepts, ideas and even objects subsist. Kant believed that the 
capacity of 'Reason' to perform such a task was limited. Hegel, 
however, regarded 'Reason' as the indispensable corrective to the 
deficiencies of the 'Understanding'. It was Hegel's purpose in his 
philosophical system to demonstrate both the method by which, 
and the extent to which, 'Reason', understood dialectically, could 
be just such a corrective. To demonstrate how Hegel achieves this 
task we must first consider more closely the role of abstraction and 
concretion in Hegel's system. 

As has been stated 'Abstraction' removes a concept or idea 
from its context in order that it might examine it in isolation and 
thereby establish the distinctive attribute pertaining to it. The 
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word has the literal meaning 'to draw away from', and this 
'drawing away' can be observed in the two functions of 
'Abstraction'. On the one hand it draws an object or idea away 
from its context in order for it to be considered 'in itself, i.e. as 
what it is as distinct from other concepts. At the same time, and 
by the same process, 'Abstraction' draws out one common feature 
from different objects in order to create universals. Indeed in the 
creation of universal concepts or ideas we make use of both 
aspects of 'Abstraction'. It is by fixing our attention upon one 
distinct quality that is shared by a series of particular objects that 
we are able to remove, or 'draw out' the common element within 
each instance from the 'context' in which it is bound in our 
perception. We may then attend only to that quality in itself as 
possessive of a distinct attribute. The concept, for example, of a 
'family' is just such a universal idea. It entails the 'Abstraction' of 
one quality from a series of different individuals: namely the 
social relationships in which they stand one to another. The 
concept 'family' thus treats of a group of individuals as if they 
manifested one attribute and one attribute only: their relationship to 
one another. It ignores all other attributes which may, with equal 
justification, be predicated of these same individuals. Conversely, 
in order to ascribe an identity to someone or something it is 
necessary to reverse the process and to limit a subject to a simple 
identity with the predicate that is being predicated of it. Thus the 
statement 'the cat is black' postulates an identity relation 
between the subject 'cat' and the predicate 'black'. In this 
relation there is admitted no other aspect or quality ofeither 'cat' 
or 'black' and for this reason it is not possible, Hegel argues, to 
deal with the full meaning and significance of the 'catness' and 
'blackness' within such restrictive predication. 

It is, however, the purpose of 'Reason' to go beyond such 
restrictive; limitations. For the dialectic, as Hegel states in the 
Science of logic, it is the 'non-identity' between a subject and a 
predicate that is of concern. OJ The concepts 'family' and 'black' 
are, within the dialectic, treated not as isolated concepts but 
rather as standing in an intimate and dependent relation with 
other like concepts. In the case of the 'family' it is concepts such 
as Citizenship, the State and Civil Society that form the 
conceptual contextual background. In the case of 'black' it is the 
entire colour spectrum, and for the 'cat' it is the animal kingdom. 
Thus, for Hegel, related concepts form a nexus of ideas that 
reciprocally 'limit', and thus define, one another. It is this 

122 




Marx's Hegelianism: An Exposition 

intimate connectedness between concepts and ideas that forms 
what Hegel terms the concrete nature of thought. Whereas 
analytical abstractive thinking restricts itself to a consideration of 
concepts etc. in isolation, concrete reasoning must make clear the 
means by which, and the reasons for which, such concepts do in 
fact form a nexus of mutual interdependency. The definition of 
any concept, so far as Hegel is concerned, therefore entails a 
'positive moment', which is the explication of what that idea is 
'in-itself and also a 'negative moment' in which, at one and the same 
time, each concept or idea is connected with others and is delineated 
by just this relation. For Hegel this process of delineation is the 
process of inscribing a logical 'boundary' or 'horizon' or 'limit' 
around a concept. It is this 'limit', formed from the relationship of 
ideas one to another, that must be 'passed beyond' in thought 
and that forms the basis of the Hegelian dialectic. 

As has been already stated, the verb aujheben is the central 
idea of the dialectic. It may be seen as manifesting three distinct 
logical moments. First it has the moment of 'transcendence', in 
which it goes beyond a 'limit' or 'boundary'; secondly it is the 
'negation' of this first negation, this 'limit', in which it IS, 

'overcome' or removed; and thirdly it is the moment of 
'preservation', in which what has been 'gone beyond' or 
transcended is brought again into a new relation. But though 
these 'moments' of aujheben may be regarded as distinct from the 
point of view of abstract exposition they should not be thought of 
as a mechanical process taking place in time. Rather they form a 
unitary process of logic which is differentiated into its various 
components only for the purposes of aiding an 'understanding' of 
the process itself. The very process by which an idea 'passes 
beyond itself and points to another idea to which it is intimately 
related is, at one and the same logical moment, the process by 
which it 'transcends' its limited abstract self-identity, 'negates' 
that solipsistical identity and emerges into a connected unity or 
nexus; in which context it is preserved as an intrinsic part of 
some greater whole. 

An example of this process may serve to engender greater 
clarity on the part of the reader than an extended exposition. The 
relationship between correlative pairs of concepts, such as Whole 
and Part, manifests the workings of the dialectic. Indeed the 
reason that correlatives are correlatives is, so far as Hegel is 
concerned, because they are founded upon a dialectical relation. 
A Whole, Hegel would argue, is only a Whole in so far as it is a 
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Whole of Parts and so the idea of a Whole cannot be fully 
comprehended in isolation from its implied correlative term Part. 
The dialectical relation can also be reversed. In the same way the 
idea of a Part entails that of a Whole precisely because the idea of 
a Part 'points beyond itself and implies a Whole of which it is a 
part. The concept Whole is thus the logical implicative of Part 
and Part the logical implicative of Whole. The two ideas stand in 
an inseparable connection in which each finds its completion in the 
other. The dialectical process of aujheben is thus the way in which 
a concept, seen from the perspective of 'Abstraction' must trans
cend its limited analytical and isolated definition and become 
embedded in a wider nexus of concepts. 

The triadic relation 'thesis', 'antithesis', 'synthesis', which is of 
Fichtean origin, is not the form of the dialectic to which either 
Hegel or Marx subscribed. The Fichtean and the Hegelian 
dialectics are effectively opposites. The Fichtean triadic view of 
the dialectic requires the idea of a necessary and direct opposition 
between two distinct, pre-existing and complete concepts with each 
reciprocally 'negating' or 'limiting' the other and also requires 
the subsequent creation of a third concept, the 'synthesis', whose 
function it is to 'unify' these pre-existing, independent, and self
defining, opposites. But as Hegel demonstrates the logical 
distinction between correlative concepts is merely a matter of 
'Abstraction' from a given and pre-existent 'unity' or, what is a 
better term, a pre-existent 'inseparability'. It is not that we, qua 
Fichte, start out with two ideas such as Whole and Part and then 
attempt to produce some third unifYing term but rather that we 
separate, by a process of 'Abstraction', what are intrinsically 
conjoined ideas or concepts into their distinctive components. In 
the Science oflogic Hegel explicitly rejects the process of synthesis as 
the basis of his dialectic.4 The word 'synthesis' means literally 'a 
together placing' and implies thereby a setting together of what 
was originally separate. It is for this same reason that the two 
terms 'sublation' and 'redintegration' will not serve to render 
aujheben into English - for they imply an original state of 
separatedness followed by a conjoining in thought. But, according 
to Hegel, what we find on closer examination is that we have 
separated into distinct component concepts that which cannot 
stand in isolation. It is this 'concrete' aspect of such ideas that is 
the real basis ofour understanding. It is the purpose ofdialectical 
reason to make this clear. For Hegel therefore what he terms the 
'Being' of the concept, or what it is in-itself, must always be 
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supplemented by what it is 'Not' but in which it stands, 
nevertheless, in an intimate implicative order. Whereas the 
traditional interpretations of the dialectic have entailed a placing 
together, in some newly created third synthetic concept, two 
antagonistic, opposed original concepts, Hegel's dialectic in fact 
requires that we commence with a 'synthesis', which is the 
original unity of our ideas and concepts, and 'abstract' them from 
this 'concrete' unity into two distinct and supposedly independent 
concepts. 

On this model the Whole/Part relation can be thought of in the 
following way: in thinking about the concept Whole, the concept 
Part would remain as an implied 'background' concept and vice 
versa in the case of Whole - which would always entail its 
complementary concept Part to complete it as an idea. To employ 
the language of Phenomenology, one of this binary pair of 
concepts would form the 'foreground', the other the 'background' 
and between them there would subsist an 'horizon'. Whilst of 
course such visual imagery and allusion is of use in conceptual
ising Hegel's meaning it should always be remembered that the 
dialectic is first and foremost a 'logical' relation. Thus, for Hegel, 
the consideration, in abstraction, of anyone concept implies a 
correlation not only with the immediate correlative concept but 
also with all the other concepts of the Logic; for the whole forms, 
via the various dialectical relations that are established, an entire 
implicative web or nexus wherein each concept finds its place in 
relation one with another. 

Lenin, in a letter to Berthold Aiirbach, presents his own view of 
the dialectic: a view which I would argue is radically in error. He 
says: 

The identity of opposites (more accurately, perhaps, their 
'unity', although the difference between the expressions 
'identity' and 'unity' is not very essential here. In a certain 
sense both are correct) is the recognition (discovery) of the 
mutually exclusive and opposed tendencies in all the phenomena 
and processes of nature (including spirit and society).5 

Lenin's assertion that the difference between the expressions 
'identity' and 'unity' is not an essential one implies that the 
dialectic is concerned with 'identity' relations between pre
existent opposites. His assertion that the dialectic is concerned 
with 'mutually exclusive' opposites is further evidence for this. In 
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fact, as was noted above, Hegel's dialectic is concerned with 
'mutually inclusive' opposites; if by 'inclusion' we understand 'a 
closing in' of two concepts into one inseparable unity and by 
'exclusion' we understand 'a shutting out' of two concepts into a 
merely antagonistic opposition. If we begin with the idea of 
'identity' then we can see more clearly why this is the case. The 
word 'identity' has the literal meaning of 'a state of being the 
same' and entails thereby the idea of two concepts or ideas being 
possessed of the same attributes. But if we admit of the dialectic 
that it is founded upon such a concept then nothing follows from 
the assertion. The mere identity of two things or ideas gives rise 
to no third thing, for it is simply a matter of stasis that two things 
X and Yare identical. Nor can it be argued that the dialectical 
transitions within Hegel's Logic between 'identical' concepts, 
for in such a case the term 'transition' would be meaningless. 
Hegel in fact explicitly equates such a 'system of identity' with 
the pantheism of Schelling.6 

Lenin is therefore quite correct if he wishes to claim that the 
essence of the dialectic lies in the fact that what, hitherto, have 
been regarded as distinct and separate ideas are, if correctly 
examined and understood, interdependent and interconnected. 
But if he wishes to hold that two ideas are 'opposites', and also 
that they 'mutually exclude' each other, then we are left either 
with a sheer tension ofopposition or else are obliged to seek some 
third 'synthesis' by which to overcome or remove such opposition 
in order to produce a real union of these distinct and independent 
ideas. The dialectic understood in this manner seems to suggest 
that the relationship which obtains between paired concepts is 
merely one of 'exclusion' or 'incompatibility'. But, as we have 
seen, the whole thrust of the dialectic is towards the recognition 
that the relationship which actually obtains between concepts is 
not one of 'exclusion' but is rather one of intimate dependency or 
'inclusion'. Thus the ideas of Whole and Part stand in a relation 
w~ich may be characterised, in a loose sense, as one of 
'opposition' but it is an 'opposition' which must be understood in 
the strict latinate sense of the term, i.e. as an ob postumum, or a 
'setting against', and not as necessarily implying contradiction. 
The German term Gegensatz also has the same connotation, 
meaning literally as it does 'an against positing' and it, not 
contradiction (Widerspruch), is the basis of Hegel's dialectic. 

It may seem strange to philosophers brought up in the English 
tradition to think of correlative terms as manifesting dialectical 
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logic - for indeed correlative pairs of terms have long becn 
accepted in Anglo-Saxon thought - but it is precisely the reason 
why correlatives are correlative that concerned Hegel and this is 
in fact the essence of the dialectic. Hegel, however, wishes to 
claim that it is not only the correlatives with which we are 
familiar that demonstrate this inseparability and mutual depend
ency but that, in a very strong sense, all our logical concepts form 
a chain or nexus of just such a correlation, and for Hegel this 
inseparable unity of all our concepts is itself ultimately derived 
from the very nature of the Ego. Lenin, I suggest, has fully 
recognised what may be termed the 'unity' thesis of opposites in 
Hegel but has failed to recognise that it is precisely because 
concepts such as Whole and Part and Essence and Appearance 
form paired correlates that these ideas form a series of mutually 
inclusive, rather than exclusive, terms. 

If, therefore, we understand Hegel's Logic as a gradual expli
cation and development of the 'connectedness' or 'linkedness' 
of the categories of thought, with each category taking its place in 
an implicative order, then the dialectic is to be understood as the 
explication of a series oflogical relations pertaining between such 
categories or concepts. But such a 'dialectical nexus' of ideas and 
concepts is not itself sufficient to account for our knowledge of the 
world. It must confront a world which is given. That is to say it 
must have a relation to the objective world of matter into which 
man daily finds himself thrown. Hegel recognised this and states, 
at the end of his Geschichtsphilosophie, in a passage noted by Marx, 
that he (Hegel) 'has considered the progress of the concept only'.7 
Hegel well recognises that the reintegration of man and his world 
that he (Hegel) has made possible through his Logic is a 
reintegration at the level of ideas 'alone and is thus, in Marx's 
sense of the term, an idealistic reintegration. 

It is in the Phenomenology of mind that Hegel first outlines the 
three means by which the external material world may be 
aufgehoben by man or, what is the same thing, can be removed 
from its given state as something 'other' to man and made into 
something which exists 'for' him as a world in which he can find 
and make his home. The three means that Hegel postulates by 
which man dialectically transcends the alien externality of the 
world are Will, Thought and Activity, or, to translate these terms 
into Marx's language, Will and Mental and Physical Labour. 

For Hegel, as for Marx, man is obliged to go out beyond 
himself and lay hold of, or seIZe upon, a world that at first 
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confronts him as something distinct from himselfand without any 
purpose or significance for him. Man is forced to do so, for his 
condition of existence in this world leaves him no choice but to 
relate to the world as it is and make use of its various parts to 
satisfY his innate needs. And, whether he wishes it or not, man 
must first make use of his Will in this enforced confrontation with 
the material world. In so doing he 'grasps' a part of that world 
and utilises it to service some need. Tbus, for example, a hungry 
man plucks an apple from a tree and eats it. In so doing he has 
'overcome' the world, but in a way which preserves its own 
nature. In grasping the apple he has made it something 'for him', 
something which has a significance and which is now to be 
distinguished from all other objects in the world, for this object, 
this apple, is 'his'. Yet he in no way destroys the materiality of the 
apple; indeed it is precisely the material element of it which will 
eventually satisfy his hunger. In this elemental action of grasping 
something, ·man has transformed the external world from what 
Hegel understands by the category Gegenstand into the category 
Objekt. The merely material and unincorporated external world is 
at first a mere Gegenstand, in the literal meaning of the German 
word, an 'against standing' or that which stands opposed to us, 
and to which Hegel ascribes the term the 'other'. In so far as 
man's action, be it through his Will, Thought or Activity, 
'transcends' this externality then the world ceases to be an 'other' 
and becomes an Object for us the Subject. It still embodies and 
manifests its original materiality but it is now a materiality that 
has come to embody something derived from a Subject. This 
relation can be diagrammatically represented as in Figure 6.1. 

Figure 6.1 

. ~OBJECT 

SUBJECT~ " 

" "-GEGENST:l1\'J) 
(~hteriality) 

The Subject and Object form a correlative pair whereas 
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Materiality is something unincorporated and not yet something 
for the Subject. In order for the material world therefore to 
become correlated to a Subject it is necessary for man to perform 
a Mental or a Physical act in respect of the given thing, or make 
an expression onVil1. Thus I may make ajudgement about what 
it is that I am presented with via my senses and thereby make this 
thing into something with mental as well as physical properties. 
Or I may perform some labour upon it and transform it by doing 
so into a tool or implement for me etc. Or I may exercise my vVill 
and establish a property claim to this part of the world as 
something now intimately connected with me. 

To consider the exercise of Will first. In its most primitive 
form, for example in the life of early man, this 'staking a claim' 
via an expression of Will might be nothing more than the 
occupation of a cave for shelter. But in so far as this early man 
comes to regard this .cave as 'his' cave, that is to say in so far as he 
ceases to be nomadic and settles in one place for a period oftime, 
the cave becomes endowed with a special significance for him. 
The cave is no longer regarded as a mere geological feature of a 
landscape dissociated from man's needs and desires, it becomes 
now an 'Object' for a 'Subject' and stands distinct from all other 
caves. 

In the same way as the exercise of the Will makes something 
that was originally merely external now something of significance 
for man, so too does the exercise of his mental and physical 
capacities 'overcome' the world as a something detached from 
man himself. Through the use ofThought, or Reason, man comes 
to understand, classify and name his world. 

In his practical Activity, man literally Jorms the base matter of 
the world to suit his purposes and needs. 

The Object becomes the carrier of something Jrom a Subject 
but yet also retains its original material component. In making of 
this given material world an Objective reality man thus makes it 
something for himself as Subject. The material world no longer 
stands opposed to the human subject but becomes something to 
which the subject has an intimate connection or relatedness and 
which will be the basis for any development of the Subject as an 
individual and social entity. As we have already noted, Marx 
adopts this Hegelian threefold dialectical 'transcendence' of the 
external alien world. But though he took his cue directly from 
Hegel's Phenomenology oJmind Marx was to draw radically different 
conclusions from it than those of Hegel. 
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Master and Servant 

In the Phenomenology ofmind Hegel postulates that man first seeks 
to aufgehoben the material world through the exercise of his Will. 
Until the Will has become active the subject must remain passive 
before the objective world. In the Master/Slave dialectic Hegel 
demonstrates what are the social consequences for mankind of his 
attempt to construct his own sense ofSelf, his need for recognition 
by another human being, upon the basis ofan exercise of his Will. 
There is an immediate conflict of Wills with each party 
attempting to exact from the other an enforced 'recognition'. This 
conflict is only resolved when one of the parties, under the threat 
of death from the other, yields his Will and grants a forced 
recognition of the other. In this moment one becomes the 
dominant party the other subservient and there is created the 
realm of the Master and Servant, the classic Robinson Crusoe, 
Man Friday situation. But as a result of the conflict ofWills there 
is also created something more than this mere domination of one 
man by another. As Hegel appreciates that the resolution of this 
conflict has produced, on the one hand, an enforced recognition 
and, on the other, a sense of unease. The Servant only 
acknowledges the Master because he is obliged to do so. The 
Master can never know that the Servant would have so 
recognised him out of the exercise of his, the Servant's, own free 
Will. The recognition that the Master receives is but his own Will 
reflected back to him via the Will of his Servant, which Will is 
now exercised only at the dictate of the Master. The Will of the 
Servant is nothing more than the Will of the Master and therefore 
the Master in effect merely recognises himself, which is no 
recognition at all. 

The Servant on the other hand, having been granted no 
recognition, has been forcibly obliged to exercise what remains of 
his own Will upon the physical material world. He thereby begins 
the task of 'overcoming' the otherness of the material world 
through his labour and the development of the skills entailed 
therein. Hegel understands that the outcome of the struggle 
between Wills for recognition is the creation of an unstable 
situation, a Master who is not confirmed in his mastery and a 
Servant who labours for another without the recognition of 
himself as a Self. It is precisely at this point that Marx begins his 
transformation, or rather logical extension, ofHegelianism. Marx 
sees that the outcome of the Master/Servant dialectic is the 
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creation of two separate realms in which the other means of 
worldly aujheben are to come about. The Master becomes the 
exerciser of Mental Labour and the Servant the bearer of 
Physical Labour, and, as Marx rightly notes, the distinction 
between Mental and Physical Labour is the first Division of 
Labour.8 Not surprisingly Marx sees this first division of labour 
as the condition of the two antagonistic classes of Bourgeoisie and 
Proletariat, the former commanding the world and having a 
mentalistic approach to it, inhabiting as it does the realm of 
ideas, and the latter developing a practical and active transform
ative relationship with the world but with no understanding of 
why it labours or to what end. 

As Marx states in The German ideology, '[the] division oflabour 
only becomes truly such from the moment when a division of mater
ial and mental labour appears'. And further, 'because the division 
of labour implies the possibility, nay the fact that intellectual and 
material activity ... devolve in different individuals, ... the only 
possibility of their not coming into contradiction lies in the 
negation in its turn of the division of labour'. 9 The relationship 
between Will, and Mental and Physical labour can for Marx be 
represented as in Figure 6.2. 

Figure 6.2 

Reason/Mental Labour 

(secondary [vertical] division oflabour) 

I I I I I I I I 
(first [horizontal] division of labour) 

Will 

(secondary [vertical] division of labour) 

Activity/Material Labour 

This division between the mental and the physical means of 
transcendence of the world's materiality results in a divorce 
between the conceptual and the actual. I t is this divorce which is 
at the foundation of ideology. As Marx states, again in The German 
ideology: 
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From this moment onwards consciousness can really flatter 
itself that it is something other than consciousness of 
existing practice, that it really represents something without 
representing something real; from now on consciousness is 
in a position to emancipate itself from the world and 
proceed to the formation of 'pure' theory, theology, ethics 
etc. 10 

And it is this point that Lefebvre expresses so well in the first 
quotation from Le Matirialisme dialectique above. Hegel has 
confused the logical and the actual, the conceptual relations for 
the real, immediate ones established by human interaction and 
sociality. 

It is this fact that is the most central and important advance 
made by Marx over Hegel for its implications are fundamental. 
Marx recognises that beneath the mediated dialectical relations 
that Hegel establishes between social concepts there lie real or 
immediate material relations. Hegel is quite correct to argue that 
in respect of Logic and those areas of knowledge about the world 
which man has as an external and detached being - for example 
the hard sciences - the establishing ofconceptual relations at the 
level of concepts is vitally necessary. In the case ofLogic it is only 
possible to interconnect such concepts according to an innate 
dialectical logic as was demonstrated above with the Whole/Part 
relation. However, when it comes to interconnecting the concepts 
of Family, Civil Society and State, this must be done according to 
the real dialectic of immediate human relationships and not 
according to some Aristotelian syllogistic scheme. Hegel in effect 
has ignored the fact that through the Master/Slave dialectic his 
dialectical scheme has become something more than logical. 
What Marx is postulating is nothing less than the fact that within 
the dialectic of Hegel there is another dialectic, the dialectic of 
head and hand, mind and body, mediate relations and immediate 
relations. It is after all only the Slave who achieves a real mastery 
over the world. It is he who must exercise both immediate skill 
and mental judgement as he seeks to form the world to 
humanity's needs. 

Reification of the world and fetishism of commodities 

Marx's critique of Hegelianism thus revolves around the fact 
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that, for Marx, Hegel has remained at a bourgeois 'mentalistic' 
level in the way in which he has related social concepts one to 
another. For Marx, Hegel therefore makes the Civil Service the 
Universal or the major premise, Civil Society the Particular or 
minor premise and the social individual or citizen the conclusion 
of these two logical moments. Real human relationships have 
thus been determined a priori according to Aristotelian logic. 
Marx on the other hand states that social concepts must be 
understood as having their own real content, a content that is to 
be derived from the real social relations which subsist between 
individuals and classes in society. 

It was the purpose of Marx's PhD thesis on the atomism of 
Democritus and Epicurus to establish what he means by such a 
'material' content. In his PhD Marx provides a clear account of 
what that content is and how it is to be understood. He states: 
'when I relate myself to myself as something which is directly an 
other, then my relationship is a material one'. I I 

Marx's meaning is, I think, clear. When I relate myself to the 
world via Reason 1 do so in a mediated manner, that is to say via 
concepts and ideas. If I understand myself as a rational animal 
and relate myself to myself via my capacity to understand what 
reason and intellect are, then my relationship to myselfis an ideal 
or intellectual one. On the other hand when I relate to the world 
as to a mere material entity, as a gegenstand, then my relationship 
is an 'immediate' one. In the same way I can relate to myself on a 
material basis as a being with passions, instinct, drives and 
bodily needs. Thus when I relate myself to myself as towards an 
immediate other my relationship to myself is as a being with 
innate needs and desires. I relate therefore to what Kant would 
term my 'lower appetites'. It is the satisfaetion of these 'lower 
appetites' that for Marx is the primary condition and the first 
motivational force for men in the world. In so far as I recognise 
myself as a being with material needs and immediate drives and 
wants I stand in a 'material' relationship with myself and 
similarly with my relationship to other men where that relation
ship is concerned with the satisfaction, either individually or 
mutually, of the most basie human bodily requirements. 

This however, is not to deny the need for a realm of ideas. 
Many misunderstandings of Marx have been engendered by the 
failure to recognise that for Marx the realm of Thought, of ideas, 
is an independent realm with its own intrinsic value and purpose. 
As Marx notes, again in his PhD, it is the purpose of Thought or 
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Logic to create the universal categories, ideas and concepts which 
provide the forms under which we may subsume the content of 
the various particularities of the perceptual material world. Marx 
declares: 

abstract individuality can make its concept, its form
determination, the pure being-for-self, the independence 
from immediate being, the transcendence and preservation 
of all relativity, effective only by abstracting from the being that 
confronts it; for in order truly to overcome it, abstract 
individuality had to idealise it, a thing only universality can 
accomplish.! 2 

Marx's passage in The German ideology where he states, 'The 
hazy [or confused] constructs (Nebelbildungen) formed in the 
human brain are also, necessarily, sublimates of their (men's) 
material life-process ... '13 should also be understood in a similar 
vein. Marx is not arguing for some Skinnerian ontologically 
materialist thesis of ideas or human reasoning. Rather Marx 
means that it is the most immediate conditions of men, the 
satisfaction of their material wants and needs, that forms the 
basis for their intellectual constructs. Thus when we consider the 
ideas and concepts that men use to describe their situation we 
should recognise that these are but the manifestation, transposed 
into a higher and distinct form, of both those needs themselves 
and the means by which men seek to satisfy them. 

But the failure to return again to the physical world having 
once accomplished this task of abstraction in order to formulate 
universal ideas leads to pure idealism, the dwelling only in the 
realm of abstract ideas which are then taken to have an 
independent subsistent validity of their own. Hegel's failure, so 
far as Marx is concerned, is that having achieved the formulation 
in thought of the ideas and concepts necessary to describe reality 
Hegel fails to descend once again from the heavens and 
interconnect these concepts according to their manifested real 
content, as opposed to their logically ideal one. He who remains at 
the level of abstract ideas alone can never use those ideas as the 
basis for an understanding or transformation of the world. 
Thought thus becomes divorced from Activity and the latter is 
left directionless. It is upon this problem that Marx was to found 
two other of his notable ideas, that of Reification and the 
Fetishism ofcommodities. Because the bourgeois does not test his 
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ideas in the world he is condemned to transpose for the real world 
the world of his ideas. He thus achieves a mentalist approach to 
reality which ideas he regards as reflective of the world but which 
in reality, because of their detached nature, become the source of 
self-delusion, of ideology. On the other hand the proletarian is 
obliged to labour in the material world but has no knowledge of 
why he labours, nor even does he understand the full process of 
which his labour is but a part. Neither the bourgeois in his mental 
isolation nor the proletarian in his daily confrontation with the 
brute matter of the world, can appreciate the purpose for which 
they labour in their different ways. What the worker produces 
becomes for the bourgeois a 'commodity' i.e. something abstract 
which can only be understood in terms of the most abstract idea 
of economics, the idea of money value. The 'commodities' which 
the capitalist therefore possesses at the end of a day's production 
become for him merely so many artifacts of indifferent utility 
which only have the significance that they can, at a future time, 
be transformed again into money. The proletarian on the other 
hand comes to see his labour process as something which does not 
belong to him, and his product as something which remains a 
gegenstand, i.e. as something standing over against him and 
opposed to him. What he produces he can only reappropriate as a 
consumer, a buyer of commodities. Yet even when he has 
'reappropriated' the world as a consumer his 'appropriation' of 
that world remains defective. It is a reappropriation that remains 
at the level of the Will only; it is a grasping of something which 
remains exterior in its intrinsic nature and use from the grasper. 
Because, therefore, neither the bourgeois nor the proletarian 
stand in a human relationship one with another, but are merely 
Master and Servant, that which they produce with capital and 
labour is not understood in its true significance by either of them. 

Alienation, heaven and earth and the standing of 
Hegel on his head 

Upon the same base that he constructed his theory of Reification 
and Fetishism Marx also constructed his so-called idea of 
Alienation. His theory in fact makes use of three distinct ideas or 
terms, those of Entjremdung, (Estrangement), EntiiujJerung, 
(Externalisation) and VeriiujJerung, (Commercial Relations). 

As we have seen it is the condition of man in this world that he 
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must 'go out beyond himself to confront a given material reality. 
But that 'reality' is one which requires an integrated form of 
'transcendence' that makes use of all man's powers, his Will, his 
Reason and his Labour. But the need for man to 'externalise' 
himself and make of the Gegenstand a world for himself is precisely 
the process that is frustrated by the division of society into two 
classes and the concomitant division of man's labour into the 
dissociated realms of the Mental and Physical. For Marx man
kind can never, under the conditions prevailing within capitalist 
society, make of this material world his own social and human 
world. The proletarian is condemned to exercise his practical 
skills without knowing what he is making, nor for whose bcnefit 
he is making it, nor what purpose it serves. What he produces at 
the end of a day's labour remains a thing that still stands 'over 
against him' as an unincorporated materiality, as a fetish in the 
literal sense of somcthing which he regards with an irrational 
reverence. It is a 'commodity' which belongs to another, the 
capitalist, and which he (the labourer) can only reappropriate via 
a Commercial Relation as a consumer. Yet even at this level, as 
we have noted, he acts towards the world of material things as a 
fragmented individual, for it is his Will alone which is the means 
of this 'reappropriation'. Because of this both the bourgeois and 
the proletarian are equally precluded from achieving, either 
individually or collectively, that wholistic and integrated 'trans
cendence' of the 'otherness' of the world which alone can 
transform the brute otherness of material reality into something 
for man. Both classes are condemned to remain 'estranged' from 
material reality and from each other. It is precisely the 'collective' 
effort required to produce a human world that is inhibited by the 
social relationships that lie at the base of capitalist society. Hegel 
was unable to see this because he still made use of the old 
classification of society into Estates and Guilds. In the Guild the 
Master, or Mental realm, and the Servant, or Physical realm, 
were united in the task of production. Though head and hand 
were not united in each individual neither were they as totally 
divorced, on the immediate and the human level, as they were to 
become in the factory system. In capitalism Marx saw around 
him the process of industrial manufacture rending apart what 
remained of this unity in the old Guild system. Marx's own 
adoption of the idea of classes enabled· him to recognise that the 
divorce between head and hand was becoming more pronounced. 
Whereas Hegel's theory of Estates and Guilds preserved some 
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vertical interconnection between Master and Servant, the new 
capitalist era was divided horizontally into two antagonistic 
classes whose relationships to the world were totally separated. 

Because man fails to produce a truly human world he remains 
estranged in one other important aspect for Marx; he remains 
estranged from his own 'species-essence'. Man's human 'essence' 
remains to him as something that is external and unincorporated 
into his daily life. It, his essence, is preserved in that final 
relationship that it is the duty and destiny of man, for Marx, to 
'transcend', that is, man's relationship to God. In perhaps 
Marx's most famous passage upon religion we can detect the cry 
of the oppressed. 

The suffering of religion is at once the expression of actual 
suffering and at once the protestation against that actual 
suffering. Religion is the sigh of the afflicted creature, the 
heart of a heartless world, as it is the soul of a souless 
condition. It is the Opium of the people. 14 

Religion remains the sole source of succour for those afflicted 
by the inhumanity of the new industrial era. The idea of man, 
qua Feuerbach, subsists still, but in an abstract form divorced 
from the real lives of men. Projected into heaven it becomes the 
image of God and man's relationship to his own essence becomes 
then a matter for religion and not his actual social life. It is for 
this reason that Marx's reaction to religion is ambiguous. On the 
one hand religion is the manifestation of the gap between human 
potentiality and human actuality and on the other hand, in its 
imagery and message of hope, it is the only form of relief from the 
misery of the world. The atheism of Marx is thus social rather 
than metaphysical and his demand for the overcoming of religion 
is the demand of those religious humanists such as Lessing, Kant 
and Hegel, for the creation of heaven upon earth. Only when man 
himself becomes a fully integrated and harmonious individual 
will the need to hold man's essences as something external to him 
be ended. Heaven and earth will be united. It is this hope which 
is expressed in another famous and oft-quoted sentence from 
Marx's Economic and philosophical manuscripts: 'The transcendence 
of religion as the illusory happiness of the people is the demand 
for their actual happiness.' I.') That is to say that it is not the mere 
abolition of religion which is being called for but rather its earthly 
realisation. Religion is a constant reminder of the gap between 
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human earthly social reality and the potential essence of 
mankind. As such the concept of God presents to man, albeit in 
an ideal and heavenly form, that very goal of humanity towards 
which mankind must strive. 

Conclusion 

I have attempted in this paper to give an indication of the 
relationship between Marx and Hegel and to demonstrate how 
the philosophical predisposition of Marx is built upon the 
foundations already laid by Hegel. If a short account of this 
relationship was to be given it would be as follows. The dialectic, 
for Marx as well as for Hegel, is based upon the relationship 
between ideas, between, that is to say, those essential concepts 
which man must use in order to be able to come to 'know' the 
world and to achieve that transcendence over it which is the 
special characteristic or essence of the human species. To begin 
this process man must first crea,te himself as something distinct 
from that world, he must raise himself to the level of rationality, 
to the level at which he is an abstracted individuality no longer 
bound to or governed by the mere immediate and instinctual 
relationship that he has to the world as a mere animal. This 
abstraction of man from the world entails, of necessity, an 
abstraction, or a drawing away from, the immediate in the 
human condition, the passionate and instinctive side of man. It 
was upon this process that Kant founded his theoretical view of 
human nature, distinguishing between the realm of the 'higher 
appetites' and the realm of the 'lower appetites', between mind as 
intellective and rational or mind as 'emotive' and 'instinctual'. 
Man becomes free for Kant only when he raises his will from the 
lower to the higher realm, that is to say when he allows his will to 
be governed only by the dictates of reason. But this essential and 
unavoidable first step has the undesirable consequence that man 
becomes dissociated from the immediate material word in which 
he has, also of necessity, to find his home and to satisfy his 
biological needs as a material entity amongst material entities. 
Whereas Kant limited enquiry into the a priori conditions of the 
human intellect and to the establishment of those categories and 
concepts needed to present to human consciousness a stable 
perceptual manifold of experience, Hegel, with his conception of 
Reason and dialectic, sought to provide an explication ofall of the 
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category required by man to make sense of the whole world of his 
experience and not merely its perceptual element. Hegel thus 
employs his dialectical method to demonstrate that the discrete 
concepts and categories of Kant's Logic actually form a unified 
nexus of interdependent ideas. Having provided an elucidation of 
this schema in his Logic, Hegel goes on to demonstrate how his 
logic is applied in our understanding of the world, but he does so 
from the side of logic itself. The entire thrust of Hegel's 
philosophy and view of man's transcendence of the material 
world is thus from a position that Marx comes to term the 
idealistic, or intellectualist. It is because Hegel remains at the 
level of ideas and the mental that, in seeking to integrate his 
concepts solely according to an innate logic of those ideas, he is 
driven to connect them at a logical level only. Hegel thus falls into 
the error of thinking that whatever relationship he is able to 
establish between concepts in the realm of ideas is also 
established in the realm of material reality. Marx, on the other 
hand, recognises that this human condition requires that man 
confront a given world, and once having confronted it needs to 
produce from it a social and political world in which he will have 
his being. The means by which man seeks to satisfy the most 
basic requirements for his continued existence in the world are 
not neutral in their import for the social and political life which 
he subsequently establishes. Indeed in the very processes by 
which man seeks to transcend the immediate material realm and 
to produce those material goods necessary to sustain him, man, 
though he does not realise it, also produces the social and 
political relations which become the form of his social and 
political existence. 

Hegel postulates that the condition of man's coming to be at 
home in the world is dependent upon his innate powers and 
capacities; that he is endowed with a free will, with intellect and 
with physical capacity and learned skills. In making of the 
externally given world of matter a world which is his, man must 
make use of these powers. In so doing man transforms brute 
matter and thus comes both to know and understand as well as to 
make his world. The world becomes Objective for him and its 
immediacy is incorporated into the mediate world of his social 
life. But Hegel restricts himself in his account of how man comes 
to be at home in the world to the level of intellect or Reason. In so 
doing Hegel explains, he transcends the world at the level of the 
rational Ego. But to so do is to make of aujheben a mentalistic or 
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idealistic endeavour only. Man must first abstract himself from 
the world as given in order to be able, from a detached 
perspective, to know it in a mediated, rational manner. In taking 
no heed of the needs of man as a bodily animal it ignores the 
immediate transcendence which is so fundamental for Marx. 
Indeed because the Master/Slave relation is the first condition of 
human existence the forms of transcendence, mental and 
physical, become the domain and preserves of different classes. It 
is the ruling class that establishes the ruling ideas of the age 
precisely because it is this class alone that is privileged to inhabit 
the realm of ideas. It is in this sense that Marx's assertion that 'it 
is not the consciousness of men that determine their existence, 
but their existence that determines their consciousness'16 should 
be read. Marx means the German term for 'consciousness' to be 
understood in its fully German etymology. Bewusstseins has the 
literal meaning of 'an awareness of being'. Because of the 
outcome of the Master/Slave dialectic, each class finds itself with 
a different relation to and awareness of the being of the world. 
The bourgeois adopts a mentalistic, idealistic and detached 
awareness and the Proletarian becomes aware of the brute 
'otherness', the immediate materiality, of the world. 

The consequence of this for Marx is that the intellect in 
Hegelianism is left to confront the world in the same manner as it 
is in Kantianism, as something detached from the body in which 
it resides. But man confronts the material world not merely in the 
form of the 'other', the given stuff of existence, but also in the 
form of his own 'lower' self, or instincts, needs and drives. Ifman 
is to be a whole individual he must reconcile himself with the 
world as body as well as mind, as 'lower' as well as 'higher' mind. 
Marx's advance upon Hegel was to recognise that beneath the 
mediated, mentalistic relation that man has to the world and to 
himself there is an immediate and material relation also. And it is 
this immediate relationship to himself as body and passion that 
Marx realises holds the key to the way in which man creates for 
himself a social and political world. It is only in so far as man 
enters into a relationship of mutual recognition with his fellow 
man, and enjoins upon himself the respect for others that this 
entails, that man is able to achieve both a mediated and an 
immediate aujheben of the world. 

In so far as I come to satisfy the most immediate needs and 
desires of myself and others through my labour I am reinforced 
not merely in their respect but also in their love. That rational 
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respect for others that is enjoined upon us by the Moral Law is 
supplemented by an immediate love and concern for our fellow 
man. Reason and emotion thus stand in unison. It is for this 
reason that Marx believes that Hegel's rationalistic, or idealist 
reconciliation of man with his world is only a partial reconciliation. 
In the manner of Schiller, Marx believes that it is necessary to 
bring about a harmony of the rational and passionate in man, 
and in so doing create, for the first time, a truly human being. 
This desire of Marx leads to what may be described as his most 
'utopian' aspect: namely his belief that such a harmonisation of 
the human being will produce a transformation of man's innate 
disposition to the world and towards his fellow man. Under the 
reign of such a transformed humanity the Kingdom of Ends, 
which is a rational construct, will be complemented by such a 
reconstruction of man's passions that each will be confirmed in 
their love for others at the most immediate level. It is for this 
same reason that Marx has no need of a State, for the State, at its 
best, is the guardian of the universal interest. That interest has 
now become inseparable from the particular interests of each, 
their being no difference between the good of one and the good of 
the all. For this reason Hegel's divorce between the Universal 
Will and the Particular Will is transcended and the two aspects of 
the Will are made one inseparable unity. This radical belief in the 
capacity of man to make ofhimsclfwhat he will as both a rational 
and as an emotive being is the foundation of the greatest danger 
in Marxism: for that which makes of Marxism so profound and 
sublime a humanism can also make of it the foundation for the 
most cruel totalitarianism. 
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7 

The Actual and the Rational 

Sean Sayers 

What is rational is actual and what is actual is rational. On this 
conviction the plain man like the philosopher takes his 
stand, and from it philosophy starts its study of the universe 
of mind as well as the universe of nature. 

(Hegel, Philosophy of right, p. 10) 

I 

These words, from the Preface to Hegel's Philosophy of right, are 
among his most notorious and controversial. Ever since their first 
publication, they have been attacked, ridiculed and dismissed as 
implying an extravagant idealism and an uncritical sanctification 
of the status quo. Hegel himself was surprised by the outraged 
response to what he calls 'these simple statements' (Logic § 6, 
p. 9), which he took to be stating views shared by 'the plain man' 
and 'the philosopher' . For the most part, he thought the 
opposition to be based upon simple confusions and misunder
standings of his meaning; and sympathetic commentators have, 
by and large, agreed. Thus Hegel is at pains to insist that he 
distinguishes mere 'existence' from what is 'actual', and that he is 
not justifying all that exists as rational. Nor is his philosophy to be 
equated with any simple sort of subjective idealism. With these 
points many commentators have also rested content. I 

There has been a tendency, then, to greet Hegel's doctrine 
either with uncomprehending outrage or with uncritical sympathy. 
Neither response, I shall argue, is adequate. The reactions of 
outrage are not without their basis; for Hegel's words most 
certainly have conservative implications, which he welcomed and 
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emphasised; and they also express the extreme idealism of his 
philosophy. Equally, however, there are profound and important 
ideas involved in these assertions, which are still of great 
relevance. It is these upon which I will be focusing. My concern is 
not primarily with Hegelian scholarship, but with the issues that 
his philosophy raises. I will be approaching this in the critical 
fashion that is necessary to all those who are prepared to 'avow 
themselves the pupils of that mighty thinker', and seeking to 
discern and distinguish the 'rational kernel' from the 'mystical 
shell' of Hegel's thought. 2 

II 

When Hegel talks of the rationality of the actual, his first and 
most general purpose is to specify what he takes to be the 
scientific attitude, and this is a basic and important element of 
the rational kernel of his thought. Hegel is saying that actuality 
- which, for the moment I shall take to refer to the world in all 
its aspects - is orderly in its forms and law-like in its behaviour. 
It is rational in the sense of being regular, coherent and 
comprehensible - explicable in rational and scientific terms. 

Hegel is a strong defender of the realism implicit in the 
scientific approach. He rejects the Kantian idea that order and 
necessity are merely our 'way of seeing things', mere subjective 
forms, which we impose on the world through our use of the 
'categories'. On the contrary, Hegel argues, species and kinds, 
laws and necessities, are objective features of reality which 
science seeks to discover and to understand. 3 

Hegel's philosophy is so widely regarded as an extreme form of 
speculative, a priori - even mystical- metaphysics, that it may 
come as a surprise to find it praised for being scientific and 
realistic. Of course, there are strong speculative and unscientific 
aspects to Hegel's thought; but scientific and realistic themes are 
equally present, though less often perceived or appreciated. In 
particular, philosophy, Hegel insists, should study actuality. The 
content of Hegel's work is thoroughly realistic: to a remarkable 
and unique degree for a modern philosopher. It covers a truly 
encyclopedic range of topics, treated in a thoroughly concrete and 
empirically detailed manner. 

Moreover, Hegel extends this realistic and scientific approach 
to the study of society; and his work contains a notable defence of 
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the idea of a social science. He rejects entirely the Kantian idea 
that the social world cannot be grasped in scientific terms, but 
must rather be approached morally and 'critically'. Philosophy, 
he insists: 

must be poles apart from an attempt to construct a state as 
it ought to be ... it can only show how the state, the ethical 
universe, is to be understood ... To comprehend what is, 
this is the task of philosophy. (PR, p. I I) 

By the time Hegel was writing, the scientific attitude had 
largely prevailed in the study of the natural world; but there was, 
he observed, a great resistance to regarding the social world in 
this manner. Despite the immense growth of the social sciences 
since then, this is still true today. The social and the natural 
realms, it is argued, are fundamentally distinct and different. The 
laws of nature are objective, they operate independently of us; 
and, for this reason, they must be accepted as they are and 
viewed in a scientific and objective manner. Social laws, by 
contrast, have a subjective aspect: they are our product, the 
creations of human consciousness, will and reason. To look upon 
the human world in purely objective terms, it is argued, is, there
fore, inappropriate and wrong: it is to be passive and acquiescent 
when an active and critical approach is required. For reason, in 
relation to the human world, has not only a theoretical but also a 
practical role. It can guide action and show us what ought and 
ought not to be. 

Hegel takes direct issue with these Kantian views. I t is true, of 
course, that the human world differs from the natural world, and 
that in it consciousness, will and reason can playa constitutive 
role. Hegel does not deny this (and nor does Marx, for that 
matter). However, Hegel rejects the idea that reason is a 
transcendent and absolute quality which distinguishes mankind 
from the rest of nature. He rejects the idea of an absolute gulf and 
divide between these two realms. 

When Hegel talks of the unity of the actual and the rational, 
however, it is also vital to see that he is not merely reducing the 
actual to the rational or vice versa. The relation between these 
opposites is conceived as a concrete and dialectical one. And, at 
least in the more rational parts of his work, Hegel is aware of the 
conflict as well as of the harmony of these opposites. It was 
Hegel's great ,achievement to see human consciousness, will and 
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reason in concrete and dialectical, social, historical and develop
mental terms. Practical - moral and political - ideals, he 
insists, are not the product of transcendent reason operating a 
priori, nor are they purely subjective. On the contrary, they are 
historical products and arise out of and reflect 'the ethical world' 
(that is to say, social institutions and relations). He rejects the 
dualism which is presupposed by the Kantian philosophy. 
'Reason is in the world', says Hegel, it is a social product, and 
does not need to be brought from outside by the 'critical' 
philosopher. 

This is not to say that the scientific approach is necessarily 
'uncritical'. However, there is a clear sense in which the scientific 
attitude involves a measure of acquiescence to reality or, in 
Hegel's words, 'reconciliation' with it. For being scientific implies 
that we accept objective conditions and adjust our ideas to them, 
so that our views correctly reflect these conditions, rather than 
imposing our ideas and ideals upon the world. This is the inherent 
nature of the theoretical and scientific attitude. However, it does 
not at all imply a passive or acquiescent attitude to the world 
when it comes to practice. On the contrary. A scientific and true 
understanding of the world and of its necessities is the essential 
basis for effective action upon it. To be sure, will and commit
ment are also necessary for action, but alone they are not sufficient 
to ensure success. For this the will must be guided by thought, by 
reason. We must understand the situation in which we act, and 
what is and is not really possible within it. Conversely, ignorance 
is the recipe for idle dreaming and for the construction of sterile 
utopias. The less a person knows, as Hegel says, 'the greater is his 
tendency to launch out into all sorts of empty possibilities' (Logic 
§ 143<;, p. 204). 

Hegel is not denying that utopian and critical ideas have 
played a valuable and important role in social and political 
thought. He does insist, however, that if such ideas are to be more 
than mere wishful dreams, they must reflect and be disciplined by 
reality. For example, Hegel argues that Plato's Republic - the 
greatest of utopian works - is misunderstood if it is regarded 
simply as an ideal vision of how society ought to be organised. 
The Republic is rather Plato's attempt to understand the conditions, 
the developments and the problems of the society of his day. It is 
the attempt to grasp actuality in rational terms; for: 

Philosophy is ... the apprehension of the present and 
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actual, not the erection of a beyond . . . Even Plato's 
Republic, which passes proverbially as an empty ideal, is in 
essence nothing but an interpretation of the nature ofGreek 
ethical life. (PR, p. 10) 

III 

Hegel, then, like Marx, advocates a realistic and scientific 
approach, and his account of society is historically concrete and 
dialectical. He rejects the utopian and merely 'critical' attitude as 
a basis for political thought and action. These are important 
elements of the rational kernel of his notorious principle. And yet 
Hegel's philosophy taken as a whole is far from being scientific or 
realistic. Its detailed contents are set within a philosophical 
system which purport's not merely to understand and explain the 
world in a scientific fashion, but to rationalise and justifY it. It is 
this which constitutes the mystical shell and which gives rise to 
the accusations of mysticism and conservatism. 

These accusations are fully justified. Hegel is quite explicit 
at times almost brutally so - about the conservative and 
idealising implications of his philosophy.4 The recognition of 
reason in the world, he says, 'is the rational insight which 
reconciles us to the actual, the reconciliation which philosophy 
affords' (PR, p. 12). Philosophy gives not criticism but 'consolation' 
(Logic § 14Jz, p. 209f); it teaches us to give up the restless desire 
to condemn and repudiate the existing order. 

Thus when Hegel talks of philosophy 'reconciling' us to the 
world, he means not only that we should approach the world 
scientifically and discipline our ideas to reality. He means that we 
should regard the world as rational in the sense of 'ideal'. The 
world, Hegel insists, is as it ought to be. The desire to criticise 
and to change it is the error of 'youth' which imagines 'that the 
world is utterly sunk in wickedness and that the first thing 
needful is a thorough transformation' (Logic § 234z, p. 291). The 
maturer and wiser view - the view, needless to say, embodied in 
Hegel's philosophy - is that 'actuality is not so bad and 
irrational, as purblind or wrong-headed and muddle-brained 
would-be reformers imagine' (Logic § 142z, p. 20 I). 'The Good is 
radically and really achieved' (Logic § 235, p. 291), and our 
discontents are groundless: 'all unsatisfied endeavour ceases, 
when we recognise that the final purpose of the world is 
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accomplished no less than ever accomplishing itself (Logic 
§ 234z, p. 291). 

For Hegel, then, not only is actuality rational, but rationality is 
actual, in the sense that it is actualising itself in the world. 

The actual world is as it ought to be ... the truly good, the 
universal divine Reason is the power capable of actualising 
itself ... God governs the world. The actual working out of 
His government, the carrying out of His plan is the history 
of the world. (Reason in history, p. 47) 

World history is governed by Divine Providence It IS the 
realisation of God's will on earth. The study of history and 
politics must take the form ofa justification ofGod, of a 'theodicy' 
(Reason in history, p. 18). There is no place here for criticism - no 
need for it. For evil, from this perspective, is a mere subordinate 
and vanishing moment, and our reconciliation with it is achieved 
'through the recognition of the positive elements in which that 
negative element disappears as something subordinate and 
vanquished ... The true ultimate [rational and divine] purpose 
has been actualised in the world and ... evil cannot ultimately 
prevail beside it' (Reason in history, p. 18). 

Here is the 'mystical shell' of Hegel's philosophy in full 
measure: that aspect of it which seeks, in Marx's words, to 
'transfigure and glorify the existing state ofthings' (Capital, vol. I, 
p. 20). It leads to the grotesquely idealised and unrecognisable 
account of social life which Hegel gives in his political philosophy. 
The state is pictured as 'inherently rational' and as the 
'realisation of freedom', marriage as a harmonious union based 
on love, etc. I t is tempting to try to disregard these themes as 
loose exaggeration and rhetoric on Hegel's part. 5 Unfortunately, 
this is not possible. These views are, on the contrary, an essential 
ingredient of his philosophy and of his idealism, constantly 
reiterated as the ultimate and deepest significance of his thought. 
As such, they have been taken up and repeated ever since by 'old' 
and conservatively-minded Hegelians, who have wanted to 
legitimate and rationalise the status quo. 6 

IV 

It is a common view that the conservative and idealising aspect of 
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Hegel's thought is an inevitable and inescapable outcome of his 
identification of the actual and the rational. But this is not so. As 
Hegel himself insisted, and as the Young Hegelians were quick to 
point out, the unity of actuality and reason is a dialectical one, 
which includes within it conflict as well as harmony. Although 
Hegel often tends to take the side of conservatism and reconciliation 
in his later writings, his philosophy is more complex, more 
confused and contradictory - and also more profound and 
interesting - in its practical implications than this suggests. In 
the Encyclopaedia Logic (3rd edn, 1830), indeed, Hegel repudiated 
the accusation that he was seeking merely to justifY the existing 
order and to rule out any criticism of it. 'Who is not acute 
enough', he asks, 'to see a great deal in his own surroundings 
which is really far from being as it ought to be?' (Logic § 6, p. 10) 

The claim that the 'actual is rational' does not, he insists, mean 
that whatever exists is rational. 'Actuality' and 'existence' are 
both technical terms in his logical system. Of the two, existence is 
the lower grade of being. There are things which exist and yet 
which lack 'actuality' in Hegel's sense, for actuality is 'the unity 
of essence and existence, inward and outward' (Logic, § 142, 
p. 200). An existing thing is actual only when its existence is in 
harmony with its essence; when its existence corresponds with its 
proper notion, function or idea. On the other hand, 'when this 
unity is not present, a thing is not actual even though it may have 
acquired existence. A bad state is one which merely exists; a sick 
body exists too, but it has no genuine reality' (PR, p. 283). 

Hegel's idea of actuality is closely associated with his account 
of truth, and usefully understood in relation to it. Truth is 
commonly regarded as a quality of propositions or ideas, which 
they possess when they correspond to their objects. For Hegel, 
however, this is merely the concept of 'correctness', and he 
distinguishes from it a deeper, 'philosophical' sense of truth, 
which refers to the correspondence of an object with its 'Notion', 
'Concept' or 'Idea'.7 

Truth in the deeper sense consists in the identity between 
objectivity and the notion. It is in this deeper sense of truth 
that we speak of a true state, or a true work of art. These 
objects are true if they are as they ought to be; i.e. if their 
reality corresponds to their notion. When thus viewed, the 
untrue is much the same as to be bad. A bad man is an 
untrue man. (Logic § 213<:, p. 276) 
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This may sound strange and unfamiliar, but, as Hegel points out, 
there are examples of this usage in ordinary language: 'thus we 
speak of a true friend: by which we mean a friend whose manner 
of conduct accords with the notion of friendship' (Logic § 24,(;, 
p.41). 

Tobe rational, actual and true, the objectivity ofa thing must, 
thus, correspond with its notion, its existence with its essence: it 
must be a harmonious whole, not infected with contradiction. To 
be untrue, not fully actual, not fully rational, on the other hand, 
means 'to be bad, self-discordant' (Logic § 24,(;, p. 41). But the 
bad, to repeat the crucial point, although it lacks actuality, may 
none the less exist. 

This distinction between actuality and existence puts the 
Hegelian view that the actual is rational in an entirely new light. 
Indeed, if 'actuality' is taken to refer only to fully rational 
existence, then Hegel's principle becomes true by definition. This 
is, no doubt, part of the reason why Hegel and his followers have 
tended to brush aside objections to this principle. Once we grasp 
what Hegel means by 'actuality', we cannot but agree that the 
actual is rational, for this is simply a tautology. 

The problem, however, has only been shifted elsewhere. 
Although the actual may be rational, by no means all that exists is 
rational and actual. The question remains of how far this 
tautological notion of rational actuality is applicable to the 
existent world around us. On this crucial issue Hegel is 
ambiguous and unclear. 

In his political and historical writings, as we have seen, Hegel 
often tends to suggest that the state and society, as they have 
developed and as they in fact exist, are rational and actual. This 
is the basis of Hegel's conservatism, and it is in these terms that 
he attacks would-be critics of society: 

Reason is not so impotent as to bring about only the ideal, 
the ought, which supposedly exists in some unknown region 
beyond reality (or, as is more likely, only as a particular idea 
in the heads of a few individuals)8 (Reason in history, p. 11). 

In more metaphysical and logical contexts, however, we are 
told that nothing finite is fully actual or rational. Indeed, Hegel 
says that 

God alone is the thorough harmony of notion and reality. 
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All finite things involve an untruth: they have a notion and 
an existence, but their existence does not meet the 
requirements of the notion. For this reason they must 
perish. (Logic § 24", p. 41) 

All 'finite' things, therefore, are contradictory and to that 
extent irrational. They can be criticised for their 'untruth'. 
Indeed, because of their contradictoriness - their irrationality 
and untruth - all finite things are destined to 'criticise' 
themselves in a practical fashion. They are ultimately doomed to 
change and to pass away. 'Finite things are changeable and 
transient ..., existence is associated with them for a season only 
... the association is neither eternal nor inseparable' (Logic § 193, 
p.259). 

This is the dialectical side of Hegel's thought. It was seized 
upon by the Young Hegelians, who saw in it the seeds of a radical 
and critical philosophy. For, if nothing but God is fully actual, 
fully rational - if everything finite is animated by contradiction 
and in the process of change - then what in fact exists is never 
ideal. One must equally say 'what is actual is irrational'. And so, 
for the Young Hegelians, the realisation of reason is not an 
established fact, but rather a goal and a task. The world as it is, 
the existing state of things, must be criticised and transformed: 
reason must be realised, it must be made actual. 

Engels, in his excellent discussion of these issues, credits Heine 
with being among the first to appreciate the critical and revolu
tionary significance of Hegel's philosophyYHeine expresses this 
charmingly in an imaginary dialogue between himself and Hegel, 
who goes under the title of 'the King of Philosophy'. 

Once when I was put out by the saying: 'all that exists is 
rational' he smiled in a peculiar way and observed: 'it could 
also mean: all that is rational must exist.' He looked around 
hastily but soon calmed down, for only Heinrich Beer heard 
what he said. lo 

1 do not know who Heinrich Beer is, but it is clear that Heine's 
meaning is that Hegel was himself aware of the ambiguity and of 
the possibly revolutionary significance bfhis philosophy, but that 
he was afraid to speak it. I doubt that this is a correct account of 
Hegel's intentions; but whether it is so or not is unimportant 
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here. For what is undoubted is that Hegel's philosophy contains 
strands and themes which, whether he intended them so or not, 
have a critical and revolutionary significance. It is these that were 
emphasised and developed by the Young Hegelians and by the 
young Marx. 

Indeed, one of the clearest statements of this 'critical' 
interpretation of the Hegelian philosophy is given by Marx, in a 
letter to Ruge of September, 1843. 

Reason has always existed, but not always in a rational 
form. The critic can therefore start out from any form of 
theoretical and practical consciousness and from the forms 
peculiar to existing reality develop the true reality as its 
obligation and its final goal. As far as real life is concerned it 
is precisely the political state . .. which, even where it is not 
yet consciously imbued with socialist demands, contains the 
demands of reason. And the political state does not stop 
there. Everywhere it assumes that reason has been realised. 
But precisely because of that it everywhere becomes 
involved in the contradiction between its ideal function and 
its real prerequisites. (Collected works, vol. 3, p. 143) 

This is pure Young Hegelianism. In the existing political state, 
Marx is saying, we can discern a contradiction between its 'ideal 
function' and its existing form: there is a discrepancy between its 
notion and its objective existence. To that extent, the state is 
irrational and untrue, and may be criticised as such. 

Moreover, such criticism, the Young Hegelians insisted, does 
not involve bringing either Kantian a priori or merely subjective 
ideals and values to bear on reality from outside. The ideals 
according to which the existing state is to be criticised, on the 
contrary, are supposed, in Hegelian fashion, to be the notion of the 
state: something which is intrinsic to the state - its very essence. II 
Again Marx puts it memorably: '\Ve do not confront the world in 
a doctrinaire fashion with a new principle: Here is the truth, 
kneel down before it! We develop new principles for the world out 
of the world's own principles' (Collected works, vol. 3, p. 144). 

v 


This IS the Young Hegelian, critical, approach. Like Old 

152 



The Actual and the Rational 

Hegelian conservatism, it derives from themes which are central 
and essential to Hegel's philosophy; and initially, at least, it 
seems to offer an attractive alternative. Ultimately, however, it, 
too, conflicts with the rational - the scientific and realistic 
side of Hegel's thought, and cannot provide a satisfactory basis 
for the study of politics or society. Indeed, this critical approach 
represents precisely the sort of utopian and subjective wishful 
thinking against which Hegel directs his polemics. The existing 
order is regarded as the imperfect and partial embodiment of the 
Notion or Ideal, which is its real essence, truth and ultimate 
destiny. The established order is measured against this Ideal and 
found wanting. The scientific attitude of studying what is, is 
abandoned, and the world is judged and criticised in the light of 
how it ought to be. 

I will illustrate these points with some recent examples; for the 
Young Hegelian approach has not been confined to Hegel's 
disciples of the l840s. It has had an enduring influence, and 
appears in some unexpected places. For example, in the Marxist 
tradition, and even amongst the hardest of hard-liners, who 
would be horrified by the thought that they had much in common 
with the early Marx, let alone with Hegel! It is particularly 
evident in the discussion of what Bahro has so usefully called 
'actually existing' socialist societies, like those of Eastern Europe, 
the Soviet Union, Cuba and China. 12 How often have we heard 
the refrain that these societies are not 'genuinely' socialist, that 
they are not 'true' workers states. Of course, they exist in fact; 
but, in true Hegelian terms, what is being said is that they are not 
as they ought to be, they do not embody the concept, the notion 
- the ideal- of socialism: they lack 'actuality' and 'rationality'. 

The un-ideal character of 'actually existing' socialist states is 
one of the major problems for contemporary socialist thought. An 
all too common response on the left has been to try to evade this 
problem by discounting these societies as 'exceptions' in the ways 
described. But this is clearly not a satisfactory response. It 
involves abandoning altogether the scientific approach to history 
and adopting instead a purely moral one. There can, of course, be 
exceptions in history; but when history comes to be entirely 
composed of them they cease to be exceptions and become the 
stuff and actuality of history. The ideal is then revealed as unreal, 
utopian and subjective. 

Not that this style of thought is any monopoly of the left. One 
of the stranger products of the American far right is a writer 
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called Ayn Rand, who propounds an extreme and simplistic 
brand of laissez-faire individualism. Among her works is a book 
with the arresting title, Capitalism: the unknown ideal. However, the 
title is designed not simply to capture attention; it accurately 
reflects the theme of the book. The ideal of capitalism is 
'unknown', she believes, because it has not yet been tried! The 
essence and the ideal of capitalism is the free market. Capitalism, 
as it has existed for all these centuries - 'actually existing' 
capitalism - has never realised this ideal. Laissez-faire and the 
free market have always been restricted and compromised, she 
thinks, by excessive state interference under the influence of 
muddled and weak humanitarian do-gooders, etc. The destructive 
features of capitalism - the exploitation, stagnation, alienation, 
oppression and misery associated with it - are all the mere 
aberrant and monstrous products of the mixed economy. Pure 
capitalism, the 'unknown ideal', would not be like this. 

To write history in this way is, of course, absurd. Socialists, 
however, are in danger of precisely similar absurdities when they 
reject actually existing socialist societies as 'exceptions', and 
persist in thinking of socialism as an 'unknown ideal'. 

It is not the job of history or of the social sciences to criticise or 
condemn societies according to ideal standards: rather, they 
should seek to understand and explain the real world as it has in 
fact developed. The social sciences, that is to say, must reconcile 
themselves to the world, and avoid what Carr calls the 'might 
have been school of thought'. 13 Socialists, in particular, must 
confront the real world of socialism and come to terms with it, 
rather than dismissing it as an aberration. In saying this, I must 
stress, I am not suggesting that they should abandon all criticism, 
and simply endorse everything that has gone under the name of 
socialism. In the remainder of this paper, I shall try to show how 
Marx distinguishes what is rational from what is mystical in 
Hegel's principle and, on that basis, provides a method which is 
both scientific and critical. 

VI 

Old Hegelianism seeks to legitimise the existing order, whereas 
Young Hegelianism is dedicated to criticising it. At first sight 
they seem absolute opposites; but, as I have shown, they share in 
common the fact that they both adopt a moral rather than a 

154 



The Actual and the Rational 

scientific approach to the world. The basis for this moral 
approach, moreover, lies in the idealism which both share and 
which is a central feature of Hegel's metaphysics. 

As we have seen, Hegel's philosophy involves an extravagant 
form of idealism. The actual is rational, he thought, because 
Reason, the Idea, the Ideal, is an active principle, expressing and 
realising itself in the world. 'Reason', says Hegel, 'is the soul of 
the world it inhabits, its immanent principle, its most proper and 
inward nature, its universal' (Logic § 24<;, p. 37). Moreover, all 
this is given a theological interpretation, so that the objective 
world becomes God's creation and history a 'theodicy'. It is this 
idealism which gives rise to that paradoxically 'inverted' order so 
characteristic of Hegel's philosophy. For Hegel, it is reason, the 
idea, the ideal that comes first, and which then specifies, 
concretises and realises itself in its particulars. As Seth says, 
'Hegel's language would justifY us in. believing that categories 
take flesh and blood and walk into the air ... that logical 
abstractions can thicken so to speak into real existence' (Heglianism 
and personality, p. 125). 

Hegel's principle that the actual is rational is often identified as 
the locus and source of his idealism; and, as such, rejected in 
favour of the dualist alternative. (For example, this is what Seth 
goes on to do.) It is certainly true that Hegel expresses his 
idealism through this principle; but we must proceed carefully at 
this point if we are to disentangle what is scientific and rational 
from what is mystical and idealistic in it. 

In particular, it is vital to see that materialism also involves the 
idea of the unity of actuality and reason. Human reason is 
nothing transcendent - it is a product of natural and social 
evolution. For this reason, Marx does not reject or discard 
Hegel's principle. Rather, as he says, he turns it 'on its feet'. 

For Hegel, the life-process of the human brain, i.e., the 
process of thinking, which, under the name of 'the Idea', he 
even transforms into an independent subject, is the demiurgos 
[creator] of the real world, and the real world is only the 
external, phenomenal form of 'the Idea'. With me, on the 
contrary, the idea is nothing else than the material world 
reflected by the human brain, and transformed into forms of 
thought. (Capital, vol. I, p. 19) 

For Marx, that is to say, nature and society are not, as with 
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Hegel, the products of reason; on the contrary, reason - ideas 
and ideals - are the outcome and creations of natural and 
historical development. 'The phantoms formed in the human 
brain are ... sublimates of their material life process ... 
Morality, religion, metaphysics, all the rest of ideology and their 
corresponding forms of consciousness, thus no longer retain the 
semblance of independence' (German ideology, p. 47). Ideas and 
ideals have no autonomy from social life. They are the subjective 
aspect of actual and existing objective social relations: they are 
social through and through. 

Marx's materialism does not, then, involve any denial of the 
unity of actuality and reason; but it does, as Marx says, 'invert' 
the Hegelian and idealist interpretation of it. Instead of starting 
with ideas and ideals, and either criticising or justifying reality in 
terms of them, Marx begins with social reality and explains ideas 
and ideals on this basis. 

In direct contrast to German philosophy, which descends 
from heaven to earth, here we ascend from earth to heaven 
... We set out from real, active men, and on the basis of 
their real life-process we demonstrate the development of 
the ideological reflexes and echoes of this life process. 
(German ideology, p. 47) 

This sort ofoutlook has been enormously attractive and fruitful 
as a basis for social theory. However, it may well seem that such a 
straightforward kind of materialism is a reductive and crude 
philosophy which leaves unresolved many of the problems of the 
relation of reason to reality that I have been raising. In 
particular, it is often argued that such a philosophy is unable to 
do justice to the critical nature of thought. If reason were nothing 
but a product and a reflection of the established order, then, it 
seems, it could neither oppose existing conditions nor be critical 
of them. In order to acknowledge the critical power of reason, it is 
argued, reason must be viewed in a dualistic fashion as a force 
separate and distinct from the world. 

Marx's materialism, however, is not reductive. On the 
contrary, it is a dialectical form of materialism which is not 
vulnerable to this argument. For a crucial aspect of the rational 
kernel that Marx retains from Hegel's philosophy is the dialectic. 
To the question: where do critical ideas come from? - Marx's 
response is clear and unmistakable. All ideas are social and 

156 



The Actual and the Rational 

historical products. All ideas are, in this sense, ideological. 
Critical ideas - just like uncritical ones - arise from and reflect 
social reality. In saying this, Marx does not deny that reason can 
oppose and criticise the established order. He does, however, 
insist that when it does so, that is a reflection of the fact that 
existing conditions are themselves contradictory. 'If theory, theology, 
philosophy, ethics, etc., comes into contradiction with existing 
relations, this can only occur because existing social relations 
have come into contradiction with existing forces of production' 
(German ideology, p. 52). 

Criticism is not the prerogative of thought alone. Opposition, 
negation and contradiction are in the world: they are features of 
what is. For nothing concrete and determinate merely is. Nothing 
is simply and solely positive. Negation and opposition are 
essentially involved in all things. This is the first lesson ofHegel's 
logic, and the most vital principle of dialectic in all its forms. 
Mere being is an abstract and empty category. All concrete 
things are a unity of being and nothing, of positive and negative 
aspects; and these opposites are synthesised in the process of 
movement and becoming. Everything concrete is contradictory. 
'We are aware that everything finite, instead of being stable and 
ultimate is rather changeable and transient' (Logic § 8lz, p. 150). 

Marxism is a dialectical philosophy. As such, it rejects the 
abstract, merely positivistic conception of actuality, according to 
which what is, merely is. 

To materialised conception existence stands in the character 
of something solely positive, and quietly abiding within its 
own limits ... But the fact is, mutability lies in the notion of 
existence, and change is only the manifestation of what it 
implicitly is. (Logic § 92z, p. 174) 

Thus negation, opposition and criticism do not need to be 
brought to the world by the thinking subject from the outside. 
The social world already contains negative, critical and contradic
tory forces within it. Nor is this criticism embodied merely in 
ideas or ideals. It exists first of all in fact. Only later is it 
apprehended by consciousness and reflected in thought. Thus 
Marx insists that 'Communism is for us not a state ofaffairs which 
is to be established, an ideal to which reality will have to adjust 
itself. We call communism the real movement which abolishes the 
present state of things' (German ideology, pp. 56-7). 
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Marx, then, essentially agrees with Hegel's view that 

dialectic is not an activity of subjective thinking applied to 
some matter externally, but is rather the matter's own soul 
putting forth its branches and fruit organically. This 
development of the Idea is the proper activity of its 
rationality, and thinking, as something subjective, merely 
looks on at it without for its part adding to it any ingredient 
of its own. To consider a thing rationally means not to bring 
reason to bear on the object from the outside and so to 
tamper with it, but to find that the object is rational on its 
own account. (PR, § 31, pp. 34-5) 

What Hegel is describing here, albeit in the alien and 
metaphysical language which is so much his own, is nothing 
other than the scientific method. This approach undoubtedly 
involves a measure of 'reconciliation' to reality, as we have seen. 
It involves, as Hegel says, not 'tampering' with the world, not 
imposing value and ideals upon it, but rather observing and 
understanding it as it is. However, in Marx's hands at least, this 
method by no means entails a conservative attitude or the 
abrogation of criticism. For Marx does not set out to judge 
capitalism against any pre-established moral values, nor to posit 
an ideal socialist state of the future. Rather, he attempts to 
understand and explain in scientific terms the working of existing 
capitalist society. As Engels says, Marx 'never based his 
communist demands upon this [moral principle] but upon the 
inevitable collapse of the capitalist mode of production, which is 
daily taking place before our eyes to an ever greater degree' 
(Preface to Marx, Poverty ofphilosopkY, p. 9). 

In this way - by exposing, articulating and analysing the 
critical and revolutionary tendencies and forces already at work 
in the world - Marx provides the most powerful and effective 
critique of capitalism: a scientific critique. 14 

Notes 

1. See, e.g., S. Avineri, Hegel's theory of the modern state, pp. 115-31; 
and W. Kaufman, Hegel: a reinterpretation, ch. 6. 

2. These phrases arc, of course, from K. Marx, Capital, vol. I, pp. 19
20. 
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3. I am here condensing an account of Hegel's critique of Kant's 
theory of knowledge given more fully in Realiry and Reason, chs 2-3. 

4. See, e.g., the bitter attack on Fries in Hegel's Preface to Philosophy 
of right. 

5. See, e.g., W. Kaufman, Hegel: a reinterpretation, ch. 6. 
6. For a secular version of such Hegelian conservatism, see F.H. 

Bradley, 'My Station and its Duties', Ethical studies, ch. .'\; and, more 
recently, R. Scruton, The meaning of conservatism. 

7. The German term that Hegel uses is 'Begriif', which is translated 
by Wallace as 'Notion' and by Knox as 'Concept'. 

S. I have amended Hartman's translation in line with the version 
given by Nisbet in Hegel, Lectures on the philosophy of world history: 
introduction, p. 27. 

9. F. Engels, Ludwig Feuerbach and the end ofclassical German philosophy, 
ch. I. 

10. From Heine's letter On Germany, quoted by Plekhanov in his Notes 
to the Russian edition (1892) of Engels, Ludwig Feuerbach, p. 104. 

I I. See H. Marcuse, Reason and revolution for an excellent account of the 
'critical', Young Hegelian, reading of Hegel, which brings out this point 
particularly clearly. 

12., R, Bahro, The alternative in Eastern Europe, 
13. E.H, Carr, What is history?: p, 96, This work contains a useful and 

illuminating discussion of the role of reason in history. 
14. I am grateful for comments and criticisms to Chris Arthur, Susan 

Easton, David Lamb, Joe McCarney and Gillnur Savran. 
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Hegel, Marx and Dialectic 

Joseph McCarney 

This paper is an attempt to establish the significance of dialectic 
for social scientific inquiry. Its topic is the idea of a dialectical 
social science, and the question it seeks to answer is the question 
of how such a science is possible. Its understanding of what 
dialectic is comes from Hegel. This is scarcely surprising, since 
his writings are the source of the modern debate and treat the 
basic theoretical issues with unparalleled richness. A convenient 
starting point in them is offered by a passage from the Philosophy 
of right: 

The concept's moving principle, which alike engenders and 
dissolves the particularizations of the universal, I call 
'dialectic' ... The ... dialectic of the concept consists not 
simply in producing the determination as a contrary and a 
restriction, but in producing and seizing upon the positive 
content and outcome of the determination, because it is this 
which makes it solely a development and an immanent 
progress. Moreover, this dialectic is not an activity of 
subjective thinking applied to some matter externally, but is 
rather the matter's very soul putting forth its branches and 
fruit organically. This development of the Idea is the proper 
activity of its rationality, and thinking, as something 
subjective, merely looks on at it without for its part adding 
to it any ingredient of its own. To consider a thing 
rationally means not to bring reason to bear on the object 
from the outside and so to tamper with it, but to find that 
the object is rational on its own account; here it is mind in 
its freedom, the culmination of self-conscious reason, which 
gives itself actuality and engenders itself as an existing 
world. J 
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It is, of course, unwise to focus too hard on a single passage, but 
the risks are reduced in this case by the representative nature of 
the themes being addressed. Above all, the passage is representative 
of Hegel's dealings with dialectic through its placing of the 
category of reason at the centreof things. Much ofthe difficulty of 
the present inquiry consists in showing how this emphasis is to be 
conceived and justified in the context ofdialectical social science. 
It is already clear that such a science will not qualify as rational 
just in virtue of employing a rational methodology: it has also to 
do justice to the rationality of its object. Even this will not suffice, 
if it is intelligible as merely 'an activity of subjective thinking 
applied to some matter externally'. To have a dialectical 
character, the science must somehow, it appears, participate in 
the activity of rationality it uncovers. For what is dialectical has 
to constitute an immanent progress, an organic development. 
These are demanding requirements, and likely to prove signifi
cantly more demanding for us than they were for Hegel. 

If one asks how he met them, the answer suggested by the 
passage is, in general terms, clear enough: it is that one has to 
invoke his ontology. The matter in question is rational on its own 
account because it is the medium of existence for what is, under 
one aspect, identified as itself 'self-conscious reason', and under 
others as 'the Idea' and as 'mind' (Geist). A solution along these 
lines, however, poses a special difficulty for our project. In the 
usual litanies, from Croce onwards, of what is living and what is 
dead in Hegel, it is his ontological vision that is most readily 
assigned to the philosophical graveyard. The task of explaining 
why this is so is bound to be complex, and, fortunately, lies 
outside our scope. What seems undeniable is that the claims of 
self-conscious reason as matter and subject arouse few answering 
chords in the contemporary world, even among 'Hegelians'. The 
level of embarrassment is likely to be highest in philosophy of 
science, at least in so' far as it is sensitive to contemporary 
scicntific practice. The secular and reductive spirit of that 
practice is markedly unsympathetic to whatever it can construe 
as metaphysical excess. For anyone concerned for Hegel's 
thought as a living force, it may be instructive to accept this 
verdict, at lcast for the sake of the argument, and to explore the 
consequences. This would be to ask whether the dialectical 
character ofscience may he preserved without the original ontology. 
Is there a Way other than the one Hegel took in which science 
may both reveal and contribute to the rationality of its object? 
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If recent theory of science is agreed on anything, it is agreed 
that the philosophy and the history should not be kept in 
watertight compartments. Philosophy of science, in particular, 
runs a risk of sterility unless it stays in contact with some concrete 
practice of science. To say this is to restate what was well 
understood by Hegel. His excursions into the subject are marked 
by scorn of 'mere formalism', with its imaginary examples and 
lifeless schemas, and by extensive reference to the details of the 
science of his time. 2 Ifone tries to follow this lead here, a certain 
body of work forces itself on one's attention. Marx consistently 
claimed that his science was dialectical and that the author of its 
dialectic was Hegel. As a social scientific achievement under such 
auspices, it has no serious rival in terms of scale of conception, 
thoroughness of execution and historical influence. There is a 
more specific consid~ration which commends it to us. Marx is a 
Hegelian for our time, at least in the negative sense that what he 
is crucially unable to accept is the ontology. From early to late, 
the burden ofhis complaint is always the treatment of the Idea as 
subject. 3 If one considers the details of this critique, it may well 
have to be admitted that it gives the ontology a somewhat 
simplistic reading, tending all too readily to take its subject as a 
transcendent being in relation to whose activity events in the 
ordinary world are epiphenomenal. Such a reading, it may be 
thought, fails to do justice to the central Hegelian claim to have 
rendered aufgehoben the traditional opposition of immanence and 
transcendence by virtue of a subject which is neither simply 
external to the finite nor wholly exhausted in it. For present 
purposes, however, it may suffice to work with fairly coarse
grained categories here: the radical character of Marx's break 
with his philosophical upbringing will be more significant than 
the element of caricature through which it was mediated. It is 
enough that he shares with our contemporaries an inability to 
accept the dialectic of society as a process through which reason 
engenders itself as an existing world, however that engendering is 
precisely to be conceived. In spite of this, he was to carry through 
a programme of social inquiry claiming the inspiration of Hegel's 
dialectic. Such an achievement must have considerable signifi
cance for our discussion. Hence, we may provisionally replace the 
original question with the more manageable one ofhow this claim 
is to be understood. In what does the dialectical status of Marx's 
science consist? 
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I 

It should be said at once that rejecting the ontology is not like 
cutting away an excrescence that allows everything else to 
flourish as before. There is within Marxism a tradition, derived 
ultimately from Engels, of seeing the relationship with Hegel in 
just such facile terms. It is, on this view, a question of keeping the 
radical 'method' while dropping the conservative 'system'. Such 
a formula fails to register the way in which method and system 
are bound together in Hegel's thought. The point is easy to 
illustrate from within the range of present concerns. It is 
generally assumed that contradiction is a key dialectical category. 
Yet it is noteworthy that many commentators have failed to 
detect at various points in Hegel's dialectic the inner complexity 
which that category needs to take root.4 Instead, they have seen a 
linear sequence in which every stage follows directly from the one 
before without the mediation of conflict within the stages. They 
have concluded that contradiction is not, after all, essential to 
dialectical movement. What is essential to it is the striving of 
incomplete and finite categories towards their completion in the 
infinite. The heart of the matter is taken to be, not the 
contradictions in things which generate their restlessness but, the 
'absolute unrest' which typically, though not inevitably, finds 
expression in contradictions. It is not necessary to decide the 
merits of this interpretation here. But one should at least note 
that it focuses on a significant feature of Hegel's presentation, and 
one should note also the chief response available to the friends of 
contradiction. It is a response that enlists the ontology directly by 
making its subject the bearer ofone side of the oppositions. Thus, 
it may be granted that in some stretches of dialectic the moment 
of internal conflict is lacking,_ while insisting that there remains, 
at every stage short of the last, the contrast between the existing 
state of things and what they will become in the fulfilment of 
reason. The mainspring of the movement through these stretches 
is the tension between the way the contents are at any particular 
point and the way they are potentially, in their concept and in 
truth. Momentum is sustained not through contradictions in the 
real, but through contradictions between -the real and the 
rational. Clearly, the rational cannot, for Marx, have the 
existential status required for a solution of this kind. The break 
with Hegel now appears as a break with 'method' as well as 
'system', since here dialectic and ontology are inseparable. 
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This conclusion may seem to have gloomy implications for our 
inquiry. Fortunately, however, the damage can be contained. 
There is, it should be remembered, a large variety of dialectical 
models in Hegel, a variety too large to be captured in a simple 
formula. In some of them, no special ontological reinforcements 
are needed to get the contradictions going. As a model for science, 
the phenomenological dialectic is the outstanding candidate 
among these. Consciousness, Hegel insists, is always conscious
ness of something. So a dialectic of forms of consciousness will 
have built into its structure a dualism that guarantees the 
complexity presupposed by relations of contradiction. Such 
relations will obtain in practice whenever the idea of the object by 
which the subject consciousness is possessed comes in conflict 
with the object as it is actually encountered in experience.5 Given 
a subject meeting minimal conditions of rationality, the conflict 
brings about of itself a change in the preconceptions. This is the 
pattern usually taken to be classically exemplified in the opening 
chapters of the Phenomenology of spirit. That this is so is at least a 
happy omen. The Phenomenology is a key text of the Hegel-Marx 
nexus: it is for Marx 'the true point of origin and the secret of the 
Hegelian philosophy'.6 Moreover, in its opening chapters it is 
forms of cognition that prove inadequate when the version of 
reality they project is put to the test. In the present inquiry also, it 
is with a form of cognition that we have to deal. It seems natural 
to suggest that the model for dialectical social science may be 
found in Hegelian phenomenology. 

II 

This suggestion will be developed in a schematic way at first and 
the details will be filled in later. In Marx's appropriation of the 
phenomenological theme, the subject is the social class, and so 
the dialectic of consciousness becomes a dialectic of class 
consciousness. A class may be thought ofas equipped with a view 
of its social world which has to cope with the demands of 
everyday existence in that world. For a subordinate class, at least 
in the earlier stages of the dialectic, the essential content of this 
world-view is supplied by the 'ruling ideas', which, Marx tells us, 
are the ideas of the ruling class. In an idiom with a sharper edge 
to it, the class may be said to be subjected to the ruling ideology; 
that is, to the set of ideas and beliefs which serve the interests of 
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the ruling class by legitimising its rule. 7 This ideology involves, 
like any other, cognitive claims. It purports to embody a correct 
picture of social reality. It is these claims which, according to the 
phenomenological model, will come in conflict with, and be 
refuted by, experience. Such experience is, of course, not 
unmediated. It is human social experience and, as such, highly 
conceptualised, not a registering of raw data. The dialectic of 
class consciousness is the process through which the way it is 
conceptualised comes increasingly to be informed by scientific 
insight. Thus, in Marx's version, the phenomenological dialectic 
is fuelled by the opposition of ruling ideas and comprehended 
experience. In the central case with which he was concerned this, 
it turns out, is equivalent to the opposition of bourgeois ideology 
and proletarian science. 

This attempt to reconstruct Marx's conception ofdialectic has, 
like any other, to face the difficulty posed by the reticence of the 
texts. These embody a practice, but without providing an explicit 
theory of it. The sketch that has been given seems, however, to 
offer a way of piecing together the major clues that are available. 
In the first place, it can show the exactness of Marx's favoured 
self-description of his work, evidenced by the titles or sub-titles of 
the major writings, as a 'critique of political economy'. In the 
terms of the preceding discussion, this is to say that it is a critique 
of the central, most formidable, version of bourgcois ideology. 
Marx evidently saw the significance of his life-work as bound up 
with the destruction of the cognitive core of that ideology. This is 
intelligible in the light of our scheme in so far as such a work of 
destruction serves to break the grip of the ruling ideas by 
exposing the gap between what they project and the reality. In 
doing so it exposes and activates the primary contradiction of the 
dialectic of class consciousness. 

It should also be possible at this point to accommodate the 
more specific dues that Marx provides in moments of methodo
logical reflection. Perhaps the most characteristic and significant 
of them is the insistence that his dialectic, Hegel's dialectic 'in its 
rational form', is 'in its very essence critical and revolutionary'.8 
This insistence has greatly influenced later attempts to explicate 
his conception of his scientific work. It has been taken as 
confirming that its relation to its object is not to be thought of as 
merely explanatory or theoretical in the manner of orthodox 
science but as 'practical', even 'transformative', as well. In the 
most influential version of the idea in twentieth century Marxism, 
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dialectical social science has been interpreted as a 'critique' or 
'critical theory' of society. Such a view of its status, although all 
too frequently taken for granted, is open to various objections. 
What concerns us here is simply its ability to preserve the 
dialectical character of inquiry. The notion of critique that is 
usually taken to be involved is the familiar one of systematically 
elaborated negative evaluation. Some such understanding seems 
required if the thesis is to perform the task of explaining how 
theory can be 'practical'. For a negative evaluation may be 
thought of as yielding reasons for doing something to change 
what is being evaluated, and such reasons for acting are, it may 
be said, practical in a primitive sense. The difficulty, however, is 
to see what constitutes a science of social contradictions as a 
negative evaluation of society, and to this the literature offers no 
satisfactory solution. The obvious suggestion is that the exposure 
of contradictions is necessarily the exposure of defects, since a 
contradiction is, as such, a defect in whatever it appears. But this 
avenue seems to be blocked by the opposition of the entire 
dialectical tradition, formulated most trenchantly by Hege1.9 

Even if it could be overcome, the critique thesis is in other ways 
ill-equipped to meet the needs ofdialectical thought, as adumbrated 
in the passage which was our starting point. The rationality of 
social critique, as usually conceived, is essentially the rationality 
of the critic: rationality on the side of the object is superfluous to 
its constitution. This is to say that the enterprise is constituted 
from an external point of view, and so fails to belong to the 
organic development of the matter. Marx is quite as unsympathetic 
as Hegel to any suggestion that the role of theory is to confront 
existing reality with a Sollen, an abstract vision of what it ought to 
be. Thus, he is scathing about attempts to find an intellectual 
basis for socialism in a condemnation ofcapitalism, a tendency he 
associates with utopian thought. His work must, it seems, achieve 
its practical significance in some more immediate and immanent 
way. If one considers the specific needs of a phenomenological 
dialectic, the critique thesis has other difficulties to face. There is, 
in particular, the problem of accounting for the unique categorial 
status of the phenomenological subject. The critique of society is 
most naturally taken as yielding considerations which are 
binding on all in so far as they are rational. Marx's science, 
however, is not addressed indiscriminately to the universe of 
rational beings: it is by its very nature internally bound to the 
standpoint of the proletariat, the subject of its dialectic. In the 
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face of these difficulties, it is a relief to turn once again to our 
Hegelian model. For it then becomes clear that the critique of 
society thesis introduces a wholly superfluous level of mediation 
into the conception of dialectical science. 

It will scarcely be contentious to assert that in Hegelian 
phenomenology transitions are not effected through negative 
evaluations of the successive moments. iO The source of movement 
is the discovery, not that these are as such undesirable or unsatis
factory, but that they involve contradictions. This discovery is, in 
terms of the model, immediately practical for a consciousness 
meeting minimal conditions of rationality. Such a consciousness 
cannot rest in the awareness of its own contradictions, but is 
driven towards their resolution. This force exerts itself in a 
modality which is not that of practical judgement as normally 
understood, but that of conceptual necessity. For its operation is 
the substance of the attribution of rationality to the subject 
consciousness in the first place. A subject who failed to meet this 
condition could never begin to playa part in the movement of 
reason which is dialectic. It is a condition which Hegel's 'natural 
consciousness' and Marx's class subjects can meet without 
difficulty. They are at least proto-rational from the earliest stages 
of the movement, and their rationality develops step-by-step as it 
proceeds. In Marx's case, the development takes the form of the 
dissemination and absorption of a scientific understanding of 
social reality. The achievement of such understanding is itself an 
immanent force of change, in so far as it forms and transforms the 
consciousness of the subjects who make history. This perspective 
seems to offer a hope ofgrasping dialectical inquiry as an element 
in an organic development. But it can only be a lifeless possibility 
until one begins to specify how it is realised. Certain conceptual 
matters have first to be considered by way ofclearing the ground. 
They concern the notions of science, of contradiction, and of the 
subject that are being employed here. 

III 

It is of some importance to guard against what may be called the 
elitist associations of the term 'science'. In English usage, at any 
rate, it tends to suggest a somewhat rarefied activity that is the 
prerogative of a specialised group, the scientists. Such a 
conception will not suit the needs of a model which postulates 
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that scientific understanding may permeate the consciousness of 
class subjects. It is, moreover, foreign to Marx's style of thinking 
in this area. The possibility of science arises, in his' view, 
wherever the appearances of things fail to correspond to their 
reality. His basic image of scientific activity is the going behind 
such appearances to find what they conceal. In the case of social 
science, the possibility of this unmasking arises for subordinate 
classes just in virtue of their role in social production. For the 
i'ling ideology is never entirely successful in imposing its version 
of reality, or, at any rate, its success is inherently precarious. 
Thus, it is a persistent theme in Marx's writings from early to late 
that subordinate classes are in a privileged position so far as 
grasping the truth about their society is concerned: they are best 
placed to penetrate the fog of its phenomenal forms. I I Hence it is 
that, in its heroic period, the bourgeoisie had access to important 
insights into the nature of the society it was seeking to dominate, 
and its ideology began to degenerate only after it had achieved 
power. This penetration ofwhat is given is, for Marx, the epitome 
of all science. Thus, the insights of subordinate classes are 
significant as both the historical basis and the conceptual model 
for the further elaboration of social science. In this elaboration, 
Marx recognises, of course, a role for specialist intellectuals, and 
he thought of himself as playing such a role for the working-class 
movement. Such contributions are possible, however, only in so 
far as theorists adopt the standpoint of the epistemologically 
privileged class. Social scientific understanding is, in the first 
instance, the birthright of such classes. This view of the cognitive 
potential of the proletariat goes together with Marx's conception 
of its historical role: 'the emancipation of the working classes 
must be conquered by the working classes themselves' .12 For this 
conquest to occur, the dissemination of forms of scientific 
understanding among the workers is indispensable. 

The task of the self-conscious theorists is to articulate insights, 
that arise, as it were, spontaneously for subordinate classes, into 
fully-fledged scientific concepts. In the case of Marx's science the 
central theoretical concepts form a tightly-knit group whose 
function may be characterised, in general terms, as that of 
theorising the role oflabour in commodity production. The group 
includes the concepts of class and class conflict, of value and 
surplus value and of labour power and exploitation. As Marx 
freely acknowledges, he had for the most part taken over ideas 
found in the work of bourgeois historians and economists. So far 
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as the main stock is concerned, he made the firmest claim for 
originality in the case of labour power, the understanding of the 
commodity status of labour which is the key to the secret of 
commodity production. In the work of the most advanced 
bourgeois thinkers such as Ricardo, the basic scheme had already 
served to conceptualise society as a field of class antagonism. 
Apart from adding some fresh elements, Marx's appropriation of 
it involves two related claims. The first is that the social 
antagonisms are treated as forms ofdialectical opposition, that is, 
as contradictions. The second is that the entire static structure is 
located in history, in a process of development leading to the 
overcoming of class society. 13 These claims should be examined 
in turn. 

The idea that there are contradictions in society is often 
regarded as paradoxical or absurd. The chief source of such 
scepticism is the entirely proper conviction that contradiction is 
ultimately a category of logic, and that, in all its legitimate 
applications, this logical character has to be preserved. For 
present purposes, however, it should be possible to achieve it in a 
fairly straightforward way. The primary opposition for Marx is 
that of labour and capital. The substance of this opposition is a 
network of antagonistic class relationships which find expression 
in conflicts of beliefs, purposes and practices. Beliefs and 
purposes seem readily enough conceived of as bearers of logical 
relationships, and the possibility of tensions of a logical kind 
between them is well recognised in our everyday thinking. This 
tendency may be given a grounding in contemporary philosophy 
of logic. There, contradictions are standardly explained in terms 
of the notion of truth. The essential pre-condition for relations of 
contradiction to obtain is that the items related be bearers of 
truth-values. Strictly speaking, of course, contradictories neces
sarily have opposite truth-values. However, as we shall have to 
encompass the traditional notion of contrariety as well, it may be 
permissible to work with the weaker requirement that truth on 
one side of the relationship excludes the possibility oftrufh on the 
other. This requirement is easily met in the case of beliefs, which 
are assessable as true or false, if anything is. Moreover, recent 
philosophy oflogic has been prepared to entertain the possibility 
of logical opposition between items which can support features 
analogous to truth, such as fulfilment or satisfaction conditions. 11 

This is, for instance, the crucial step towards a logic of 
imperatives. But purposes may be realised or unrealised, and the 
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achievement of some goals may rule out on logical grounds the 
achievement of others, as is presumably the case with, for 
instance, parliamentary democracy and the dictatorship of the 
proletariat. If one is now allowed to speak of logical relations 
involving beliefs and purposes, it seems a short step to bring in 
actions as well. The step is licensed by the internal relations 
usually supposed to hold between these categories. It is the 
incorporation or expression of cognitive and volitional elements 
in actions that is standardly taken as distinguishing them from 
mere bodily movements. Thus, one may think of actions as 
conceptually, and at least quasi-logically, related to one another 
in virtue of full-strength logical relations between their corres
ponding ingredients of belief and purpose. If actions are brought 
in, there can be no difficulty, in principle, in extending the 
argument to include the series or complexes of actions we call 
activities and practices, and thence, in turn, what may be thought 
of as the frozen practices that comprise social institutions. None 
of this should prove too contentious. The idea that actions may be 
conceptually interrelated is both deeply grounded in Hegelian 
theory of action and in accordance with prominent themes in 
post-Wittgensteinian philosophy.15 The entire line of thought 
may be seen, from one point of view, as simply reflecting the fact 
that human social life is so saturated with language and meaning 
as to be a natural extension of the scope of logic, however the 
heartland is defined. Ifthis is so, it must be legitimate to speak of 
class society as a sphere of logical opposition; that is, of 
contradiction. 

The discussion of the internal links between belief, purpose and 
action is a useful preliminary to grasping the nature of the 
dialectical subject. A full account cannot be attempted here, but 
at least the general lines it must take may be sketched. The stress 
on action and purpose serves above all as a reminder that the 
subject is not pure intellect. It is a centre not just of cognition but 
of will and agency, a desirer and doer as well as a knower. It is a 
consciousness that is both theoretical and practical, and one that 
is necessarily embodied in the world. This latter requirement is 
not usually thought to present much difficulty in the case of 
individual human beings, where the body in question is straight
forwardly included in successful identifications of the subject. 
Matters are more complicated when it comes to embodiment in 
collective subjects such as classes and nations. It is not possible 
now to explor the ontological problems sometimes associated 
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with this commitment. It will simply have to be noted as a 
presupposition of dialectical, as of much non-dialectical, social 
science. Against this background it may be thought, however, 
that the tendency to refer to the subject as a consciousness is 
misleading. The ultimate concern of dialectical social science is, 
after all, action which is productive of social change. It is only in 
the light of this preoccupation that consciousness as such 
becomes significant. Thus, purpose is involved in the dialectic in 
so far as it finds expression in, and shapes, activity. Belief is 
relevant as the all-pervasive medium of the formation of purpose. 
It may, nevertheless, still be legitimate to think of the subject as 
essentially a practical, embodied consciousness. For consciousness is 
what one most directly encounters in the dialectic as the 
inescapable mediator and vital element of action. Moreover, it 
may be permissible to continue to think of cognitive discovery as 
the leading edge of the movement, given that it is the discovery by 
the subject of what it truly wants as well as of the true character 
of its situation in the world. What has above all to be borne in 
mind is the fusion of belief, purpose and activity in the dialectical 
subject. With this proviso, it should not prove seriously misleading 
to go on speaking of a dialectic of consciousness here. 

IV 

The ground should now be cleared sufficiently to allow a closer 
look at the workings of Marx's dialectical inquiry. Its concern 
with social contradictions is, it was suggested, in essence a 
concern with relations of class opposition. At this point an 
important contrast has to be made explicit. However valid their 
title as contradictions, it is clear that those relations cannot 
directly provide the material of a phenomenological dialectic. 
The source of movement in that dialectic is the gap between what 
the subject posits and what it experiences. This gap finds 
expression through what are, in a straightforward sense, self
contradictions; contradictions arising within the unity of a single 
consciousness. The governing assumption is that the discovery of 
such contradictions is inherently transformative for subjects 
susceptible to reason. But the discovery that such subjects stand 
in relations of contradiction to one another has nothing of this 
dynamism. This is so even where, for instance, it is the discovery 
that the beliefs, goals and activities of other persons are 
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incompatible with one's own. There is then no conceptual 
obstacle to carrying on just as one did before, while the presence 
of such an obstacle is precisely what distinguished the self
contradiction cases. The focus of Marx's inquiry is on contradic
tions involving classes as distinct centres of subjectivity, on what 
may for convenience be called 'intersubjective' contradictions. It 
is plain that he regards these contradictions as comprising an 
intelligible process of directional change; as comprising, one has 
to say, a dialectic. Nothing has yet been said here to indicate how 
such a conception might be justified. It is clear, however, that 
account will have to be taken of the project of an intersubjective 
dialectic of class conflict, and the question must arise as to how 
that dialectic is related to the phenomenological, or, as it may 
now be called, 'subjective', dialectic of class consciousness. 

To raise this issue is to approach the limits of the continuity 
between Hegel and Marx. It is to approach the point of rupture 
between a dialectical tradition for which, essentially, all contra
diction is self-contradiction and one which undertakes to assimilate 
contradictions involving separate selves. The point may be 
expanded by noting how the whole problem might have been 
circumvented in the present discussion. It would be possible to 
regard contradictions between classes as having the character of 
self-contradictions, and, hence, as directly practical, if society 
itself could be treated as a single subject. Marx is, however, quite 
explicit on the nature of the error involved in doing so. Society is 
indeed a structured totality, but the tendency to treat it as itself a 
subject is, he insists, the characteristic weakness of a Hegelian
speculative approach. 16 In taking this stance he may be said to be 
deliberately rejecting the possibility of guidance from Hegel on 
the issue under discussion here. It is indeed the case that no such 
guidance may be had from the Phenomenology's depiction of 'the 
path of the natural consciousness which presses forward to true 
knowledge'. That process is borne throughout by the internal 
contradictions which the consciousness encounters and surmounts 
on its way. There is, it must be admitted, an episode in the text 
which is often interpreted in a way that would make it a counter
instance to this verdict. This is the dialectic of master and slave, 

which, it has been maintained, provides the model for Marx's 
dialectic of classes. 17 On a cl()ser look, however, its claim to be an 
exception begins to dissolve. The position of each side in the 
relationship is shown by Hegel to be internally contradictory in a 
way that promotes the onward movement. But, as some 
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commentators have noted, no significant part in the story is 
played by contradictions between the consciousness of t~e master 
on the one hand and the slave on the othey- 18 This is most 
obviously so because the slave is not recognised either by himself 
or by the master as an authentic centre of purpose and initiative, 
and hence a proper human subject and potential bearer of an 
intersubjective dialectic. The master does not qualifY as such a 
subject either, since, for somewhat different and more complex 
reasons, the element of recognition is inadequate on his side also. 
It seems that one should be wary of too readily appropriating the 
episode for Marxism. This is not to deny its tremendous 
resonance ifit can be transposed into an appropriate framework. 
For the present, however, the discussion of it must reinforce the 
conclusion that the Phenomenology offers little help in getting to 
grips with an intersubjective dialectic. 

In order to make some progress, one has to consider again the 
characterisations that have been given of Marx's science. These 
were that it is the theory of the contradictions of capitalism and 
that it is a critique of political economy. What has now to be 
shown is that these aspects are so related as to be but two sides of 
a single coin. To do this, one has to note the way in which, on 
Marx's view, political economy itself dealt with the contradictions of 
capitalism. There are two main tendencies to be observed, corres
ponding roughly to the distinction between 'vulgar' economy on 
the one hand and 'classical' economy on the other. 19 The 
hallmark of the first approach is that the contradictions are 
ignored or concealed, either through simple failure of insight or as 
part of a programme of apologetics. In the second, their existence 
is acknowledged, even at times insisted on, but they are taken to 
be natural, eternally valid features of human society as such. The 
remedy in each case is supplied by a dialectical inquiry which 
reveals them not as timeless, static forms but as historical 
phenomena in transition. Hence it is that the science of social 
contradictions is at the same time a critique of political economy: 
it is by its very nature the assertion of what that ideology lives to 
deny. In being such a critique it works to break the grip of the 
ruling ideas in a crucial area of their operation. Thus, it serves as 
the trigger of the subjective dialectic by exposing for the class 
subject the fundamental contradiction of preconceptions and 
experience. The preconceptions posit a world of natural harmony 
or immutable division, while the science reveals a structure of 
contradictions in a movement towards resolution. 
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It should now be possible to map in a preliminary way the 
relationship of the subjective and intersubjective dialectics. Social 
scientific inquiry engages directly with the intersubjective contra
dictions, and, by exposing them, sets in motion the primary 
contradiction of class consciousness. Viewing the relationship 
from the other end, it appears that, in Marx's scheme, the 
intersubjective dialectic is, in its later stages, worked out through 
the dialectic of the subject. In particular, the conflict of classes 
can only be transcended by a transition to a new age if the 
historical process becomes conscious for one of the participants, 
the proletariat. This class must achieve a high level of class 
consciousness and social scientific understanding in order to 
become in the full sense the subject of history. In this role the 
subjective and intersubjective dialectics come together and 
complete their course. 

v 

In sketching this'historical vision we have, however, run ahead of 
the argument. For something vital is missing from it, as presented 
so far. It may be said to have redeemed the first of Marx's claims 
for his contribution to the legacy of bourgeois thought, the 
treatment of social antagonisms as unstable contradictions. 
Nothing has yet been done to redeem the second, the claim to 
have placed these contradictions within an intelligible historical 
development. At its crudest, the question that remains is what 
guarantees the overall shape ofthe story and, in particular, what 
guarantees its happy ending. To have a historical dialectic, it is 
not enough that there should be contradictions continually 
coming into view and going under. There must be an immanent, 
progressive logic to the sequence of changes. What is required is, 
not simply an indefinite sequence of randomly revolving contra
dictions but, an essentially directed movement. In the language 
of the dialectical tradition, the question is how one can speak of 
reason in history. Hegel's most dramatic pronouncements on the 
subject leave little doubt as to the general character of his answer. 
Thus, he describes the contribution of philosophy to historical 
study as follows: 

the only thought which philosophy brings with it is the 
simple idea of reason - the idea that reason governs the 
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world, and that world history is therefore a rational process. 
From the point of view of history as such, this conviction 
and insight is a presupposition. Within philosophy, however, 
it is not a presupposition, for it is proved in philosophy by 
speculative cognition that reason ... is substance and infinite 
power ... 20 

History, it appears, is rational because, as philosophy has shown, 
reason is at work in it as substance and subject. Clearly, a 
doctrine which presupposes rational subjectivity in this form is 
not available to Marx. It may also be said that a dialectic which 
requires such resources is not a phenomenology, at least on the 
austere pattern of the opening chapters of the Phenomenology of 
spirit. There the natural consciousness has to generate its own 
momentum, while reason as such is a later entrant on the stage. 
There is a mild irony in this. It is that in dispensing with 
substantive reason, Marx is committed to treating the historical 
dialectic in a manner more closely analogous to a strict 
phenomenology than Hegel himself attempted. It remains to be 
seen whether the commitment can be fulfilled. 

At this point it may appear that the question with which we 
began has returned in a starker, more urgent form, and that the 
discussion has chiefly served to uncover the core of its difficulty. 
Marx's practice has been used as a base from which to explore 
the prospects for a social dialectic not requiring a Hegelian 
conception of reason. But the relative lack ofdiscursive theorising 
around that practice has been felt with ever increasing, and, it 
may be thought, now decisive, sharpness. The situation is, 
however, by no means hopeless. There are at any rate, themes in 
Marx's work which may be drawn on to take matters further. It is 
true that they are scarcely ever related explicitly to each other by 
Marx, nor are they brought to bearindividually in any sustained 
way on our problem. Nevertheless, they are a substantial 
presence in his thought, and, once the issue is raised, their 
significance for the problem can scarcely be denied. An attempt 
may therefore be made to fit them together into the outline of a 
solution. It remains the case that if such a solution can be 
achieved, it must have a unique exemplary value for an age which 
is incapable of the original Hegelian vision. 

There is considerable room for debate as to the scope Marx 
envisaged for his theoretical work. Yet there are obvious features 
of the texts themselves which warrant some modest conclusions 

176 



Hegel, Marx and Dialectic 

that may suffice for present purposes. In the first place, they 
contain a certain amount of argument and speculation concerning 
the course of history as a whole. Secondly, they display a sharp 
sense of the limits of what they may be said to have investigated 
scientifically.21 This area is more or less co-extensive with 
modern capitalist society. Thus, one seems entitled to use a 
working distinction of a familiar kind between the social science 
and the philosophy of history. It is to the second of these that one 
now naturally turns for assistance. 

The crudest, most general way in which history may be 
characterised, for Marx, is that it records the development of the 
capacity of human beings to cope with nature. The guiding 
thread is the growth of productive power bringing in its wake 
successive transformations of society. A statement usually given 
canonical status runs as follows: 

At a certain stage of development, the material productive 
forces of society come into conflict (Widerspruch) with the 
existing relations of production ... from forms of develop
ment of the productive forces these relations turn into their 
fetters. Then begins an era of social revolution.22 

In this passage, one is brought into contact with yet another 
domain of contradictions in progressive movement, and it seems 
one has, accordingly, to acknowledge another level of dialectic, a 
level whose terms are the forces and the relations of production. 
It is convenient, in spite ofa rather disagreeable neatness, to refer 
to this as the 'objective' dialectic to distinguish it from the levels 
identified earlier. 

Contradictions in the objective dialectic are characteristically 
resolved through the replacement of outworn relations of 
production by ones better suited to the movement of the forces. 
The fetters are burst asunder and succeeded by 'fresh forms of 
development'. This story is, for the most part, enacted in class 
society. The role of classes within it is as agents or representatives 
of tendencies within the forces, and thus as primary instruments 
of its enactment. This is to say, in the terms of our discussion, 
that transitions in the objective dialectic are accomplished 
through the mediation of the intersubjective dialectic of classes. 
The overthrow of existing relations of production will be the work 
of a hitherto subject class which proceeds to impose new social 
forms stamped in its own image. In this way, the replacement of 
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feudalism by capitalism was achieved through the bourgeois 
revolution, and the replacement of capitalism by socialism will be 
achieved through the proletarian revolution. Such transformations 
require certain levels of consciousness on the part of the social 
actors. Hence, at this point, one may introduce the subjective 
dialectic. The final transition to socialism presupposes an 
advanced stage of this dialectic marked by a relatively high level 
of social scientific understanding. Thus, proletarian revolutionary 
consciousness is required for the achievement of socialism, and 
socialism is required for the development of the productive forces. 
That these forces tend to develop in history is the basic thesis of 
the entire structure of ideas. 

In spite of the strategic importances of the thesis, it is difficult 
to find a fully articulated defence of it in the Marxist tradition. It 
comes as no surprise that Marx himself made no serious attempt 
to provide it. What is somewhat strange is that his successors 
have not done more to repair the gap in the system. Yet, although 
theory is relatively undeveloped in this area, many of the 
elements it will have to incorporate lie plainly at hand. It should 
be possible to make out the general shape it must assume, at least 
sufficiently to allow the argument concerning dialectic to go 
forward. 23 There is, to begin with, an obvious constraint on any 
solution that is proposed. It is that it should not offend our 
empirical sense ofwhat happened in history. However elastic that 
sense may be, it will surely not accommodate any claims for the 
continuous and sustained development of the forces. On the 
contrary, there is unambiguous evidence of substantial progress 
only for certain episodes. Most significantly, there is the record of 
development under capitalism and also, perhaps, under other 
forms of organisation of industrial society, such as the 'actually 
existing socialism' of Eastern Europe. These considerations 
suggest that if one is to speak of a general tendency at all, it will 
be, at best, in the words of a recent writer, a 'weak impulse'.24 
Moreover, it will be one liable to be overborne by many 
countervailing forces and even to remain for long periods in 
complete suspension. This is a sobering preliminary to the 
discussion. Nevertheless, for present purposes, it is the prospect 
of being able to speak of a presumption of development, rather 
than the ease with which the presumption is overridden, that 
matters. What concerns us is not so much the frequency of 
exceptions, but rather the possibility of giving a theoretical 
account of the normal situation. A 'weak impulse' may still suffice 
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to ground a dialectic. For between the view that history is 
intelligible as the workings of a rational process, however 
imperfect and fractured its rationality, and the view that it 
presents only the blank externality of a causal series, there is, one 
might say, all the difference in the world. It is a qualitative 
difference ifanything is. The problem, however, is how to concep
tualise such an impulse within the framework provided by Marx. 

The most promising line of thought is again one that draws on 
a theme he found in the Phenomenology. The outstanding achieve
ment of that work, according to Marx, is that in it Hegel 'grasps 
the essence of labour and comprehends objective man - true 
because real man - as the outcome of man's own labour'.25 In 
developing the theme, the factor that Marx emphasises is the 
purposive character of the labour project. Thus, what is said to 
distinguish the 'worst architect' from 'the best of bees' is that he 
'builds the cell in his mind before he constructs it in wax'.26 
Following clues of this kind, one might hope to place such 
projects at the centre of one's explanatory picture. The basic 
claim would simply be that they have some in-built tendency to 
foster the development of human productive powers. Labour is 
purposive, and labourers are capable of employing reason in the 
choice of means to achieve their purposes. They have a strong 
incentive to achieve them with a minimum of toil; that is, in a 
way that enhances their productive capacity. Given this starting 
point, the crucial task for theory is to establish the mediations 
that link such achievements to the movement of society. Even in 
the present state of things, it is not difficult to form some idea of 
what these factors are. A significant point to note is that whatever 
innovations arise in the course of the individual project will have 
some tendency to catch on more generally in the community. In a 
context allowing for communication between labourers, others will 
be able to grasp the point of improvements and to adapt them in 
their own practice. Another factor must be that in class society, 
the exploiting class has some interest in promoting and preserving 
innovations, not in order to ease the burdens of the exploited, but 
in order to enhance the rate of extraction of surplus value. 

This is, of course, the barest sketch of the kind of theory that is 
required. Nevertheless, it affords some reason for supposing that 
the purposive character of the labour process may be, in and of 
itself, an impetus to the growth of the forces. It should therefore 
be possible to speak of a weak impulse grounded in the teleology 
oflabour. Moreover, the sketch has the merit of suggesting that a 
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difficulty often associated with attempts to link the theory of 
history with the dialectic of class consciousness is wholly 
imaginary. It is supposed that there are, in Marx's thought, two 
distinct levels of reali ty, class consciousness on the one hand and 
the forces of production on the other, and that these are too 
disparate to comprise a coherent theory. It should now be clear 
that there is no ontological gulfhere. In invoking the forces, one is 
not appealing to what is radically other than consciousness. The 
invocation has explanatory value only in so far as it is ultimately 
an appeal to the efficacy of human desiring and projecting. This 
efficacy rests on our ability to shape means to ends and to learn 
from one another. Instrumental rationality, as embodied in the 
labour process, is thus, in terms of Marx's system, a vital part of 
the meaning of the ascription of reason to history. Hence, it 
should also be noted that our sketch serves to call in question, at 
least in terms of fidelity to the spirit of Marx, the tendency in the 
later Marxist tradition both to hold such rationality cheap and to 
place its exercise in sharp contrast to the world of authentic 
human communication.27 

This discussion may be used to supplement the main line of 
argument in the following way. It bears out the claim that the 
forces supply the source of movement in the objective dialectic 
and that there is a directionality built into that movement. This 
formative influence may readily enough be thought of as 
percolating downwards to the dialectic of class conflict, given that 
classes are the agents of the social changes required by the forces. 
Moreover, it seems possible to go a step further to reach the sub
jective dialectic. At the very least, the changes of consciousness in 
that dialectic may be conceived ofas occurring within a structure 
which exerts pressure in favour of some sorts of outcome and 
against others. So there may be a rational confidence that the 
overall movement will, in spite of lulls and regressions , have a 
certain determinate shape. Even if it is conceded, however, that 
this line of thought has some merit in general, it seems to have the 
unfortunate disadvantage of being least useful where it is needed 
most. This need arises in connection with theorising, not the 
main body of the dialectical transitions, but the transition which 
is the culmination of the entire process, the acquisition by the 
proletariat of a revolutionary consciousness. The question requiring 
an answer is what is the basis of the expectation that, at the 
critical moment, the proletariat will set itself in opposition to the 
entire existing order and seek its overthrow? This moment of 
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decision creates a special difficulty because it can arise only when 
a relatively high level of consciousness has already been achieved 
by the subject. But now talk of structures that discipline, and 
forces that incline choices has less authority than at earlier stages. 
The tendency of the Marxist tradition has been to insist that the 
final step is the outcome of decisions taken in freedom and self
consciousness. How then can there be any assurance of a 
particular outcome? It seems necessary to look still deeper into 
the resources of Marx's thought. 

VI 

The direction in which to look is towards the elements in it of a 
theory of the historical subject. This is, in effect, to recognise that 
questions of ontology cannot be bracketed indefinitely, and that 
no account of dialectic can be adequate without treating them. A 
well-known formulation of what is, for present purposes, the 
central idea runs as follows: 

It is not a question of what this or that proletarian, or even 
the whole proletariat, at the moment regards as its aim. It is 
a question of what the proletariat is, and what, in accordance 
with this being (Sein) it will historically be compelled to do. 28 

It is with the character of this 'being' that one has now to come to 
terms. The discussion through which Marx prepared the ground 
for its introduction has an explicitly Hegelian flavour: 

The class of the proletariat feels annihilation in estrange
ment; it sees in it its own powerlessness and the reality ofan 
inhuman existence. It is, to use an expression of Hegel, in its 
abasement the indignation at that abasement, an indignation to 
which it is necessarily driven by the contradiction (Wider
spruch) between its human nature and its condition of life, 
which is the outright, resolute and comprehensive negation 
of that nature. 29 

With this contradiction, one reaches the deepest layer of dialectic 
in Marx. Its resolution has, he goes on to claim, a 'world-historic' 
importance, for the proletariat 'cannot abolish the conditions of 
its own life without abolishing all the inhuman conditions oflife of 
society of today which are summed up in its own situation' .30 The 
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proletariat is, to borrow another expression of Hegel, used in this 
connection by Marx elsewhere, the 'universal class' which bears 
responsibility for the interests of humanity as a whole. In later 
writings Marx uses a less explicitly Hegelian language to convey 
these themes, but the significance of the themes themselves does 
not alter. The concept of human nature remains central to his 
thought, and so, more specifically, does the sense of the 
contradiction between the requirements of that nature and the 
conditions of existing society and of the resolution of the 
contradiction by the proletariat as signalling universal human 
emancipation. 31 The nature which the proletariat embodies 
should be considered in a little more detail. 

The most convenient way to take up the question is by 
enlarging our understanding of the manner in which human 
beings are, for Marx, rational beings. So far, account has been 
taken of rationality as an impulse of overcoming inconsistency 
and of instrumental rationality in the labour project. What has 
now to be recognised is the human capacity, in virtue of human 
nature, for the life of reason in a richer sense. This richness is best 
spelled out by invoking once more an idea from the text which 
was our starting point, the idea of the internal connection of 
reason and freedom. For Marx too, freedom may be said to be the 
'culmination' of reason and the substance of a rational society is 
nothing but the freedom of its members. In an early work we are 
told that 'free conscious activity is man's species-character',32 
and this emphasis is sustained, again with changes of idiom, 
throughout his intellectual career.33 The point may be linked 
with the preceding discussion by noting that since the proletariat 
is the universal class, its rejection of the existing system is a 
decision in favour of freedom for humanity in general. This 
decision is fully expressive of the being of the decider, and may be 
thought ofas having a logic grounded in that being. There can be 
a rational expectation that revolutionary consciousness will be 
realised once it is objectively possible, since its realisation in that 
circumstance is required by the nature of the subject. 

The final problem that confronted us was one of seeing how the 
unravelling of the contradictions of class consciousness may be 
the basis of a historical dialectic. The resources found for 
conceptualising it derived from the role in Marx's thought of two 
major themes, that of instrumental reason and that of human 
nature and its fulfilment. It is worth noting how strongly even 
this short discussion has suggested the need to integrate the two 
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to provide a satisfactory background of theory. For there is a 
tradition of disjoining instrumental reason, not only from the 
context of authentic communication but also, from the related 
one of human freedom and emancipation.34 That this tendency is 
foreign to Marx's thought is shown by a representative passage in 
Capital which conveniently brings together the ideas we have 
been discussing. The immediate topic is 'the sphere of actual 
material production': 

Freedom in this field can only consist in socialised man, the 
associated producers, rationally regulating their interchange 
with Nature ... under conditions most favourable to, and 
worthy of, their human nature. But it nonetheless still 
remains a realm, of necessity. Beyond it begins that 
development of human energy which is an end in itself, the 
true realm of freedom, which, however, can blossom forth 
only with this realm of necessity as its basis.35 

Thus, a form of order incorporating the rationality of means and 
ends is the indispensable foundation of the kingdom of ends. In 
the terms of our discussion, it may be said that the instrumental 
rationality of the labour process is instrumental also for the life of 
non-instrumental reason. It would not be putting the point too 
strongly to say that this connection provides the basic structure of 
Marx's vision of society and that its elaboration is at the heart of 
his contribution to social theory. 

VII 

This paper began with the question of how social science may be 
conceived of as being dialectical. The discussion that followed 
took its theoretical bearings from Hegel and its working model of 
science from Marx. The model is dialectical in the obvious sense 
of being concerned with a dialectical reality, a reality structured 
by contradictions in a process of development. These are the 
contradictions of the 'objective' dialectic offorces and relations of 
production and, more immediately, of the 'intersubjective' 
dialectic of class opposition. A science of such contradictions 
might, however, be conceived of as merely explanatory and, as it 
were, contemplative, in regard to its object. This would not meet 
Marx's claims for his own work. To do so, the theory has itself to 
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be a force of change, an element in an immanent, historical logic. 
It achieves this status through its contribution to forming the 
subject of the dialectic of class consciousness. These various levels 
of dialectic are to be thought of as interacting in a complex 
network of mediations. The 'subjective' dialectic is the essential 
medium through which the others have to proceed in their later 
stages. The movement of history must become conscious for a 
class subject before it can achieve the Aujhebung of class society. 
From the opposite vantage-point in the network, the role of the 
objective dialectic appears as one of securing, through the 
mediation of the intersubjective dialectic, the directedness of the 
movement of consciousness, of rendering it intelligible as a 
rational process. Movement in the objective dialectic stems from 
the dynamism of the forces of production, which is itself 
ultimately grounded in the teleology of human labour. At the 
other extreme of the structure of ideas, the main problem was one 
of conceptualising the crucial transition to proletarian revolution
ary consciousness. The solution proposed was based on the 
concept of the human nature of the proletariat, a nature whose 
realisation is a society of rational freedom. It appears that, 
starting from Marx's acknowledgement of his methodological 
debt to Hegel, one arrives at a perspective from which the whole 
of his system may be reconstructed. This possibility has an 
obvious bearing on the vexed issue of the significance of the 
Hegelian dimension in his thought. More important for our 
purposes is the fact that the attempt to realise it throws into relief, 
as perhaps nothing else can, the contemporary prospects for 
dialectical science. 

It will throw those prospects into still sharper relief to note 
where Marx's own achievement now seems most precarious. 
Besides, reference was made earlier to what is dead in Hegel, and 
it seems a little unfair to conclude without raising the same 
question about his successor. A curiously parallel answer 
suggests itself. It is one that focuses on a point likely to be 
vulnerable in any historical dialectic, its identification of the 
subject. If the times seem unpropitious for accepting the Idea in 
that role, they are scarcely more kind to Marx's candidate, the 
proletariat of what were in his day the most advanced capitalist 
countries. A welter of voices insists that, in the industrialised 
West, the speed of the proletariat's movement away from 
anything resembling a revolutionary consciousness is matched 
only by the rate of its decline as a factor in the economy.36 
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Against this background it seems difficult to see how Marx's 
original attribution can now be maintained unrevised by people 
in touch with what is going on around them. His confidence on 
the matter may, perhaps, be regarded as the result of, quite 
excusably, mistaking the place of his own society in history. This 
is -due in turn to underestimating the vitality of capital, its 
extraordinary capacity to renew itself in ever fresh and vigorous 
forms. The most important of the resources it found is, of course, 
that so uncannily foreseen in the Philosophy qfright, the development 
of colonialism and imperialism and, thereby, the establishing of 
capitalism as a truly global system.37 A failure of identification on 
Marx's part has to be acknowledged. Such a failure, however, 
goes nowhere near the heart of the theory, and indeed, may in the 
end testify to its strength by being explicable precisely in terms of 
it, as a failure to hold to its deeper logic. The work needed to 
substantiate this suggestion fully cannot be attempted here. But it 
seems clear that anyone concerned for the fate of the dialectical 
tradition should at least be prepared to try again. If they do, their 
perspective will need to be informed by the sense, acquired by 
Marx from Hegel, that social forms do not perish before all their 
potentialities are revealed. They should also remember what is 
plainly the chief lesson of the master-slave episode on a Marxist 
reading, that the human future belongs to the labourer who 
through the work of fashioning the thing 'becomes conscious of 
what he truly is'. Putting these points together, one might suggest 
that the subject of history can only be taken as comprising the 
most oppressed and alienated producers at the point of maximum 
development of the system. We have no means of telling with 
certainty who this subject may be, though in a general way it is 
surely to the workers and peasants of Third World capitalism 
that one must look. Neither can we be sure what stage capitalism 
has reached in its historical life-process. On the face of things, it 
seems to be far from decrepit. If this is so, the tradition of 
Hegelian-Marxist rationalism has yet to face the true test of 
history, and the future has many further adventures of the 
dialectic in store. 

Notes 

An earlier version of this paper was read at the Fifth Annual Conference 
of the Hegel Society of Great Britain, St. Edmund Hall, Oxford, 1983. 
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Hegel and Religion 

John Walker 

One of the most distinguished modern exponents of Hegel's 
philosophy of religion, Emil Fackenheim, has spoken of a 'legend 
of great longevity', according to which 'the Hegelian philosophy 
is not and never was to be taken seriously'. I There is no part of 
Hegel's philosophy more responsible for the birth and the 
persistence of this myth than Hegel's philosophy of religion; and 
there is no part of his philosophy which modern critics have been 
less willing to accept on its own terms. 

Hegel is a philosopher who asserts that philosophy is the 
service of God;2 that the proper object of philosophy as of religion 
is the contemplation ofGod. 3 He declares that God is to be found 
in thought itself,4 that in philosophy religion is sanctioned and 
confirmed by the thinking consciousness of man.!> The central 
religious claim of his philosophy is that we cannot speak 
intelligently of the reality of God without at the same time 
speaking of the self-interrogation and self-consciousness of the 
human mind, nor fruitfully pursue that interrogation itself unless 
we conceive our activity in doing so as one sustained and made 
possible by God. 

Must not Hegel's philosophy of religion, which not only offers 
to speak about the life of faith, but claims also to be itself part of 
that life, ignore or avoid the most fundamental distinctions 
between spheres of experience? Must we not conclude that such a 
philosophy is of necessity debarred from establishing proper 
standards of clarity and evidence in its own discourse? How can 
Hegel's philosophy do justice to the autonomy and coherence of 
religious experience? For is it not Hegel's intention fraudulently 
to annex the province of piety to the realm of philosophy? And if 
that really is Hegel's intention, is Hegel's philosophy really a 
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philosophy at all: an activity concerned with clarifying language 
and concepts, with making claims about the truth in such a way 
that they can intelligibly and publicly be discussed? 

In this paper I want to argue that Hegel's view of philosophy 
as itself a religious activity is of crucial relevance to his 
philosophy as whole. The religious claim of Hegel's philosophy is 
no Romantic extravagance or historical anachronism which 
might safely be separated from Hegel's total argument on matters 
of epistemology and metaphysics, nor some ideological mystifi
cation which is irrelevant to the capacity of the Hegelian 
philosophy to give us insight into our actual experience of 
ourselves in human culture.6 Hegel's claim that philosophy itself 
can be religious is of central importance to the epistemological 
legitimation of Hegel's philosophy as a whole, and in particular 
to the defence of Hegel's claim to have written a philosophy of 
'absolute knowledge': a mode of knowledge which is not 
dependent upon any source of truth or evidence external to its 
own systematic articulation. 7 Hegel thinks that the systematic 
language which mediates the categories of philosophy with each 
other - the language of what he calls Vermittlung - is the only 
language which enables us to speak meaningfully of the categories 
which it mediates.8 There is not one category of Hegel's thought 
which has any logical identity in abstraction from the total 
system of meanings which is that thought. And because it is with 
the relationship between thought and being that Hegel's thought is 
concerned - with precisely that which Hegel, in one of his few 
usages of the term, calls 'experience' (Erfahrung)9 - there can in 
particular be no category of 'Being', referring to some source of 
evidence external to Hegel's own system, against which the 
assertions which that system leads Hegel to make could be 
tested. 10 I will argue that this view of philosophy can be neither 
understood nor defended except in the light of Hegel's vision of 
philosophy as a religious activity. I will argue also that the 
religious character of Hegel's philosophy, far from being an 
anachronism, is one of the main reasons why that philosophy 
continues to be relevant. 

My argument has a limited scope, although I hope a general 
relevance. What is usually called Hegel's Philosophy of religion 
consists in the Vorlesungen uber die Philosophie der Religion, lectures 
which Hegel delivered at the University of Berlin from 1821 
onwards, and which were published posthumously in book form 
by a group of Hegel's friends. It is here that Hegel deals 
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philosophically with the phenomena of religious consciousness 
and practice, with the particular religions of mankind and with 
the theology of what Hegel calls the 'absolute' religion: Christianity. 
This paper will be concerned only incidentally with that work. 
My argument will be concerned less with any of Hegel's 
arguments or theories about religion than with the way in which 
Hegel conceives the business of philosophical thought as itself a 
religious undertaking. For it is in this sense that Hegel's concept 
of the relationship between philosophy and religion is truly 
original, and of major importance to contemporary concerns both 
in the philosophy of religion and in philosophical theology. I will 
argue that Hegel conceives of religion and philosophy as modes of 
human experience through which what Hegel conceives as the 
whole truth about our experience, in each case in a different way, 
is articulated and understood. I will try to show that, although 
Hegel's total vision of experience is itself a religious one, that vision 
is still capable of encompassing within itself an understanding of 
the necessary separation, as well as the necessary connection, 
between philosophy and religion. 

The key doctrine through which Hegel expresses the religious 
character of his philosophy in this sense is the doctrine of Spirit 
and of absolute Spirit which is expounded in the third section of 
the Philosophy ojspirit. This paper will focus especially upon those 
doctrines in an attempt to show that Hegel's claim to have 
written a philosophy of absolute knowledge is both an intelligible 
and a defensible one. 

Firstly, however, I must explain my use ofthe term 'experience', 
as it has such a central significance for my argument. I use the 
term 'experience', as well as the terms 'mode' and 'totality' of 
experience, in the sense given to them by Michael Oakeshott in 
Experience and its modes. Oakeshott defines 'experience' there as 
follows: "'Experience" stands for the concrete whole which analysis 
divides into "experiencing" and "what is experienced'" .11 He 
goes on to add: 'Experiencing and what is experienced are, taken 
s~parately, meaningless abstractions; they cannot, in fact, be 
separated ... these two abstractions stand to one another in the 
most complete interdependence; they compose a single whole.' 12 

Oakeshott argues that it is impossible for us to describe either 
the ways in which we .experience the world, or the world which 
we experience, without considering both in relation to each other: 
'Perceiving, for example, involves a something perceived, willing 
a something willed ... The character of what is experienced is, in 
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the strictest sense, correlative to the manner III which it is 
experienced.' 13 

What we call 'thought' or 'judgement' Oakeshott describes as 
itself 'the concrete whole of experience' .14 This view of the 
relationship between thought and experience is, in Oakeshott's 
terms, the very opposite of an abstract one. For by 'abstraction' 
Oakeshott means what happens when we try to separate 
'thought' from the other ways in which we experience, or to 
separate our experience as a whole from the thinking mind 
through which we know about our experience: 

All abstract and incomplete experience is a modification of 
what is complete, individual and concrete, and to this it 
must be referred if we are to ascertain its character. And 
thought or judgement, as I see it, is not one form of 
experience, but is itself the concrete whole of experience. 15 

But, when we try to understand our experience in thought, we 
find that our powers of coherence are limited; they are often not 
adequate to the whole scope of our experience, and we are forced 
to accept a coherent but limited consciousness of our experience. 
There is then an excess of experience over thought; and thought 
can only bring experience under mental control by viewing 
experience in a coherent but abstract way. It is then that what 
Oakeshott calls a 'mode of experience' arises. A mode of 
experience, therefore, Oakeshott defines as a 'homogenous but 
abstract world of ideas'. 16 

I will argue firstly that Hegel's doctrine of absolute knowledge 
is a doctrine of thought as experience in the sense which I have 
just outlined, that Hegel conceives of both philosophy and 
religion as modes of experience, and that he believes the 
experiential connection of philosophy to religion to be the way in 
which what Oakeshott calls the 'concrete purpose' of experience 
is satisfied: 17 the way in which our thought and our experience 
are one. My thesis is that it is Hegel's doctrine of the connection 
ofphilosophy to religion, as modes ofexperience, which is the real 
epistemological legitimation for his doctrine of absolute knowledge. 
Hegel's conception of philosophy, therefore, differs in one crucial 
respect from that of Oakeshott. Oakeshott argues that philosophy 
itselfis not a 'mode of experience', for philosophy is not a specific 
world ofabstract ideas. IS But Hegel's philosophy, I shall argue, is 
an abstract mode ofexperience and knows itself to be so. It is only 
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because of this knowledge and the consequences of it in 
experience that Hegel's claim to have written a philosophy of 
absolute knowledge is a serious and meaningful one. 

To apply to the interpretation of Hegel the philosophical 
vocabulary of a modern thinker like Oakeshott, and especially to 
use that vocabulary in a way which differs enough from Hegel's 
own natural idiom as to describe philosophy as an 'experience', 
necessarily begs a lot of questions about what the proper 
standpoint of 'interpretation' should be. 19 My purpose is not to 
argue a case about what Hegel 'meant' to say (it is arguable that 
that might, in any case, be in principle inaccessible to us), but to 
suggest a way of looking at certain key elements in Hegel's 
philosophy which will make the communicative power of that 
philosophy more apparent, in particular by dispelling certain of 
the confusions for which Hegel's own philosophical idiom has 
been responsible. Nor is my intention to defend or to attack any 
particular thesis of Oakeshott himself, but to use Oakeshott's 
terms where they seem more appropriate than Hegel's own in the 
defence of Hegel's philosophy against certain characteristic 
modern objections. My argument is intended to be heuristic and 
apologetic rather than formal and exegetical. I want to suggest a 
way oflooking at Hegel which will enable the specific force of the 
Hegelian view of what philosophy is to be communicated in debate 
with Hegel's modern opponents. \,yhether or not I have been 
successful in this intention the reader must judge whilst reading 
the Hegelian texts themselves. 

It is above all because Hegel considers philosophy to be itself a 
religious activity - and not just because Hegel is a Christian 
philosopher who preoccupies himself with religious matters and 
speaks favourably of the central tenets of Christian belief - that 
modern commentators on Hegel have been overwhelmingly 
hostile to the religious claims of Hegel's thought. The challenge 
to Hegel's philosophy of religion has come not only from critics 
hostile to Hegel's general project in philosophy, but also from 
writers broadly in sympathy with that project. The religious 
dimension in Hegel's thought has been attacked by theologians 
and philosophers alike; by atheists, agnostics, and orthodox 
Christians. 

Orthodox theologians havc objected to the religious ambitions 
of Hegel's speculative thought because that thought has seemed 
to them to violate the most fundamental distinctions between 
spheres of experience: to annex the province of piety, of humility, 

193 




Hegel and Religion 

and of faith to the realm of speculative dialectic. This is an 
objection which is of particular significance for theologians of the 
Protestant tradition such as Karl Barth. This is a tradition which 
Hegel himself claims to adhere to,20 and which plays a significant 
part in the cultural and historical milieu from which Hegel's 
thought sprang. And yet Hegel's persistent polemic against any 
theology which affirms the hiddenness of God,21 or the primacy 
for philosophy of religious emotion,22 appears to be at odds with 
the central Protestant doctrine of the supremacy of grace. As 
Barth writes: 'Hegel, in making the dialectical method oflogic the 
essential nature of God, made impossible the knowledge of the 
actual dialectic of grace, which has its foundation in the freedom 
of God.'23 

The philosophers among Hegel's opponents have likewise 
objected to what they have seen as Hegel's unreasonable 
ambitions for philosophy. Karl Popper, for example, considers 
Hegel's philosophy to be illegitimate because Hegel gives to his 
own argument the kind of sanction which precludes any 
possibility of his theses being empirically refuted. 24 For Popper, 
the ambition of the Hegelian philosophy for a systematic and 
total articulation of experience is nothing other than Hegel's 
ambition to write a philosophy which can impose upon any 
possible opponent its own terms of reference. Such a philosophy, 
Popper objects, is prophecy if not sorcery.25 Because Hegel's 
philosophy cannot in principle be proved wrong, it cannot 
contingently be shown to be right; and so it is a philosophy, 
Popper alleges, which disqualifies itselffrom philosophic debate. 
The 'religious' claims of Hegel's philosophy, for Popper, are 
merely the rhetorical clothing for this unrealisable as well as 
discreditable ambition. 26 

Perhaps more importantly for our present argument, philoso
phers broadly in sympathy with Hegel's philosophy have held the 
specifically religious claims of that philosophy to be philosophically 
indefensible. David Lamb, for example, argues that Hegel's 
thesis that 'the content of both religion and philosophy is God, 
absolute substance, absolute Spirit', does not mean that 'his 
philosophy of religion is inseparable from religious knowledge'. 27 

Michael Rosen, on the other hand, whilst arguing that we can 
adequately understand Hegel only if we read him as a philosopher 
of Revelation, claims also that, when we do that, 'the irrational 
kernel of Hegel's concepts becomes apparent'.28 

I want in this paper to argue against these interpretations: to 
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argue not only that the religious dimension in Hegel's thought is 
an integral part of the particular kind ofphilosophical truth which 
Hegel has to offer us, but also that only in the light ofhis doctrine 
of philosophy as a religious activity can Hegel's concept of 
philosophical truth bc defended against the charge of incoherence 
and indifference to experience. 

I have spoken of Hegel's doctrine of the connection of 
philosophy to religion as a legitimation for his concept of absolute 
knowledge. Every philosophy must be concerned with the 
question of its own legitimation: the question of why we should be 
prepared to believe in the very possibility of the kind of 
knowledge which the philosophy in question offers to give us 
about the world. That is, the question of why we should be 
prepared to believe that the questions which a philosophy asks, 
let alone the answers which it gives, do not derive from some 
initial confusion about the relationship between the philosophical 
mind and our non-philosophical experience of the world, the 
experience which that mind proposes to talk about. But this is a 
question of quite radical significance for the philosophy of Hegel. 
Hegel frequently describes his philosophy as a science without 
presuppositions,29 as a science which must constitute its own 
object. Hegel claims to have written a philosophy which can 
speak about the whole of human experience, and claims also that 
the way in which his philosophy talks about every particular part 
of experience is a necessary way, one which derives from the 
structure of experience as a whole.3o When a philosophy of this 
kind wants to justify its own basic orientation in relation to 
experience, there is nothing in experience to which such a 
philosophy can appeal without at the same time bringing what it 
appeals to within the systematic framework of its own discourse. 

Hegel's philosophy can only be defended on its own terms 
because the point of that philosophy is to show how and why 
there can be no 'other terms'. That is the central difficulty in the 
legitimation of Hegel's philosophy. That is the reason why that 
philosophy, for all its dialectical power, has so often appeared to 
be wholly dissociated from what we commonly call our experience: 
to be suspended, as it were, over a void. It is for this reason that 
Hegel's claim to presuppose nothing is also a claim to be justified 
in presupposing everything. In order to persuade us to believe in 
the central thesis of his philosophy Hegel has to persuade us to 
make the first step: to believe in the very possibility of a self
legitimating mode of knowledge. Thereafter the particular 
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resources of argument which Hegel has at his disposal might be 
capable of persuading us that what claims to be such a mode of 
knowledge is at least as intelligible, as coherent, and as rigorous 
as its empiricist or analytic opponents. But what Hegel's 
philosophy appears at first to be unable to do is precisely that 
which it claims to do: to legitimate its own kind of knowledge, and 
not just to expose the weaknesses, contradictions, and limitations 
of other kinds. To show a philosophical standpoint to be limited, 
or even contradictory, is not necessarily to show that it is wrong. 
Perhaps knowledge is necessarily limited. Perhaps the truth 
about the world involves certain unresolvable contradictions. 

The initial legitimation for Hegel's philosophy cannot be just 
an argument within that philosophy - for any such argument 
would be internal to Hegel's vision of what philosophy is, to his 
conception of the relationship between philosophical thought and 
non-philosophical experience. But neither can the legitimation 
for Hegel's philosophy appeal to anything in experience outside 
that philosophy; for any argument which did so would be a legitim
ation not for Hegel's philosophy, but for another philosophy 
altogether. The real legitimation for Hegel'S philosophy is neither 
a speculative philosophical argument, nor an appeal to experience, 
but both at once: a vision of philosophy as itself a mode of 
experience, a description of the kind of experience which 
philosophy is in relation to experience as a whole. 

This description, I believe, is provided by the doctrine of Spirit 
and of absolute Spirit which Hegel expounds in his Philosophy of 
spirit, and in particular by Hegel's doctrine of the reciprocal 
relationship between philosophy and religion as modes of 
absolute Spirit. But before arguing this case I must first explain 
why I have chosen to speak of the problem of legitimation in 
Hegel in relation to his Philosophy ojspirit instead of in relation to 
the two works in the context of which that problem has most 
frequently been discussed: the Phenomenology oj spirit and the 
Science oj logic. 31 

We may speak of the problem of legitimation in Hegel's 
philosophy - indeed Hegel himself speaks of it in this way - as 
the problem of 'how to begin' doing philosophy. But what has to 
be legitimated - the particular kind of beginning which Hegel 
makes - is the claim that in philosophy we cannot know how to 
begin before we have actually begun.32 This is what Hegel means 
to tell us when he says that 'the fear of error' is 'the fear of 
truth'}3 or when he says that the philosophy of his day cannot 
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come 'to' the truth about itself because it is already 'with' that 
truth.34 This is what Hegel is trying to tell us when he says that to 
believe we can learn, in the discipline of Logic, how to think 
before beginning the enterprise of speculative philosophy would 
be like waiting to study physiology before trying to digest.35 

Hence any argument which speaks in anything more than a 
metaphorical way about the question 'How to begin?' in relation 
to the philosophy of Hegel cannot provide the kind of epistemo
logical legitimation which that philosophy requires. But we 
cannot avoid at least considering the problem in the terms which 
that question proposes. For to avoid doing that would be 
uncritically to accept Hegel's answer. 

What we have to do is to ask the question in such a way that we 
do so without any presupposition about whether or not it is the 
right question for us to be asking. This is something which 
Hegel's Science of logic cannot do. Hegel's philosophy as a whole, 
because it claims to be a science without any presuppositions 
about the relationship of thought to experience, requires a 
philosophical foundation which does not depend upon the 
connection of thought to any particular kind of object in 
experience. That foundation must therefore be a kind of 
knowledge which is 'pure thought', thought trying to think, 
without any presupposition, about what thought, experience, and 
the relation between them are. This is indeed what Hegel 
conceives his Logic to be.% But it is just for this reason that 
Hegel's Logic, although it is the foundation of his philosophy, 
cannot provide a legitimationfor that philosophy in relation to other 
alternative and incompatible philosophical views of experience. 
Precisely because the Logic is the most pure form of speculative 
knowledge, the central problem in the legitimation of Hegel's 
philosophy must apply pre-eminently to the Logic itself. The 
Logic, more than any other of Hegel's works, is debarred from 
proposing any justification for its procedure, not even a definition 
of terms, which is not already part of the systematic movement of 
its own argument.37 Indeed, it is at the beginning of the Logic that 
Hegel most explicitly takes issue with and rejects the metaphor of 
'beginning' as a way of speaking about the legitimation of 
philosophical knowledge.3H 

The Phenomenology of spirit, however, is limited in its ability to 
legitimate Hegel's philosophy (although it may work as a 
propadeutic to that philosophy) for just the opposite reason. The 
Phenomenology is a work which employs the particular tools of 
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Hegelian philosophical argument, and yet temporarily and 
rhetorically abandons the one most central claim of Hegelian 
thought: that true or 'absolute' knowledge has no beginning 
external to itself, that there is no 'way in' to the truth which is not 
already part of the truth.39 The Phenomenology is a work which 
tries to use 'experience' itself in order to persuade us to believe 
what Hegel says about experience. The Phenomenology tries to lead 
the mind, by means of a consideration of actual or 'natural' 
consciousness, to an acceptance of the coherence and necessity of 
the concept of absolute knowledge. In the Phenomenology we are 
supposed to 'watch' as the forms of the natural consciousness 
'move towards' the standpoint of absolute knowledge.40 But the 
fact that there could be other routes, as well as other starting 
points, for the journey is not relevant to the rightness or 
wrongness of our decision to embark upon it. (That indeed is the 
particular strength of the mode of argument which the Phenomenology 
employs.) Hence although Hegel in the Phenomenology might 
provide a kind of legitimation for the central theses of his 
philosophy, he is unable to show the necessity for the particular 
kind of legitimation which he has chosen. The Phenomenology 
cannot be said to provide a systematic legitimation for Hegel's 
philosophy because, in that work, Hegel's philosophy does not 
legitimate itself. 

Hegel cannot, even rhetorically, legitimate his conception of 
philosophical thought by appealing to experience. He has, on the 
contrary, to make us believe that his thought has the right to tell 
us originally and independently what 'thought' and 'experience' 
are. We will only believe that if we also believe that Hegel can 
show us in his philosophy a mode of thought which is experience. 
If there is indeed such a mode of thought, then from the 
standpoint of that mode there will be no 'experience' which we 
can conceive of as absolutely separated from thought, and no 
thought so abstract that it is not also a kind of experience. 

Because this is what Hegel conceives philosophical thought to 
be, his philosophy can be legitimated neither by speculative 
philosophical argument - such as the Science oj logic - nor by 
heuristic appeal to cultural or psychological experience - such 
as the Phenomenology oj spirit. Hegel has to produce a credible 
conception of what Oakeshott calls the 'standpoint of the totality 
of experience',4! and a credible conception of philosophy as a 
mode of experience experientially connected to that standpoint. 
I will now try to show how Hegel does indeed succeed in doing 

198 



Hegel and Religion 

this, subtly and persuasively, in the third section of the Berlin 
Encyclopaedia ofthe philosophical sciences which is called the Philosophy 
ofspirit. 

Hegel's doctrine of Geist or of Spirit is above all a doctrine 
about the relationship between thought and experience, in the 
sense of the term 'experience' which I outlined at the beginning of 
this article. 'Spirit' is the name which Hegel gives to what 
Oakeshott calls the 'concrete whole of experience'; and by giving 
the name Spirit to what whole, Hegel signals also that he 
considers the standpoint of the whole of experience to be also the 
standpoint of thought. Hegel's contention is that there is 
something which is not identical with the sphere of our thought, 
nor with the sphere of the object ofour thought, which imparts an 
intelligible form to both those spheres. This is what Hegel means 
by speaking of Spirit as the mediation or middle point between 
the Idea (the truth in its most absolute and objective form) and 
Nature (the sphere of external existence which the truth is 'about'): 

Every determinateness is a determinateness only counter to 
another determinateness; to that of Spirit in general is 
opposed, in the first instance, that of Nature; the former 
can, therefore, only be grasped simultaneously with the 
latter. We must designate as the distinctive determinateness 
of the notion of Spirit, ideality; that is, the reduction of the 
Idea's otherness to a moment, the process of returning - and 
the accomplished return - into itself of the Idea from its 
Other. The distinctive feature of the logical Idea, however, 
is immediate, simple being-within-self; but for nature it is 
the self-externality of the Idea.42 

By 'Spirit', then, Hegel means the kind of relationship between 
knowledge and being in which neither pole in the relationship has 
primacy. Idea is the term which Hegel gives to the absolute truth, 
when that truth is the object ofpure speculative knowledge. Nature is 
the term which Hegel gives to that truth as we find it in the 
outward existence of the world. SPirit, however, is the mode of 
existence of the whole in which everything which is known is 
embodied in being; and everything which is is reflected in 
thought. Idea and Nature are dialectical opposites; but Spirit is 
the dialectical relationship between them. Hence Spirit is 
precisely that which Oakeshott calls experience, and it is 
experience as thought. Spirit is experience because it is the active 
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synthesis of our consciousness of the world, and what we are 
conscious of; and Spirit is thought because Spirit is the mental 
form of the whole ofour experience. Spirit is an energy, objectively 
as well as subjectively real, by which our minds are empowered to 
transmute the fact of our existence into a coherent human world. 
I t is a form, moreover, which is just as much given to our thought 
by our experience as it is imparted to our experience by our 
thought. Hegel gives the name 'Spirit' to the way in which our 
thought, prompted by our experience, makes our experience ever 
more coherent. It is because of his doctrine of Spirit that Hegel 
can use the same logical term to describe the way in which we 
appropriate and understand experience as he does to describe the 
structure of experience itself. This term is BegrifJ or notion: 

Just as in the living organism generally, everything is 
already contained, in an ideal manner, in the germ and is 
brought forth by the germ itself, not by an alien power, so 
too must all the particular forms of living mind grow out of 
its Notion as from their germ. In so doing our thinking, 
which is actuated by the Notion, remains for the object, 
which likewise is actuated by the Notion, absolutely 
immanent; we merely look on, as it were, at the object's own 
development, not altering it by importing into it our own 
subjective ideas and fancies. 43 

Hegel is saying that Spirit, through what he calls the 
movement of the notion, is immanent in every part of our thought 
and experience, however partial and limited the particular parts 
of our thought and experience might be. But because Spirit is 
thus immanent in our actual thought and experience, our partial 
and limited thoughts and experiences can know about, and be in, 
the absolute form of experience. That is the form which, when we 
think of it as absolute, we call the absolute or logical idea - and 
which is absolute Spirit or God.44 The possibility of 'absolute' 
knowledge cannot adequately be described by saying that the 
absolute is in us, but only by saying that we are in the absolute 
but to say that also includes the first possibility. That is what 
Hegel means by the participation of philosophy in the Spirit: 
what he means by absolute knowledge. 

But what if the word Geist; and even more so the words absoluter 
Geist, did not correspond to anything real in our experience at all? 
What if they were just words? 
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And then, the next thing I must mention, 
Is Metaphysics. Give it your close attention. 
With thought profound take care to span 
What won't fit into the brain of man. 
But fit or not - 'tis small concern. 
A pompous word will serve your turn. 45 

Clearly the kind ofargument I have just outlined presupposes the 
conceptual framework of Hegel's philosophy as a whole. In 
particular it presupposes that when we talk about a Spirit which 
'embodies' or 'externalises' itself in actual existence, and of that 
existence as something having a development akin to the 
movement of our thought, then we actually mean something 
when we do so. The very idea ofa Philosophy of Spirit, moreover, 
presupposes the rest of Hegel's system. In particular, it presup
poses Hegel's Logic and Philosophy of nature, the 'final outcome' of 
which, Hegel says, is 'the proof of the necessity of the Notion of 
Spirit' .46 And the arguments of these works, in relation to which 
Hegel says that the doctrine of Spirit has to be interpreted, 
themselves presuppose what I have called the one fundamental 
premise ofHegel's thought: that there can be a kind of knowledge 
which presupposes nothing external to itself. 

Hegel himself would appear to be aware of this difficulty at the 
beginning of the Philosophy of spirit, where he remarks that his 
doctrine of Spirit is a way of looking at the world the rightness of 
which will only be revealed by the application of that doctrine to 
the whole sphere of human experience which his philosophy 
treats. We have, so to speak, to put the idea of Spirit into the 
world and see what we get out: 

The Science of Spirit, on its part, has to authenticate this 
Notion (i.e. the Notion of Spirit) by its development and 
actualisation. Accordingly, what we say here assertorically 
about Spirit, at the beginning of our treatment of it, can 
only be scientifically (wissenschaftlich) proved by philosophy 
in its entirety. All we can do at the outset is to elucidate the 
Notion of Spirit for ordinary thinking (VoTstellung). 4 7 

The objection of course is that Hegel's doctrine of Spirit is 
vitiated in just the same way as aU ofHegel's other doctrines: that 
if we see the world in the light of this doctrine, the kind of world 
we see will automatically confirm the doctrine's truth. 
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But the real reason why Hegel's doctrine of Spirit is ultimately 
unsatisfactory as a legitimation for his philosophy - although it 
is a necessary part of that legitimation - lies deeper than this. 
We might be able to think of the relationship between thought 
and experience in terms ofHegel's doctrine of Spirit, or as ifSpirit 
really existed; and ifwe do so we can make ajudgement about the 
coherence or otherwise of Hegel's philosophy without having to 
accept, in anything more than a formal or assertoric sense, the 
terms in which Hegel says that we should make that judgement. 
But, if we think in this way, we will understand the doctrine of 
Spirit in a way which - however plausible - is radically in 
conflict with what that doctrine actually says. 

If we read the doctrine of Spirit only assertorically, then even if 
we find that the doctrine is confirmed by the rest of Hegel's 
philosophy, it will have been confirmed only as an assertoric 
doctrine: as a way of looking at the world which 'works', because 
it leads us to the truth about the world. Hegel's claim, however, is 
to describe how we can look at the world in a way which 
'necessarily' leads us to the truth, because it is itself part of the 
truth. However Hegel's doctrine of Spirit is constructed, and 
however we might be able to read it, the content of that doctrine is 
an affirmation not that the world is as if something were true 
about it, but an affirmation about how the world is. Hegel speaks 
of Spirit not just as the object of his own discourse, but as an 
independently active principle in the world, a principle which 
defines the ontological status of speculative thought itself. Spirit, 
Hegel says, is not just something which our thinking shows to be 
true about the world; Spirit is something which shows us the 
truth.48 Spirit has to be something like this because Hegel's 
doctrine of Spirit is not just the organising principle of a 
philosophical world view; it is the conceptual legitimation for a 
philosophy of absolute knowledge. If we are to believe such a 
philosophy, then what we have to believe is not that such a 
philosophy is as right, or more right, than its opponents, but that 
such a philosophy is true: true 'absolutely' because it tells us the 
particular kinds of truth which other philosophies possess. 

IfHegel's doctrine of Spirit means what it says, then to accept 
it whilst regarding it only as an assertoric doctrine is a contra
diction in terms. And, ultimately, even though an assertoric 
reading of the doctrine ofSpirit might enable us to defend Hegel's 
conception ofphilosophical th(;mght against certain of the charges 
which modern critics have levelled against it, such a reading 
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cannot be successful in defending that conception of philosophy 
on its own terms. Hence it would seem that, ifwe are looking for a 
relevant legitimation for Hegel's conception of philosophical 
thought, we are back where we started. 

What Hegel offers us in his doctrine of Spirit is a doctrine of 
philosophy as experience in Oakeshott's sense, and a doctrine of 
what Oakeshott calls the 'concrete whole' of experience. What he 
cannot give us, unless he gives us something more than his 
doctrine of Spirit, is the way in which those two doctrines are 
connected; and it is just this which we need. The problem is that 
Hegel is saying something more than that philosophy is experience. 
He is saying that philosophy knows how to talk about the whole 
of experience. If philosophy's talk, as Hegel says it is, is really 
absolutely necessary to experience as a whole, then there must be 
something in experience which connects philosophy to the whole of 
our experience. In his doctrine of Spirit, Hegel gives us a 
plausible argument about how philosophy can be seen as 
connected to the ~hole of experience, and so shows us one way in 
which we can know, in our philosophical thinking, about that 
connection. But knowing about something, even for Hegel, is not 
automatically the same as being it. We are not justified, on the basis 
of Hegel's doctrine of Spirit alone, in believing that the kind of 
connection which Hegel makes between philosophical thought 
and experience is anything more than the product of a plausible 
philosophical argument. There is no reason why we should 
believe that the connection is not just a heuristic fiction, but an 
objective reality which discloses to us what 'thought' and 
'experience' are. 

In order to believe that,. we would have also to believe that 
there is nothing else in our experience except philosophy: God 
forbid! We cannot take refuge here in Oakeshott's disclaimer that 
philosophy is simply 'the standpoint of the totality of experience', 
and that such a standpoint is neither practically necessary nor 
conducive to the enhancement oflife.49 For Hegel, philosophical 
knowledge is nothing if it is not 'necessary'. Such knowledge, for 
Hegel, is 'necessary' not because everybody has it or has to have 
it in order to live; but because, being something more than the 
possession of our minds, it is implicit in our lives whether we 
'have' it or not. 

In order to show that 'absolute knowledge' is possible, Hegel 
has to show us that philosophy is connected to the whole of 
experience not by talk, but by experience. He has to show us that 
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philosophy has the right to talk about the whole of experience, 
not because experience can be reduced to philosophy, but 
because philosophy can be enlarged to experience. He has to 
show us philosophy as a mode of experience, and he has to show us 
how the philosophical mode of experience is connected, by 
experience, to experience as a whole. And it is this which Hegel 
talks about when he talks, at the end of the Philosophy of spirit, 
about the connection of philosophy to religion. 

In the section of the Philosophy of spirit entitled 'Absolute spirit', 
Hegel offers two principal speculative arguments for the connec
tion of philosophy to religion. These I will call his thesis of the 
internal connection of philosophy to religion - his thesis that 
philosophy is itself a religious activity; and his thesis of the external 
connection of philosophy to religion - his thesis that the mode of 
awareness of the world proper to philosophy is necessarily 
connected to the mode of awareness proper to religion. These two 
arguments may also be described as an argument about how 
philosophy is made possible by religion, and an argument about 
why philosophy needs religion. I will now consider each of these 
arguments in turn. 

The internal connection of philosophy to religion 

Hegel discusses, in the Philosophy of spirit, the three modes of 
absolute Spirit - art, religion, and philosophy - in turn; and 
says that each of these modes both is, and enables us to know 
about, the totality of the Spirit's life in a different way. But he also 
begins by describing the sphere of absolute Spirit in general as the 
sphere of religion. This description is not part of his discussion of 
the sphere of religion as a mode of absolute Spirit, but occurs in 
the section which introduces the concept of absolute Spirit itself, 
and follows immediately after a sentence which shows us the 
significance of the concept of absolute Spirit in relation to the 
question 'How to begin?' 

The absolute Spirit, while it is self-centred identity, is 
always also identity returning and ever returned into itself: 
if it is the one and universal substance it is so as a spirit, 
discerning itself into a self and a consciousness, for which it 
is as substance. Religion, as this supreme sphere may be in 
general designated, if it has on one hand to be studied as 
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coming from the subject and having its home in the subject, 
must no less be regarded as objectively issuing from the 
absolute Spirit which as Spirit is in its community. 

Der absolute Geist ist eben so ewig in-sich-seyende, wie in 
sich zuriickkehrende und zuriickgekehrte Identitiit; die 
Eine und allgemeine Substanz als geistige, das Urtheil in 
sich und in ein Wissen,for welches sie als solche ist. Die Religion, 
wie diese hochste Sphare im Allgemeinen bezeichnet 
werden kann, - ist eben so sehr als vom Subjecte 
ausgehend und in demselben sich befindend, wie als 
objectiv von dem absoluten Geiste ausgehend zu betrachten, 
der als Geist in seiner Gemeinde ist.50 

Hegel only introduces his ·discussion of philosophy after a 
discussion of religion, a discussion in which he describes as part 
of religion the total movement of the absolute Spirit through 
which the question of the relation between knowledge and being 
is answered: the manifestation or Offenbaren of a spiritual 
principle in the external world, which at the same time discloses 
the way in which the mode of that manifestation can be known. 51 

To be sure, Hegel says that one way in which this movement can 
be known of is by philosophy, whose element is discursive 
thought, just as another way is religion, whose element is the 
inward integrity of piety.52 But the totality of what is known, and 
of the means by which it is known, is also described in the section 
entitled 'Religion'; and the very notion of Spirit in this discussion, 
the account of what Hegel calls the 'absolute self-mediation of 
Spirit',53 is introduced in a religious context: as the third person 
of the Trinity or as the Holy Spirit.54 To be sure, Spirit in this 
sense is described by Hegel, as it were, phenomenologically or as 
a category ofdogma; but it is also Spirit which Hegel says is able 
to talk about the trinitarian movement of Spirit which is its 
precondition or Voraussetzung.55 Hence Spirit can grasp the 
totality of the trinitarian movement of Spirit because Spirit 
stands within that movement. 

This total movement through which finite and infinite Spirit 
are mediated one with the other is religion, although it is also the 
object of religion as it is of philosophy in a different mode. There 
is a highly significant sense, for Hegel, in which philosophy can 
know about this movement only because philosophy is itself 
inside it, and only if philosophy knows that it is inside it. The 
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relation of religion to absolute Spirit is not only one of knowing; it 
is one of being. And if that is also true of philosophy, it is only so 
because the element of philosophy - freely self-mediating Spirit, 
which knows most adequately about itself and about the world in 
the medium of philosophy - has been prepared for in the 
element of religion. Indeed, Hegel says in the transitional 
paragraph which leads from his discussion of religion to his 
discussion of philosophy,56 whatever it is that philosophy knows 
- even the result of the argument about the emergence of self
conscious Spirit which he has just expounded - if philosophy 
only knows, it knows nothing. If philosophy makes the movement 
of the Spirit in which it inheres into its own object - or even if 
philosophy knows why it cannot do so and makes that into its 
own object - philosophy's discourse, in knowing the reason why 
it is itself a necessary part of the truth, renders itself entirely 
superfluous to the truth. Philosophy, in knowing its own 
knowledge and its own being to belong together, but thinking 
itself alone responsible for this knowledge, causes knowledge and 
being in the world which philosophy experiences to be absolutely 
divorced. For in knowing that, philosophy does in fact know 
about the totality of things, and if philosophy is not prepared to 
put itself inside the totality of things there is nowhere for 
philosophy to go when it has finished philosophising. Philosophy, 
in Hegel's words, is empty and vain.57 

The external connection of phih>sophy to religion 

Hegel describes philosophy at the close of the Philosophy oispirit as 
follows: 

Such consciousness (i.e. philosophy) is thus the intelligible 
unity (cognised by thought) of art and religion, in which the 
diverse elements in the content are cognised as necessary, 
and this necessary as free. 

Dies Wissen ist damit der denkend erkannte Begrif.! der 
Kunst und der Religion, in welchem das in dem Inhalte 
Verschiedene als nothwendig, und dies Nothwendige als 
frei erkannt ist. 58 

The form of knowledge - or Wissen - belonging to philosophy is 
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that of conceptual or discursive insight: the form of insight 
appropriate to the philosophical concept or Begriffthrough which 
the philosopher understands the world according to the logical 
form which philosophy discloses. The characteristic form of the 
activity of conceptual understanding or begreifen is to discern 
difference in unity, and unity in differences. 59 To understand in 
this way is to perceive the limits of things, and their contradictions, 
then in that perceiving to grasp the idea of the unity of things; 
and yet to know that what the mind understands as unity cannot 
be set beside a world of contradictions, but is in fact immanent 
and implicit in that world. Begreifen is to understand unity, and to 
understand difference, and to understand that the connection 
between unity and difference is a matter not merely of understand
ing, but of being.6o 

It is through their connection to philosophy, Hegel says, that 
the two non-philosophical modes of absolute Spirit - religion 
and art - cease to be particular and limited modes ofexperience. 
In philosophy, Hegel says, the particular ways in which we see 
the world in religion and art are unified in a single apprehension 
of thought, and given access to the kind of insight which comes 
from self-conscious thought: 

Philosophy not merely keeps them (i.e. religion and art) 
together to make a totality, but even unifies them into a 
simple spiritual vision and then in that raises them to self
conscious thought (... in die einfache geistige Anschauung 
vereint und dann zurn selbstbewussten Denken erhoben). 61 

This self-conscious thought, Hegel says, discerns the Begrif.! or 
concept of religion, because it recognises that religion has an 
apprehension of Spirit which is different from the apprehension 
which belongs to philosophy, and understands that this different 
apprehension is necessary to the reality of the Spirit; and yet 
recognises also that this necessity does not detract from or 
contradict the freedom and hence the transcendence of Spirit. 

Hegel is asserting that philosophy is able to understand why 
there is a religious mode of the Spirit which is intrinsically 
different from the philosophical mode, and yet discern in the 
religious mode of Spirit, and in the connection of that mode to 
philosophy, nothing other than the movement of philosophy's 
own thought. 

This is by definition a kind of knowledge which religion, as 
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such, cannot have. The movement ofthe Spirit which Hegel calls 
religion is the totality of the sphere of absolute Spirit as such. 
Hence whatever kind ofknowledge religion can have of that totality 
- the knowledge belonging to the mode of Geist which Hegel 
identifies with the Holy Spirit - must be not only formally, but 
really within the totality of the Spirit which is also religion. The 
structure of the religious sphere of absolute Spirit means that, as 
far as the existence or the life of that sphere is concerned, the 
Spirit's knowledge and the Spirit's being must coincide. But in 
the case of the religious sphere's knowledge of itself - as far as 
the Spirit's religious knowledge - is concerned, the Spirit's 
knowledge and the Spirit's being must necessarily appear to be 
dissociated one from the other. And both these characteristics of 
the religious sphere have the same origin: the immediate identity 
of that sphere with the totality of absolute Spirit. 

In the case of philosophy, the relationship of Spirit to itself is 
exactly the reverse. Philosophy knows about religion - the 
totality of absolute Spirit - as one particular mode of absolute 
Spirit. Hence philosophy's knowledge must be able to put itself 
'outside' the totality of absolute Spirit, and yet by so putting itself 
outside, not cease to know adequately of that totality. But 
because the totality of absolute Spirit is the totality of knowledge 
and of being at once, the being ofphilosophy must be connected to 
that totality, and yet connected in a mode other than that of 
philosophical knowledge. That mode is religion. Philosophy 
needs religion. Philosophy needs religion because, although 
philosophy can know about religion, and indeed know about its 
own connection to religion, philosophy cannot be, and hence 
cannot know, as religion is or as religion knows. 

Philosophy, according to Hegel, is the mode of absolute Spirit 
most suited to the formulation of the question, and of a certain 
kind of answer to the question, 'How to begin?' For philosophy 
can grasp, can articulate in its own discourse, the total problem of 
the relation between knowledge and being. Hence Hegel says that 
philosophy is the mode in which knowledge (Wissenschaft) goes 
back to its beginnings, and that philosophy is able to establish at 
the conclusion of its discourse the truth of its premise - the unity 
of knowledge and being: 

In this way the science has gone back to its beginning: its 
result is the logical system but as a spiritual principle: out of 
the presupposing judgement, in which the notion was only 
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implicit and the beginning immediate - and thus out-of the 
appearance which it had there - it has risen into its pure 
principle and thus also into its proper medium. 
Die Wissenschaft ist auf diese Weise in ihren Anfang 
zuriickgegangen, und das Logische so ihr Resultat als das 
Geistige, dass es aus dem voraussetzenden U rtheilen, worin 
der Begriff nur an sich und der Anfang ein U nmittelbares 
war, hiemit aus der Erscheinung, diees darin an ihm hatte, 
in sein reines Princip,zugleich als in sein Element, sich 
erhoben hat.52 

Philosophy in this sense may be said to cause the Spirit to live 
in the mind,63 since the thoughts of philosophy are nothing other 
than the pure form of the movement of absolute Spirit, which 
philosophy itself discloses to be the totality of what is. Philosophy 
is the mode of knowledge which creates its own object.54 As 
philosophy begins to ask the question of how to begin, it begins to 
answer it - but only because philosophy knows that there is 
nothing outside the movement of Spirit through which philosophy 
itself begins. The doctrine of absolute Spirit shows us that 
whatever we may think about Hegel's claims for philosophy, they 
are ultimately claims about far more than philosophy alone; and 
hence not just, and not even primarily, claims about what 
philosophy can know. Hegel's doctrine of absolute Spirit is a 
doctrine about why we should be doing philosophy at all. The 
reason why we are doing philosophy, Hegel is saying, is that God 
causes us to do so. The reason why we should do philosophy, 
Hegel is saying, is that God wants us to. The point of philosophy 
lies in its experiential connection to religion. 

But what kind of a legitimation for a philosophy is this? We have 
seen that the reason why Hegel has to offer us a doctrine of 
absolute Spirit - of philosophy as a mode of experience 
experientially connected to religion - is because of a necessary 
inadequacy in his doctrine ofSpirit. His doctrine of Spirit, as long 
as we conceive it only as a philosophical doctrine about the whole 
of experience, can offer us only a pseudo-legitimation for Hegel's 
doctrine of absolute knowledge: an argument which provides a 
legitimation for that doctrine on terms which the doctrine itself 
shows to be inadequate. That is so because as long as we conceive 
Hegel's doctrine as one which is about something called Spirit, 
and about the relationship of philosophy to that something, we 
are justified only in making a provisional or assertoric assent to it. 
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IfHegel's doctrine of absolute Spirit really is going to function as 
a legitimation for a philosophy of absolute knowledge, we have to 
be able to make something more than an assertoric assent to that 
doctrine. We have to believe that the doctrine expresses a 
substantive truth, a truth which defines the status of our thought 
and our experience alike. We cannot believe that unless Hegel 
does something more than tell us philosophically what 'experience' 
is - evcn if he tells us credibly what the whole of experience is. 
Hegel has to make us believe that philosophy is the whole of 
experience in a philosophical mode. He has to persuade us that 
we can hold such a belief without reducing our experience to 
philosophy. How docs Hegel do that? 

Philosophy, when it begins to formulate the doctrine of 
absolute Spirit, can begin to think only as if philosophy were 
connected to the whole of experience in the way which the 
doctrine of absolute Spirit describes. Philosophy knows that if the 
doctrine of absolute Spirit is true, then certain of the apparent 
contradictions in the way in which philosophy sees experience 
would be explained. But for the same reason that philosophy has 
been led to posit the doctrine - because of the fact that 
philosophy wants to see experience only in the mode of self
conscious knowledge - philosophy is unable philosophically to 
decide whether or not the doctrine is true. 

Let us suppose, however, that we decide to think about the 
whole of the experience which we have whcn we find ourselves in 
this impasse. And let us suppose also that we try to do so whilst 
keeping an open mind about whether or not it is right for us to 
think philosophically or not about the experience we are having. 
Then thcre might, perhaps, be a way in which wc could see the 
world - and could see the world whilst still doing philosophy 
which would put us in a position to assess the truth of the 
doctrine of absolute Spirit. This would be a new way, although a 
way thoroughly connected to the way of speculative philosophy, 
for the philosophical mind to connect itself to experience. The 
philosophical mind, to be sure, would have to decide to connect 
itself to experience in this way; and yet such a decision would be 
made necessary by the way in which the mind is in any case 
connected to experience if it tries to do philosophy in the 
Hegelian way. 

The kind of truth which philosophy gains by formulating the 
doctrine of absolute Spirit can only be called a hypothetical or 
metaphorical truth about the world - a truth which tells us that 
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the world is as if certain things were true about it - if philosophy 
regards its own relation to experience only as a possible object of 
philosophical thought. But philosophy is in a relationship with 
experience however much philosophy thinks about that relationship; 
and it is this fact which the doctrine of absolute Spirit is itself 
'about'. Hence for philosophy to think only 'about' that doctrine 
- to think about it as an object of philosophical discourse, 
without at the same time trying to think about it in any other way 
- would be for philosophy to make the doctrine superfluous. 

When philosophy begins to think as if there were a truth in 
excess of the self-reflexive kind of truth about experience, and as if 
philosophy were necessarily connected to such a truth, then 
philosophy does so because it recognises that the mind which says 
'as if - the mind which is able at every point to withdraw from 
its own relationship to experience and to begin thinking about 
that relationship from the outside - is an inadequate orientation 
of the mind towards experience. Merely by entertaining the 
possible truth of the doctrine of absolute Spirit, philosophy has put 
itself into a particular kind of relationship with experience, and 
this act in itself means that philosophy has to do more than 
merely think about that relationship. 

Philosophy has to entertain the proposition that the object of 
its own discourse - the relationship of the philosophical mind to 
experience - might have not only an objective, but also a 
subjective form; and yet a form which philosophy, by itself, does 
not know how to understand or control. Philosophy begins to 
realise that the success or otherwise of its attempt to connect itself 
to experience is more than its own affair. Philosophy begins to 
realise that its own ability to 'see through' the whole of 
experience, to see in experience only philosophy's own object, is 
not the only possible, or the only right, attitude of the mind in 
relation to experience. Philosophy begins to see that it might see 
through to nothing at all; and that its own philosophical 
knowledge that it is seeing nothing at all might, in relation to the 
totality of experience, not be knowledge at all. Philosophy begins 
to know that its own knowledge, which it knows can destroy the 
integrity of every particular mode ofexperience, is itself unable to 
become a positive form of experience - and yet that there is still 
experience left over. Philosophy has the experience of a void. 

The way in which religion relates to the totality of experience is 
the very reverse of that of philosophy; and yet connected to the 
way of philosophy by a relationship of need. All of the philosopher's 
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positive experience of the world - his particular and determinate 
experience of the world - is on the side of his philosophical 
knowledge. His non-philosophical experience, if he is still a 
philosopher when he has it, is 'negative': it is the experience that 
he does not know what he is experiencing, experience of the 
absence and lack of the content which experience requires in 
order to be our experience: experience of need. 

But, for the religious believer, it is precisely the experience of 
self-conscious knowledge which appears absolutely lacking in 
content, since that particular mode of experience is wholly 
eclipsed, for the believer, by what is outside and beyond the 
domain of merely self-reflexive knowledge, and of which the 
religious believer has religious knowledge.55 

In philosophy, the self-reflexive mind 's experience of its own 
limit is that mind's need for something other than the kind of 
experience which it is itself able to have. In religion, that need is 
itself a positive form of experience: not a need for something 
which is absent from experience, but the reality ofwhat is present 
in experience. That reality is the mind's knowledge of its own 
connection to its incomprehensible Ground which is God. 
Religion knows experientially what philosophy, when it tries to 
know about the totality of experience, makes manifest: that the 
totality of experience cannot be exhausted by the operation of the 
sheerly self-reflexive mind. Religion's knowledge coincides with 
its being, not in the mode offormal conceptual insight, but in the 
reverent acknowledgement of the absolute distance of the mind 
from its own most absolute object, the disposition of spiritual 
humility which is the element of piety. 

Religion might well feel that awareness of the absolute distance 
of the spiritual energy to which it nevertheless knows itself to be 
connected: that anxiety or despair which is the portion also of the 
highest mode of philosophical knowledge. 55 But, for religion, that 
awareness is not incommensurate with positive knowledge of 
God. Religion is not, as it were, ashamed of that awareness. 
Indeed religion would be ashamed of not having it. Hence the 
religious believer may speak of being loved by a God who is at the 
same time incomprehensible. The infinite movement of self
reflexive thought - what Hegel calls 'the most astonishing and 
greatest of all powers, or rather the absolute power'57 - is, for 
religion, the positive form of experience. 

The reason why philosophy is able to connect itself to the 
whole of experience is the reason why the philosopher, ifhe has or 
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thinks he has only philosophical experience, must know his 
experience to be absolutely divorced from the whole of experience 
which we call life. But the reason why religion is connected to the 
whole of experience is that religion knows that it is not itself 
which is doing the connecting. Philosophy's knowledge is the 
experience of ignorance. Religion's ignorance is the experience of 
knowledge. That is the interest of our experience in the 
connection of philosophy to religion. 

But, it might be objected, this is all nothing more than a 
plausible and perhaps suggestive interpretation of what the 
doctrine of absolute Spirit means; it does not prove that Hegel's 
doctrine of absolute Spirit is a legitimation for his doctrine of 
absolute knowledge. To call a doctrine a legitimation surely 
implies it must be possible for there to be some commonly agreed 
criteria by which we can assess whether or not the doctrine 
works. How can an experience of the mind - an experience 
moreover which is claimed not to be identical with the experience 
of discursive thought - be communicatea? How can it be spoken of 
in such a way that, when everything has been said, we commonly 
know what we have been talking about? And how can such an 
experience be checked or proven? For the very truth-content of 
the experience is the assertion that everyone of our attempts to 
legitimate our talk about experience is encompassed by the 
movement of experience itself. 

Every philosophy can be conceived as including both a 
paradigm68 which defines its method of argument and evidence, 
its conception of what are the nature and limits of philosophical 
thought, and a framework of argument which flows from that 
paradigm. A paradigm defines, for a particular philosophy, what 
is the relationship between the activity of philosophical thought 
and experience as a whole. Only within such a paradigm can the 
framework of argument proceed to make statements or propose 
theories which can be tested 'against' experience, tested by the 
'evidence' which the paradigm shows to be relevant in the 
assessment of such theories. The arguments of a philosophy, in this 
sense, may be spoken of as having an 'evidential' legitimation. 
Their legitimation depends upon the mind's being able to appeal 
to experience in a manner which the framework of argument of 
the philosophy itself shows to be intelligible and coherent. The 
paradigm of philosophy, however, cannot be legitimated in this 
sense, since it is the paradigm which shows us what words like 
'intelligibility' and 'coherence' mean for that particular philo
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sophy.fi9 Our reasons for choosing one philosophical paradigm 
rather than another, therefore, can be neither exclusively 
philosophical, nor exclusively evidential in the sense which I have 
just outlined. They must have to do with experience in a sense of 
that word which has not been exclusively defined by anyone 
philosophical view of experience. Those reasons must have to do 
with our estimate of the wavelength of philosophy in the 
spectrum of experience. 

I want to argue that Hegel's doctrine of absolute Spirit is the 
paradigm of Hegel's philosophy in this sense. Clearly the partic
ular view which Hegel has of philosophy in relation to the whole 
of human experience, whatever its force, cannot conclusively be 
shown to be the right one, or to be thc wrong one, by any 
argument of Hegel's or by any identifiable empirical fact or 
connection of such facts. But it does not follow that we cannot 
engage in rational discussion about the worth or significance of 
Hegel's paradigm in relation to other alternative visions of what 
philosophy might be, not least those of our own time. We can, to 
use Michael Rosen's terms, 'interpret' and so assess Hegel's 
philosophy in relation to the philosophical discourse of our own 
time, without being able, or needing, to 'translate' Hegel into the 
language of that discourse. 7o 

But problems of communication, which always occur when 
philosophies try to talk to each other, arise when we approach 
Hegel not just accidentally, because of the differences in cultural 
and conceptual idiom between our day and Hegel's own, but 
intrinsically and necessarily because of the kind of things Hegel is 
trying to talk about and to say. Hegel's philosophy, whatever the 
particular thing5 it says about experience, is special in being a 
philosophy of experience. In the case of Hegel's philosophy, the 
problem of communication arises not just when we try to 
compare Hegel's voice with the voices of others, but when 
anyone, even Hegel's contemporaries, tries to read Hegel himself. 
It is not without significance that almost all of Hegel's works were 
first delivered as lectures and to students. The truth Hegel 
communicates becomes real only when it is consciously and 
actively apprehended in the experience of another mind: when it 
becomes true an und fur sich.71 Hegel's constant affirmation that 
his philosophy is exoteric or public72 does not contradict this. 
Hegel's philosophy is 'public' precisely because it is a philosophy 
of communication. But communication must, in the first place, 
address itself to the individual mind, and we can never be wholly 
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certain that one person has apprehended exactly the same thing as 
another. What we have apprehended we find out by talking to other 
people; and, of course, we will be disposed to say different things as 
our culture, language, circumstances - as our experience changes. 

There is, I believe, of necessity a difference between the way 
Hegel's philosophy itself communicates truth and the way in 
which that philosophy must be defended in philosophical debate, 
and so a certain necessary inarticulateness in the Hegelian 
standpoint. But to say this, ifwe interpret the doctrine ofabsolute 
Spirit in the way I have suggested, is not to say that we have to 
take or leave everything in Hegel. It is not to say that there is no 
'way in' to Hegel's philosophy, or that there is no possibility of 
communication between a mind inside the Hegelian mode and 
one outside. It is to say that we can reasonably accept what I 
have called the paradigm of Hegel's philosophy - his doctrine of 
philosophy as a religious activity and a mode ofabsolute Spirit 
without being able to justifY our decision in relation to any 
evidence which is absolutely independent of that paradigm. The 
interpretation of Hegel's doctrine of absolute Spirit which I have 
proposed means that, if we do accept Hegel's doctrine, we must 
logically do so on its own terms, which are experiential and 
ultimately religious ones. I hope, however, also to have shown 
that we can accept Hegel's paradigm of absolute Spirit without 
having to believe that all the things which Hegel says about our 
experience on the basis ofit are true, still less that they are true in 
abstraction from the evidence which we find in experience. I hope 
to have shown that the conceptual framework which Hegel has 
given us is capable of explaining, though not of explaining away, 
the reasons why there is necessarily a partial failure of communi
cation between a mind which fully accepts the Hegelian 
viewpoint and one which is external to that viewpoint. This 
capacity is one of the reasons why Hegel's philosophy remains 
historically vital and capable of rigorous defence in philosophical 
debate; and it is a capacity, I suggest, which we can only 
understand in the context of that dimension of Hegel's work 
which is explicitly and necessarily religious. 

To see Hegel's philosophy in this way is not to .endorse the kind 
of Hegel interpretation which Walter Jaeschke has called 
'running away from conceptual thought' (die Flucht vor dem 
Begrifj)J:{ On the contrary, to do so is to point up the relevance of 
the religious dimension of Hegel's thought precisely to Hegel's 
achievement as a speculative and systematic thinker. 
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I have suggested one way in which Hegel shows us how we can 
conceive of philosophy as both required and empowered to speak 
of the objects of religious belief, and yet at the same time see 
philosophy as radically in need of the experience of religious faith. 
If Hegel's philosophy can in fact do this - or even if it makes a 
coherent effort to do so and only partially succeeds - then the 
Hegelian contribution is of relevance as much to contemporary 
disputes within Christian theology as it is to more formal 
problems within the philosophy of religion. One of the most 
urgent needs in contemporary theological discussion is for a mode 
of argument capable of connecting the necessary enquiry of the 
philosophy of religion into the object of religious belief - into 
questions of dogma, truth, and reference - to the kind of non
philosophical religious awareness which belongs to the believing 
community itself. 

This is made strikingly apparent by the current dispute over 
the writings of Don Cupitt. Much of the critique of these writings 
has centred upon the claim that their theses do not correspond to 
the experience of religious people. 74 Cupitt's distinction, made in 
the interests of religious integrity,75 between the claims of 
dogmatical realism and the ethical demands of religious practice 
itself, seems to ignore the fact that, for most people who claim to 
believe, religious practice cannot be conceived without reference 
to certain positive dogmatic claims about the truth - nor dogma 
conceived in abstraction from the religious practice in which it is 
embodied. 

Hegel can help us here. Hegel's philosophy is not 'religious' in 
the abstract, even though it claims to articulate the 'concept' of 
religion as such. Hegel's is a Christian philosophy: a philosophy 
of Incarnation. For such a philosophy there can be no radical or 
absolute distinction between what we call our 'experience' and 
the truth about that experience. For a philosophy such as that of 
Hegel, the ultimate appeal is indeed to the autonomy of religious 
experience: to the experience of the Christian community or 
Gemeinde to whom his philosophy of religion is addressed. 

At the close of his Philosophy of religion itself, it is indeed to the 
experience of the Christian community that Hegel appeals. 76 

Hegel makes no claim that his philosophy can communicate a 
truth which will be religiously valid in abstraction from the 
experience of that community, stiIlless that contradictions which 
are real in the life of the Gemeinde will disappear because they 
have been resolved by philosophical argument. In his own time, 
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Hegel says, the rationalistic theology of the Enlightenment and 
the reaction against it has led to a 'discordant note' or Misston77 

between philosophical theology and evangelical piety.78 It is a 
split, as Hegel says, which is 'actually present in reality' (in der 
Wirklichkeit vorhanden),79 and the fact that it can be dissolved by 
philosophical argument will not do away with it in reality. How 
the split is to be resolved, Hegel says, is 'not the immediate 
practical business and concern ofphilosophy';80 it is the business 
of 'the actual present day world' (die zeitliche empirische Gegenwart),81 
the business of the kind of experience which we call Christian 
belief. 

Decisively influenced by Wittgenstein's method in philosophy, 
which centres upon the analysis of linguistic usage and human 
practice, modern philosophy of religion in the English speaking 
world has often seen its task as the elucidation of the logic and the 
coherence, and so what it sees as the 'meaning', of religious utter
ances, practices, and codes of belief. Religion and philosophy are 
different 'forms of life' which give rise to different 'language 
games. '82 The task of the philosophy of religion, therefore, can 
only be seen as describing the grammar of the religious language 
game, and acquiring such understanding of the religious form of 
life as is necessary in order for such a description to be 
provided.83 Philosophy 'cannot independently make any kind of 
substantive statement about whether or not religion communicates 
truth. Philosophy can, at best, eludicate what religion means by 
'truth', as well as other things which religion says and does. This 
is the position which D.Z. Phillips, one ofWittgenstein's disciples 
who has been specifically concerned with the philosophy of 
religion, takes up. Echoing Wittgenstein's requirement that 
philosophy should 'leave everything as it is' when it considers our 
actual use of language, Phillips asserts that the only help which 
philosophy can be in our practical consideration of religious 
questions is in clearing away possible confusions about how 
religious language works, or about the proper boundaries 
between religious and philosopbical discourse.84 

But this apparently modest view of the scope and character of 
the philosophy of religion is, in practice, far from modest. Hence 
when Phillips comes to consider a real aspect of religious practice 
- that of prayer - he writes as follows: 

The philosopher's trouble comes from the fact that he finds 
it difficult to give a conceptual account of a familiar 
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religious activity; to make philosophically explicit what is 
already known in a non-philosophical, that is, in this case, 
religious, way.8S 

But of the kind of explanation we should be seeking, Phillips 
writes: 

One is asking him (i.e. the religious believer) for a non
religious account of a religious activity, a conceptual or 
philosophical account which would give some indication of 
the meaning of prayer to someone for whom prayer meant 

86little, and often, he fails to provide an adequate one.

This is a kind of philosophy of religion which wants to have it 
both ways: to exclude, and yet covertly to answer, the question of 
religious truth. What Phillips is really denying is not that 
philosophy can have anything to say about whether or not there 
is a religious truth, but that such a truth is one relevant to 
philosophy: that when philosophy apprehends such a truth, 
philosophy's own philosophical way of understanding the world 
might be changed. The methodological standpoint which requires 
us 'to leave everything as it is', when we begin philosophically to 
consider the phenomenon of religion, is also a standpoint which 
gives to philosophy the right to say how things are in religion. It is 
a standpoint which denies to the religious mode the capacity 
independently to articulate any kind of truth which philosophy 
would have to acknowledge as capable of modifYing the structure 
of philosophical knowledge. 

Hegel, on the other hand, has to make substantive statements 
about religious truth, because he believes that truth is in 
experience and that religion and philosophy are necessarily 
connected as ways in which we experience the truth. But he does 
not presuppose that only philosophy is doing the talking when it 
talks about religion, or that religion never talks back. Hegel's 
philosophy respects the autonomy of religion not only as an 
object, but also as a subject of discourse. It does not presuppose 
that philosophy and religion can only talk either to themselves, or 
about each other. It opens up, although it does not fill, a space in 
which real dialogue can take place on the ground of articulate 
experience: experience which doesn't know, in advance of our 
categorical distinctions, exactly what 'philosophy' and 'religion' 
are, nor where the boundary runs between them. 
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Karl Barth's charge against Hegel was that a philosophy with 
the Hegelian ambition could only know about what it claimed to 
know if it at the same time destroyed the object of its knowledge: 
if it turned the connection of the human heart to God into an 
object of speculative dialectic.s7 This is the major anxiety which 
has attended the reception of Hegel's philosophy of religion, and 
it is a worry which is philosophically as well as theologically well
founded. A philosophy which tries to talk about the sort of thing 
which Hegel talks about can, of necessity, only speak adequately 
if it is also silent, only know if it is also ignorant. This is indeed 
the problem with Hegel's philosophy; but it is also the problem of 
that philosophy. It is what that philosophy, at its innermost core, 
is about. 

To talk about Hegel's philosophy as an experience is not to 
evade the problem; it is, on the contrary, to make it explicit. 
Hegel's philosophy is not, as Kierkegaard alleges, about arranging 
the truth of Christianity in paragraphs.88 It is about giving to 
philosophy, and to much else besides, the experience that 
Christianity cannot so be arranged. Hegel's philosophy can only 
give us the kind of knowledge it claims to give because there is a 
permanent and irrevocable tension between the kind of knowledge 
which it gives us about our experience, and the kind of attitude 
we must have to our experience if we want that knowledge to be 
anything other than empty and vain. This is the contradiction, I 
believe, which is disclosed to us when we read Hegel's philosophy 
of religion, and it is the one contradiction which, Hegel is trying 
to tell us, we cannot reasonably want aufgehoben. Only in the light 
of that contradiction can we understand what kind of an 
experience Hegel's philosophy is claiming to be, and so what in 
our own expenence can help us to decide whether or not that 
philosophy is true. 

Notes 

The following English translations of Hegel's texts have been used, with 
very minor alterations. They are referred to in the footnotes by the 
abbreviations given afterwards. The full German title is given after the 
abbreviation: 

The phenomenology ofmind, trans. J,B. Baillie (London, 19lO)). Abbre

viation: PC (Phiinomenologie des Ceistes). 

The science qf logic, in two volumes, trans. W.H. Johnston and L.G. 


219 



Hegel and Religion 

Struthers (London, 1929). Abbreviation: SL (Wissenschaft der Logik). 
The philosophy ofmind (being Part Three of Hegel's Berlin Encyclopaedia 
of the philosophical sciences), trans. William Wallace and A.V. Miller 
(Oxford, 1971). Abbreviation: PM (Die Philosophie des Geistes). 
Lectures on the philosophy ofreligion, in three volumes, trans. E.B. Speirs 
and J.B. Sanderson (London, 1895). Abbreviation: PhR (Vorlesungen 
iiber die Philosophie der Religion). 

I have occasiorially referred to other Hegelian texts; the English 
edition used is given in the notes. 

For reasons which will be apparent from my argument. I have con
sistently translated Hegel's central term Geist as Spirit rather than mind. 
I have amended translations and refer to the English titles of Hegel's 
works accordingly. In my own text, therefore, I refer to The phenomenology 
of mind as The phenomenology of spirit; and to The philosophy of mind as The 
philosophy ofspirit. I often use a shortened form of the full titles of Hegel's 
works, e.g.: Phenomenology ofspirit = Phenomenology; Science of logic = Logic; 
Lectures on the philosophy of religion = Philosophy of religion. 

The work I refer to as The science of logic or Logic is what is usuaIly 
known as Hegel's 'Greater Logic', first published in German in 1812-16 
under the title Wissenschaft der Logik. It is not the first part of the Berlin 
Encyclopaedia, which is usually called the 'Lesser Logic'. 

The German edition used is the edition of Hegel's collected works 
published by Hermann Glockner (Hegel: Siimtlich Tt'trke: Jubiliiumsausgabe 
in Zwanzig Biinden, Stuttgart, 1928). In the notes, after the reference to 
the relevant English edition of a work of Hegel, followed where 
appropriate by a volume number in roman numerals, a corresponding 
reference to the Glocker collected works is given with the appropriate 
volume number (e.g. note 2: PhR 1, p. 20; Glockner 15, p. 37). The work 
I refer to as the Berlin Encyclopaedia (Enqklopiidie deT philosophischen 
Wissenschaften) is also called by Glockner System deT Philosophic. I have 
chosen English translations which seem to me to make clear the sense of 
the relevant passages of Hegel most effectively in relation to my own 
argument; the English does not necessarily correspond directly to the 
German of the Glockner edition. Where a quotation is especially 
important I have included a full German version in the body of the text; 
and I have sometimes included a German word or phrase after a 
particular English one where an adequate English translation seemed 
quite impossible. 

In the translations I have used Begriffis usually translated as notion. In 
my own exposition I use the more common English word concept. The two 
terms should be taken as synonymous, and the meaning will, I hope, be 
sufficiently clear from the context. Idee is translated as idea. 

1. Emil Fackenheim, The religious dimension in Hegel's thought (Bloom
ington, Indiana), p. 3. 

2. PhR I, p. 20; Glockner 15, p. 37: 'Philosophy is itself, in fact, 
worship (Die Philosophie ist in deT That selbst Gottesdienst); it is religion, for 
in the same way it renounces subjective notions and opinions in order to 
occupy itself with God.' 
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3. PhR I, p. 19; Glockner IS, p. 37: 'The object of religion as well as 
of philosophy is eternal truth in its objectivity, God and nothing but 
God, and the explication of God.' 

4. PhR I, p. 132; Glockner 15, p. 144: 'God exists essentially in 
Thought. The suspicion that He exists through thought, and only in 
thought, must occur to us from the mere fact that man alone has religion, 
not the beasts.' But n. b. also: 'Yet not only maya true content exist in our 
feeling, it ought to exist, and must exist; or, as it used to be put, we must 
have God in our heart.' 

5. See PhR III, p. 148; Glockner 16, p. 353: 'In philosophy, religion 
gets its justification from thinking consciousness. Piety of the naive kind 
stands in no need of this, it receives the truth as authority, and 
experiences satisfaction, reconciliation by means of this truth.' 

6. See Charles Taylor in Hegel and modern sociery (Cambridge, 1979), 
especially Chapter 1, sections 7, 8 and 9. 

7. I use the term 'absolute knowledge' in this encompassing sense; 
and not with any specific reference to the concluding section of the 
Phenomenology which is called Absolute knowledge. 

For a representative formulation of this conception of philosophical 
knowledge, see Hegel: Lesser logic (the first volume of the Encyclopaedia of 
philosophical sciences), trans. William Wallace (Oxford, 1873), pp. 1-2; 
Glockner 8, p. 41. 

8. See e.g. PhR III, pp. 175-6 (Third lecture on the proofs of the 
existence of God); Glockner 16, p. 380. 

9. See PC, p. 86; Glockner 2, p, 78. 
10. Robert C. Solomon provides an illuminating description of this 

view of philosophy when he writes that 'for Hegel, epistemology is the 
"ontology" of knowledge'. See Solomon, 'Hegel's Epistemology' in Michael 
Inwood (ed.): Hegel (Oxford Readings in Philosophy, 1985), especially 
pp.36-7. 

11. Michael Oakeshott, Experience and its modes (Cambridge, 1933), 
p.9. 

12. Ibid. 
13. Ibid. 
14. Ibid., p. 11. 
15. Ibid. 
16. Ibid., p. 75. 
17. Ibid., p. 82. 
18. Ibid., p. 350. 
19. I use this term in the sense outlined by Michael Rosen in Hegel's 

dialectic and its criticism (Cambridge 1982), Chapter 1: 'The Interpretation 
of philosophy'. Cf. notes 68 and 69 below. 

20. See Hegel, Lectures on the history ofphilosophy, trans. E.S. Haldane 
(London, 1892), Vol. 1, p. 73; Glockner 17, p. 105: 'We Lutherans I 
am a Lutheran and will remain the same ... ' 

21. See e.g. PhR I, pp. 36-7; Glockner 15, pp. 53-4: 'It no longer gives 
our age any concern that it knows nothing of God; on the contrary, it is 
regarded as a mark of the highest intelligence to hold that such 
knowledge is not even possible ... ' 

22. See e.g. PhR I, p. 62; Glockner IS, p. 78: 'God is not the highest 
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emotion, but the highest Thought. Although he is lowered down to 
popular conception (wenn er auch in die Vorstellung herabgez;ogen wird), yet 
the content of this conception belongs to the realm of thought.' 

23. Karl Barth, Protestant theology in the nineteenth century (London, 
1972), p. 420. 

24. See e.g. Karl Popper, Conjectures and reputations (New York, 1963), 
p.69. 

25. See Popper, COrVectures, pp. 37-9. Cf. Popper, The poverty oj 
historicism (London, 1957), Introduction, p. x: 'If there is such a thing as 
growing human knowledge, then we cannot anticipate today what we 
shall know only tomorrow.' 

26. Popper, The open society and its enemies (London, 1945), vol. II, 
pp. 29-30, 45-6. 

27. David Lamb, Hegel-JromJoundation to system (The Hague, 1980), 
p. 170. 

28. Rosen, Hegel's dialectic, p. 178. 
29. See e.g. PhR I, p. 89; Glockner 15, p. 103: 'It is not allowable in 

philosophy to make a beginning with "There is, there are", for in 
philosophy the object must not be presupposed.' 

30. PM, p. 5(§. 379); Glockner 10, p. 15: 

In contrast to the empirical sciences, where the material as 
given by experience is taken up from outside and is ordered 
and brought into context in accordance with an already 
established general rule, speculative thinking has to demons
trate each of its objects and the explication of them, in their 
absolute necessity. This is effected by deriving each particular 
Notion from the self-originating and self-actualising universal 
Notion, or the logical Idea. 

31. For a treatment of the Phenomenology in this way, see Robert C. 
Solomon, 'Hegel's epistemology'; for a treatment of the Logic, see Terry 
Pinkard, 'The logic of Hegel's Logic', both in Michael Inwood (ed.), 
Hegel (Oxford Readings in Philosophy. 1985). On the Logic, see also 
Klaus Hartmann, 'Hegel: a non-metaphysical view', in Alasdair 
Macintyre (ed.), Hegel: a collection oJcritical essays (Notre Dame, 1976). 

32. Sec SL I, pp. 79-90 ('With what must the science begin?'); 
Glockner 4, pp. 69-84. 

33. PC, p. 75; Glockner 2, p. 69. 
34. See Hegel, Lectures on the history ojphilosophy (London, 1895), vol. 

III, pp. 428-9: 'Thus since the investigation of the faculties ofknowledge 
is itself knowing, it cannot in Kant attain to what it aims at because it is 
that already - it cannot come to itself because it is already with itself.' 

35. See SL I, p. 34; Glockner 4, p. 15. 
36. See ibid., p. 60; Glockner 4, p. 45. 
37. Ibid., p. 53; Glockner 4, p. 36. 
38. Ibid., p. 84; Glockner 4, p. 77: 

We cannot extract any closer determination or positive content 
for the beginning from the fact that it is the beginning of 
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philosophy. For here at the beginning, where there is yet no 
philosophy, philosophy is an empty word, or an idea taken at 
random and not justified. Pure knowledge affords only this 
negative determination, that the beginning must be the 
abstract beginning. 

39. See PG I, pp. 23-4; Glockner 2, pp. 28-9. 
40. Ibid., pp. 85, 88; Glockner 2, pp. 77, 79-80. 
41. Oakeshott, Experience, p. 41. 
42. PM, p. 9; Glockner 10, pp. 20-l. 
43. Ibid., p. 5; Glockner 10, pp. 15-16. 
44. Cf. PhR I, p. 26; Glockner 15, pp. 43-44. 
45. Goethe, Faust, Part 1, trans. Albert G. Latham (London, 1908), 

pp.87-8. 
46. PM, p. 8; Glockner 10, p. 20. 
47. Ibid. 
48. See ibid., pp. 16-17; Glockner 10, pp. 33-4: 'Hence the special 

mode of mental being is manifestation (Die Bestimmtheit des Geistes ist daher 
die M anifostation) ... ' 

49. Oakeshott, Experience, p. 355: 'Philosophy is not the enhancement 
of life, it is the denial of life.' 

50. PM, p. 292; Glockner 10, p. 446; The reference to a community 
(Gemeinde) , I believe, has as much the connotation of a community of 
religious faith as it has of the community of human discourse by which 
philosophical knowledge is sustained. Cf. note 76 below. 

51. Ibid., pp. 300-301; Glockner 10, pp. 456-7. 
52. Ibid., § 571. 
53. Ibid., ([die]absolute Vermittlung des Geistes mit sich selbst). 
54. Hegel does not actually use the term 'Holy Spirit' (heiliger Geist) in 

this discussion; but the notion of Spirit is used in the part of the section 
'Absolute Spirit' (Der absolute Geist) which is entitled 'Revealed religion' 
(Die geoffenbarte Religion) with a clear theological reference. The total 
movement of absolute Spirit which is the transcendental form of 
experience Hegel describes in trinitarian terms ~ in the three modes of 
Creator, Son, and Spirit (Sclt5pfer, Sohn, and Geist). Cf. PM, pp. 181-2 
(§ 441, Zusatz); Glockner 10, pp. 297-8. 

55. Ibid., pp. 299--300 (§ 566-9); Glockner 10, pp. 455--6. 
56. Ibid., pp. 301-2 (§ 571); Glockner 10, pp. 457-8. 
57. Ibid. 

If the result - the realised Spirit in which all mediation has 
superseded itself - is taken in a merely formal, con tentless 
sense, so that the Spirit is not also at the same time known as 
implicitly existent and objectively self-unfolding; - then that 
infinite subjectivity is the merely formal self-consciousness, 
knowing itself in itself as absolute - Irony. Irony, which can 
make every objective reality nought and vain, is itself the 
emptiness and vanity ... 

58. Ibid., p. 302 (§ 572); Glockner 10, p. 458. 
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59. See SL II, p. 219; Glockner 5, p. 16: 

Indeed to form a notion of an object (Das Begreifen eines 
Gegenstandes) consists just in this, that the Ego (Ich) appropriates 
it, penetrates it, and reduces it into its own form, that is, 
universality which is immediately determinateness, or deter
minateness which is immediately universality ... 

60. Ibid. 
61. PM, p. 302 (§ 572); Glockner lO,p. 458. 
62. Ibid., pp. 313-14 (§ 574); Glockner 10, p. 474. 
63. See Iwan Ilyin, Die Philosophie Hegels als kontemplative Gotteslehre 

(Bern, 1946), p. 53. 
64. See e.g. SL T, pp. 79-80; Glockner 4, pp. 69-70. Cf. PhR T, p. 89; 

Glockner 15, p. 103. 
65. See PhR I, pp. 211-12; Glockner 15, p. 222: 

Since faith must be defined as the witness of the spirit to 
absolute Spirit, or as a certainty of the truth, it involves 
relation in respect of the distinction of object and subject, a 
mediation in fact, but a mediation within itself; for in faith as it 
is here defined, external mediation and that particular mode of 
it have already vanished. 

66. Cf. Kierkegaard, Concluding unscientific postscript, trans. David 
Swenson (Princeton, 1941), pp. 202-3. 

67. PG p. 30; Glockner 2, p. 33. 
68. I take this term frdm T.S. Kuhn's The structure o/scientific revolutions 

(Chicago, 1970). For Kuhn's definition of a paradigm in science, see 
Chapter 2: 'The Route to Normal Science', especially pp. 10-11. Kuhn's 
argument about the importance ofparadigms and ofparadigm change to 
the growth of scientific knowledge is perhaps of even greater relevance to 
philosophy than to science, and in particular to the problem of how we 
should understand and criticise the philosophical texts of the past. In 
philosophy, what Kuhn calls 'paradigms' define not only what kind of 
evidence is relevant and what is irrelevant in the testing of scientific 
theories, but also the ontological status of 'evidence' and 'proof as such. 

69. Cf. Rosen, Hegel's dialectic, pp. 6-7. 
70. Ibid., pp. 2-3. 
71. See PG, pp. 18-19,22-3; Glockner 2, pp. 25, 27-8. This concep

tion of the nature of philosophical argument is, I believe, common to 
Hegel's work as a whole and does not depend upon the particular 
rhetorical and apologetic standpoint adopted in the Phenomenology. 

72. See e.g. ibid., pp. 9-12; Glockner 2, pp. 17-20. 
73. See Walter Jaeschke, 'Die Flucht vor dem Begriff: Ein Jahrzehnt 

Literatur zur Religionsphilosophie (1971-1981)', in Hegel - Studien, 
Band 18 (Bonn, 1983). 

74. For a powerful and representative formulation of this critique see 
Stephen Clark, From Athens to Jerusalem (Oxford, 1984), pp. 198-203. 

75. See Don Cupitt: Taking leave of God (London, 1980), Chapters 5 
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and 6: 'Worship and Theological Realism' and 'Doctrine and Disinter
estedness': especially pp. 68-9: 

In religion, there is no independent being whose existence 
validates the practice of worship, just as in morality there is no 
independent being whose will validates the principles of 
morality. There does not need to be such an independent 
being, for the aim of worship is to declare one's complete and 
disinterested commitment to religious values. Beliefin the God of 
Christian faith is experience of the impact of those values in 
one's life. 

76. See PhR III, pp. 145-51; Glockner 16, pp. 350-6. 
77. Ibid., p. 150, Glockner 16, p. 354. 
78. Ibid., pp. 147-8; Glockner 16, pp. 352-3. 
79. Ibid., p. 150; Glockner 16, p. 354. 
80. Ibid., p. 151; Glockner 16, p. 356. 
81. Ibid. 
82. See Wittgenstein: Philosophical investigations, trans. G.E.M. Anscombe 

(Oxford, 1968), pp., 11-12,88; especially Remark 241 (p. 88). 
83. See e.g. ibid., p. 116 (Remark 373). 
84. See D.Z. Phillips: Religion without explanation (Oxford, 1976), 

pp. 189-90. Cf. Wittgenstein, Investigations, p. 49 (Remark 124). 
85. D.Z. Phillips: The concept ofprayer (Oxford, 1981), p. 3. 
86. Ibid., p. 2. 
87. Cf. note 23 above. 
88. Cf. Kierkegaard, Concluding unscientific postscript, trans. David 

Swenson (Princeton, 1941), p. 19. 
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The Difference Between 


Begrifflicher Spekulation and Mathematics 

in Hegel's Philosophy of Nature 


H!o0fgang lVeuser 

If one were to attempt to say what significance Hegel's 
philosophy of nature plays for contemporary natural science, one 
would encounter great difficulties. For almost a century research 
about Hegel has simply ignored his philosophy of nature. It has 
only been in recent years. that both the historical influence of the 
natural sciences upon Hegel's thinking and the systematic 
position of natural sciences in the Hegelian philosophy of nature 
have been researched. However, the question as to whether or not 
Hegel's philosophy of nature can in any way be innovative for 
contemporary natural science has hardly been explored. 

I 

One of the acknowledged capabilities of the modern natural 
sciences is the ability to represent processes in nature with 
mathematical models. Nevertheless, it would appear that the 
natural sciences cannot be reduced to mathematics. Instead the 
natural sciences - alongside mathematics - employ forms of 
speculation in the understanding of nature. Within this notional 
frame of speculation ('notional deduction') mathematics serves as 
an auxiliary science. The consistency assumed in mathematical 
deductions means that predicates are allowed which, in turn, 
must be interpreted within the above mentioned notional frame. 
In using mathematics the natural sciences, e.g. physics, possess 
discriminating forms of deduction. (For the 'notional deduction' 
the natural sciences do not have any proven method.) They are 
based on general ideas, intuitions or scientific experience. l The 
intention of Hegel's philosophy of nature is to achieve a 
dialectical formal frame for notional conclusions. In so doing, the 

226 



Hegel's Philosophy of Nature 

dialectic should be formulated so generally that absolutely every
thing one can understand can be reformulated within it. In this 
context Hegel must discuss mathematics and its role in the natural 
sciences. In what follows we shall investigate the relationship 
between 'mathematical argumentation' and 'notional speculation' 
in Hegel's philosophy (of nature). This leads to the question 
whether or not Hegel's understanding makes it possible to 
explain the procedures used in the natural sciences. 

Observe the role of notion and mathematics as exemplified in 
the situation that arises when a student shows his research results 
to a physics professor. A situation evolves in which the student 
believes he has attained a conclusion after a long process of 
mathematical deduction that yields results hitherto unknown. 
Under what criteria might the teacher judge whether or not the 
result is correct? Carl Friedrich von Weizsacker explains such a 
situation, dating from the beginning of his research. Werner 
Heisenberg was his teacher and saw the results without having 
checked the mathematics involved. 2 Simply on the basis of the 
results and their interpretation he was able to conclude whether 
or not they were correct or whether a mistake in thinking or in 
calculation had been made. Apparently Heisenberg had at his 
disposal a theoretical framework within which he could undertake 
amplifications without depending on certain mathematical methods 
of deduction. Thus we can at this point assert a (notional) frame 
of reference within which mathematical deductions must be 
arranged - at least in theoretical physics. If used correctly 
mathematics should, in general, not conflict with this approach. 

There is a rather strained relationship between experimental 
physics and theoretical physics. Theoretical physics is not strictly 
committed to the production of a monistic closed theory. On the 
contrary, a proliferation of theories are formulated to meet the 
requirements of special cases by different specialists. Competing 
theories cannot always be traced back to a common point of 
reference. There are schools of thought within theoretical physics. 
Yet there is a common consensus - hard to formulate in detail
that allows the experienced physicist to examine the validity of 
the results reached by specialists from other schools. Of course, 
agreement in experimental data also plays an important role 
here. One must bear in mind, however, that such data is already 
theory-impregnated the moment it has been abstracted from 
experience. This is the case whether or not the notion arrived at is 
adequate. 
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In addition to the abundance of (non-classical) theories, 
modern experimental physics has to contend with the difficult 
problem of carrying out experiments in the microscopic world 
with macroscopic instruments. In so doing classical theories have 
to be combined with non-classical theories (i.e. quantum theories 
and the theory of relativity) that are often disparate and incommen
surable. When experimental physics attempts to explain its 
experimental findings by means of mathematically described 
theories of theoretical physics, reference is often made to classical 
and non-classical explanations in one and the same breath. The 
experimental physicist proves his skill by combining both the 
classical and the non-classical. Yet a demonstration of the 
consistency of both explanations is extremely difficult to produce. 
Often this consistency is not explicitly shown at all. For example, 
one frequently finds explanations of an interference experiment in 
quantum mechanics that is actually two-thirds classical. But the 
impression often left is that physics is representing - over a 
broad scope - a consistent method of explanation for one aspect 
of nature. Here it must be recognised that there is at least a belief 
in a notional frame of reference; a belief that guarantees the unity 
of the comprehended world beyond mathematics and the 
perceived. 

In all cases mathematics appears as the guarantee of consistency 
for physics: whenever an experiment can be transformed into a 
theory, or whenever a classical theory is harmonised, in each case, 
the corresponding mathematical apparatus can be employed to 
interpret the results ofone side as a mathematical approximation 
to its opponent. This consistency, however, is not to be found in 
mathematics itself since the interpretation of individual magnitudes 
in the approximation must be the same in the complete 
mathematical description and in the approximation. Here again, 
it is a notional structure that must be intuitively grasped in order 
to secure the unity of the physical conception of the world. 

Can we extract an adequate explanation of this relationship 
from Hegelian philosophy? What does Hegel think of the role of 
mathematics from a philosophical perspective? Two questions 
are of special interest: what significance does Hegel give 
mathematics in the system of knowledge? Of what relevance is 
mathematical knowledge for the method of understanding? 

Hegel discusses these problems at different places in his 
writings as exemplified by three cases: theory of numbers, 
calculus (explanation of the notion of the infinite) and arithmetic. 
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II 

Hegel saw his philosophy as a form of science out of which the 
speculative notion could be attained. Our question here touches 
the problem of how mathematics and philosophy are related to 
each other. 

Hegel stood in critical opposition to the numerous philosophical 
attempts to make mathematics the methodological model for 
philosophy (Plato, Pythagoras, Kant, Spinoza, Schelling). Whereas 
Schelling still believed that both mathematics and philosophy 
represented absolute knowledge, Hegel limited this to philosophy: 

But the perversity ofemploying mathematical categories for 
the determination ofwhat belongs to the method or content 
of the science of philosophy is shown chiefly by the fact that, 
in so far as mathematical forms signifY thoughts and 
distinctions based on the Notion, this their meaning has 
indeed first to be indicated, determined and justified in 
philosophy.3 

Whereas mathematics merely amounts to the usage of formula, 
truth proves itself only in the thinking of the notion.4 The use of 
mathematical structures as a symbol for thought veils and 
muddies the truth with the physical sensory element.:> It is 
unfitting to employ the methods of geometry and arithmetic in 
philosophy,6 because they depend upon 'constructions' and 
'proofs' due to their abstractness. 'Construction stands by itself 
without its subjectivity of its notion' and 'proof is a subjective 
proceeding without objectivity'.7 Hegel illustrates how the 
deficiency of 'construction' and 'proof as ways of explanation are 
to be understood by using the example of a (mathematical) 
theorem proved qua construction. A theorem is a relation of real 
determinations that have no notional relation. 8 The theorem is 
proved after having related the necessity of the determinations. 
For this the real determinations have to be mediated. This being 
the prerequisite, it is not the notion that mediates; the mediating 
determination occurs without the notion of context;9 the mediating 
moment is taken as temporary material for the proof. 10 

The mathematician has accidentally found a method of proof 
that will thereafter only be reproduced by memory. The goal of 
the proof is thus never constitutively entered into the proof 
actually done. Hegel consistently differentiates between 'proof 
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(Beweis) and 'construction' (Konstruktion): whereas a proof is 
based on a successive sequence of deductions in which the goal of 
the proof is not known, in the case of a construction the starting 
point and the result are known - but the path is still sought that 
leads from the beginning to the goal. II 

Hence, neither the Kantian meaning of 'construction' nor 
Schelling's is the same as Hegel's: for Kant the 'representation of 
the object' is constructed 'a priori in intuition', but Schelling 
interprets this as 'equating the notion with intuition', whereby in 
intellectual intuition the geometrist is. given the archetype of his 
object, which is consequently reflected into the sensation by 
drawing. 

For Hegel, however, the 'construction' is at first limited to the 
geomctrist's incomprehensible operations with 'temporary mater
ial'. His interpretation of Schelling is such that construction is not 
the equation of intuition and notion, but rather the sensed 
reflection of an archetype. 12 It is important for Hegel that the 
notion of the object of construction is not explicitly thought in its 
inner logical structure. 'This collection of material does not make 
sense until the proof happens. It appears in itself to be blind and 
without notion.'The material or the steps of the proof- taken by 
themselves - are irrelevant. Only in the context of the intention 
of the' proof do they have relevance. Here Hegel is playing with 
the well~known Kantian dictum that intuition without notion is 
blind. 

Unlike Kant, Hegel maintained that construction does not 
follow an a priori rule; one must 'blindly obey' contingent and 
external assertions. I::! 'On its own account, therefore, this 
operation is unintelligent, since the end that directs it is not yet 
expressed.!4 Not until later, in the result, does the secret reveal 
itself as the proof. 

In the proof we find the connections between the determinations 
as articulated in the theorems. This connection retrospectively 
appears to be a 'necessary one'. 15 The proof did not occur by 
following the inner dynamics of the notional determination, but 
by subjective deed without objectivity. The object did not 
necessarily determine the course of the proof. 16 

That is to say, because the content determinations of the 
theorem are not at the same time posited as Notion
determinations but as given indif.ferent parts standing in 
various external relationships to one another, it is only the 

230 



Hegel's Philosophy ofNature 

formal, external Notion in which the necessity manifests itself 
The proof is not a genesis of the relationship that constitutes 
the content of the theorem; the necessity exists only for 
intelligence, and the whole proof is in the subjective interests of 
cognition.17 

The construction, on the other hand, is the 'consequence of the 
nature of the object'. In the proof, however, this consequence is 
assumed to be the ground. The relationship between ground and 
consequence has been turned around in the construction, and the 
consequence results only subjectively from the ground. The 
ground is a 'subjective ground'. This description reproduces the 
logic of the argumentation of the geometrical construction, and it 
is obvious that a procedure (such as the construction) that is based 
on subjective ground cannot be sufficient for a philosophical 
argument. In Jena, Hegel used proof and construction as a 
method of philosophical comprehension. 18 Nevertheless, in both 
terms the meaning that Hegel uses in his later works is already 
present: proof and construction are understood as opposing 
structures of argumentation that are only true when they appear 
in combination. Hegel later calls this appearance in combination 
of proof and construction the 'notional constitution' (Begriffi-kons
titution) and forgoes naming construction and proof elements of 
the dialectical method. 

The words 'construction' and 'proof are in Hegel's Logic 
thereafter used exclusively for the type of construction and proof 
that are used in the mathematical sciences. 

Proof and construction as a means of understanding philosophy 
are the link connecting Hegel to Schelling. Thereafter the 
universal (Allgemeine) constructs itself in that it divides into parts 
which themselves have the nature of the whole. The proof of 
being oneself (Fursichsein) of the parts and their relationship to 
each other completes the construction. Thus, the universal is the 
unity of the parts and of their 'negative unity' and 'negative 
oneness' with regard to the opposing determinations contained 
within it. We can recognise in these opposing argumentational 
structures of construction and proof an early formulation of 
Hegel's dialectical method. 19 

InJena it was already evident to Hegel that 'only in the proofis 
the necessity of the construction shown' .20 

This first division (i.e. the construction), III itself, exists 
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therefore through the second (i.e. proof) - or there is 
nothing accidental except that which appears as necessity 
in the proof. It is the necessary content, the determination 
of the concretion such that it is constructed only in so far 
that it is a different unity than first appears in the proof. 21 

So far as the spirit thus recognises the infiniteness it 
comprehends itself, for its comprehension is this: it equates 
it as referred to another; it comprehends itself because it 
equates itself to that to which it refers that is itself as the 
other of itself, as infinite and thus the same as itself.22 

In the absolute spirit construction and proof are one and 
the same. The former part is that which presents itself in the 
proof as one; in the proof there exists the unity which 
equates itself and the infiniteness that equates itself as one, 
and both of these are separately also the parts of the 
construction. The construction itself is necessary as such, 
for it is itself equated with the proof. Or the spirit is in itself 
this that it finds itselfas the spirit and that, in which it finds 
itself, or much more that which it finds as itself is the 
infiniteness.23 

I t is only in this sense that this convergence ofconstruction and 
proof can be seen as valid parts of the philosophical method in 
Hegel's later system. Construction and proof together become the 
method of thinking in philosophy. Taken by themselves, however, 
construction and proof are limited figures of argumentation, i.e. 
of mathematics.24 

From the argumentational structure of philosophy - that is 
from the inner structure of the speculative notion ~ we then 
learn that Kant's construction phenomenologically describes 
what Hegel logically thinks. The inner self-development of the 
notion is a concretion of thinking. Notion and intuition thereby 
have the same content. Schelling's construction and the mathe
matical proof as representations of the universal into the 
particular and of the particular into the universal (both of which 
take place in intellectual intuition and represent original knowledge 
- or the idea) together form the dialectical constitutive 
procedure for the self-determinating notion. 
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III 

With this background we are now capable of determining the 
systematic position ofmathematics in the Hegelian system and of 
describing the relationship of mathematics to the science of 
nature. 

The location of mathematics between logic and sensation, 
which in Kant's philosophy becomes a mediating position 
between notion and intuition, has for Hegel the critical defect 
that it places in opposition to each other the logical 'constitutiva' 
of notions. This crucial shortcoming can be seen, for example, in 
the notion of 'number'. 25 From sensation number has the 
characteristic of an unarranged diversity.26 To transfer this 
sensation into the notion means that we think of the notion 'being 
external in itself, or 'dead motionless determination'. 27 

The unrelatedness of the diverse is taken as a basis and yet at 
the same time ignored in the natural sequence of numbers in as 
much as the isolated is understood as one number. The number 
contains in itself - as we may paradigmatically see for 
mathematics - the contradiction to be thought unrelated, but as 
a thought to be 'thought in relation'.28 The unrelatedness of the 
diverse is sometimes described by Hegel as 'the dead' (das Tote).29 
It is also characteristic for notions of understanding (Verstandes
begrif.fe). Should the number be transformed into 'concrete ratios' 
the attempt will remain futile, 'to want to still retain it in 
notion'.30 When Euclid intends to prove the congruence of two 
figures by overlapping and comparing them, this procedure is 'a 
roundabout way by which the method refers to sensation' , rather 
than thought. 31 In contrast, philosophy has to explain the 
relationship - including the merely postulated relationship - of 
the unrelated. 

On the other hand mathematics does not only deal with the 
sensation, but by virtue of its rules and its method it is principally 
related to thought. Similarly a geometrist does not intend to 
regard a drawn triangle as a sensed one, but as an ideal one.32 

The geometrist only draws a trian~le because he is unable to 
'express its physical being as a thought'.33 

Another reason for the fact that mathematical proofs are not 
based upon objective features of the things concerned is that the 
proof does not determine the object by its features. Only in 
retrospect can the result show whether the proof was correct. 34 

This is one more difficulty, to 'think' a triangle without concrete 
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intuition. Whereas Schelling regards sensation in mathematics as 
positive,35 Hegel uses 'sensation' with a clearly pejorative 
meaning: mathematics does not reflect on the notion of its objects 
which would make possible a pure thinking of those objects. 36 

As Hegel shows, in geometry space is thought totally abstracted 
from the features of the bodies that constitute it. As 'space' 
remains in intuition in spite of abstraction, it is an 'unsensed 
sensation'. In this respect we find in the conception of space an 
analogy to the above mentioned conception of number. Space is 
the object of the 'separateness of sensuality'. The diverse is 
prerequisite in its diversity and at the same time ignored as a 
thought. As an unsensed sensation space is established as the 
intuition ofthe diverse abstracted from the diverse. Space is only 
the 'form of intuition', 37 and from its materiality it is 'thought' or 
'abstraction'. It is 'the pure absence of notion of the sensation', 
the 'separateness of sensation'. But Hegel rejects reliance on this 
intuition as an 'advantage of science' and even rejects basing 
proofs on it with the remark that 'by intuition science does not 
emerge, but only by thinking'.s8 The scientific character of 
geometry results from its ability to abstract from objects of 
sense39 and in particular to refer to the triangle thought of and 
not to the sensed one. 

The fact that mathematics acts rationally and therefore does 
not question the use of notions is obvious in calculus.4o The 
differential dx was regarded as 'infinitely small' in Hegel's time.4! 

Therefore the features of the differentials are not quantitative 
(small) but have to be thought in their quality (infinite). For the 
infinitely small can only mean a limit which cannot be surpassed.42 

Infinity gives the small a new quality. Therefore calculus is in prin
ciple different from calculations with finite numbers.43 In Hegel's 
time this difference caused much philosophical confusion. Hegel 
explains the notion of infinity as follows: 'The quantum is truly 
completed to a qualitative existence' .44 This would require that 
mathematics rely on the philosophical notion of the infinitely small. 

I t is this concept which has been the target for all the 
attacks made on the fundamental determination of the 
mathematics of this infinite, i.e. of the differential and 
integral calculus. Failure to recognize it was the result of 
incorrect ideas on the part ofmathematicians themselvesY' 

Nevertheless it was not always a disadvantage that mathematics 
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did not reflect on the notions of calculus, because intuitively 
mathematics has usually taken the correct notions of the infinitely 
small. 'It is announced as a triumph of science that by means of 
the calculus alone, laws are found transcending experience, that is, 
propositions about existence which have no existence.46 The 
reason for this success is the fact, that the infinitely small is not 
only a quantity but has a qualitative determination in itself (for 
instance the transformation of a curved parabola into a straight 
line by differentiation). 

All of this does not mean that Hegel regards mathematics as an 
insufficiently developed science, lacking maturity. Instead it 
should be seen as Hegel's attempt to characterise the very nature 
of mathematical knowledge. The philosophical deficit lies in the 
fact that mathematics is an activity of ratio and unable to prove 
the trueness of its notions, because pure rational activity cannot 
think the notion and therefore cannot think the criteria of 
trueness. Nevertheless, mathematics has its merits:47 

One could go further and work out the thought of a philosoph
ical mathematics apprehended through notions, instead of the 
assumed determinations from which the method employed 
by the understanding derives ordinary mathematics. It is 
because mathematics is the science of the finite determina
tions of magnitude, which are supposed to remain firmly 
and consistently in their finitude, and may not go beyond 
these determinations, that it is essentially a science of the 
understanding; and since it is capable of realizing this 
science in a perfect manner, it has the advantage over other 
sciences of this kind, of not being contaminated by the admix
ture of heterogeneous notions or empirical application.48 

For Hegel the intermediate position of mathematics, between 
sensation and thought, means that mathematics has purely 
mental objects but represents them as sensed because mathematics 
is unable to fix the notion of such an object. Thus we see how 
Hegel interprets Kant's 'construction' in mathematics in a 
pejorative way. Because mathematics is unable to rely on a 
controlled reflection of notions there arises a philosophically 
insufficient difference between the thought of an object and its 
notion. 49 

So Hegel opposes Wolff, who uses a measurement to illustrate 
why differentials of a higher order can be neglected in the 
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representation of a function as a series. Wolff argues that the 
measurement of a mountain remains correct even if a grain of 
sand is blown away.50 This argument combines empirical and 
analytical argumentation and therefore is not conclusive. Wolff's 
analogy is inadequate and inconsistent because it identifies two 
logically different arguments: mathematical inference and measure
ment. The limited accuracy of measurement is not a mathematical 
proof. Hegel's objection to the differential calculus of his contem
poraries refers to a difference between logical argumentation 
(notion) and the object that remains unresolved. 

Hegel's argument runs a similar course: differential calculus 
must think the opposed together, therefore it is in need of notion, 
which makes this possible:'i 1 

Hegel praises the fact that Euclid limits himself to the means of 
mathematics, because notional deduction was not at his disposal. 
Euclid did not even attempt to deduce from a rational notion of 
mathematics what only can be inferred from (the notion of) 
reason (Vemunftbegrifl). 52 

The axiom of parallels (which according to today's understand
ing constitutes a plane geometry) could be proved from the 
notion of parallels. This, however, is not the task of mathematics, 
which does not rely upon the notion (of reason). It cannot 
undertake the deduction of its definitions, axioms and least of all 
its object (space and its dimensions). Euclid's outstanding 
scientific achievement is precisely that he exactly appreciated 
both the element and the nature of his science53 and recognised 
this. 54 

Unlike Euclid, Schelling attempted to employ the methods of 
Euclidean geometry in his philosophy. But such an application 
was in Hegel's opinion unfitting,55 because mathematics observes 
'only quantitative determinations', from which the qualitative are 
abstracted. Mathematics 

treats of the merely quantitative determination and abstracts 
from the qualitative, and can therefore confine itself to 
formal identity, to the unity that lacks the Notion, which is 
equality and which belongs to the external abstractive 
reflection. Its subject matter, the determinations of space, 
are already such abstract subject matter, prepared for the 
purpose of having a completely finite external determinate
ness. This science, on account of its abstract subject matter, 
on the one hand, has this element of the sublime about it, 
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that in these empty silent spaces colour is blotted out and 
the other sensuous properties have vanished, and further, 
that in it every other interest that appeals more intimately 
to the living individuality is silenced. 56 

Hegel here addresses the fact that mathematics acts rationally. 
In his later system Hegel shares Schelling's position in so far 

that he believes there is in mathematics an intellectual intuition 
that reflects into sensationY Hegel calls both - reflection into 
sensation, and the reflection on the totality of the objective 
intuition, once with the attribute 'intellectual' and once completely 
without any attribute. 

But if by intuition we are to understand not merely the 
element of sense but the objective totality, then it is an 
intellectual intuition; that is to say, intuition has for its object 
not the external side of existence, but what existence holds 
of imperishable reality and truth - reality, only in so far as 
it is essentially in the Notion and determined by it, the Idea, 
whose more precise nature has to reveal itself at a later 
stage.58 

One of the differences between the respective positions of Hegel 
and Schelling is that Hegel does not accept intuition as a basis of 
proof. The content of intuition is the real material (realer Stoff), 
which in space and time does not exhibit the relationship of the 
diverse parts to each other. This relationship is a product of 
reason. On these terms the material of intuition is a disunity of 
the diverse (Einheitslosigkeit des Mannigfaltigen). With its adaption 
into intuition this material is tentatively arranged. This arrange
ment already points to the universal structure under which the 
material will be arranged in notion - as the construction appears 
in a theorem with the goal of the proofalready given, but without 
an inner necessity. The universal structure, however, is not in 
itself explicitly thought. It is not yet the 'universal of the diverse';59 
for intuition the adapted material is still fixed in its sensed 
structure. 

Kant regards intuition as that which appears between subject 
and object, because it appears not only in the notion but also 
remains glued to sensation. For Hegel this interpretation of 
intuition is insufficient, because intuition is still affected by 
sensation and therefore can be deceived by sensation.60 The 
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concrete form of intuition may be the totality of all the 
characteristics one can intuitively know; intuition remains none 
the less sensation.61 This also pertains to Schelling'S intellectual 
intuition, because it does not think the object in the notion. The 
thinking of the notion, however, effects the logical movement by 
the determination of the object. The deficiency of intellectual 
intuition does not lie in its material, unlike the case of sensed 
intuition, the material of which is the sensation. Intellectual 
intuition, however, acts in accordance with the unchanging 
reality and truth of the object.62 The object of intellectual 
intuition is reality, in as much as its essence is expressed in the 
notion, and the object is determined by notion.63 

There is even a relationship between the intellectual intuition 
and something concrete; not through perception but through 
reflection. It refers to the 'idea': 'The advantage which intuition 
as such is supposed to have over the Notion is external reality, the 
Notionless element, which first receives a value through the 
Notion.' The notion is supposed to receive the world by the lack 
of notion.64 Intuition is thus the entire notion albeit as the 'dead' 
- without self-explication. The rational impresses upon this dis
united diverse a 'fixed existence' by determining the universal 
also the contents of intuition - and then applies the universal. 
That which is not yet impressed upon by intuition on the 
universal, and which is also a disunited diverse, becomes a fixed 
determination. The rational maintains that the intuited is none 
other than this. The rational also represents the 'infinite power', 
preparing that which is made available of the object for thinking 
and, on the other hand, giving spirit to the object. 65 

This universal, asserted by the rational as a determination of 
reflection, appears in its being solidified and fixed in the form of a 
reflection in itself. 

The determinations are thought as unchanging. Were this 
universal to be understood as the notion, then the notion would 
have the form of an 'eternal essential'. The transitoriness of 
material, however, cannot come into question. Such a notion 
would therefore have a form that would not be adequate to its 
content.66 The absorption oftransitoriness into form both realises 
and guarantees reason. This notion must contain the unity of an 
'abstractly determined' and of the universal, which expresses the 
'determination of the finite" and the 'inadequacy' of the universal 
as a fixed being.67 

Hegel takes up Schelling's position: Schelling believes the 'real' 
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and 'ideal' in absolute knowledge to be identical. In Hegel's 
opinion Schelling's 'real' corresponds to 'determination in its 
finiteness', whereas the 'ideal' means the fixed determination of 
the universal, which at the same time reflects the inadequacy of 
its being fixed. Schelling based his philosophy on Spinoza's 
model of the absolute, in which two opposing determinations are 
thought under the same name.68 Hegel clarifies Spinoza's notion 
of the absolute in Logic with a mathematical example of the 
infinitely small. 69 

Hegel shows that philosophical argumentation does not take 
place on the level of intuition; he shows that construction is a 
mere subjective proof of geometry and, on the other hand, that in 
philosophy form and content should be adequate in the notion: 
Hegel, therefore, cannot believe that mathematics can be a 
method of philosophy - as Schelling did. All that Hegel accepted 
was a notion that relativises the abstract determination of the 
universal. Hegel's criticism of mathematics amounts to this: 
mathematical sciences should not be allowed to observe the 
quantitative without a qualitative. 

This criticism is also found in Hegel's discussion of the 
'positive and negative' in arithmetic. 70 Hegel cites this in a 
'Remark' in his Logic.l 1 This does not represent a philosophy of 
'determination' in arithmetic, because this sort of determination 
is indeed not an 'immanent evolution of the notion'. 72 

However, philosophy must be able to distinguish what is an 
intrinsically self-external material; the progressive deter
mining of it by the Notion can then take place only in an 
external manner, and its moments, too, can be only in the 
form peculiar to their externality, as here, equality and 
inequality. It is an essential requirement when philosophizing 
about real objects to distinguish those spheres to which a 
specific form of the Notion belongs, that is, spheres in which 
the Notion has an actual existence; otherwise the peculiar 
nature of a subject matter which is external and contingent 
will be distorted by Ideas, and similarly these Ideas will be 
distorted and made into something merely formaP3 

The notion 'number' is a 'specific form' of the 'external'. In the 
notion 'number' the idea comes only partly to consciousness. 

As for the supposed primary importance of number and 
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calculation in an educational regard, the truth of the matter is 
clearly evident from what has been said. Number is a non
sensuous object, and occupation with it and its combinations 
is a non-sensuous business; in it mind is held to communing 
with itself and to an inner abstract labour, a matter of great 
though one-sided importance. For, on the other hand, since 
the basis of number in only an external, thoughtless differ
ence, such occupation is an unthinking, mechanical one. 
The effort consists mainly in holding fast what is devoid of 
the Notion and in combining it purely mechanicallyJ4 

In the tradition of Vieta75 and Schelling, Hegel juxtaposes 
geometry and arithmetic as analytical and synthetical methods. 76 

Geometry constructs a universal into a particular and arithmetic 
proves by attributing a particular to a universaL Geometry 
synthesises universal elements into a particular figurative shape. 
Arithmetic analyses the particular proposition with regard to its 
universal validity. Geometry is only synthetic from the perspective 
ofgeometry itself. In fact the construction of the triangle precedes 
the notion of the triangle and fulfils only the notion of the 
triangle. The construction is in this respect a tautology. 

Hegel, who differed from Kant and modified Schelling'S 
concept of mathematics and philosophy, saw these disciplines as 
sciences, whose object, structure of proof and method, exhibit 
fundamental differences. 

For Hegel, philosophy alone is in a position to concern itself 
with its own proof by thinking the self-explication of the notion. It 
follows that the scientific character of a discipline is not defined 
by its share in mathematics. 77 The external representation of 
mathematics does not create an advantage over philosophy.78 On 
the contrary what makes a science a science is its ability to make 
use of thought, and it is defined by its share in notion. 

What is the significance of the mathematical and empirical 
natural sciences for Hegel? Mathematics is a rational activity, 
whose rationality is founded by the act of reason in philosophy. 
The different methods of proof in mathematics and philosophy 
give rise to Hegel's important criticism of mathematical natural 
science. For Hegel philosophy constitutes notions by relativising 
the originally fixed initial notion, whereby the initial notion is 
identically thought with the opposed notion. 

Philosophy can thus build over several levels a chain of 
argumentations by the development of notions. Mathematics 
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must reverse the succession of its apparently contingent construc
tion, in order to recognise this construction as a proof. But in this 
case it is only subjective reason, because the argumentation is not 
determined by the object itself - as it is in the case of the 
development of notion. 79 In the mathematical natural sciences it 
is announced 'that by means of the calculus alone, laws are found 
transcending experience, that is, propositions about existence 
which have no existence.'8o This occurs in the extrapolation of the 
directly and immediately observed. Hegel finds such proofs of 
things 'without real meaning' inadequate because no proof of 
existence can be found. In Hegel's opinion this is a systematic 
rebuttal: in notions one thinks of concrete objects; laws are ruled 
by notions. Should such a law be given referring to a non-existing 
object, then the notion will contain an unsolved contradiction 
and will thereby be formally untrue. Since a mathematical 
natural science states quantities but, on the other hand, 
interprets these specific qualitative procedures, e.g. natural 
phenomena, it can only be appropriate ifit is based upon notions, 
which relate qualities and quantities in one unit. 

Hegel discusses this type of inner notional relation in his Logic 
in the chapter 'measure' .81 'But yet a still higher proofis required 
for these laws; nothing else, that is, than that their quantitative 
relations be known from the qualities or specific Notions of time 
and space that are correlated.'82 As argued in this chapter it is 
desirable that the ratios of the numbers found in nature are 
known. Kepler's and Galileo's merits are that they found such 
ratios.83 

For the mind (Geist) such empirical ratios are then considered 
natural laws containing reason.84 Mathematics as understood in 
nature is therefore not merely formal or ideal, but 'real' and 
'physical'.85 Mathematical determinations have their true notions in 
philosophy itself.86 Hegel recognises that nature is written with 
the letters of mathematics. He expresses his regret that there is no 
natural science in his sense, although there are already a series of 
works preparing the ground for such a natural science.8 ? The 
existing form of applied mathematics is full of a 'brew of 
experience and reflections'.88 

The truly philosophical science of mathematics considered 
as the doctrine of quantities, would be the science of measures; 
but this already assumes the real nature and the particularity 
of things, which is first present in concrete nature. Because 
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of the external nature of quantity, this would certainly also 
be the most difficult of all sciences.89 

Here I have merely traced the foundations of a rational 
interpretation, as this must be employed in the comprehen
sion of the mathematical and mechanical laws of nature 
within the free realm of measures. Specialists do not reflect 
upon the matter, but a time will come when the rational 
concept of this science will be demanded!90 

Might Hegel's philosophy of nature then be such a postulated 
mathematical natural science? Absolutely not: natural science 
has the task ofstating the empirical finds, i.e. formulating its laws 
in intuition by attributing the diversity of the sensed experience 
to notions. Instead philosophy exclusively thinks the notion. 
Philosophy does not examine experience directly, but instead 
abstracts from experience by using the rational notions (Verstandes
begrif.fe), 91 that are natural laws to natural sciences.

Within the notion - as expressed by Hegel - the unity of 
form and content is always thought. Intuition contains the notion 
in itself, but does not think it explicitly. Intuition is not a logical 
category. Only logical categories contain the inner structure of 
notion.92 Therefore only (Hegel's) logic can also guarantee the 
apodictic characteristics of scientific (philosophical) statements. 

IV 

Although it is compared to the method of knowledge in 
philosophy,93 mathematics, because it does not think notions, is 
real and physical.94 

As long as mathematics presents something as well-reasoned, 
these reasons are founded in notions. Ifmathematics describes an 
object of nature, its reasons are the essence of nature - as Hegel 
argues in his Dissertatio philosophica de orbitis planetarum.95 When 
these reasons are recognised; he continues, they have become 
laws. Laws are abstractions from the perceived and have a status 
of notions. 

In point of fact, how.ever, the measure and the number of 
nature cannot be strangers to reason: the study and the 
knowledge of the laws of nature are based on nothing else 
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but our belief that nature has been shaped by reason and 
that all the laws of nature are identical. When those who 
seek the laws of nature in experience and by induction 
happen to come across the appearance of a law, they 
acknowledge the identity of reason and nature and they 
rejoice in their discovery. 96 

According to Hegel the relationship between the natural sciences, 
mathematics and philosophy of nature are thus represented so 
that the natural sciences transform laws by attributing them to 
mathematical ratios. These mathematical ratios are reasonable 
reasons (Vernunjtgriinde), to be sure, neither the methods of the 
natural sciences nor those of mathematics allow a demonstration 
for the necessity of the reasonable reasons.97 This can only be 
done by philosophy in that it constitutes the notions through self
reflection. In Hegel's point of view the relationship of theoretical 
physics, experimental physics and mathematics could therefore 
be understood as follows: Experimental physics is a form of 
'comprehending perception'. By using notions it attributes the 
singularly perceived to a law that it considers a universal. 
Notions are thereby not consciously used, as in the case of 
philosophy which constitutes from its inner logical structure. The 
physicist cannot make explicit the inner structure of the notion by 
his own means. In physics the notion acts 'behind the back of the 
consciousness' . 

Theoretical physics examines the lawfulness and tries to grasp 
the logic of its notion. However, theoretical physics makes 
exclusive use of mathematical inferences. It does not use any 
method in examining the inner dialectical structure of notions 
unlike philosophy. This becomes clear, for example, in the co
existence of Newton's and Einstein's notions. The completely 
different theorems of addition for velocity in both 'physics' are 
considered valid for different ranges of velocity. Newton's physics 
is considered an approximation to Einstein's formula for low 
velocities. But then there is a limit, at which Newton's physics is 
valid and Einstein's is not. Even if this can be solved pragmatically, 
it must be unsatisfactory for thinking that reality should be 
understood as a mixture of two theories of physics, whose notions 
are completely incompatible. It can only follow, that there are 
some notions which are still not understood in both theories of 
physics. 

Whether or not one wants to take into consideration the 
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Hegelian view of these facts as a criterion of consistency for the 
physical point of view depends, to a large extent, on whether one 
is convinced by Hegel's account of the self-constitution of the 
notion - as intimated here - otherwise known as the 'dialectics 
of notion'. 

This criterion of consistency - Hegel emphasises - cannot be 
realised with the methods of the natural sciences and mathematics. 
It can only be understood through philosophical thinking.98 Only 
knowledge which is conscious of itself - thus reflecting upon 
itself - is capable of proving the necessity and consistency of its 
own deeds. 
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Hegel's Habilitationsthesen: 


A Translation with Introduction and 

Annotated Bibliography 


Norbert Waszek 

Introduction 

When his father Georg Ludwig died in January 1799, the twenty
eight year old Hegel was able to pursue a career of his own 
choice. At least in this context, the loss of his father had positive 
side-effects too: on the one hand, filial piety no longer committed 
Hegel to the 'profession of preacher' which his parents had 
intended him for; 1 on the other hand, his modest inheritance Oust 
over 3,000 Wuerttemberg Guilders) provided him with a 
financial basis sufficient to leave his position as private tutor and 
to enter what was then the risky path of philosopher and 
academic. Hegel's awareness of this liberating break from his 
previous way of life was acute, as is testified in a little poem of 
1801 and the 'curriculum vitae' of 1804: 

Resolution 

Break then, peace with thyself, break with the work of the 
world. 

Strive, seek something more than today or yesterday. So 
wilt thou 

Better not be than the time, but still be the time at its best.2 

... after my father's death I resolved to devote myself 
entirely to philosophic science.3 

However, Hegel did not rush into the new life thus opened up to 
him; he took his time and employed careful deliberation over his 
next move. He continued to work on various manuscripts in order 
to enter the new arena well prepared. Only in November 1800 did 
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he seek the advice of his friend Schelling who had achieved early 
fame as a philosophical author and subsequently received a 
position in the prestigious University of Jena. Writing to 
Schelling, Hegel still appears to be thinking of going to a quiet 
place, such as Bamberg, in the first instance in order to prepare 
himself further, before moving on to the intellectual focus of 
Jena.4 Schelling had no patience with such overcautious planning 
and he urged his friend to come straight to Jena. When Hegel 
arrived in Jena in early 1801, the intellectual life of the city was 
brilliant, though it could be argued that the contemporary 
eminence of the University of Jena, which will for ever be 
associated with the efforts of Goethe, had passed its peak when 
Fichte and the Romantics departed and had entered a period of 
gradual decline. 

During his first year at Jena, Hegel had to bring his scholarly 
and literary projects and interests in line with what was necessary 
or helpful in terms of securing an academic post. His contemporary 
projects may be divided into three subject areas: a) political 
studies; his interest in the 'philosophy of identity' on the side of 
b) the philosophy of spirit as well as c) the philosophy of nature. 
In the early months of 1801, the political studies which had 
hitherto taken up much of his energy continued to hold a 
prominent place among his activities. However, the internal 
difficulties he was bound to encounter in these early efforts in 
political philosophy were aggravated by the hectic pace of the 
political events at the time, which tended to outdate his studies 
continually. Due to these difficulties, Hegel did not succeed in 
completing the political writing he had in mind. Moreover, the 
political studies, even completed, would not help him in gaining 
the recognition of the philosophical establishment at J ena, a 
recognition that was vital for obtaining a teaching post in the 
philosophy department. As H.S. Harris puts it, 'it became 
evident that he must now do something more philosophical to 
make his mark before it was too late' (Harris, 1983, p. xxv). 
Hegel's friend Schelling, well-known himself for the rapid pace of 
his publishing, was highly prudent in such matters and may well 
have urged Hegel to establish himself through the publication of 
a philosophical book. At any rate, Hegel put politics aside for the 
time being and used the early summer of 1801 to write his essay 
DiJJerence between the systems ojFichte and Schelling."' The publication 
of the essay served as Hegel's introduction to the philosophical 
circles of J ena, but it had the drawback of making its author 
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appear to be, at least in the eyes of the contemporary reading 
pubiic, a mere follower of Schelling. In the hope that his essay 
would gain the attention of the academic community at the 
University ofJena, Hegel applied immediately to the Faculty for 
the validation of his Tiibingen degree and for the granting of the 
'venia legendi', the formal permission to deliver lectures in the 
university. It was required - this requirement survives, to the 
present day, in the German and similar university systems 
that the candidates undergo a procedure, called 'Habilitation', 
before the 'venia legendi' was granted. The 'Habilitation' consists of 
a dissertation (then written in Latin) and a disputation (normally 
a defence of the written work). As he had contributed to the 
transcendental side of the philosophy of identity with his 
'Differenzschrift', it seemed appropriate that Hegel would choose 
a dissertation topic from his other field of interest, the philosophy 
of nature. Indeed, as soon as he had finished the 'Differenzschrift', 
Hegel appears to have started on his Latin dissertation On the 
Orbits of Planets.6 However, the beginning of the academic year 
was approaching rapidly and it seemed unlikely that Hegel would 
be able to submit his dissertation before then. It thus became 
necessary that a compromise was negotiated and, since the 
details of the negotiations are beyond the scope of the present 
article,? it was agreed upon to allow Hegel an early disputation 
based on theses and to grant him the 'venia legendi' so that he 
could lecture in the autumn term on the understanding that he 
would submit his dissertation shortly after. The disputation was 
held on the 27 August and the theses Hegel presented and 
deferided on this occasion are here presented in their original Latin 
and an English translation. In formal terms, the disputation 
resembled a debate between two teams with Hegel, seconded by 
Schelling's younger brother Karl who was still a student, on the 
defending side, and the older Schelling, Friedrich Immanuel 
Niethammer, and another student, Thomas Schwarzott, as the 
opposing team.s 

The Jena publisher Prager printed the Latin theses for the 
disputation in the form of a leaflet and it is to this source and the 
subsequent reprint by Karl Rosenkranz - as part of his 
biography C.W.F. Hegels Leben (Berlin, 1844), pp. 156-9 - that 
the modern editions, e.g. TWA, vol. II, p. 533, go back. In his 
edition of Hegel's early writings, Georg Lasson provided a 
German translation to the Latin original of the theses, and there 
is now a new translation by Wolfgang NeuserY 
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The theses are formulated paradoxically in order to provoke 
discussion. This characteristic makes it difficult to provide an 
unambiguous interpretation of the theses and the verdict of 
Harris on them - 'quite cryptic' (Harris, 1983,p. xxx) - is well 
justified. The aim of the present edition of the theses is to open up 
a wider discussion ofthem and not to pre-empt such a discussion 
by offering hasty conclusions about their meaning and significance. 
Thus, the annotated bibliography that follows the translation does 
not pretend to solve the problem of interpretation, rather, it should 
be seen as an attempt to bring together various comments on the 
relation of the theses to wider issues of Hegel's thought, on some 
parallels between the theses and Hegel's other writings, and on 
certain allusions to other philosophers. 

Karl Rosenkranz suggested a classification of the theses 
according to their subject matter (Rosenkranz, 1844, p. 156). 
Although this classification is outdated in some respects, it may 
still be helpful: theses I and II are said to deal with logic; theses 
III, IV and V with the philosophy of nature; theses VI, VII, and 
VIII discuss the concept and scope of philosophy in general; 
finally, theses IX, X, XI, and XII contribute to the area of 
practical philosophy. 

Notes 

1. Compare Hegel's c.v. of 1804, most easily accessible in: G.W.F. 
Hegel, Theorie Werkausgabe (henceforth quoted as TWA). In 20 vols ed. by 
E. Moldenhauer and K.M. Michel (Frankfurt, 1969 fi), vol. II, p. 582 f. 

2. Johannes Hoffmeister (ed.), Dokumente zu Hegels Entwicklung (Stutt
gart, 1936) p. 388. The English translation is quoted from H.S. Harris, 
Hegel's deuelopment: night thoughts (Oxford, 1983), p. xix. 

3. TWA, vol. 11, p. 582. English translation quoted from H.S. Harris, 
(Hegel's deuelopment) p. xx. 

4. Johannes Hoffmeister and Rolf Flechsig (eds), Briefe uon und an 
Hegel, in 4 vols (Hamburg, 1961) vol. I, pp. 58-60. 

5. G.W.F. Hegel, Differenz des Fichte'schen und Schelling'schen Systems der 
Philosophie Gena, 1801). English translation, under the above title, by 
H.S. Harris and Walter Cerf (Albany, 1977). 

6. G.W.F. Hegel, Dissertatio Philosophica de Orbitis Planetarium Gena, 
1801); cf. the references to Lasson (1928) and Neuser (1986) in the 
bibliography. 

7. The documents are reproduced in Heinz Kimmerle, 'Dokumente 
zu Hegels Jenaer Dozententatigkeit (1801-1807)', Hegel-Studien, vol. 4 
(Bonn, 1967) pp. 21-100. 

8. Cf. the Protocol of the Faculty, in Kimmerle 'Dokumente', p. 43. 
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The notes of Hegel and Schelling for the disputation have also survived: 
Hoffmeister (Dokumente) pp. 312 ff (Hegel's notes); Wolfgang Neuser 
(1986) pp. 142-5, 163 (Schelling's notes). 

9. Lasson (1928) pp. 404 f; Neuser (1986) pp. 74-7. 

Translation 

1 

Contradictio est regula veri, non conradictio, falsi. 
Contradiction is the rule for the truth, non-contradiction for 
falsehood. 

II 

Syllogismus est principium Idealismi. 
Syllogism is the principle of Idealism. 

III 
Quadratum est lex naturae, triangulum, mentis. 

The square is a law of nature, the triangle [is a law] of the mind. 


IV 

In Arithmetica vera nec additioni nisi unitatis ad dyadem, nec 
substractioni nisi dyadis a triade, neque triadi ut summae neque 
unitati ut differentiae est locus. 
In true arithmetic there is no place for addition other than of 
unity to a dyad, nor for substraction other than of a dyad from a 
triad, nor for the triad as a sum, nor for unity as a difference. 

V 

Ut magnes est vectis naturalis, ita gravitatio planetarum in 

solem, pendulum naturae. 

Just as the magnet is a natural lever, so the gravitation of the 

planets to the sun is a pendulum ofnature. 
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VI 

Idea est synthesis infiniti et finiti, et philosophia omnis est in 

ideis. 

An idea is the synthesis of the infinite and the finite, and 

philosophy exists totally [in the sphere of] ideas. 


VII 

Philosophia critica caret Ideis, et imperfecta est Scepticismi 

forma. 

Critical philosophy lacks ideas and IS an imperfect form of 

Scepticism. 


VIII 

Materia postulati rationis, quod philosophia critica exhibet, earn 
ipsam philosophiam destruit, et principium est Spinozismi. 
The matter of the postulate of reason, which critical philosophy 
exhibits, destroys that very philosophy, and is the principle of 
Spinozism. 

IX 

Status naturae non est injustus, et earn ob causam ex ilIo 

exeundum. 

The state of nature is not unjust, and that is why one must depart 

from it. 


X 

Principium scientiae moralis est reverentia fato habenda. 

The principle of moral science is [the] reverence that should be 

observed towards fate. 


XI 

Virtus innocentiam tum agendi tum patiendi excludit. 
Virtue excludes innocence of both action and suffering. 
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XII 


Moralitas omnibus numeris absoluta virtuti repugnat. 
Morality that is absolute in every respect conflicts with virtue. 

At various stages in the preparation of my translation, I 
consulted the following Latinists and Hegel scholars, who kindly 
responded to my queries: Dr Jon Edmondson (Dulwich College, 
London); Prof. H.S. Harris (York University, Toronto); Dr 
Stephen Hinds (Girton College, Cambridge); Dr David Sedley 
(Christ's College, Cambridge); Dr David Simpson (Westfalishce 
Wilhelms-Universitat, Munster). While thanking them for their 
help, the five scholars are absolved from any responsibility for my 
shortcomings. 

Annotated bibliography 

Baum, Manfred, Hegel's philosophische Methode I: Die Entstehung der 
Hegelschen Dialektik (Bonn: Bouvier, to appear shortly). 

Prof. Baum perceives two allusions in thesis XII: (a) to the 
doctrine of the Pythagoreans, as transmitted by Aristotle (Metaphysics 
985 B 29; Magna Moralia 1182 A 11-14), according to which virtues 
such as justice are defined as numbers; (b) to Shaftesbury's Character
istics (as edited by J.M. Robertson. In 2 vols London, 1900; vol. I, 
pp. 90 fJ) in which it is stated that 'the men of harmony' are inspired 
by their 'love of numbers, decency and proportion'. In the context of 
defining his ideal of balance and. measurement - 'the thought of 
numbers and proportion in a life at large'; ibid. vol. T, p. 92, 
Shaftesbury quotes Horace approvingly: 'Et verae numerosque 
modosque ediscere vitae' (Epistulae II. 2, 144). (I am grateful to Prof. 
Baum for making his typescript available to me prior to publication. 

Dusing, Klaus, 'Spekulation und Reflexion. Zur Zusammenarbeit 
Schellings und Hegels inJena', Hegel-Studien. vol. 5 (1969) pp. 95-128. 

Prof. Dusing provides a comprehensive survey of the co-operation 
between Schelling and Hegel at Jena, a survey which is obviously 
relevant to our present purposes given the active role of Schelling in 
Hegel's 'Habilitation'. 

Haering, Theodor L., Hegel: Sein Wollen und sein Werk. Eine chTonologische 
Entwicklungs-geschichte deT Gedanken und der Sprache Hegels. In 2 vols 
(Leipzig, 1929 and 1938) vol. I, pp. 759-62. 

In the context of this broad survey, Prof. Haering offers a brief 
interpretation of the thesis which emphasises continuities with earlier 
manuscripts. 

Theses T and II are seen as reflecting· a new study of logic 
stimulated by Aristotle or Bardili. Theses III, IV, and V are 
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described as following Schelling's keen interest in the philosophy of 
nature. Thesis V, in particular, is related to the mechanics ofHegel's 
later system (cf. Haering, voL II, pp. 296 f). Thesis VI is regarded as 
echoing the 'Systemfragment' of 1800 and as criticising Kant's notion 
of 'synthesis' with the help of Fichte's and Schelling's discussion of 
'idea'. Haering's comments on theses VII and VIII emphasise 
Hegel's critical perspective on Kant further. Thesis IX is considered 
to be critical of Hobbes' account of the state ofnature, and both thesis 
IX and thesis XII are said to express Hegel's views on 'ethical life'. 
Theses X and XI are characterised as condensing principles from 
Hegel's 'Spirit of Christianity'. 

Harris, H.S., Hegel's Development II: Night Thoughts Uena, 1801-1806) 
(Oxford, 1983) pp. xxx, 18 n, 48 n, 49, 87-9, 125--6, 157-9,393. 

Prof. Harris' comments on the theses are easily the best-informed 
account of them in English. He provides a summary of the 
'Habilitation' procedure (pp. xxx f), and then concentrates on theses 
III and V, VII and VIII, IX, and X. 

Ad thesis III: 

The four dimensions of the absolutely resting motion are the 
'squareness' of Nature ... The dimensions of nature are four, 
three spatial and one temporal; the dimensions of Spirit are but 
three, the three inner dimensions of time, past, present, and 
future. (p. 87) 

Hegel's thesis about the 'laws' of nature and of mind was 
formulated in terms of Schelling's Spinozist parallel between 
thought and extension as equally complete images of the 
Absolute Identity. Thus each side forms its own order, the 
order of things and the order of ideas. But the Trinitarian 
theology makes intelligence more fundamental than nature. 
Nature was created. Translating this into Spinozist terms, 
there are two aspects of Nature, and they do not have the same 
law. The square is only the law of 'natura naturata'; 'natura 
naturans' is the absolute spirit of the whole, and as such it 
obeys the law of Spirit even while laying down its own law for 
the manifest world of natural phenomena. (pp. 158 f) 

Cf. Kimmerle (1980) and Schneider (1973 and 1975). 
Ad thesis V: Prof. Harris ascribes Hegel's effort 'to bring the 

mechanical conception of the pendulum under the more organic sway 
of the concept of magnetism' (p. 88) to the direct influence of 
Schelling's Darstellung meines Systems der Philosoplzie (1801, Sect. 95, 
Addition 1). 

Ad theses VII and VIII: Hegel's criticism of Kant is spelt out (pp. 
48 f). 

Ad thesis IX: 

The justice of natural ethics is perfect reciprocity. The criminal 
must suffer what he did. His own inward consciousness of this 
creates a sense of guilt. Hegel's view that one who is conscious 
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of guilt must go on provoking attack until his debt is paid, is 
one of the most interesting anticipations of modern depth 
psychology produced by his conception ofour universal human 
nature as an inwardness that must utter itself. 

The whole conception of nature as an external fate that is 
just one's own attitude to the world reflected back upon oneself 
was developed at Frankfurt and is unchanged here. What is 
new is the concentration upon the workings of individual fate, 
and the consequent awareness ofhow the fear ofdeath dissolves 
all natural relationships, including the bond of guilt. It is the 
fact that there is a form of conscious life which does not give 
way before the fear of death which makes it necessary, in terms 
of natural justice itself, to pass over to the political condition 
founded upon a constitution that is publicly established, 
generally recognized, and impartially maintained. (pp. 125 f) 

Ad thesis XII: 

That is what the ultimate identity of the Metaphysics, the 
identity of absolute spirit with absolute matter, asserts too. 
When we read that 'the simple absolute self-to-self connecting 
Spirit is the Aetker, or absolute Matter' [G.W.F. Hegel, 
Gesammelte Werke, voL 7, ed. by R.-P. Horstmann and JH. 
Trede (Hamburg, 1976) p. 178] we have only to remember that 
'absolute Spirit' was first identified as Fichte's practical Ego, in 
order to see this [ibid., p. 165]. (p. 393) 

Hoffmeister, Johannes, Dokumente zu Hegels Entwicklung (Stuttgart, 1936) 
pp. 312-14,475. 

Hegel's notes for the disputation are here published for the first 
time. These Latin notes are mainly phrases of politeness and 
gratitude which Hegel might have used during the disputation; they 
throw no light on the content of the theses. What might be gathered 
from these notes is the highly formal character of the disputation and 
its marked absence of spontaneity. 

Kimmerle, Heinz, Dokumente zu HegelsJenaer Dozententatigkeit (1801-1807), 
Hegel-Studien, voL 4 (1967) pp. 21-99. 

This article provides the most extensive and most reliable edition of 
all surviving documents with regard to the Habilitationsvorgang' 
(pp. 28-44). There is also an introduction on the contemporary 
situation of the University ofJena (pp. 21-7) and further sections deal 
with Hegel's appointment as professor (pp. 45-52), his lectures at 
Jena (pp. 53-65), Gabler's report on Hegel's Jena years (pp. 65-73), 
and Hegel's membership in learned societies (pp. 74 f). 

'Hegel's Naturphilosophie in Jena', in Hegel in Jena, ed. by Dieter 
Henrich and Klaus Dusing (Bonn, 1980) pp. 207-IS. 

Ad thesis III: Prof. Kimmerle sees thesis III in the context of the 
fragments of Hegel's lecture notes of 180112, which will be published 
in the new critical edition [G.W.F. Hegel, Gesammelte Werke, vol. S. 
Edited by M. Baum and K.R. Meist (Hamburg, to appear shortly)]' 
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For this early stage in Hegel's development, Prof. Kimmerle claims a 
priority of nature over spirit (p. 207). According to him, the 'square' 
(quadratum) consists of I) the 'system of sky' (dem himmlischen System), 
i.e. the pure appearance of the idea in its full movement; 2) the 
'mechanical' and 3) 'chemical' phenomena (das Mechanische und das 
Chemische); and 4) the 'organic' (das Organische) in which the idea 
returns to its complete structure (pp. 211 f). The 'triangle' 
(triangulum) of spirit on the other hand is said to consist of 1) 
'imagination' (Vorstellung); 2) 'desire' (Begierde); and 3) 'a free people' 
(ein freies Volk). 

Lasson, Georg (ed.), G.W.F. Hegel, Erste Druckschriften (Leipzig, 1928) 
pp. XLII, 404--5. 

In his edition of Hegel's early writings, Lasson publishes Hegel's 
theses and provides the first German translation of them. In his 
introduction (p. XLII), he emphasises Schelling's contribution to the 
theses: in his view, the theses are more characteristic for the 
friendship and co-operation of Hegel and Schelling than for the 
specifically Hegelian way of thinking. 

Neuser, Wolfgang (ed.), G.W.F. Hegel, Dissertatio Philasophica de Orbitis 
Planetarium, Philosophische Eriirterung uber die Planetenbahnen. Bilingual 
edition, with introduction and commentary (Weinheim, 1986) 
pp. 176, here pp. 1-6, 74--7, 142-5, 163, 165-76. 

In his bilingual edition of Hegel's 'professorial thesis' (Habilitations
schrift): De Orbitis Planetarium, Dr. Neuser also reprints Hegel's theses 
for the disputation and provides a new German translation of them 
(pp. 74--7). In his introduction (pp. 1-6), he gives a brief account of 
the 'Habilitation' procedure (pp. 2-3). Dr. Neuser's edition contains a 
facsimile, a first transcription, and his own translation of Schelling's 
Latin notes for the disputation (pp. 142-5). Although the transcription 
does not appear flawless - given their content, I am unconvinced 
that the notes refer to thesis VII as Dr. Neuser assumes on the basis of 
a doubtful reading of the figure '7' at the beginning of the manuscript 
- Dr. Neuser must be given credit for making this document 
available to the scholarly community. A brief note on Schelling's 
manuscript draws attention to certain parallels with Schelling's 
published work: 'Fernere Darstellungen aus dem System der Philo
sopohie', Zeitschriftfor speculative Physik. vol. 1, No.2 (1802) pp. 63 f. 
There is also a good bibliography on the relevant period of Hegel's 
development, the writings of his contemporaries, and Hegel's possible 
sources (pp. 165-76). 

Poggeler, Otto, Hegels Idee einer Pkiinomenologie des Geistes (Freiburg and 
Munchen, 1973) pp. 141 f. 

Ad theses VI and VII: Prof. Poggeler places theses VI and VII in a 
developmental account of Hegel. According to his view, the last 
manuscript of Hegel's years at Frankfurt (G.W.F. Hegel, Theologische 
jugendschriften, edited by Hermann Nohl (Tubingen, 1907) p. 146) 
does reveal the intention of transforming a theological inquiry into the 
relationship of the finite and infinite into a metaphysical inquiry. 
Soon after, Hegel is convinced that metaphysics alone can succeed in 
raising the finite to the infinite. Thesis VI is an expression of this 
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convictIon. That the reference to the 'idea' has to be seen as an 
acceptance of older metaphysical positions and implies a criticism of 
Kant can be taken from thesis VII. As further support for his view, 
Prof Poggeler quotes a passage from an early lecture of Hegel in 
which Hegel speaks of 'recreating the oldest old' (das alteste Alte 
wiederherzustellen) and of 'burying the non-philosophy of recent times' 
(die neueren Zeiten der Unphilosophie begraben). (The passage can be found 
in Karl Rosenkranz (1844) p. 192). 

Rosenkranz, Karl, G.w.F. Begels Leben (Berlin, 1844) pp. 156-9. 
Apart from suggesting a classification of Hegel's theses (cf 

Introduction), Rosenkranz provides a few notes the more important 
of which will now be summarised. 

Ad thesis 1: Rosenkranz presents Wolffs views on identity as 
Hegel's starting-point: every definition has to exclude the opposite of 
the defined object. Contrary to the apparent meaning of the thesis, 
according to Rosenkranz, Hegel never denied Wolffs view, but felt 
the need to go beyond it. The difference is as essential for the 
comprehension of the whole as the identity which Wolff had insisted 
upon. The truth cannot exist without its opposite, but it is also the 
negation of the opposite. The underlying principle seems to be 
derived from Spinoza's 'Verum est index sui etfalsi' (Ethics. Part II, 43). 
In Rosenkranz' opinion, the stimulus which induced Hegel to go with 
Spinoza beyond Wolff is essentially Kantian. 

Ad thesis II: again, Rosenkranz regards Hegel's thesis as a 
consequence of Kant's philosophy - especially the threefold nature 
of Kant's categories ~ of Fichte'.s deduction - with its thesis, 
antithesis, and synthesis - and of the implicit syllogism of Schelling. 
Hegel's achievement is characterised as showing the necessity of 
syllogism. 

Ad thesis III: Rosenkranz directs his readers' attention to Baader. 
and Plato as Hegel's most probable sources. The 'square' (quadratum) 
of nature is said to consist of fire and water, earth and air. The 
'triangle' of spirit is called 'truly Platonic' (acht Platonisch) in so far as 
it echoes the threefold structure of Plato's Republic. 

Ad thesis V: the contrast between a natural lever and a natural 
pendulum is drawn in order to distinguish between immanent and 
external movement. 

Ad thesis IX: once again, Hegel is said to extend rather than to 
oppose the view of a predecessor, in this case Thomas Hobbes. The 
state of nature is only the possibility of positing 'just' and 'unjust'; the 
will must leave its natural character behind and thus constitute 
justice' and its 'opposite'. The thesis is then related to Hegel's later 
criticism of the presupposition of a state of nature. Cf Tuschling 
(1937). 

Rosenkranz, Karl, 'Hegels urspriingliches System 1798-1806', Literarhis
torisches Taschenbuch, edited by R.E. Prutz, vol. II (1344) pp. 157-64. 
This actually appeared in September 1843; cf. Schneider (1975, 
pp. 135-7). Rosenkranz' article is subsequently referred to as '1844a'. 

In this article, Rosenkranz publishes a fragment which may throw 
light on thesis III. For details, see Schneider (1975). 
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Schneider, Helmut, 'Zur Dreiecks-Symbolik bei Hegel', Hegel-Studien, 
vol. 8 (1973) pp. 55-77. 'Anfange der Systementwicklung Hegels in 
Jena', Hegel-Studien, vol. 10 (1975) pp. 133-71. 

Ad thesis III: in his 1975 article, Dr. Schneider presents and 
discusses Hegel's so-called 'divine triangle' fragment, a manuscript 
first published by Rosenkranz (1344a) and which has been lost since 
then. For an English translation, with notes, see: Harris (1983) 
pp.184-8. 

Dr. Schneider provides an analysis of the text, a survey of the 
relevant secondary literature, and a critical discussion of Hegel's 
sources with special reference to Plato (pp. 134 fI) and various 
modern authorities (Baader, pp. 143 f; B6hme, pp. 159 ff; Schelling, 
pp. 164 f; Goethe, pp. 167 f; and others). The details of this article go 
beyond the scope of the present inquiry, but the fragment it presents 
shows reflections on the triangle as 'lex mentis' which resemble thesis 
III. In a more general sense - as revealing Hegel's interest in 
triangles and squares as representations of the philosophy of spirit 
and nature respectively - the same holds true for an otherwise 
unrelated drawing in Hegel's literary estate which is edited and 
annotated in Dr. Schneider's earlier article (1973). 

Tuschling, Burkhard, 'Reason, Actuality, and Ethical Life', article 
circulated at the 1986 meeting of the HSGB (to appear in 1937). 
(I am grateful to Prof. Tuschling for making his article available to 
me prior to its publication.) 

Ad thesis IX: the decisive claim of Prof. Tuschling's lucid analysis 
is that thesis IX documents the last step towards Hegel's concept of 
'ethical life' (Sittlichkeit). In this context, Hegel's relations to Hobbes 
and Kant are carefully examined. 
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PREFACE  

The  focus  of  this  study  is  the  social  and  .political,  and  to  a  lesser  extent  the  lOClral  and  
metaphysical,  thinking  of  an  informal  school  of  philosophy  which  had  a  clearly  ascertainable  
and  relatively  well-defined  impact  on  British  academic  life  as  well  as  a  more  diffuse  influence  
on  British  public  opinion,  social  practice  ani  policy-mak;i.ng  for  bu  or  three  decades  prior  to  
World  War  I.  SUch  recent  1II'Orks  as  Peter  Clarke's  Liberals  and  Social  Denncrats  and  Peter  
Gordon's  and  John  White's  Philosophers  as  Educational  Reformers  indicate  an  awakening  of  
interest  in  the  latter  dimension  of  British  Hegelianism.  'l1le  present  1II'Ork  has  something  to  say  
abciut  the  "social  gospel"  of  British  Hegelianism;  but  it  is  primarily  concerned  with  the  
sources  of  British  Hegelian  thinking,  the  lines  of  its  developnent  and  intellectual  
relationships  among  members  of  the  "school."  

It  is  not  a  study  of  British  Idealism,  nor  of  neo-Hegelianism  in  Britain.  Altoough  the  
British  Hegelians  are  sometimes  refe=ed  to  as  neo-Hegelians,  this  is,  strictly  speaking,  a  
misnomer.  I  1II'Ould  argue  that  neo-Hegelianism,  like  nea-Marxism,  is  a  comparatively  recent  
developnent  and  that  both  are  products  of  the  "young  Marx"  industry,  that  vast  and  still  
growing  enterprise  - mainly  but  by  no  means  exclusively  European  - dedicated  to  exhaustive  
research  into  vormarz  Germany,  Left,  Right  and  Centre  Hegelians,  all  their  antecedents,  
Rousseau,  Sturm  und  Drang  and  Scottish  Enlightenment,  and  of  course  everything  that  Kant,  
Fichte  and  Begel  ever  wrote.  In  addition,  this  1II'Ork  has  expanded  its  range  of  sources  to  
include  twentieth  century  Marxians  wOO  pioneered  the  move  "back  to  Hegel,"  such  as  Gramsci  and  
Lukacs.  'l1le  present  intense  and  widespread  interest  in  Hegel  centres  on  his  phenomenology  and  
his  earlier  writings  rather  than  on  the  logic  ani  the  later  writings  which  engaged  the  
attention  of  the  British  Hegelians.  

There  are  very  few  British  Hegelians  of  the  old  school  .left,  either  writing  J;hilosophy  or  
in  poSitions  of  academic  influence.  G.R.G.  Mure,  woo  recently  retired  as  Warden  of  Marton  
College,  OKford,  must  be  one  of  the  last.  I  do  IDt  know  enough  about  the  current  state  of  
affairs  at  Scottish,  ColllllOnwealth  or  1\merican  universities  to  cooment  further  about  any  
Hegelian  remnant  in  the  professoriat.  But  certainly  the  fascination  winh  Hegelian  ontology  is  
generally  considered  regrettable  and  as  relOClte  and  difficult  to  compreheni  as  the  Victorian  
crisis  of  religious  doubt  Which  first  occasioned  it.  

As  fOr  British  Idealism,  it  has  a  distinct  history  running  from  the  Cambridge  Platonists  
through  Coleridge  to  Collingwood  - ani  beyond.  This  stream  of  toought  was  for  a  titre  swept  
'along  by  strong  Kantian  and  Hegelian  currents  before  returning  to  its  characteristically  
English  meanderings.  

Unless  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text,  "idealism"  ani  "idealist"  are  here  used  to  refer  
to  philosophical  idealism.  

In  fOotnotes  on  their  first  being  introduced,  I  have  provided  brief  biographical  sketches  
of  the  principal  British  Hegelians  arrl  of  minor  figures  woose  labours  in  sane  way,  h::lwever  
small,  paved  the  way  for  Hegel' s  entry  into  British  J;hilosophy.  Some  others  have  received  the  
same  treatment  because,  even  trough  peripheral  to  Hegelianism,  they  are  important  in  other  
contexts,  but  their  names  may  be  unfamiliar  to  the  general  reader  - if  such  can  be  found  for  a  
work  of  this  nature.  

In  chapters  10  and  11  I  have  quoted  fairly  liberally  from  M::Taggart's  Studies  in  Hegelian  
COS1lDlogy,  because  it  is,  compared  to  Green's  Principles  of  Political  Obligation,  Bradley's  
Ethical  Studies  or  Pasanquet's  Philosophical  Theory  of  the  State,  difficult  to  cane  by  either  
in  whole  or  in  part.  
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INTRODUCTION  

For  the  pdnciple  in  systan  is  not  the  s:imple  
exclusion  of  all  that  does  not  fit,  but  the  
perpetual  re-establishmant  of  coherence.  

Oakesrott,  Introduction  
to  Leviathan,  xv  

The  Hegelian  Enterprise  

There  has  always  been  a  substantial  body  of  philosophical  opinion  which  has  felt  that  the  
caning  of  Hegel  to  Britain  was  like  the  introduction  of  SOlle  ex:otic  fbreign  drug  desigled  to  
confound  native  clarity  and  cCIllIlOn  sense.  DIlrin;J  the  little  llOre  than  a  century  of  the  
English-speaking  I«>rld's  cognimnce  of  Hegelian  philosophy  there  has  been  one  j;eriod,  eating  
roughly  fran  the  1880s  to  World  War  I,  when  toose  ..no  felt  otherwise  prel7ailed.  Fron  soortly  
after  World  War  I  until  very  recently  Hegel  has  been  the  object  of  An;olo-SaKon  suspicion  or  
disdain. 1  The  reasons  for  this  disfavour  were  not  quite  the  same  as  tlx:lse  which  operate:l  in  the  
middle  years  of  the  nineteenth  century.  Very  few  twentieth  century  philosophers  have  cared  to  
condemn  Hegel  as  irreligious,  altoough  some  British  Regelians  "defected"  on  some  su:::h  gramd.  
Neither  individualist  ethics  nor  existentialist  Christianity  has  been  aime:i  directly  ag;linst  
the  Hegelian  version  of  idealisn  - altoough  they  have  detracted  fron  its  influence.  ACOlsations  
of  IDlitical  reaction,  .imI!orality  and  Gceater  Ge:r:nan  nationalisn  have  all  been  tl'Droughly  
discredited  - trough  not  eliminate:l.  Charges  of  bad  logic  and  overweenin;o  netaph:\'sics  have  hai  
to  be  laid  with  increasing  care  and  circumspection,  and  have,  IlDre  often  than  not,  canpletely  
misfired.  

The  basis  for  su::h  charges  has  been,  primarily,  the  dualist  or  realist  view  of  the  world.  
This  is  the  netaphysical  foundation  'hhich  gives  the  positivist  and  anpiricist  opposition  to  
idealisn  its  force  and  penetration.  It  goes  to  the  very  core  of  Hegelian  philosophy  and  it  has  
been  the  lOOSt  trenchant  am.  endurin;J  criticisn  of  it.  The  opposin;J  llDnisn,  philosophical  
materialism,  languishes  as  low  as  does  philosophical  idealism.  After  all,  the  view  that  mind  
and  matter,  or  mind  and  body,  are  tw:>  separate  kinds  of  ultinately  irredu::ible  stuff  'lhich  
saneoow  interact  is  the  obvious  and  canm:>nsense  one.  

A  fully  and  finally  satisfactory  explanation  of  mind-body  interaction  remains  an  elusive  
goal.  C.D.  Broad  has  distinguished  17  possible  theories  of  the  relationship  betw:!en  mind  and  
matter.  Sane  \oIOuld  say  that  a  solution  to  this  hoary  problem  is  inherently  imp::>ss:lhle  and  
content  themselves  with  the  dogmatic  assertion  that  mind  and  body  obvirusly  do  interact  and  
that  there  is  no  m::>re  one  can  meanin;Jfully  say  on  the  subject.  others  \oIOuld  say  that  weryday  
linguistic  usage  talks  about  a  dualistic  I«>rld,  and  that  that  is  sufficient.  However,  ma;t  
dualists  contirue  to  seek  for  an  explanation  of  interaction,  usually  on  the  basis  of  some  

1  In  the  fourteenth  edition  of  Bertrand  Russell's  A  History  of  Western  Philosophy  (Ne.'  Yoik,  
1964)  Regel  is  still  labelled  an  "enany  of  analysis"  (p.  744),  and  his  unit;y  of  toought  and  
being,  in  the  guise  of  the  theory  of  internal  relations,  "a  mistake,  and  fran  this  mi.stake  
arose  the  ..nole  imIDsing  edifice  of  his  system."  To  which,  characteristically,  Russell  aids:  
"This  illustrates  an  imp::>rtant  truth,  namely,  that  the  I«>rse  your  logic,  the  llDre  interesting  
the  consequences  to  ..nich  it  gives  rise"  (p.  746).  
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analogy  which  indicates  the  kind  of  thirq  that  might  occur,  or  which  su:J~sts a  p:lss:ihle  way  of  
looking  at  instances  of  interaction  between  mind  and  body.  Such  analogies  are  fre'l'.E!ntly  drawn  
frcm  natural  science,  particularly  frcm  physics,  in  which  a  certain  class  of  phenauena  may  
require  two  contrary  sets  of  explanation  in  order  to  accomt  for  all  its  observable  behaviour  
for  exaIl\ple,  the  wave  and  coxpus::ular  theories  of  light.  Rarely  does  a  contemp:lraxy  philOBopher  
attempt  to  reduce  one  of  the  interacting  "stuffs"  to  the  other,  certainly  not  IIB.tter  into  mind.  
Experience  would  seem  to  guarantee  the  independent  existence  of  a  world  of  matter  external  to  
our  minds.  Yet  it  is  p:ecisely  experience  up:ln  1Ihich  the  philoscphical  idealist  such  as  He~l 
has  always  taken  his  stand.  

An  examination  of  experience  as  a  progressive  develcpment  fran  sense-certaint;y  to  
self-conscious  reason  shows,  according  to  Hegel,  that  the  external  world  is  the  p:oduct  of  
mind,  and  that  mind  must  so  externalize  itself.  The  identit;y  of  matter  and  mind  is  both  the  
ground  and  the  result  of  a  continuous  p:ocess  of  diremption  and  remion.  The  end  is  jmplicit  at  
the  outset  of  any  journey  of  experience  undertaken  by  any  conscicusness,  but  it  cannot  be  
deduced  a  priori.  The  categories  of  thought  are  p:oved  only  in  the  continuing  ef:furt  to  orcer  
experience  through  them.  One  must  reduce  the  fieM'  of  jmpressions  jmpirqing  on  one's  
conscicusness  - channelling,  diverting,  sifting  and  storing.  This  cannot  be  done  'Without  mmtal  
equipment.  But  the  "fonns"  which  lIOuld  our  experience,  while  pre-established,  are  part  of  the  
flow  of  experience  and,  indeed,  a  late  developmmt.  By  themselves  they  are  an  alstraction,  a  
skeleton  without  flesh  or  breath  of  life.  The  design  of  the  force  which  draws  thiD;Js  cut  and  
makes  them  manifest  is  not  for  us  to  posit;  it  is  in  and  for  us  to  create.  Creating  it  is  a  
process  in  space  and  time  occupied  by  self-conscious  human  bein:Js.  There  are  still  some  thiD;Js  
Itlich  we  have  not,  for  better  or  worse,  created.  However,  nothing  is  inherently  inexplicable,  
and  if  it  can  be  grasped  in  and  for  itself,  if  its  structure  and  principle  can  be  understood,  
then  it  can  be  re-created,  if  only  in  thought.  The  p:ocess  of  re-creation  was,  :fur  Hegal,  
contemplative,  not  active  - for  Marx,  the  signal  failure  of  philOBophical  idealisn.  Hegel  
regarded  his  philosq>hy  as  the  beginning  of  the  end  of  the  p:ocess  ~reby self-cons:::icus  
reason  brought  "h:lme"  to  the  world  the  spirit  of  what  it  was  and  what  it  had  done:  thought  
would  be  adequate  to  being;  mind  would  penetrate  uatter  ani  there  fini  fbrms  of  
self-expression.  

The  logic  of  the  process  lies  in  the  experience  of  it  and  only  there.  The  Hegelian  
principle  of  icentit;y  is  an  icentity-in-difference.  In  other  words,  it  recogliZ!ls  the  
externally  related,  the  contingent  and  the  accidental  for  what  they  are:  real  experiences.  The  
unceasirq  efforts  of  many  minds  to  establish  non-contin~t relations  anong  the  variOlS  
elements  of  their  canbined  experience  produce  results,  altoough  they  also  produce  fresh  
dissonance  and  incoherence.  The  effort  is  always  renewed  and,  in  spite  of  lOBses,  its  results  
are  cumulative.  The  ultmate  identit;y  of  mind  and  its  products,  nature  and  histoxy,  is  the  
absolute  presupposition  of  our  aOluiring  any  grasp  ..tlatsoever  of  the  world  as  we  experience  it.  

Hegal  has  sonet~s been  said  to  be  no  philosq>hical  idealist,  because  of  his  apprrent  
disinterest  in  the  problem  of  kneM'led~.2 For  one  thiT¥J,  he  did  not  ask  himself  the  
epistemological  question  posed  by  such  jmp:lrtant  p:edecessors  as  Berkeley,  Hume  and  Kant:  how  
can  my  sensations  yield  knowled~ of  whate\7er  it  is  which  occasions  them?  I  am  only  aware  of  my  
own  sensations  ani  reflections  on  them,  and  I  have  no  assurance  that  the  sensations  and  
reflections  conveyed  to  me  by  others  can  confiIl1\  anythiD;J  other  than  themselves,  i.e.  be  
evidence  for  the  existence  of  others,  because  they  are  only  further  sensations  of  mine.  A  
collapse  into  solipsisn  is  the  reductio  ad  absurdum  of  subjective  idealisn,  and  many  who  have  
followed  that  course  have  provoked  an  extrema  reaction,  even  in  their  own  thou<jlt,  towards  
"radical  publicisn."3  That  sort  of  internal  dialectic  - the  probing  of  the  limits  of  a  certain  

2  A.C.  Ewinq,  Idealism:  A  Critical  Survey,  3rd  ed.  (london,  1961),  ch.  2,  esp.  pp.  60-62.  
3  J  .N.  Findlay,  "The  contemporaxy  relevance  of  Regel,"  Regel:  A  Collection  of  Critical  EsSBYS,  
ed.  A.  MacIntyre  (New  York,  1972),  p.  15.  
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line  of  argument  by  pushing  it  until  it  breaks  down  - was  for  Regel  the  pursuit  of  truth.  It  is  
a  method.  he  made  peculiarly  his  own  in  his  analysis  of  any  set  of  p:opcsitions  about  any  area  
of  experience,  or  tmught  about  experience.  Hegel's  own  starting  point  was  the  actual,  living  
stream  of  experience,"Itlat  the  pragnatist  William  Jamas  called  a  ''blooming,  b.lzzing  confusion."  
There  is  nothing  outside  our  experience  - until  we  start  analyzing  it,  as  we  must.  The  p:obl.em  
of  the  existence  of  an  external  t,iOrld  is  ..bat  we  might  call  an  academic  one.  No  one  not  a  
lunatic  behaves  as  if  it  did  not  exil>t.  Theoretically,  its  ex:istence  is  a  useful  hypothesis  for  
a  number  of  purposes,  including  the  pursuit  of  natural  science.  But  reality  is  to  be  found  in  
the  ebb  and  flow  of  experience,  and  in  the  dialectical  turning  of  O\lr  experiences  inside  out  
and  upside  down.  What  we  seek  is  not  verification  of  this,  that  or  the  other  thin:],  b.lt  an  
order  and  coherence  in  our  experiences  which  will  satisfy,  among  other  things,  the  qlEst  for  
truth.  

¥ant  posited  a  transcendental  schema,  the  synthetic  m.ity  of  the  nanifold  of  
apperceptions,  as  the  groond  of  our  knowledge  of  a  causally  related,  spatially  and  tenporally  
ordered  phenooenal  t,iOrld.  He  retained,  however,  a  t,iOrld  of  things-in-themselves,  inaccess:ible  
to  the  human  mind.  What  the  mind  can  know  of  an  external,  phenanenal  t,iOrld  is  the  result  of  a  
degree  of  self-activity  inconceivable  to  any  empiricist  philoscpher.  But  ¥ant's  philoscphy  is  
finuly  dualist.  The  a  priori  conceptions  apply  only  to  sense  data.  They  can  yield  no  kna.rledge  
of  a  sup!rsensible  t,iOrld,  they  are  tied  to  sense-perception.  The  mi.nd  interacts  with  an  
external  t,iOrld  ~ich is  an  inex:plicable  noumenon.  Essential  reality,  the  thing-in-i tself,  
eludes  the  mind  because  it  is  not  adEquate  to  the  task  of  penetrating  that  reality  Wlic:h  lies  
behind  the  phenanenal  'AUrld.  The  pure  fonus  of  space  and  time  are  the  rational,  a  priori  
framework  within  ~ich the  'AUrld  of  contingent  phenomena  necessarily  IOOveS,  and  without  Wlich  
we  could  have  no  exp!rience  whats)eY'er.  They  are  not  only  the  means  whereby  order  and  ccherence  
are  created  in  our  experience.  They  are  the  sine  qua  non  of  experience.  This  fratnet,iQrk,  this  
schema  is  supplied  by  the  understanding  in  conjunction  with  sense-perception.  In  addition,  
there  are  pure  ideas  - catecpries  such  as  causality  - Wlich,  ~en scheuatized  by  the  infusion  
of  empirical  knowledge  (i.e.  knowledge  given  under  the  fonus  of  space  and  t:ime)  ,  further  order  
our  experience.  These,  again,  only  give  sul::stantive  kna.rledge  in  conjmction  with  ..bat  is  
derived  fran  sense-perception.  They  have  a  further  regulative  fmction,  but  in  thensellles  they  
can  contribute  nothing  to  our  knowledge  of  the  external  t,iOrld.  Even  as  regulative,  they  cannot  
be  projected  beyond  exp!rience  witmut  creating  irres:>lvable  antinanies.  Only  for  the  p:actical  
or  m::>ral  reason  can  a  pure  idea  have  sul::stantive  status.  The  external  t,iOrld  is  both  concept:iDn  
and  perception,  the  conception  empty  witmut  sense  data,  the  perception  shaped  entirely  by  the  
conceptual  fratnet,iQrk.  

Hegel  contended  that  ¥ant's  transcendental  mity  of  apperceptions  yielded  merely  
subjective  knowledge,  with  no  guarantee  of  objective  truth.  He  began  with  the  assunption  that  
we  can  know  reality,  that  we  are  capable  of  knowing  everything.  The  object  is  in  thou9:'lt  as  it  
is  in  reality,  because  reality  is  tmught.  This  is  no  mere  play  up:m  'AUra;.  Hagel  meant  that  
the  catecpries  of  thought  are  those  of  reality.  They  are  logically  p:ior  'b:l  reality  
externalized  as  nature  and  his'b:lry,  but  knowing  then  is  a  noment  of  advanced  
self-consciousness,  ~ich is  a  JiCoduct  of  that  JiCocess  of  self-developnent  and  self-exp:ession  
which  the  'AUrld  as  an  idea  must  have  gone  thrrugh  in  order  for  us  to  have  the  sort  of  
exp:!rience  we,  as  human  beings,  do  have.  Fran  reality  being  a  sp!ciesof  self-conscicusness  it  
does  not  follow  that  truth  is  merely  subjective  or  a  product  of  introspection.  On  the  contrary,  
fran  self-conscious  reason  being  reflected  in  reality  it  follows  that  the  truth  about  oursellleS  
may  be  found  in  the  t,iOrld  we  have  created  and  re-created.  A  journey  into  inner  space  must  
eventually  becate  a  journey  into  outer  space.  It  begins  and  ends  in  cannon  space,  and  each  
connection  made  is  an  int:imation  of  cosmic  necessit;y.  In  becaninq  aware  of  its  own  
implications,  the  human  mind  explicates  the  wh:>le  of  reality.  It  is  a  necessary  p:esuppcsit:iDn  
of  knowledge  that  reality  is  a  thought  process.  It  is  equally  necessary,  in  order  that  mind  
know  itself  as  reality,  that  it  externalize  itself  in  the  1oiOrlds  of  nature  and  hWJan  his'b:lry.  
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The  effort  to  understand  the  external  world  is  mind's  caning  into  its  own.  It  must  tcKe  in  
- literally  canp:ehend  - everything  before  it  can  affixm  the  identity  of  mind  and  natter,  the  
underlying  spirituality  of  the  universe.  The  bare  assertion  of  that  identit¥  is  not  sufficient;  
in  fact,  it  is  quite  erronealS.  The  knowledge  of  physics,  chemistry,  engineering,  aninal  
husbandry,  history  - each  in  and  for  itself,  each  according  to  its  own  peculiar  metlnd  and  
confoxming  to  its  own  criteria  of  truth  and  adequacy  - is  necessary  to  that  full  self-knowlEdge  
which  is  the  actualization  of  the  spiritual  principle  of  reality.  One  cannot  evade  the  "patient  
toil  of  the  ne9'-tiv-e."  

In  spite  of  Hegel's  veherrent  q>position  to  alW  reduction  of  the  miverse  to  
undifferentiated  spirit,  his  positivist  and  realist  critics  persist  in  attacking  h:im  for  
disre9'-rding  essential  distinctions,  above  all  that  bet1!leen  mioo  and  an  external  'oOrld  of  
matter  or  bodies  in  space  and  t:ime.  He  certainly  regarded  the  universe,  the  totality  of  things,  
as  fundamentally  spiritual  in  nature,  am  he  did  attempt  to  trace  a  IE'ogressive  spiritual  
de<relcpnent  in  nature  - with  some  rather  absurd  results  fran  the  point  of  view  of  the  natural  
scientist.  But  he  was  certainly  not  purporting  to  construct  nature  a  IE'iori  or  dedu::e  the  wlDle  
of  natural  science  fron  purely  rational  principles,  as  many  of  his  critics  have  suggested.  He  
set  out  to  describe  a  fully  intelligible  1o'Orld,  one  in  lihich  nothing  is  left  out  or  
disconnected,  in  which  everything  can  be  explained  in  teIllls  of  everything  else  because  all  is  
rational  - there  is  nothing  ..uich  the  mind  cannot  J;2netrate  and  there  dis:::over  a  reflection  of  
itself.  

This  world  of  Hegel's  was  neither  an  article  of  faith  nor  a  mystical  Vl.Sl.On;  it  was  the  
necessary  outcone  of  finding  the  key  to  the  understanding  of  the  external  'oOrld  in  
self-consciousness.  Self-consciousness  was  for  Hegel  the  ardhet¥pe  of  identit¥-in-difference.  
It  was  the  J;2rfect  example,  because  the  ultinate  source,  of  the  reconciliation  of  apparently  
irreconcilablecontradictories.  

If  one  were  to  alter  the  teIllls  of  the  duality  of  mind  and  body  and  refer  to  then  as  
subject  and  object,  one  would  get  a  clue  to  Hegel' s  identification  of  than.  The  self  is  both  
the  subject  and  the  object  of  introspection.  While  one  cannot  jump  out  of  one's  skin  and  
examine  one's  self  as  one  would  any  external  object,  one  can  examine  oneself  objectively  as  if  
one  were  someone  else  as  well  as  oneself.  However,  this  does  not  seen  at  first  sight  to  have  
much  bearing  upon  the  IE'oblan  of  the  mind-body  relationship.  The  mind,  after  all,  is  not  a  
material  object;  and  there  are  a  large  number  of  material  objects  with:>ut  minds  - and  e<ren  IOOre  
without  self-consciousness.  Hegel's  apIE'oadh  to  this  IE'oblan  was  to  point  out  that  
self-consciousness  depends  upon  the  same  opposition  of  subject  and  object  as  does  the  
consciousness  of  anything  in  the  external  1o'Orld.  COnscicusness  of  self  requires  the  
objectification  of  self.  COIllTersely,  the  consciousness  of  an  external  object  requires  that  one  
sarehow  find  oneself  in  that  object.  The  object  is  and  reuains  external;  but  in  the  p:ocess  of  
caning  to  understand  it,  the  mind  sees  it  less  and  less  as  an  alien  object  and  nure  and  nure  as  
a  familiar  and  integral  part  of  an  expanding  1o'Orld  of  exparience.  At  the  stage  of  philoscpl¥,  
the  full  spirituality  of  the  object  becanes  explicit.  However,  the  stage  of  sheer  externalit¥  
is  not  abolished.  It  is  sufficient  for  natural  science  and  IE'actical  life;  and  it  is  necessal:Y  
for  self-consciousness:  the  self  becanes  conscious  of  itself  only  in  contradistinction  to  what  
is  not  itself,  the  external  1o'Orld  of  things  and  other  selves.  In  the  p:ocess  of  coming  to  full  
self-consciousness,  the  self  brings  with  it  the  not-self,  which  it  at  first  regards  as  
sarething  in  bare  opposition  to  itself.  

The  culmination  of  this  IE'ocess  is  a  systan  of  knowledge  in  \Ohich,  although  the  sum  is  
self-consciousness,  every  stag-e  traversed  in  reaching  it  is  preserved  in  it.  Self-conscicusness  
would  not  be  full  self-consciousness  if  it  did  not  include  the  inevitable  monents  of  diremption  
and  duality.  It  was  these  tocments  of  the  self  faced  by  an  alien,  irreducible  other,  rather  than  
the  introspective  habit  of  standing  outside  oneself,  that  Hegel  was  referring  to  ..nen  he  talked  
about  self-objectification.  
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In  talking  about  mind,  Hegel  was  talking  about  any  individual  mind  as  a  rroment  in  the  

totality  of  human  minds  past  and  present.  Self-consciousness  is  an  individual  thing;  but  even  
at  its  lowest  level,  that  of  sense-certainty,  the  germ  of  universal  objective  mind  is  at  work.  
Self-consciousness  can  be  consciousness  of  self  only  because  the  self  is  shared;  each  is  a  
manifestation  of  intersubj ective  mind,  and  even  the  self's  IOC>st  individual  characteristics  
derive  from  shared  experience.  

Our  experience  is  neither  an  undifferentiated  datum  nor  a  series  of  data,  nor  is  it  
"formed"  in  a  synthetic  a  priori  fashion  as  it  is  in  Kant'  s  transcendentalism.  Ebr  a  proper  
understanding  of  it,  Hegel  renovated  an  ancient  notion  which  had  fallen  into  considerable  
disgrace  with  the  rise  of  IOC>dern  science  and  mechanistic  philosophy.  ihis  was  Aristotle's  
theory  of  causation,  particularly  of  the  final  cause  or  telos.  What  shapes  and  directs  any  
process  is  its  immanent  or  built-in  purp:>se  - its  genetic  code,  to  use  a  metaphor  drawn  from  
twentieth  century  science.  It  has  to  be  remembered  that  this  is  only  a  metaphor,  because  Hegel  
has  been  all  too  easily  made  the  butt  of  such  stale  anti-Aristotelian  jokes  as  the  one  that  the  
apple  fell  because  of  its  inner  ~ive, or  conatus,  to  strike  Newton  on  the  head  and  initiate  a  
chain  of  reasoning  to  produce  the  law  of  universal  gravitation.  'nle  Hegelian  version  would  be  
that  a  particular  phase  of  the  human  experience  was  characterized  by,  aIOC>ng  other  things,  
looking  at  falling  objects  in  a  new  light.  'nlere  was  a  shift  in  intellectual  vision,  which  was  
increasingly  informed  by  an  atomistic  conception  of  matter  in  IOC>tion.  Men  of  affairs  as  well  as  
men  of  science  conceived  of  the  Whole  world  as  "push"  because  that  afforded  both  an  explanation  
which  was  simple  yet  cognitively  p:>werful  and.  an  unprecedented  degree  of  control  over  external  
forces.  A  new  way  of  ordering  experience  emerged;  and  whatever  it  might  have  to  say  about  
physical  causation,  its  own  emergent  structure  was  anything  but  fortuitous.  It  was  the  product  
not  just  of  many  minds,  but  also  of  many  currents  of  thought.  It  was  both  cause  and  consequence  
of  a  new  II'Klrld  view,  whose  most  comprehensive,  far-reaching  and  systematic  expression  was  to  be  
found  in  the  philosofhy  of  Hobbes.  Like  its  representative  fhilosofhical  expression,  this  
confluence  of  ideas  had  its  own  "centripetal  force"  drawing  into  itself  "numberless  currents  of  
thought,  contemp:>rary  and  historic ... 4  

Explaining  Hegel's  (or  any  other)  philosophy  metaphorically  can  be  misleading,  especially  
in  Hegel' s  case,  because  of  his  deliberate  eschewal  of  the  imagery  of  art  and  religion.  
Nevertheless,  here  is  yet  another  metaphor:  Hegel's  history  of  philosophy  is  itself  a  
philosophy.  His  account  of  how  certain  thinkers  thought  is  part  of  the  plan  to  whose  unfolding  
those  thinkers  contributed.  '!he  end  or  final  cause  of  all  human  activity  is  a  fully  
self-conscious  philosophy,  one  which  knows  the  necessity  of  each  particular  in  the  
implementation  of  the  plan  of  the  world.  The  plan,  however,  is  neither  a  blueprint  nor  an  
oracle;  it  is  an  evolving  hierarchy  of  being  as  experienced  by  all  men.  Philosophy  may  
understand  better  than  any  other  IOC>de  of  experience  what  has  happened  and  my,  but  its  
comprehension  grows  with  the  growth  of  experience  as  a  whole.  Philosophy  is  the  most  
self-conscious  fibre  of  being,  but  it  is  part  of  the  natural  history  of  being  from  rocks  to  
religion.  It  is  implicit  in.  the  life  of  each  human  being  that  he  or  she  seek  to  make  a  
distinctive  contribution  to  the  human  experience  of  Being.5  The  integrating  element  is  spirit  
at  work  in  the  world  - or  in  New  Testament  language,  ~, the  word  of  God  incarnate.  

4  Michael  oakeshott,  Introduction  to  Hobbes'  Leviathan  (Oxford,  1960),  p.  xii.  
5I  have  tried  to  resist  the  creeping  capitalization  of  philosophical  terms,  if  only  because  
Hegelianism  has  long  been  the  chief  offender  in  the  eyes  of  those  Who  take  strong  exception  to  
the  use  of  capitals  to  confer  undeserved  grandeur  up:>n  concepts.  However,  in  this  case  at  
least,  without  capitalization  confusion  could  arise.  By  Dasein,  Hegel  meant  determinate  being,  
which  is  pure  being  in  a  perpetual  motion  of  becoming  what  it  is  not.  What  it  is,  is  nothing.  
It  1lIUSt  continuously  negate  itself  in  order  to  break  itself  up  into  determinate  things,  to  
acquire  properties  and  qualities,  to  be  scmething.  
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It  was  with  the  world  spirit  that  Hegel  sought  to  OI7ercane  Kant's  dualisn  and  the  
unknowable  reality  beyond  the  reach  of  human  experience  and  conception.  World  spirit  sig:ti.fies  
more  in  Hegel's  philosophy  than  canm:m  reason,  but  it  is  essentially,  in  all  its  meaniD3'S,  a  
rational  pt'inciple.  The  Hegelian  tenn  ~ can  be  translated  as  mind  or  as  spirit,  spirit  
being  a  higher  and  fuller  level  of  mind;  mind  has  IIOre  strictly  intellectual  connotations.  
Spirit  is  realized  in  art  and  religion  as  well  as  philosq>hy.  In  the  Hegelian  systau  philosq>hy  
is  the  crown  of  this  trinity  and  can  conceive  what  the  auotive  and  aesthetic  JIOdes  of  
experience  cannot  - that  is,  their  respective  roles  and  relations  to  the  rest  of  experience.  In  
addition  to  its  place  in  the  hierarchy  of  bein:1  as  the  highest  fom  of  self-conscicus  
intellectual  activity,  philoscphy  is  also  the  fullest  eKI1"ession  of  that  rational  };rinciple  
which  ensures  the  human  capacity  to  "grasp"  the  world.  As  we  now  know,  the  whole  w::>rld,  the  
totality  of  things,  is  only  explicable  as  the  unfbldin:1  of  Viat  is,  in  humm  terms,  the  
rational.  ~ile great  play  has  been  made  durin:1  the  past  150  years  of  the  spirit  of  the  a;Je  and  
similar  notions  \\bich  attEmpt  to  fomulate  the  phenonena  of  the  collective  psyche,  none  of  it  
truly  addresses  Hagel's  philosophical  problau.  It  was  conceived  in  psychological  tenns  only  
insofar  as  his  phenonenology  offered  a  des::riptive  analysis  of  recognizable  psych:>logical  
types.  But  they  are  treated  primarily  as  logical  types,  in  much  the  scme  sort  of  way  that  
classical  theorists  of  the  s:>cial  contract  treated  the  state  of  nature.  Hegel's  purpose  vas  
philosophical:  to  explain  the  necessafY  foms  of  human  experience I  not  to  show  bow  this  or  that  
historical  fonn  of  social  consciousness,  !Clit-ics  or  artistic  endeavour  eubodied  this  -or  that  
idea.  

Between  various  prototypes  of  psycho-hiStory  and  Marx's  historical  materialisu,  the  eKact  
nature  of  the  Hegelian  enteqrise  has  been  obscured.  One  of  the  things  that  his1Dr ical  
materialists  (Marxist  and  non-Marxist)  have  been  doin:1  with  increasin;:r  diligence  since  the  
1960s  is  reading  their  antecedents  back..ards,  i.e.  fran  Marx  to  Hegel.  One  of  the  things  they  
have  discOl7ered  is  that  there  is  still  a  lot  left  on  the  agenda  of  Hegel's  phenanenology,  and  
that  we  are  still  wrestling  with  the  contradictions  of  Viat  Hegel  called  "the  U'lhappy  
consciousness."  As  Charles  Taylor  has  said  in  response  to  a  question  first  posed  py  Benedetto  
Croce  in  1907  - What  is  living  and  \\hat. is  dead  in  the  philoscphy  of  Hegel?  - Hegel's  on1Dlogy  
may  be  a  dead  letter,  but  his  account  of  IIOdern  man's  predicament  is  as  vital  as  ever.6  Can  we  
be  at  bane  in  a  world  \\bich  is  partly  of  our  own  making?  Our  maJd.ng  it  is  no  p:-otection  ag'l.inst  
our  being  alienated  fran  it  - quite  the  contr<n:y  - and  we  have  a  collective  prq>ensit;y  to  
rationalize  \\hat  we  have  made,  in  the  sense  of  finding  reas:>ns  fbr  that  W:iich  has  always  been,  
or  has  becane,  bereft  of  any  rational  basis.  Marx's  theory  of  alienation  and  the  false  
consciousness  of  capitalist  s:>ciety  is  the  best-known  elaroration  of  these  iooas.  Ag'l.in,  
Hegel's  distinctive  purpose  can  be  lost  sight  of.  By  ilWertin:1  Hegel's  conception  of  freedan,  
Marx  thought  he  could  pt"oject  the  final  act  of  hunan  emmcipation  onto  the  stage  of  histoJ:Yf  
the  realization  of  rationality  could  becane  a  plan  of  political  action.  For  Hegel,  true  freedan  
lay  in  knowing  that  the  freedan  of  all  must  be.  Unfurt1Xlately  fbr  the  unfree  - and  that  
includes  everyone  in  various  ways  and  to  varying  degrees  - the  idea  of  freedan  cannot  be  
imposed  on  events,  nor  can  its  actualization  be  fbreseen.  Anyone  can  nCM  be  free  to  the  extent  
that  he  or  she  knows  "what  it's  all  about"  and  can  reconcile  his  or  her  own  self-realization  
with  the  general  scheme  of  things.  It's  basically  a  question  of  finding  one's  iamtity  and  
one's  self-respect  in  the  world  as  it  is.  ~at one  finds  are  a  lot  of  other  individuals  and  
groups  wbo  have  soucj:lt  or  are  seekin:1  self-realization.  'l\:)  seek  self-realim.tion  is  to  
participate  in  the  adventure  of  human  reason,  the  IIOst  self-conscious  manent  in  the  spirit  of  
the  world.  In  quasi-religious  fashion,  Hegel  depicts  self-realization  as  a  kind  of  
self-abnegation.  '!he  self  to  be  realized  is  alvays  IlOre  than  oneself.  One  finds  a  lot  of  what  
one  is  roeant  to  be  in  interests  and  experiences  W:iich  appear  to  be  outside  oneself.  

It  is  important,  in  discussing  Hegel  on  self-realization  and  the  need  fbr  wh:>leness  in  our  

6  See  Charles  Taylor,  Hegel  (London,  1975),  esp.  ch.  20.  
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experience,  not  to  attach  too  much  weight  to  the  prescriptive  aspect  and  religioos  overtones  of  
self-realization.  For  one  thing,  Hegel's  philosophy  w:ts  in  part  a  reaction  ag:1inst  the  Rommtic  
philosophers'  mly  war  against  the  prevailing  rationalism  and  materialism  of  the  eighteenth  
centw:y  Enlightenment.  The  campaign's  chief  ardlitect  w:ts  Herder,  wb:>  aimed  at  nothing  less  
than  a  new  science  of  man  in  the  manner  of  Vico,  based  on  the  conception  of  man  as  a  being  ...no  
created,  identified  and  established  himself  in  the  ~rld, within  each  sub-grcup  of  hunanity,  in  
a  variety  of  unique  w:tys.  SUch  ways  lay  in  and  throogh  the  development  of  diverse  fODlls  of  
linguistiC  and  artistic  exp:ession.  The  attack,  as  it  9lthered  IOOl1entum,  culminating  in  the  
leadership  of  Fichte,  was  directed  as  much  against  constricting  social  and  political  fODlls  as  
it  was  against  rationalist  culture.  It  sou~t a  revolution  in  conscicuSless  Wlich  would  both  
canplement  and  control  the  overthrow  of  the  ancien~. With  Fichte  it  went  even  further,  
positing  a  IIDral  will  independent  of  everything  else,  an  eternal  catec;prical  imperative  to  make  
the  1iOIOrld  over  - the  success  of  ...nich  endeavour  1iOIOuld  be  self-destructive.  Hegel  accepted  the  
need  to  rediscover  spirituality  in  nature  - to,  if  nothing  else,  see  nature  as  a  medium  :lbr  
human  self-expression  - but  he  rejected  the  increasingly  central  role  in  hunan  experience  
assigned  by  the  RolIantics  to  a  schw:trl1erei  of  IIDral  indiglation  and  mystical  corunmion  with  
nature.  His  basic  objection  to  the  radical  freedan  preached  by  Fichteans  and  so-called  liberal  
nationalists  w:ts  that  it  claimed  too  much  for  subjectivity  in  oppo:;ition  to  the  ~rld as  
structured  by  Enlightennent  philosophy,  and  it  entailed  a  "bad  infinity."  That  is  to  SCl:j,  

Ratantic  idealism  posed  a  ':Pod  will  in  endless  oppo:;ition  to  ~tever was  recalcitrant  to  it,  
in  the  impossible  - and  therefore  JOOrally  corrupting  - pursuit  of  the  elimination  of  the  
contin~nt and  the  conventional.  The  p:oper  conception  of  infinity,  says  Hegel,  is  circular.  
Self-realization  rightly  conceived  is  a  search  for  oneself  in  the  1iOIOrld  ...nich  returns  to  
oneself.  The  end  is  in  the  beginning;  but  the  fulfil!1ent  occurs  in  and  through  the  joys  and  
sorrows,  the  enrichment  and  the  loss  of  the  intervening  journey.  Moreover,  no  _tter  b;)w  far  
one  misjJ.t  B:)aX'  above  them,  one  cannot  disp;.nse  with  the  ncake  of  rustan"  and  s:>cial  routine.  

It  bears  repeating  that  Hegel's  basic  objective  was  lIetaphysical  rather  than  noral:  to  
dEmOnstrate  the  necessa:ty  unity  in  diversity  of  the  world;  to  OITercane  division  between  swject  
and  object,  between  1M.U  and  nature,  bet\een  values  and  facts,  because  the  1iOIOrld  spirit  dellRnds  
it.  The  identity  of  identity  and  non-identity  cannot  be  merely  asserted,  willed  or  projected;  
it  has  to  be  rationally  explicated.  However,  it  cannot  be  done  by  the  ldnd  of  reas::ming  Wlich  
is  employed  in  either  pure  or  applied  science.  This  is  designed  to  separate  the  human  mind,  as  
a  disenix>died. set  of  rules,  fran  the  mtter  \<bich  it  p:obes  and  mmipulates,  and  it  is  well  
suited  to  its  appointed  purpose.  Hegel  teDlls  this  mode  of  reasoning  Verstand  (understanding),  
and  distinguishes  it  very  carefully  fran  Vernunft  (reas:>n).  The  latter  is  the  netOOd  and  the  
result  - the  one  implicit  in  the  other  - of  the  mind  in  search  of  ultimate  explanations,  of  
that  ·reflection  on  exp;.rience  \<bich  mediates  (overcooes  without  discarding)  the  COnSCialSleSS  
of  diremption  in  nature  and  human  histo:ty.  

Hegel's  vision  of  the  identity  of  the  autonanous  individual  with  the  rational  plan  
:for  the  1iOIOrld  and  everythinq  in  it  was  both  logical  and  histl:lrical.  The  logic  without  the  
history  was  timeless,  immutable  truth,  but  entirely  abstract.  In  order  that  spirit  may  be  fully  
realized,  uankind  must  "1iOIOtk  it  out. n  '!his  neans  exp;.riencing  all  the  lower  and  IIDre  or  less  
distorted  :forms  of  consciousness  en  route  to  the  recO\l'ery  of  primitive  unii¥.  Of  ccurse,  there  
are  worlds  of  difference  between  the  innocence  of  original  lIiin  and  the  experience  of  
self-conscious,  reflective  1M.U.  Going  no  further  back  than  the  unself-conscioos  haJ:lllorw  of  
Per iclean  Athens:  

"Fran  the  felicity  of  'substantiality'  ('so  sind  sie-so  ~ sie')  the  Western  
conscioosness  must  endure  its  histl:lrical  saeculun  of  'alienation'  or  'biflrcation.'  
However,  this  is  the  charge  of  freedan.'07  

7  G.A.  Kelly,  Idealism,  Politics  and  History  (Canbridge,  1969),  p.  325.  
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The  philosophical  anthropology  which  Hegel  inheritei  fran  Kant  was  lIDralistic.  Kant  was  
primarily  concernei  to  make  roan  fur  man  as  a  free  noral  agent  in  a  world  of  external  
causation.  He  also  explorei  the  notion  that  the  nEllCUS  of  man  and  his  world  and  the  way  to  grasp  
reality  lay  in  the  aesthetic  sense,  that  the  lIDdel  of  truth  is  artistic  app:eciation  of  
significant  and  therefore  satisfying  fonn.  As  with  the  self-legislatiI¥]  IlOral  will,  Kant  awed  
much  of  the  ;inspiration  fur  his  ideal  hunan  character  to  Rwsseau's  variws  attanpts  to  
construct  an  "image"  of  the  good  man  - the  self-possessed,  self-directed  person.  Kant  sought  a  
ratiocinative  conception  of  that  funn  of  individual  human  freeian  fi::>r  'Ii'lich  Q)ethe  and  Schiller  
prOV'ided  primarily  literary  expressions.  Rousseau's  Ernile,  especially  the  first  part,  is  
devoted  to  the  cultivation  of  a  sensibility  'Ii'lich  is  part  aesthetic,  part  noralistic.  Emile's  
education  is  designed  to  produce  an  individual  .immune  to  "the  historical  pattern  of  corruption"  
by  incu1.cating  "the  rhytnn  of  the  human  heart."S  The  natural  <;podness  of  mn  - the  residue  of  
which  may  be  found  in  agricultural  village  life  - is  a  pleasiI¥]  prospect.  However,  it  cannot  be  
recaptured,  and  sterner  stuff  than  fli,pts  of  literaJ:Y  fancy  is  rEquirei  to  make  mm  noral:  
sanethiIlliJ  both  artistic  and  political,  and  therefore  coercivel  a  quasi-divine,  supernatural  act  
of  constitutional  creation.  Rwsseau's  political  writings  contain  mny  strictures  on  fine  art  
and  the  cultivation  of  feelings  for  their  own  sake.  The  crux  of  his  objections  was  the  
classical  republican  cammandment  against  poetJ:Y  as  a  threat  to  civic  virtue.  In  ~t's case,  
the  antinomies  of  practical  reason  - the  logic  of  the  lIDral  will  - remain  unresolved  by  the  
critique  of  judgnent,  so  that  we  are  left  with  the  mconditional  and  mconditionei  will  to  <;pod  
as  the  lIDst  authentic  expression  of  humanity.  To  be  a  troe  subject  and  not  an  object  one  must  
will  the  g::>od,  because  the  only  intrinsically,  independently  <;pod  thing  is  the  'Pod  will.  The  
problan  of  autonanous,  self-directed  IlOral  action,  as  it  presentei  itself  to  Hegel,  was  to  
retain  such  freeian  while  avoiding  the  pitfalls  of,  on  the  one  hand,  amnphws  feelings  of  
goodwill  - an  intense  sort  of  bonb:lmie  - and  the  lIDrality  of  impulse,  and  on  the  other,  the  
impotence  of  a  will  to  <pod  vdch  cannot  achieve  anything  in  ·the  real  world  of  hUI!B.n  desires  
and  needs  witb:>ut  canpranising  its  autonomy.  Regel' s  solution,  the  concept  of  Sittlichk.eit  
(roughly  translatable  as  social  ethics),  was  a  political  one.  

Sittlichkeit  is  not  the  set  of  values  by  'Ii'lich  political  life  in  the  rational  state  can  be  
judged.  But  it  closely  approaches  that  higher  fonn  of  life  by  overcaniIlliJ  the  inadequacy  of  the  
Kantian  ethic  - the  highest  achievement  in  its  sphere  - through  an  act  of  Hegelian  mediation.  
It  cancels  and  preserves  the  contradictions  inherent  in  Moralitatl  it  does  not  deny  than.  
Similarly,  the  rational  state  "sUblates"  Sittlichkeit.  The  distinguishirg  feature  of  
Sittlichkeit  is  that  it  is  a  set  of  internalized  rules,  which  exist  independently  of  the  
self-legislating  subject.  However,  they  have  been  freely  internalized  and  are  therefure  not  
sanethiIlliJ  set  over  against  the  subject.  The  political  subject  of  the  rational  state,  which  
expresses  its  rationality  to  a  very  high  degree  through  the  conduct  of  its  citimns  according  
to  Sittlichkeit,  is  a  subject  in  the  sense  of  being  a  self-directed  member  of  his  canmunity.  
Short  of  being  a  philoscphical  s:>rt  of  person,  a  Platonic  visionaJ:Y,  or  a  member  of  that  
"universal  class"  of  higher  civil  servants  whose  function  it  is  to  understand  the  eth:>s  of  the  
camnunity  and  its  place  in  the  unfoldiIlliJ  of  world  spirit,  the  citizen  of  a  well-governed  state  
with  good  laws  lives  at  the  peak  of  human  achievement.  Furthennore,  he  obeys  positive  laws  and  
social  conventions,  and  not  the  golden  ru1.e  of  Jesus  Christ  or  William  Q:Jdwin.  Hegel  puqDrted  
to  find  his  standard  of  the  rational  state  in  what  was  actually  happenirg  aramd  rum,  in  the  
laws  which  """re  in  place  and  in  the  political  refonns  ..tlich  """re  in  p:ocess.  The  underlying  
rationality  of  all  that  is  actually  happening  is  difficult  to  explain  witoout  falliIlliJ  into  the  
trap  of  either  the  'i'hig  inter.tretation  of  history  or  the  simple-minded  positivism  that  Wlatever  
is,  is  right.  The  conceptual  device  which  allowed  Hegel  to  demonstrate  - to  his  own  

satisfaction  at  least  - the  historical  reality  of  the  rational  was  the  teleological  argunent  
which  Kant  explored  at  leIlliJth  in  his  Critique  of  Judpnt,  found  wantirg  and  discarded.  

S  ~., p.  45.  



CHAPl'ER  1  

Idealist  Political  Theory 
 
and  the  Victorian  Frame  of  Mind 
 

The  idea  that  nature  is  the  result  of  a  diremption  within  too  world  spirit  is  an  
unnecessary  mystification  for  those  who  do  oot  share  Hegel's  preoccupation  with  the  rational  
ordering  of  all  experience.  There  is,  however,  one  area  of  human  experience  which  lends  itself  
particularly  well  to  a  Hegelian  explanation  - the  social  and  the  political.  Here  we  are  faced  
with  an  external  world  which  everyone  must  to  scme  extent  agree  is  a  product  of  too  human  
mind.  Just  as  the  IolOrld  of  natural  fhenomena  is,  says  Hegel,  an  externalization  necessary  to  
full  self-consciousness,  so  is  too  IolOrld  of  custan  ani  law.  The  crucial  difference  is  that  the  
human  spirit  is  more  deeply  involved,  more  self-conscious  and  more  purposive  in  the  life  of  
organized  political  society.  

At  this  point  we  need  to  remind  ourselves  of  the  potential  for  misconceiving  the  
spirituality  which  IIegel  discovered  in  the  world  and  all  its  doings  as  a  sort  of  gnosticism.  
Regel  was  talking  about  a  necessary  process  of  self-knowledge.  It  is  a  process  of  
self-realization  in  that  sense,  as  much  as  it  is  self-fulfilment.  In  explicating  Regel's  
political  thought,  we  should  think  in  terms  of  too  dialectical,  teleological  mode  of  thinking  
which  he  called  Vernunft,  because  the  state,  as  the  apex  of  moral  and  p:Jlitical  endeavour,· is  
neither  a  transcendental  deduction  nor  a  moral  ideal  in  Regel's  philosophical  system;  it  is  the  
necessary  historical  expression  of  continuing  and  cumulative  attempts  to  live  the  good  life  in  
a  collective  form.  Vernunft  may  also  be  interpreted  as  intersubj ective  mind,  as  opposed  to  a  
narrowly  rationalistic  cogito.  In  this  sense,  it  is  a  collective  and  substantive  thing,  and  oot  
simply  an  inference  fran  any  individual  experience  or  too  rules  for  thinking  to  indubitable  
conclusions.  Reason  is  self-conscious  thought.  But,  as  we  have  seen,  it  is  not  esoteric;  it  is  
not  what  we  would  today  call  a  second-order  activity;  it  is  not  the  preserve  of  the  
professional  fhilosofher.  It  is  part  of  the  "cunning  of  reason"  that  it  can  fool  the  wise.  '!he  
rational  state  knows  that  it  is  rational,  ani  it  knows  through  too  experience  of  each  of  its  
citizens.  IIegel's  political  theory  describes  the  rational  state  in  terms  of  an  immanent  
potential  which  every  state  seeks  to  actualiZe.  The  fully  rational  state  is  one  in  which  (Nery  
citizen  regards  himself  as  in  a  position  to  fulfil  himself  because  00  is  a  member  of  the  
state.  Teleologically,  every  state  exists  because  its  citizens  are  conscious  to  SCIIle  degree  
that  individual  potential  can  only  be  realized  within  the  state.  

The  idea  that  the  state  can  be  the  agent  of  moral  improvement  and  spiritual  advancement,  
that  it  is  more  than  a  COlllron  denominator  or  an  organization  of  material  convenience,  has  deep  
roots.  particularly  in  the  political  part  of  his  fhilosofhical  system,  Regel  was  
self-consciously  renovating  a  tradition  of  thought  which  has  always  drawn  direcUy  from  Plato  
and  Aristotle.  The  climate  of  opinion  in  early  nineteenth  century  Germany  was  especially  
receptive  to  such  theories,  because  of  a  comparatively  recent  but  well-developed  passion  for  
the  art  and  thought  of  classical  Greece.  It  was  almost  a  hundred  years  after  German  oollenism  
burst  into  bloan  that  a  similar  thing  occurred  in  England. 1  The  Fanan  model  retained  its  hold  

1  'rhe  fhilhellenism  of  such  English  lbmantic  poets  as  Keats  and  Byron  is  well  known,  but  they  
were  superficial  in  their  appreciation  of  classical  Greek  culture  by  comparison  with  Schiller  
and  HOlderlin.  Behind  the  extensive  knowledge  of  and  penetrating  insight  into  classical  Greek  
culture  displayed  by  the  German  Fanantics  lay  too  pioneering  philological  IolOrk  of  Winckelmann.  
'rheir  passion  for  things  Greek  was  so  exceptional  as  to  be  called  by  one  comnentator  "the  
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on  the  English  mind,  but  in  late  Victorian  art  history  and  literary  criticism  the  Greeks  
overtook  the  ROmans,  due  in  part  to  the  transmission  of  German  classiciS1l  by  such  influential  
scholars  as  Benjamin  Jowett  and  by  the  British  Begelians  themselves.  Hegel  was  an  enthusiastic  
but  discriminating  hellenist  with  an  intense  interest  in  the  Greek  city-state.  In  it  he  found  

the  prototype  of  the  completely  rational  state,  the  state  whose  citizens  are  self-consciously  
at  one  with  their  social  and  political  setting.  The  citizens  of  ancient  Athens  had  been  in  
quite  unself-conscious  unity  with  their  laws,  customs  and  gods.  '!here  had  been  a  natural  and  
imnediate  acceptance  of  the  moral  and  political  order.  In  fact,  there  had  been  for  a  brief  
period  no  distinction  - and  consequently  no  conflict  - between  the  moral  and  political  worlds.  
It  was  inconceivable  that  the  political  life  of  the  city  could  be  judgerl  by  any  higher  moral  
standard.  As  Hegel  fully  appreciated,  it  was  so  judged  by  So};hocles'  Antigone.  It  was  also  
judged  - and  found  wanting  - in  the  speeches  and  deeds  of  sane  of  its  most  illustrious  
political  leaders.  It  was  a  vital,  dynamic  form  of  political  identity-in-difference,  albeit  
inherently  unstable.  

The  relatively  unself-conscious  harmony  of  the  polis  was  no  defence  against  an  
apolitical,  individualistic  moral  creed.  First  stoicism  and  then  Olristianity  offered  the  
individual  release  from  the  formalized  social  and  political  world  which  succeeded  the  
city-state.  A  condition  of  alienation  - alienation  of  the  individual  from  his  celestial  as  well  
as  from  his  terrestrial  city  - lasted  until  the  French  Revolution,  when  a  forcible  assimilation  
of  the  two  cities,  and  of  the  alienated  individual  to  this  ideal  brought  to  earth,  was  
attempted.  The  attempt.  was  unsuccessful  because  the  resultant  state  of  absolute  liberty  was  an  
empty  proclamation.  It  lacked  the  concrete  content,  the  diversity  and  particularity  required  to  
realize  true  freedcxn.  The  rational  state,  prematurely  proclaimed  by  the  French  Revolution,  must  
comprehend  the  intermediate  ];hase  of  sheer  individualism.  It  must  give  the  subj  ective  element  
its  due.  

In  speaking  of  individualism  in  society,  Hegel  was  fully  aware  of  what  was  happening  in  
the  industrial  towns  on  the  o:>ntinent  and  in  the  most  industrialized  country,  England.  Be  also  
studied  the  work  of  British  political  economists,  particularly  James  Steuart.  What  Hegel  called  
"civil  society"  was  basically  the  free  market  economy  with  a  strong  infusion  of  corporativism.  
This  very  energetic  area  of  social  life  was  seen  by  Hegel  as  being  destructive  as  well  as  
creative  if  not  mediated  by  the  state,  by  the  political  organ  of  that  reason  which  grasps  the  
proper  place  in  the  total  scheme  of  things  of  the  production  of  goods  and  services  and  the  
pursuit  of  wealth.  '!he  rational  state  does  not  repress  economic  activity  or  attempt.  to  reverse  
its  course,  but  it  does  contain  and  control  it.  It  cannot  merely  reproduce  the  unself-conscious  
and  (by  modern  standards)  static  corn:nunity  of  the  classical  city-state.  

One  of  the  most  important  things  which  the  French  revolutionaries  and  their  German  
philosophical  counterparts  left  out  of  account  was  the  complexity  of  the  societies  whose  
political  organs  they  so  easily  removed.  As  has  been  said  many  times  with  the  hindsight  offered  
by  Hegel  himself  and  de  TOcqueville,  the  seeds  of  the  post-revolutionary  regimes  were  not  only  
present  in  the  ancien  regime  but  had  germinated  and  sprouted  there.  '!he  attempt.  to  impose  on  
French  society,  for  example,  a  political  ideal  drawn  fron  a  Roman  past  or  an  imaginerl  future  
was  doomed  to  failure.  A  highly  articulated  social  order  functioned  within  the  fossilized  
aristocratic  regime.  After  the  ravages  of  the  Terror  it  reasserted  itself.  Arguably,  it  had  to,  
because  people  cannot  live  without  functional  differentiation  and  the  social  sub-groups  to  
which  they  attach  themselves  for  their  various  special  activities  and  interests.  They  cannot  
live  in  a  continuous  state  of  collective  reformation  euphoria.  

tyranny  of  Greece  over  the  German  mind."  
Hegel's  fre~ent allusion  to  themes  from  classical  Greek  drama  is  a  striking  feature  of  

his  work.  This  and  other  aspects  of  Hegel's  helleniS1l  are  discusserl  in  J.G.  Gray,  Hegel's  
Hellenic  Ideal  (New  York,  1941).  
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For  Heqel,  the  various  "estates"  of  a  nodern  organized  socie1:¥  are  necesscuy  
manifestations  of  enbodied  Geist.  ~t Begel  failed  to  furesee  \as  the  sweep  and  disrolving  
power  of  the  idea,  not  that  all  are  free  but  that  all  must  be  free  witoout  distinction,  raIil:  or  
condition.  On  the  other  hand,  he  had  IIDre  than  an  inkling  of  the  ancxnie  to  be  explrienced  by  
those  who  lived  in  homogenecus  or  homogenizing  societies.  Begel  was  certainly  not,  like  Burke,  
urging  mm  to  cling  to  their  "little  platDons"  of  habitual  loyal1:¥  or  extolliIYJ  the  
prescriptive  right  of  existing  institutions.  He  did  insist,  however,  up:m  the  rationality  of  a  
society  of  differentiated  - and  unEqual  - parts.  '1hl.s  \as  not  to  deny  the  dlanges,  including  
future  changes,  wrought  by  social  IlObility  and  state  action;  but  absolute  freedan  was  quite  
impossilile,  and  sane  mrt  of  social  order  and  articulation  were  indispensable.  

In  the  rational  state  the  individual  citimn  knows  that  he  is  free,  and  knows  it  in  and  
through  his  participation  in  the  rational  will  of  the  state.  The  rational  will  may  be  seen  
simply  as  an  amplification  of  the  general.  will,  to  the  extent  that  Ralsseau's  "noi  comnun"  is  a  
universal.  "I,"  an  element  in  the  content  of  each  particular  consciousness  which  unites  it  with  
every  other  consciousness.  Ralsseau's  '.J!neral.  will  \as  considered  by  some  British  Regelians,  
notably  Bernard  Bosar:quet,  to  be  a  prefiguring  of  Regel'  s  rational  state.  On  BosB.n1uet's  
inteqretation,  Rousseau's  general.  will  is  nerely  an  area  of  agreenent  aIIOng  particular  
individual  wills;  whereas  Hegel's  rational  or  objective  will  actually  constitutes  individual  
wills  - they  live  entirely  within  it.  Rousseau's  state  is  a  device  to  secure  the  p:i'late  
individual  in  the  "natural  liberty"  which  he  brings  with  him  to  mcie1:¥.  Natural.  liberty  is  the  
creation  of  bad  mcial  theoy;y,  a  fiction,  and  the  individual  is  an  mreal  al:straction  apart  
fran  the  society  which  creates  and  sustains  him.  For  Regel,  the  identification  of  the  
individual's  !!Oral  will  with  the  collective  will  of  the  social  orgmisn  is  the  source  and  
sustenance,  not  the  denial,  of  personal  freedan,  and  it  is  the  necesscuy  precondition  fur  the  
fulfi1Irent  of  individual  spiritual  needs  and  aspirations  through  a  variety  of  mcio-economic  
and  cultural  activities.  

The  notion  of  a  social  organisn  belongs  nore  to  the  British  Hegelians  than  to  Hegel  
himself.  It  owed  a  great  deal  of  its  persuasiveness  to  the  then  recently  developed  Darwinian  
theory  of  the  origin  of  natural.  species,  which  inspired  much  misguided  "organic"  political  
theoy;y,  in  ..nich  the  explanation  of  legal  am  other  social  oblig!l.tions  W!tS  dis1Drted  by  
excessive  reliance  upon  the  ideas  of  environmental  conditioning  and  selective  adaptation.  The  
British  Hegelians  were  at  tines  led  astray  by  the  biological  analogy.  On  the  wlDle,  however,  
their  grounding  in  Aristotle  - as  with  Regel  himself  - prO'lTided  thElll  with  a  theoty  of  
deve!opnent  in  which  rational  purpose  played  a  large  part  and  p:-eserved  thElll  fran  the  
naturalistic  distortions  of  uncritical  social  Darwinisn.  In  part  because  of  the  populari1:¥  of  
pseudo-Darwinian  theories  of  politics  and  EPciety,  in  part  because  of  their  Hegelian  version  of  
naturalism,  they  did  not  simply  dismiss  the  idea  tha:t,  as  a  social  animal,  man  is  slbject  to  a  
pmcess  of  purely  natural  selection  and  that  species  survival  can  unaeroertain,  and  not  nerely  
atavistic,  circumstances  shape  our  social  noms  and  collective  noral  judgnents.  In  spite  of  
their  ethical  pitfalls,  and  the  connotations  of  brutality,  biological  netaplDrs  are  alnnlt  
inescapable  in  a  discussion  of  the  develq»nent  of  the  individual  llDral  will  in  a  social  
context.  It  is  less  awklJia.rd  - it  "canes  naturally"  - to  say  "growth"  rather  than  "developnent,"  
which  is  itself  indicative  of  the  pervasiveness  of  the  analogy.  The  so-called  organic  theoty  of  
society  was  well  suited  to  explain  the  origin  and  nurture  of  the  individual  IIDral  will.  Hest  
British  Heqelians  were  also  satisfied  that  it  went  a  long  way  toward  explaining  the  full  nature  
of  political  man.  In  this  latter  respect  they  were  misled,  and  Hegel's  "rational  state"  and  
"rational  will n  are  llDre  apprcpriate  headings.  The  distinctive  feature  of  the  fully  rational  
state,  says  Hegel,  is  the  self-consciousness  of  its  members.  They  are  not  the  meniber  org!l.Os  of  
an  organism;  they  are  capable  of  thinking  thenselves  apart  fran  socie1:¥.  They  in  fact  do  not  
exist  apart  fran  society,  and  cannot,  but  they  are  distinguishable,  they  lead  individual  lives,  
and  they  act  for  their  canmunity  as  opposed  to  merely  carrying  out  its  canm:mds.  

The  analogy  of  organic  growth  was  particularly  congenial  to  the  nineteenth  century.  It  
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tied  in  very  well  with  its  historical  studies,  and  the  nineteenth  century  ..as  pre-eminently  an  
historical  age,  as  the  seventeenth  _s  a  scientific  one.  The  notion  that  a~ plrticular  
national  group  possesses  an  historical  develcpment  unique  to  itself  was  the  great  solvent  of  
abstract  rocial  and  political  lIOdels.  It  becane  increasingly  difficult  to  pcstulate  miversal  
conditions  for  order  and  progress.  Yet  the  desire  to  find  an  order  and  a  purpose  within  
historical  chan~ itself  remained  as  strong  as  ever.  Regel's  philoscphical  sy.;tem  is  
historicist  or  develcpmental,  in  the  sense  that  it  recognizes  actual  historical  differences  not  
only  as  necessary  but  also  as  the  w:>rking  out  of  a  siI¥3'le,  all-parvadiI¥3'  idsa.  Historical  
change  is  the  medium  of  purposive  growth.  The  end  to  Irlhich  each  and  !!Wery  one  of  the  
multiplicity  of  historical  forms  contributes  is  spirit's  full  self-knowledge,  the  explication  
of  the  w:>rld,  which  w:>uld  be  impossible  with::lut  all  the  diverse  fODlls  and  all  the  inte1:VeniI¥3'  
stages.  One  of  the  highest  of  these  stages  is  the  s:>cial  and  political  life  of  the  rational  
state.  Regel  regarded  the  Prussian  limited  m:maJ:'chy  in  which  he  lived  as  the  historical  fonn  
IOOSt  expressive  of  social  and  political  rationality,  but  as  by  no  neans  its  cons1.l!!UlB.tion.  Tmre  
was  nothing  accidental  about  it,  nor  was  it  simply  expedient  or  cOIlll'enient.  It  was  somethin;J  
Irlhidl  afforded  spiritual  fulfilnent  as  mudl  as  art,  religion  or  the  pursuit  of  knowledge.  
Rearon  re:;[uired  it,  and  its  imperfections  did  not  detract  fron  its  essential  rationality.  

The  notion  that  a~ political  canmmity  is  an  indispensable  self-manifestation·  of  

universal  reason  or  the  w:>rld  spirit  struck  re];X"esentative  Victorian  minds  as  extremely  odd,  if  
not  bizarre.  Native  philosophical  traditions  of  Empiricism,  "psychologism"  and  "caruron  sense"  
realism  strongly  reinforced  the  I1Dral  and  political  theory  of  utilitarianism,  and  vice  versa. 2  

The  affinity,  if  not  the  alliance,  between  these  two  streams  of  tb:>ught  is  made  quite  E!lCplioit  
in  J.S.  Mill's  System  of  Logic  (a  w:>rk  Wlich,  incidentally,  had  <;pne  through  nine  editions  and  
coo.mtless  printings  by  1875).  The  basic  conponents  of  our  experience  are  discrete  units  of  
sensation.  Fron  these  we  induce,  by  psycoological  association  and  assimilation,  thase  
"tendencies"  axoongst  phenonena  which  further  obseIVation  and  experiment  (if  feasible)  stabilize  
as  the  "laws"  of  the  sciences  of  man  and  nature.  The  nethod  of  decanpcsition  and  recanpcsition,  
using  the  building  blocks  of  our  sensory  experience,  Works  in  the  theor:y  of  political  refoDII  
e:;rually  as  well  as  it  does  in  theories  of  the  physical  universe. 3  A  political  cCllUlunit¥,  
according  to  classical  utilitarianism,  is  a  "fictitious  body,"  nothin;J  llDre  than  the  
individuals  woo  canpose  it  at  a~ one  tine. 4  Continuity  is  a  minor  consideration.  The  
institutions,  the  laws,  the  custans  and  rules  which  relate  the  members  of  a  canmuniq  to  one  
another  are  a  temporar:y  convenience  subject  to  unlimited  alteration. 5  Parts  are  rE!lOC)vable  
wi trout  reference  to  other  parts  or  to  the  whole.  The  pieces  of  a  social  arran;Jement  and  the  

2  A  closer  examination  of  the  dlief  theorists  of  utilitarianism  is  reserved  till  later.  See  
ch.  6,  pp.  50-56.  
3  Mill  termed  the  proper  nethod  the  "Concrete  Deductive  Method."  (J.S.  Mill,  A  System  of  Logic,  
8th  ed.,  p.  619).  The  Whig  historian,  T.B.  Macaulay,  was  one  of  the  first  to  point  OIlt  that  the  
utilitarians'  method  was  a  thinly  disguised  species  of  a  p:-iorism,  and  that  the  historical  
experience  of  <;pvernnent  and  political  life  in  general,  as  captured  in  the  theories  and  
reflections  of  others,  was  cheerfully  icpored  by  the  utilitarians  in  applying  their  assuned  
"laws."  
4  Jeremy  Bentham,  An  Introduction  to  the  Principles  of  M:lrals  and  Legislation,  ed.  W.  Harris::m  
(Oxford,  1948),  p.  126.  Bentham  italicized  "body"  and  "member,"  presumably  to  indicate  that  
~ 1o'ere  untrustworthy  metapoors  of  social  structure.  

In  Hobbesian  fashion,  Bentham  claimed  that  the  only  law  worthy  of  the  name  - autOOritative  
law  - is  the  canmand  of  the  legislator  (the  sovereign,  in  John  1\ustin's  jurisprurence).  Tmre  
are,  of  course,  limits  to  what  the  legislator  can  achielTeJ  but  these  lie  in  his  instruments,  
the  pleasures  and  pl.ins  which  govern  human  behaviour.  Bentham's  contanpt  for  alStan  and  cannon  
law  is  notorious:  "  ••• he  who,  for  the  purpose  just  mentioned  or  for  arrJ  other,  ..ants  an  ex:ample  
of  a  canplete  body  of  lalof  to  refer  to  must  begin  with  making  one."  (Bentham,  MJrals  and  
Legislation,  p.  123.)  
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individuals  who  are  pieces  of  those  pieces  are  like  the  parts  of  a  r.t:lccano  set.  '!bey  may  be  
assembled  in  a  variety  of  ways,  according  to  the  design  of  any  intelligent  individual,  
regardless  of  his  experience  of  materials  and  their  behaviour  in  the  real  WJrld  of  social  
construction.  

The  philosophical  radicals,  the  utilitarians  of  the  1820s  and  1830s,  woose  activities  
revolved  around  and  gave  direction  to  the  Westminster  Review,  were  breezily  confident  in  the  
possibilities  of  social  reconstruction.  In  marked  contrast  to  their  view,  redolent  of  the  
eighteenth  century  Enlightenment,  that  mankind  had  no  history,  only  a  long  and  virtually  
unrelieved  experience  of  misery  and  error,  and  that  the  human  condition  might  be  rapidly  
transformed  by  the  application  of  a  few  simple  principles  to  the  problems  of  ignorance  and  
injustice,  was  the  (broadly  speaking)  "Anglican"  view  that  progress  was  being  made,  that  it  
would  continue  to  be  made,  but  that  it  .....uuld  require  careful  cultivation  of  what  had  been  
slowly  and  painfully  achieved  in  the  past.  This  latter  view  may  be  called  "Anglican"  because  it  
was  the  view  of  a  broad  spectrum  of  conservative  reformers  who,  while  they  did  not  share  the  
extreme  Burkeans'  belief  that  too  aristocratic  constitution  of  church  and  state  was  divinely  
ordained,  nevertheless  were  greatly  concerned  that  unless  something  was  done  to  civilize  the  
mass  of  Britons,  the  pressure  for  radical  reform,  which  laissez-faire  liberals,  middle-class  
democrats  and  Chartist  agitators  were  exerting  with  increasing  urgency  on  a  variety  of  
institutions,  would  explode  with  such  force  that  many  cultural  and  spiritual  values  would  be  
blown  away  with  social  and  political  privileges.  '!be  sense  of  social  obligation,  assumed  yet  
alert,  which  characterized  their  viewpoint  made  them  receptive  to  the  general  thrust  and  tone  
of  the  social  and  p:>litical  thought  of  .rnilosophical  idealism.  In  particular,  they  found  in  the  
historicist  rationalism  and  skepticism  about  individual  liberty  conveyed  by  idealism  a  friendly  
sign,  a  welcome  marker  in  their  navigation  of  a  middle  course  between  Whigs  and  Tbries  on  the  
one  side  and  "steam  intellect"  Radicals  on  the  other.  

The  separation  of  the  individual  from  his  social  matrix  was  a  corollary  of  the  Kantian  
theory  of  moral  autonomy.  Kant'  s  preoccupation  with  the  internal  aspect  of  morality  and  
relative  neglect  of  intersubj ective  morality  - what  Hegel  called  Sittlichkeit  - made  him,  in  a  
limited  sense,  an  ally  of  social  and  p:>litical  atomism.  lhis  is  not  to  say  that  in  some  devious  
way  Kant  was  a  utilitarian,  nor  that  he  believed  that  society  is  freshly  created  by  each  new  
political  generation.  On  the  contrary,  he  asserted  the  cumulative  nature  of  society,  its  
institutions  and  its  mores,  and  also  the  necessity  for  a  custanary  or  habitual  element  in  
morality.  M:Jreover,  like  }busseau,  Kant  portrayed  humanity  as  driven  to  construct  a  society  of  
freedom  under  law  by  what  he  called  "unsocial  sociability.,,6  AIoour  propre  - envy  and  pursuit  of  
"the  bubble  reputation"  - is  what  poisons  natural  sympathy  and  necessitates  the  formation  of  a  
secorrl  human  nature.  Kant,  again  like  ·lbusseau  but  witoout  his  despair,  offers  00  solution  to  
the  "most  difficult"  problem  of  all:  who  or  what  will  govern  the  governors  of  that  best  society  
in  which  all  capacities  are  developed  to  the  full  but  in  which  no  one's  freedan  is  inconsistent  
with  anyone  else's?  The  rulers,  toe,  must  be  human,  and  therefore  subject  to  amour  propre  and  
self-partiality.  Kant  was  sanguine  about  the  eventual  realization  of  civic  perfection  
admittedly  after  "many  vain  attempts"  - because  "the  history  of  mankind  can  be  seen,  in  the  
large,  as  the  realization  of  nature's  secret  plan  to  bring  forth  a  perfectly  constituted  
state."?  

All  this  sounds  a  bit  like  Hegel's  =rld  spirit,  and  the  List  der  Vernunft  weaving  its  
unexpected  patterns  in  human  history.  However,  Kant's  political  proposals  were  rationalistic  
proj ects  of  enlightened  reform,  the  sort  of  thing  which  Regel  averred  to  be  dangerously  

6  IIm!anuel  Kant,  Idea  for  a  Universal  HiStory  from  a  CoslOClpolitan  Point  of  View,  trans.  L.W.  
Beck,  in  Kant  on  History,  ed.  Beck  (Indianapolis,  1963),  pp.  11-26.  See  especially  theses  4,  5  
and  6.  
7  I.  Kant,  Universal  History,  p.  21.  
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unrealistic,  an  abstraction  with  no  grip  on  actuality.  In  addition,  his  moral  philcsopby  pulled  
him  further  toward  the  view  that  S)ciety  is  canposed  of  self-legislating,  strictly  autonanrus  
individuals.  The  individual  cannot  manufacture  the  content  of  his  noral  will  entirely  for  
himself;  but  the  <podness  of  that  will  lies  entirely  in  its  self-consistency.  The  neasure  of  
morality  is  an  internal  one.  The  autonanous  noral  agent  obeys  a  universal  and  :impersonal  law,  
paying  no  heed  to  subjective  lItlims  and  inclinations  or  to  the  blandislments  of  nere  p:-op:-iety  
and  taste.  The  principal  defect  of  the  <;POd  will,  in  Hegel' s  eyes,  was  its  bein,J  unattached  to  
time  or  place,  to  social  conditions.  It  was  an  abstract  miversal.  The  noral  actions  of  the  
possessor  of  a  <;POd  will  are  notivated  entirely  by  a  sense  of  duty  - duty  to  the  noral  law,  
lItlich  law  requires  that  one  legislate  for  oneself  as  if  one  I!Iere  legislating  for  ever:rone.  '!he  
good  will  is  neither  deflected  nor  reinforced  by  any  other  IIXltive  than  that  of  actin;}  in  smh  a  
way  that  its  action  may  becane  the  basis  of  a  miversal  max:im.8  The  Kantian  individual  obeys  a  
bleak  and  stoical  law  which  tends  to  cut  h:im  off  fran  others.  He  is  an  end  in  hllnself,  living  
in  a  "1dn,Jdan  of  ends."  Every  human  being  in  this  Idrqdan  is  an  end  in  himself;  no  one  is  to  be  
treated  as  a  means  to  some  other  end.  As  Kant  hllnself  was  aware,  su:::h  a  Idngdan  of  
ends-in-themselves  is  an  ideal.  All  any  existing  S)ciety  can  do  is  strive  to  app:-oxinate  to  
that  ideal,  since  a  societ;y  consisting  of  perfectly  Kantian  individuals  lliiQuld  be  an  anardly,  
with  no  need  for  any  reserve  of  p'litical  power  to  enfurce  their  s::>cial  behaviour.  They  would  
be  incapable  of  disregarding  the  rightful  cla:ims  of  each  other;  thE!'{  lliiQuld  exist  in  rational  
ha=ny,  undisturbed  by  self-interest.  They  would  share  no  overriding  cannon  interest,  because  
they  coold  no  !lOre  be  the  means  to  a  cannon  end  than  they  coold  to  each  other.  A  canmunit;y  of  
people  livirq  accordin,J  to  the  Kantian  ethic  would  not  really  be  a  canmmi ty.  It  WiS  

abstraction  fran  concrete  social  and  p'litical  conditions  which  Hegel  regarded  as  the  major  
defect  in  Kant's  noral  philosophy.  Kant  further  failed  to  see  that  a  cannon  templral  interest  
pennits  the  individual  to  realize  hllnself  as  an  end  in  himself,  that  it  is  the  peruliar  nature  
of  a  canmunity  to  overcane  the  apparent  opposition  betl!leen  ends  and  neans  in  naterial  as  I!IelI  
as  moral  concerns.  What  Kant  called  a  heteronanous  end,  one  not  freely  chosen,  is  not  therefore  
:imnoral  or  subversive  of  the  <pod  will.  There  is  nothing  :imnoral  in  being  canpelled  to  neet  
one's  bodily  as  well  as  spiritual  needs.  

"The  fact  that  man  is  a  living  bein,J,  however,  is  not  furtuitcus,  rut  in  
confonnity  with  reaS)n,  and  to  that  ertent  he  has  a  right  to  make  his  needs  his  end.  
There  is  nothing  degrading  in  being  alive,  and  there  is  no  node  of  intellig:mt  being  
higher  than  life  in  which  existence  lliiQuld  be  p'ssihle ... 9  

In  a  well-governed  canmunity  the  satisfaction  of  needs  is  a  cooperative  pursuit,  a  cannon  
endeavour.  The  citizen  of  any  state  - because  every  state  approximates  in  some  degree  to  the  
rational  state  - is  a  means  to  an  end  lItlich  includes  himself.  His  state  may  be  very  wide  of  the  
mark,  it  may  be  excessively  devoted  to  the  pursuit  of  material  gain  for  its  own  sake,  but  he  
cannot  fulfil  himself  by  trying  to  destroy  it  or  by  witMrawing  fran  it.  However  imperfect,  it  
is  for  him  the  only  available  vehicle  for  the  realization  of  rational  freedan.  

Regel  attempted  to  contain  econanic,  political  and  cultural  forces  released  or  accelerated  
by  the  Frendl  Revolution  and  the  Nap:>leonic  wars  within  the  fra!relliiQnt  of  a  p'litical  
dispensation  which,  in  the  event,  proved  constrictin;}  and  ephaneral,  une:;rual  to  the  task.  His  
brand  of  liberal  constitutionalism  was  an  interp:-etation  of  events  in  Pnlssia  ..tlich  took  a  
reactionary  turn  even  before  his  death;  and  the  explosive  powers  of  democracy  and  nationalian  
\<iere  to  prove  a  canbination  beyond  the  capacity  of  Vernunft  and  objective  mind.  New  S)cial·  
fonns  - in  industry,  canmunications  and  urban  life  - broke  out  of  the  confines  of  trmtional  
political  structures  or  furced  them  to  make  radical  alterations.  That  s:>ciety  and  not  the  state  

8  "Every  maxim  that  does  not  so  qualify  is  OPp'sed  to  norality. It  Imroanuel  Kant,  Introduction  to  
the  Metaphysics  of  M:>rals,  trans.  J.  Ladd,  in  The  Metaphysical  Elements  of  Justice,  ed.  Lend  
(Indianapolis,  1965),  p.  27.  
9  G.W.F.  Hegal,  Philosophy  of  Right,  trans.  T.M.  Knox  (OlCfurd,  1942),  Zusatz  to  para.  123,  p.  
252.  
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was  setting  the  pace  of  human  develcpment  - and  that  it  soould  do  so  - becane  the  cannon  
contention  of  reformers  and  revolutionaries.  That  the  Rechtstaat  could  harnonize  the  new  fOrms  
of  human  endeavour,  and  direct  their  energies  into  purposes  dictated  by  what  Hegel  called  the  
"rational  will,"  _s  either  an  anachronisn  or  divination  of  the  IIOrld  spirit.  \tlat  Hegal  
perceived  most  acutely  was  the  potency  of  what  his  inurediate  pr:edecess::lrs  had  done  to  create  a  
philoscphical  image  of  the  self-possessed  human  being  fOr  whan  nothing  IioElS  imposs:lble  and  whcse  
highest  standard  was  self-consistency.  A  fascination  with  will  power  was  one  of  philcsophical  
idealism's  chief  legacies.10  Only  Hegel  offered  a  logic  of  the  will  to  reconcile  wlthOlt  
neutralizing  self-detennination  and  the  detellllinateness  of  the  world.  However,  there  was  no  
returning  to  any  conception  of  mankind  as  part  of  the  chain  of  being.  Kant's  trans::endentalisn  
made  it  possible  to  conceive  of  human  reason  as  the  final  arm. ter  of  the  world  and  the  
individual  IIOral  will  as  the  only  absolutely  and  mconditionally  good  thing.  

Kant's  kingdan  of  ends  has  continued  to  exert  a  powerful  political  apj;eal,  both  as  a  
utopia  and  as  a  discipline  for  the  culture  of  self-mastery.  Kantian  ethics  owed  much  of  its  
original  "llD.lscle"  to  Gennan  Pietisn  (a  siglif1cant  factor  in  Kant's  j;ers:mal  background  and  
develcpnent),  and  it  found  an  echo  in  the  English  Puritan  tradition  of  belief  in  salWltionby  
self-improvemant  and  taking  the  war  between  good  and  evil  to  the  fOrces  of  evil.  MaI\Y  of  the  
British  Hegelians  were  products  of  that  tradition  and,  as  imperfectly  noediated"  Kantians,  they  
ranked  the  good  will  above  the  good  EDciety.  

The  British  utilitarians  saw  a  balance  of  interests  in  EDciety.  Fant  postulated  a  
regulative  ideal  sustained  by  a  universal,  passionless  sense  of  du-q.  For  the  fonner,  societ;{  
was  little  IIOre  than  a  referee,  and  laws  and  institutions  eKceeding  the  mLnimum  required  to  
ensure  civil  peace,  order  and  fair  play  were  a  mis::hiE!lrous  obstruction;  for  the  latter,  societ;{  
_s  a  IIOral  cocoon,  suj;erfluous  to  the  fully  rational  individual.  Both  the  utilitarian  "fact"  
and  the  Kantian  ideal  portray  the  individual  as  norally  self-sufficient  and  disregard  the  
positive  noral  function  of  EDciety  - that  of  pr:oviding  both  the  source  and  the  fulfilnent  of  
the  individual's  noral  being.  Neither  Kant  nor  the  utilitarians  cmld  conceive  of  the  whole  of  
EDCiety  - the  conflicts  of  interest,  the  articulation  of  functions  and  classes,  and  the  body  of  
received  law  and  custan  - as  the  true  expression  of  rational  freedan.  This  conception  was  
Hegel's  most  important  contribution  to  EDcial  and  political  theory.  His  rational  state  IioElS  a  
necessary  stage  in  the  unfolding  of  the  world  spirit;  it  was  a  logical  necessit;{  in  the  sj;ecial  
Hegelian,  historicist  usage  of  "logic."  

It  was  not  mtil  the  last  quarter  of  the  nineteenth  century  that  philoscphical  idealisn  
gained  sufficient  purchase  on  British  thinking  to  be  able  to  provide  a  systanatic  alternative  
to  the  incoherent  but  influential  utilitarian  consensus,  whose  autoori -q  Wl.S  such  that  other  
theories  effectively  accepted  its  tenns.  Witoout  a  philcsophy,  the  doubts  and  reservations  
expr:essed  by  nainstream  EDcial  critics  such  as  J  .S.  Mill  and  M:l.tthew'  Arnold  could  pr:ick  rut  not  
get  under  the  skin  of  native  insulari-q.  It  was  the  British  Hegelians  Who  challen;Jed  the  
supremacy  of  the  dominant  theories  of  mind  and  nature  - fOr  example,  as!Ociationist  psycoology  
and  the  crude  inductivisn  Which  appeared  to  work  so  well  in  the  triumphs  of  British  applied  
science.  Althou~ they  could  not  evict  mat  Brailey  contemptumsly  called  "the  sclDol  of  
experience,"  they  soon  sooceeded  in  danesticat:iD;J  philcsophical  idealisn.  The  Marxists  failed  
dismally  in  their  effOrts  to  convince  any  rut  a  minuscule  number  of  British  thinkers  that  their  
philosophy  was  anything  rut  an  alien  intrusion,  altoough  much  of  the  enpiricisn  and  naterialisn  
of  Engels'  "scientific  EDcialism"  _s  conganial  to  the  nineteenth  century  En;Jlish  mind.  It  IioElS  

canpetition  fran  pragmatisn  and  logical  positivisn  - two  philcsophies  of  partially  foreign  
provenance  - ~idl proved  most  damagin;J  to  philoscphical  idealisn.  In  the  p:ocess  of  
naturalizing  Hegel  and  giving  him  a  new'  bane,  the  British  Hegelians  lost  sight  of  elenents  in  

10  It  still  fuels  the  debate  between  revolutionaIY  and  evolutionary  Marxists,  the  fi:>rner  
arguing  that  history  can  be  made  to  fulfil  its  purpose  by  an  act  or  acts  of  revolutionary  will.  
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his  tOOught  which  were  soosequently  re-appropriated  by  others,  including  some  of  his  
canpatriots  who  had  earlier  rejected  him.  As  part  of  the  hardening  and  narrowing  tendency,  scme  
minor  British  Hegelians  propagated  a  somewhat  preachy,  SUnday-school  version  of  Regel,  which  
was  an  easy  target  for  critics.  The  !lain  British  rendition  of  Regelianisn,  however,  offered  a  
solution  to  the  liberal  (and  Liberal)  dilemma  - an  a.ltrost  sw conscicus,  quasi-netapl¥sical  
attachnent  to  rampaging  subjectivity,  canbined  with  deep  anxiety  aboot  the  quality  of  life  thus  
freely  created  - which  did  not  involve  any  rlrlical  discontiruity  or  jettiS)nir:g'  of  widely  held  
values.  



CHAPl'ER  2  

The  Prehistory  of  Hegelianism  in  Britain  

The  British  Hegelians  constituted  an  infonnal  philosophical  school  whose  lifespan  was  
alloost  exactly  fifty  :years,  fran  the  publication  of  the  Qceen  and  Grose  edition  of  Hune's  
Treatise  of  Human  Nature  in  1874  until  the  deaths  of  Bernard  Bosan:;ruet,  F.H.  Bradley  and  
J.McT.E.  McTaggart  in  1923,  1924  and  1925  respectively.  This  scmol  of  thou91t  IlD.lSt  be  called  
infonnal.,  because  the  British  Hegelians,  while  all  ackna.rledging  a  swstantial  debt.  to  Hegel,  
vary  considerably  in  the  use  to  'llhich  they  put  Hegelian  ideas.  Bradley  naintained  that  the  
"Hegelian  School"  existed  only  in  "our  reviews,"  and  during  the  course  of  his  philcsophical  
career  he  gradually  moved  away  fran  'ibat  he  saw  as  the  E!Kcessive  intellectualism  of  Hegel' s  
philosophy,  although  he  never  repudiated  spiritual  ItOnisn.  The  leading  role  which  conscience  
plays  in  T.H.  Green's  IIDral  and  pllitical  philoscphy  was  the  result  of  a  strong  infusion  of  
!<antian  ethical  principles.  Andrew  seth  (Pringle-Pattis::m),  like  Green,  professed  to  be  IIDre  
Kantian  than  Hegelian.  He  and  the  pers:>nal  idealists  were  alarmed  by  the  tendency,  as  they  saw  
it,  of  the  Hegelian  One  to  swalla.r  up  and  extinguish  individual  personality.  Sane  of  than  
pl:'ofessed  a  s:>rt  of  pragnatic  hUllBIlism,  and  (ironically)  attacked  Bradley  as  the  m:st  
intellectualist  of  the  Hegelians.  McTaggart' s  variation  on  the  Hegelian  thane  wa s  that  the  
dialectic  of  catecpries,  sound  in  itself,  could  be  legitinately  used  to  arrive  at  nataphysical  
conclusions  far  different  than  Hegel' s,  and  that  Hegel' s  ItOral  and  political  philosophy  had  no  
necessary  place  in  the  dialectical  p:ocess. 1  He  shared  the  pers:>nal  idealists'  qU3.si-religirus  
conviction  that  the  ItOst  real  thing,  metaphysically  speaking,  was  human  personality,  but  not  
the  Christian  beliefs  of  1tOSt  of  than.  Christianity  p:oved  one  of  the  1tOSt  stwborn  ol:stacles  
to  Hegel' s  being  accepted  in  Britain,  and  the  next  chapter  will  review  the  theological~ based  
resistance  to  Hegelianism.  

Although  Gentan  philoscphical  idealism  shows  a  line  of  continuous  developnant  fran  Kant  
thrOllgh  Fichte  and  Schelling  to  Hegel,  it  did  not  cane  to  Britain  in  easy  st~es, one  p:-eparing  
the  way  for  the  next.  Certainly  Kant  1I6S  known  of  and  disrussed  in  Britain  long  beibre  Hegel  
became  an  object  of  study,  but  it  is  a  curiOlls  fact  that,  with  the  exception  of  Sir  Willian  
Hamilton  and  the  utilitarian,  Henry  Sidgwick,  little  serious  and  sustained  attention  1I6S  paid  
to  Kant' s  philosophy  until  the  British  Hegelians  launched  their  attack-in-depth  upln  Empiricism  
and  utilitarianism  in  the  1870s.  Edward  caird's  Critical  Account  of  the  Philosophy  of  Kant,  
the  first  important  study  of  Kant's  philosophy  in  English,  appeared  in  1877.2  For  their  attack,  
the  British  Hegelians  drew  upln  the  full  annoury  of  Gennan  philosq>hical  ide all sn.  For  the  
first  time  in  Britain  - some  eighty  years  after  part  of  the  first  Critique  had  been  translated  
- Kant's  thought  was  being  tmroughly  examined  and  assimilated.3  As  in  the  case  of  Hegel,  the  
initial  period  of  mismderstanding  was  a  prolorqed  one,  although  in  Kant's  case  there  was  not  

1  McTaggart,  in  C.D.  Broad's  words,  "pulls  sane  intriguing  rabbits  OIlt  of  the  Hegelian  hat."  
2  caird's  is  the  idealist  interpretation  of  Kant,  emphasizing  his  plsitive  views,  and  severely  
critical  of  his  negative  strictures,  on  nataphysics.  caird  regarded  Kant  as  a  p:ecurs:>r  of  
Hegel,  and  Hegelianisn  as  the  consumnation  of  the  Critical  philosophy_  This  interpretation  was  
repeated  in  his  Critical  Philosophy  of  Imnanuel  Kant  (1889).  Hamilton's  is  the  positivist,  
anti-metaphysical  interpretation  of  Kant,  an  agnostic  position  on  the  nature  of  reality  - or  
the  unconditioned,  in  Hamiltonian  tenninology_  
3  See  chapter  1  of  Ren~ Wellek' s  Immanuel  !<ant  in  England,  1793-1838  (Princeton,  1931)  for  a  
disrussion  of  the  pioneering  efforts  of  Nitsch  and  Willlch  to  interest  the  British  in  Kant's  
thought,  and  of  the  Kant  translations  by  the  Seot,  John  Ri.chardson.  
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the  same  degree  of  second-hand  condemnation  and  IOOral  obloquy.  '!he  failure  to  appreciate  and  
understand  Kant  was  primarily  a  failure  to  recognize  the  central  problem  of  his  philosophy.  In  

spite  of  the  fact  that  it  had  first  been  raised  by  a  British  philosopher,  Hume,  the  climate  of  
philosophical  opinion  in  Britain  during  the  first  half  and  more  of  the  nineteenth  century  was  
such  that  Kant's  statement  of  the  problem  and  his  treatment  of  it  were  largely  ignored.  Hume's  
empiricist  successors  had  put  together  a  makeshift  solution,  which,  although  it  did  not  ccme  to  
grips  with  the  problem,  satisfied  all  but  the  lIDst  pertinaciously  metaphysical  philosophers.  As  

will  be  seen  in  subsequent  chapters,  the  British  Hegelians  themselves  tended  to  either  see  Kant  
through  Hegelian  spectacles  or  retreat  from  philosophical  idealism  to  such  an  eKtent  that  in  
some  cases  their  views  on  knowledge  and  its  limits  resembled  those  of  Locke  or  Hume.  

Hegel's  initial  reception  in  Britain  resembles  that  of  Kant  insofar  as  both  philosophers  
underwent  a  lengthy  period  of  being  treated  with  either  blank  indifference  or  irritated  
perpleKity  - added  to  which  in  Hegel's  case  was  the  prej udicial  suspicion  that  sanething  
atheistic  was  afoot.  '!he  first  abortive  attempts  by  a  handful  of  enthusiasts  to  bring  Kant  to  
the  reluctant  attention  of  the  British  philosophical  cOllllllunity  have  been  described  in  detail  by  
Wellek.  In  this  chapter  Hegel's  equally  un~omising beginnings  in  Britain  will  be  recounted.  
The  remaining  chapters  will  concern  not  the  early  and  usually  superficial  transpositions  of  
Begel's  philosophy,  but  the  growth  of  the  richest  fruit  of  the  Hegelian  seed,  a  distinctively  
British  form  of  Hegelianism.  

Hegel's  mUlE  is  mentioned  on  several  occasions  by  British  coomentators  during  the  1830s,  
1840s  and  1850s,  but  it  is  seldan  !lOre  than  a  bare  mention.  The  first  time  he  was  noticed  :in  a  
philosophical  conteKt  was  in  Sir  William  Hamilton's  "The  Philosophy  of  the  Unconditioned,"  an  
essay  written  in  1829. 4  He  was  a  re~esentative of  the  Scottish  school  of  philosophy,  which  had  
culminated  in  the  eighteenth  century  moralist  Thomas  Raid,  whose  Works  Hamilton  edited  
(1846-63).  '!he  reference  to  Hegel  is  only  a  passing  one,  and  Hamilton,  while  familiar  with  and  
to  scme  extent  influenced  by  Kant,  never  displayed  any  knowledge  of  Hegel.  The  first  time  his  
name  appeared  in  print  in  English,  as  a  "figure"  contributing  to  the  study  of  philosophy  and  
deserving  of  some  consideration,  however  small,  was  :in  a  translation  of  W.G.  Tennemann's  
History  of  Philosophy,  originally  written  :in  1812,  abridged  to  a  "manual"  .in  1829,  brought  up  
to  date  by  a  Professor  wendt,  and  translated  by  Rev.  A.  Johnson  in  1832.  Wendt's  chief  
contribution  was  an  undiscrim:inating  list  of  recent  German  philosophers.  Begel  appears  twice:  
first,  coupled  with  Krause,  a  very  minor  figure,  as  a  lapsed  SChellingian,  and  secondly,  in  
Wendt's  appended  list,  as  "G.W.F.  Begel  (a  professor  at  Berl:in)  whose  system  is  one  of  Absolute  
Idealism."  In  1852  Johnson's  translation  of  Tennemann's  Manual  was  revised,  enlarged  and  
continued  by  J.R.  M:)rell.  In  his  preface  MJrell  states  that  in  the  intervening  20  years  
"England  has  become  familiar  with  the  German  mind."  But  he  affords  00  evidence  that  this  
fami.liarity  was  anything  but  superficial,  or  that  the  English  mind  had  ~ogressed beyond  
carlyle's  uneasy  feeling  that  sanethlng  of  great  spiritual  moment  had  been  stirred  up  by  the  
German  mind.  MJrell  does  attempt  an  evaluation,  while  admitting  that  "it  is  scarcely  possible  
to  do  COUll\OIl  justice  to  such  a  canplicated  system  as  Hegel' s  in  a  compendiun  like  the  present."  
Although  he  does  not  do  justice  to  lIegel,  at  least  his  writing  is  free  of  that  religious  
indignation  which  disfigured  so  much  contemporary  British  discussion  of  German  philosophy.  He  
was  apparently  oot  interested  :in  Hegel' s  theological  shortcomings,  and  his  brief  sketch  of  Left  
Hegelianism  in  the  shape  of  David  Strauss'  Biblical  criticism  and  Feuerbach' s  
anthropomorphism  - exhibits  none  of  the  virulent  hostility  then  widely  felt  towards  foreign  
philosophy  and  the  threat  it  allegedly  posed  to  native  piety.  His  benevolence  toward  Hegel  

4  This  and  some  other  early  w:>rks  were  collected  by  Hamilton  for  his  Discussions  on  Philosophy  
and  Literature  (I£>ndon,  1853).  In  the  Dawes  Hicks  Lecture  on  Philosophy  to  the  British  J\cademy  
for  1971,  Anthony  Quinton  conments  on  Hamilton's  inexplicable  claim  to  have  known  several  
distinguished  British  Hegelians  that  Hamilton  was  notoriously  loose  about  facts.  (A.  Quinton,  
Absolute  Idealism,  p.  20.)  
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himself  may  be  attributable  to  his  fundamental  error  of  believing  the  Regelian  systan  to  be  one  
of  subjective  idealism.  

One  instalment  of  an  abridged  translation  of  Heinrich  Heine's  Series  of  Essays  on  German  
Literature  and  Men  of  Letters  appeared  in  The  Atheneaum,  July  6,  1833.  With  his  mocking  irorw,  
Heine  derided  Regel  as  a  uere  lackey  of  the  P:rossian  church  and  state.  ~ther, even  with  his  
literary  reputation,  Reine  carried  sufficient  weight  with  the  English  realing  public  to  offset  
the  subsequent  :impcession  that  Regel  WllS  a  satanic  figure  is  doubtful.  

The  earliest  British  nention  of  Regel  1Ihich  is  both  favourable  and  based  on  sone  
first-hand  (or  at  least  accurate  second-hand)  knowledge  is  in  a  revie'tl  of  five  bocks  on  
aesthetics  - one  of  them  being  Regel'  s  Vorlesungen  Uber  die  .!\esthetik  - w:dch  app:>ared  in  No.  
25  of  the  British  and  Foreign  Revie'tl  for  1842.5  The  autlnr  - G.R.  LelYes  - banoans  the  
unreflective,  unphiloscphical  state  of  English  art  and  criticism  and  recannends  the  careful  
reading  of  Regel  as  an  antidote.  Re  notes  that  while  the  w:»:KS  of  stch  Gellllan  writers  as  
Lessing,  Winckelmmn,  Jean  Paul,  Schiller,  Sche1ling  and  Novalis  are  talked  about  in  ED3'land,  
"the  masterly  and  canprehensive  'Lectures'  of  Regel  ranain  witlnut  even  the  nost  vague  and  
general  notice,,,6  He  qootes  the  biographer  Gans  with  approval,  to  the  effect  that  Regel  could  
have  no  successor,  "for  philosophy  with  h:illl  accanplished  its  circle."7  Lewes'  assessment  is  
self-contradictory,  however:  first,  he  insists  that  the  ED3'lish  would  do  well  to  study  Regel' s  
philosophy  of  artl  then  he  suggests  that  Regel' s  particular  artistic  judgnents  are  the  chief  
benefit  to  the  student  and  the  philosq>hical  part  dispensable,  1Ihereas  the  p:>int  of  his  article  
is  the  deplorably  unsystanatic  state  of  English  art  criticism.  It  makes  interestln3  realing  in  
the  light  of  his  later  scorn  for  Regel.  Rowever,  Lewes  WllS  always  ready  to  concede  the  value  
and  readability  of  Regel' s  lectures  on  art,  history  and  religion,  while  dismissln3  the  rest  of  
his  work  as  obscure  and  confused.  In  his  vie'tl,  the  .!\esthetik  is  a  delicjltful  and  instructive  
gloss  upon  repellent  first  principles.  

Le'tIes  apprq>riated  two  Regelian  ideas:  that  of  the  spirit  of  the  age,  of  which  art  is  a  
pr:incipal  manifestation;  and  that  of  the  purely  explanatory  role  of  any  philosq>hical  activit;y,  
such  as  aesthetics.  Art,  religion  and  philosophy,  he  s<llls,  are  different  ways  of  approachiD3'  
the  sane  truth.  The  p:>et  "makes  you  in  love  with  the  truth  and  virtue,  'llhich  religion  has  
ordained  and  philosophy  proved. .. 8  In  spite  of  the  hint  of  a  Regelian  foxmula  here,  it  would  be  
quite  wrong  to  suggest  that  this  article  was  the  seed  of  British  Hegelianism.  Le\4:lS  ....as  rare  at  
that  time  in  having  a  sympathetic  interest  in  arry  aspect  of  Regel's  philosophy.9  

The  first  issU!  of  The  Oxford  Magazine,  which  appeared  in  May  1845,  contains  an  anoq{1lOus  
article  on  the  Gernan  poet,  Ludwig  Tieck,  in  the  course  of  1Ihich  the  autmr  p:aises  Geruan  
philosophy  - in  particular,  Kant,  Fichte,  Schelling  and  Navalis  - for  its  seJ:Vices  to  IIOral  and  
religious  truth.  He  is  of  the  <:pinion  that  if  faith  is  to  replace  calculation  in  English  

5  This  unsigned  article  is  not  anonyJlOus.  The  Dictionary  of  National  Biography  attribltes  it  to  
G.R.  Lewes,  the  English  positivist  writer.  Geor96  Henry  Le\4:lS  (1817-1878)  had  little  furnal  
education,  but  travelled  in  France  and  Gexmany  a  great  deal.  Re  p:>ssessed  a  wide  knCMledge  of  
European  literature,  especially  dramatic.  After  a  brief  career  as  an  actor  he  becane  a  
jcw:nalist.  He  wrote  articles  and  ess<lIls  on  physiology  as  well  as  on  psychology  and  philcsophy.  
Le1l/eS  also  wrote  SCll1e  novels  and  a  play.  But  his  literary  achievenents  are  extrenely  minor  in  
canparison  with  those  of  his  second  wife,  George  Eliot.  Their  relationship  began  thrOlgh  a  
mutual  interest  in  Cante  and  positivism.  
6  British  and  Foreign  Revie'tl,  vol.  XIII,  p.  39.  
7  Ibid.  
8  Ibid.,  p.  26.  
9  ~ footnote  Le\4:lS  claine  that  "the  Times  has  qooted  Regel,"  'llhic:h  says  nore  abOlt  the  
editorial  st;yle  of  that  ne'tlspaper  than  abcutthe  realing  public's  state  of  knowledge.  
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toought  and  action,  then  "the  admission  of  the  ftndamental  principle  of  the  entire  system  of  
IIOdern  Gennan  thought  is  and  IIlUSt  be  an  indispensable  condition."  The  article  is  renarkable,  
not  only  for  its  uncommonly  favourable  estimate  of  the  moral  and  religious  effects  of  Gennan  
philosqphy,  but  also  for  a  curious  reference  to  the  allege:Uy  wider  En;lish  aaqUlintance  with  
Gennan  philosophical  literature.  "At  the  beginnin;  of  this  century,  lon;  passages  of  Hegel  
appeared  translated  in  the  writings  of  an  En;lish  philosqpher  and  there  WiS  no  danger  of  
detection."  If  he  was  referrin;  to  Colerid9'!  - and  it  is  hard  to  imagine  whan  else  - then  he  
WiS  surely  mistaken.  Colerid9'!  has  been  detected  quoting  Rant  and  SChellin;  without  
acknOW'ledgnent,  but  not  Regel.  

J. D.  Morell  - unrelated  to  J  .R.  Morell  - published  An  Historical  and  Critical  View  of  the  
Speculative  Philosophy  of  Europe  in  the  Nineteenth  Century  in  1846.10  His  criticism  of  He9'!l  is  
1.argely  theological.  He  saw  in  the  Hegelian  systan  the  zenith  of  rationalism,  and  in  Left  
Hegelians  suCh  as  Strauss  and  Baur  the  inevitable  disintegration  of  that  systan  of  thou<j1.t.  
Hegelianism  "my  challll  the  mind  that  lCNes  to  rationalize  up::m  every  re1.igious  doctrine,"  :yet  
"it  can  assuredly  give  but  little  conoolation  to  the  heart  that  is  ~arnin; with  earnest  
longingsafter  holiness  and  immortality.,,1l  He  clearly  had  a  9'!nerally  correct  appreciation  of  
the  p1.ace  of  religion  in  Regel's  philosqphy:  "Religion,  if  not  destroyed  ~ the  Hegelian  
philOSOphy,  is  absorbed  in  it  and  as  religion  forever  disappears. "12  Morell  makes  some  shrewd  
observations  up:m  Hegel's  philosqphy,  renarking  that  the  mity  of  contradictories  is  not  as  
ccunter  to  common  sense  as  it might  appear.  "As  knOW'ledge  advances,  differences  becane  more  and  
more  merged  into  higher  };rinciples."  The  ooity  of  thought  and  being  contains  a  "~ of  truth,"  
because  the  "Universal  Bein;"  is  a  pure1.y  rational  conception,  a  necessal:}'  idea  which  "does  not  
care  to  its  full  reality  eKcept  in  the  hunan  consciousness."13  Canplaining  that  Hegel's  U'lity  
of  thought  and  bein;  destroyed  God  and  h\X!lan  freedan,  Morell  - at  this  stage  at  least  - did  
nothing  to  dispel  the  };revailing  suspicion  and  hostility  felt  toWird  philosqlhical  idealism.  

In  a  course  of  lectures  entitled  On  the  Philosophical  Tendencies  of  the  Age,  delivered  two  
years  later  in  Edinburgh  and  GlasgOW',  Morell  seans  to  have  becOlle  somewhat  reconciled  to  Hegel  
and  rationalistic  philosqphy.  He  nOW'  mintains  that  philosqphy  is  the  };roperty  of  everynan,  
that  it  appeals  to  "the  canmon  reaoon  of  humanity  at  large,"  a  phrase  lItlich  recalls  Regel's  
aplDrism  about  the  philosqpher  and  his  ladder  lItlich  he  cannot  pull  up  after  himself.  E\:!rhaps  
the  democratic  spirit  of  1848  elicited  a  positive  response  in  Morell.  By  1856  he  was  still  IIDre  
receptive  to  Gennan  philosqphical  idealism.  In  "Modern  GerlIBn  PhiloSqlhy,"  his  contrib.ltion  to  
the  first  two  issues  of  a  soort-lived  journal  called  Manchester  Peeers,  he  notes  a  ~lcane 
chan9'!  in  the  English  attitude  toward  GerlIBn  netaphysical  speculation.  In  his  own  w:>rds,  "the  
suspicion  has  oozed  out  that  there  are  really  grains  of  gold  and  speeXs  of  diamonds  amon;st  
this  ilIIIMnse  mss  of  reputed  rubbish.,,14  He  is  still  highly  critical  of  \\hat  he  reglrded  as  
Regel's  confusion  of  the  "fonnal  processes  of  thiridng  and  the  real  process  of  thirgs  
themselves.  This  part  of  his  philosqphical  systan,  to  say  the  least,  cones  very  near  to  a  play  
upon  words. II15  However,  Morell  has  clearly  been  linpressed  by  some  of  the  IIOre  str:ikiDI  features  

10  John  Dmiel  Morell  (1816-91)  studied  theology  at  HoIterton  and  philosqphy  at  the  thiversities  
of  Glasgow  and  Bonn.  He  was  an  Independent  minister  at  Gosp:>rt  fron  1842  to  1845.  He  was  
appointed  an  inspector  of  scrools  on  the  strength  of  his  Historical  and  Critical  Vie.i',  mich  
post  he  held  fran  1848  to  1876.  
11  J.D.  M:>rell,  An  Historical  and  Critical  View  of  the  Speculative  Philosophy  of  Europe  in  the  
Nineteenth  Century,  vol.  II,  p.  154.  
12  Ibid,  p.  159.  Quinton  cannends  M:>rell  for  his  acuity  in  perceiving  the  threat  posed  by  
Reg~ism to  revealed  religion,  and  says  that  his  survey  provided  "a  fairly  reaoonable  
account  of  the  min  outlines  of  Regel's  system."  (A.  Quinton,  Absolute  Idealism,  p.  20.)  
13  J  .D.  Morell,  Historical  and  Critical  View,  vol.  Il,  p.  156.  
14  J  .0.  Morell,  Manchester  Papers,  vol.  I,  p.  6.  
15  ~., p.  105.  The  accusation  that  he  punned  his  way  out  of  contradictions  was  to  becOlle  a  
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of  Hegel's  philosophy  of  histo:r:y,  which  he  retails  in  a  somewhat  tendentirus  fashion.  Hegel  is  
nOW'  the  philospher  of  Protestantism  and  rep:esentative  of  one  of  the  ve:r:y  hi<j:l.est  stages  in  the  
dialectic  of  freedan  and  autOOrity  - rut  not  its  culmination.  This,  we  learn,  is  enbodied  in  
the  Church  of  Erqland.  But  even  here  the  conflict  has  brollen  rut  afresh.  M:)rell  is  confident,  
though,  that  a  new'  synthesis  of  faith  and  reason,  autOOrity  and  freedan,  will  El\Ierge.  M:)rell's  
Philosophical  Fragments  were  published  in  1878  and  a  Manual  of  the  History  of  Philosophy  in  
1884,  which  treats  of  the  Left,  Right  and  centre  Hegelians  rather  than  of  Hegel  himself.  

In  the  same  year  (1846)  that  J.D.  Morell  published  his  Historical  and  Critical  ViEM  of  the  
Speculative  Philosophy  of  Europe  in  the  Nineteenth  Century,  the  second  series  of  G.H.  Lewes'  
Biographical  Histo;y  of  Philosgphy  - "fran  Bacon  to  the  present  day"  - appeared.  It  is  written  
with  a  heavy  bias  in  favour  of  British  empiricism  and  talles  the  positivist  line  that  
metaphysics  is  simply  bad  logic.  Hegel  is  dismissed  as  a  verbal  juggler  and  as  not  
sul::stantially  different  fran  Schelling.  He  Mded  only  a  netlDd  - 'lhich  is  true  to  the  extent  
that  Hegel's  metOOd  and  his  results  are  inseparable.  Together,  however,  they  constitute  a  
philo~ical systEl\l  far  removed  fran  that  of  Schelling,  and  as  a  critic  of  Regel's  "netOOd"  
Lewes  hardly  inspires  confidence.  He  begins  his  treatment  of  Hegel's  notion  of  an  identi~ 
underlying  all  contradiction  by  calling  it  "the  logical  law  of  the  identity  of  contraries. ,,1  
Whereas  contraries  can  exist  side  by  side,  contra1ictories  cannot  - which  is  the  llOtive  p:>wer  
of  the  Hegelian  systEl\l.  Lewes  concedes  that  there  are  thou<j:l.ts  "to  be  grappled  wi.th"  in  lI&1t  
and  Fichte;  but  ';in  Hegel  the  fom  is  eve:r:ything ••• his  distinctions  are  only  verbal. "17  Verbal  
quibbling,  however,  is  a  defect  of  netaphysics  per  se:  

"Philosophy  itself,  in  all  its  highest  speculations,  is  rut  a  !lOre  or  less  irqenirus  
playing  up::m  words.  Frcm  Thales  to  Regal,  verbal  distinctions  have  always  formed  the  
groond  of  philOSop~ and  must  ever  do  so  as  long  as  we  are  mable  to  penetrate  the  
essence  of  things."  8  

Whether  Lewes  tb:>ught  that  there  could  cane  a  time  when  we  would  be  able  to  "penetrate  the  
essence  of  things"  is  difficult  to  say.  certainly  Regal's  'le.S  not,  for  Lewes,  the  way  to  su::h  
knowledge.  As  for  Schelling,  his  identification  of  philosophy  and  religion  is  the  clcsirq  of  
the  metaphysical  circle,  the  inevitable  debacle  of  Gennan  philosophical  idealism.  

The  1857  edition  of  !.ewes'  BiOgraphical  HiStory  of  Philosophy  is  even  ltOJ:e  positivist  in  
tone.  Here  he  makes  the  cantean  claim  that  he  is  writirq  the  first  p:>st-philosgphical  histo:r:y  
of  philosophy,  that  he  is  writing  as  a  rep:esentative  of  the  caning  scientific  age,  in  ..nich  it  
will  be  universally  recognized  that  truth  can  be  attained  only  thrrugh  the  "netOOd  of  
verification"  and  only  about  co-existences  and  su::cessions  of  natural  phenonena.  In  1867  his  
survey  appeared,  rE!l7ised  and  expanded,  as  A  History  of  Philosophy  frcm  Thales  to  Cante.  His  
estimate  of  Hegel  remained  unchanged.  The  1871  edition  of  the  expanded  version  contains  mu::h  
additional  material  on  Regel.  Lewes  had  read  J.H.  Stirling's  Secret  of  Hegal,  and  altlDugh  it  
confinned  his  view'  that  Hagel's  position  'le.S  totally  mtenable,  it  forced  him  to  take  Hegal  
seriously  - insofar  as  he  was  able  to  take  aIr:!  metaphysician  serirusly.  He  qootes  both  Begel  
and  Stirling  at  length,  and  he  has  a  fEM  kind  words  to  say  abrut  Regal's  philosophy  of  his1:Pry  
and  philosophy  of  religion.  The  rurden  of  his  criticism  is  still  the  positivist-El\Ipiricist  
contention  that  Hegel  is  futilely  attempting  to  "coerce  nature."  Lewes'  History  of  Philosop!y,  
in  all  its  various  versions,  went  thrrugh  sE!l7eral  editions,  spannirq  thirty-odd  years  of  
British  intellectual  life.  It  is  difficult  to  assess  its  influence  p:ecisely,  rut  it  and  the  
cast  of  mind  it  represented  were  a  fomidable  obstacle  to  the  acceptance  of  philcsophlcal  
idealism.  

refrain  of  twentieth  century  critiques  of  Regel.  
16  G.H.  !.ewes,  BiOgraphical  HiStory  of  Philosophy,  vol.  N,  pp.  206-08.  Earlier  in  this  segnent  
he  describes  Kant' s  foms  and  categories  as  innate  ideas  antecedent  to  experience.  
17  Ibid.,  p.  230.  
18  Ibid.,  p.  219.  
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In  1848  Geman  philosophy  becane  a  topical  subject.  Genna~ did  not  escape  the  
revolutionary  upheavals  of  that  year,  ~reas Britain  did.  There  lIere  I1Bny  quick  to  draw  the  
conclusion  that  Britain  soould  increase  her  vigilance  against  sooversive  notions  beirg  flung  
out  fran  the  Continental  "vorteK  of  infidel  demx:racy."  J  .D.  Iobrell' s  On  the  Philosophical  
Tendencies  of  the  Age  was  unusual  in  its  san:JUiniq  abwt  the  democratic  implications  of  
full-blooded  rationalism.  AnDng  much  that  \6S  written  to  the  opposite  effect,  Hegel  is  naned  
only  once  as  a  disseminator  of  sooversive  ideas,  in  an  anoJ1YllOUs  artw1e  entitled  ''The  Gennan  
Mind,"  in  The  English  Review  for  DecenDer  1848.  It  pt'ofesses  to  disross,  anong  other  things,  
Stranss'  Leben  Jesu  and  a  book  by  Gervinus  on  the  philosophy  of  Hegel,  as  lIe1l  as  the  works  of  
both  !essing  and  G:>ethe.  In  fact,  it  is  a  p:>litwal  tract  attacking  disestablishnent  and  
universal  suffrage,  ideas  for  which  the  Gennan  mind  was  held  respms.ihle.  The  follo.1ing  passage  
is  redolent  of  the  prevailing  cultural  insularity  at  that  time,  an  insularity  canhined  wLth  a  
sense  of  duty  to  the  lesser  breeds  which  \6S  later  to  find  its  ootlet  further  afield:  

..... 'Ne  regard  her  [Ger1lBny'sl  pseudo-philosophy  and  her  false  hunanitarianisn  wLth  
Christian  pity  and  regret ••••  False  nodesq  must  not  sta,y  us  fran  raninding  the  
fallen  Ger1lBn  race  that  our  national  intellect  .!!!.  clearer  and  IIDre  IE'actwal  than  
theirsr  and  that  ~ Christianiq  is  to  us  a  Divine  realiq  which  appears  to  than  a  
fiction;  that  freedan  a  noble  and  gloriws  possesSion  lIhich  they  would  sacrifice  to  
democrati!:  lawlessness!"19  

The  ultimate  villain  of  the  piece  \6S  G:>ethe,  an  intellectually  self-indulgmt  nan  whose  place  
in  Geman  life  and  letters  was  such  that  he  coold  have  prEWented  the  swsEquent  "triumph  of  
Teutonic  lawlessness."  

~ items  'Nere  published  in  1855  lIhid!.  shOtl  SOIle  originality  in  their  treatnent  of  
Hegelian  ideas.  The  first  is  a  translation  of  Hegel's  "Mind  Subjective"  by  H.  SlOtlanand  J.  
Wallon,  "revised  I::rj  a  graduate  of  Oxford,  and  to  lIhich  are  aided  Sate  reIlBrks  I::rj  H.S. ,.20  
Slarum's  remarks  on  Hegel  are  noteworthy,  principally  for  two  things:  their  illustratirg  a  mood  
of  receptivity  to  philosophical  idealism  of  all  kinds;  and  their  striking  resenblance  to  F.H.  
Brad1ey's  "bloodless  categories"  outburst  against  Hegelian  panlogisn  in  his  Principles  of  

~. 
"can  'Ne  believe  that  tOOse  rich  varieties  by  which  'Ne  are  surrwnded  - life,  the  
soul,  love,  virtue  and  others  - that  these  are  everyllhere  and  always  the  result  of  
that  one  trilogical  fom  of  proceeding  - thesis,  antithesis,  synthesis?"21  

As  for  the  first  resemblance,  the  following  passage  is  not  unlike  lIhat  John  Q:-ote  was  saying  at  
the  time  and  what  Bradley  was  to  say  some  twenty  years  later:  

"We  are  not  foreign  to  the  world  ~rein 'Ne  live.  The  same  tide  of  existence  that  
sustains  it  flows  throogh  us,  and  it  is  not  strange  that  a  strong  syIllPatl¥  sOOuld  
make  our  instinct  often  at  once  confozm  to  \!hat  our  slo1fier  reae:>n  afterwards  shows  us  
to  be  the  truth,  but  in  EWery  case  many  faults  are  and  must  be  canmi tted;  the  
greatest  of  all  being,  parhaps,  the  necessity  of  dividing  or  decaIlposing  that  Wlwh  
is  essentially  one  - a  who1e."22  

Slaman's  position  on  knowledge  of  the  Abe:>lute  is  that  of  H.L.  Mansel.23  It  was  an  irreligiOls  
presumption  on  Begel's  part  to  assert  the  unit;y  of  toought  and  being;  the  h\Jlliin  mind,  witoout  

19  The  English  Review,  vol.  x,  p.  388.  

20  The  SUbjective  Logic  of  Rege1,  trans.  Slanan  and  wal10n  (London,  1855).  This..as  the  first  
..ork  of  Regal's  to  be  translated  into  Erqlish,  in  this  case  fran  a  Frend!.  version  Wlich  
appeared  in  1854.  J.  Sibree's  translation  of  Bege1's  Lectures  on  the  Philosophy  of  History  
appeared  in  1857,  with  a  smrt  p:eface  I::rj  the  translator  exp:essirq  app:oval  of  the  work's  
"leading  conceptions."  
21  R.  Slatan,  Logic  of  Hegel,  p.  95.  Canpare  F.H.  Br!dley,  Principles  of  Logic,  2nd  ed.  
(Oxford,  1922),  pp.  590-91.  
22  H.  Slatan,  Logic  of  Hegel,  p.  72.  See  ch.  7,  p.  57.  
23  See  ch.  3,  p.  32.  
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the  aid  of  faith,  is  incapable  of  knowing  God  and  graspiI¥,J  the  whole  truth  of  things.  

The  way  to  acquire  philosophical  knCMledge  is  Schelling's  way,  the  way  of  "sp:mtanerus  
intuition."  The  adoption  of  the  so-called  Schellinglan  nethod  "places  us  bet1leen  the  eccessive  
modesty  of  Kant,  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  lofty  pretentiOlsness  of  Hegel  on  the  other/  and  
besides,  Faith,  in  this  nethod,  ,treserves  its  full  value. ,,24  Slooa.n  concludes  with  an  apmrism  
which  serves  to  remove  h:im  a  long  way  not  only  fron  Hegel  rut  fron  the  whole  philosophical  
enterprise:  

"Not  truth  alone,  but  Goodness  is  rur  final  end  and  aim:  the  ideal  of  both  is  in  us,  
not  distinct  but  instinct I  not  as  science,  but  as  consciencel,,25  

With  the  exception  of  phrases,  chapter  headings  and  other  snatches,  Hegel  was  not  available  in  
English  until  the  Slonan  and  Wallon  translation  of  the  "Lesser  IDgic."  Apart  fron  a  few  
selections  in  Stirling's  Secret  of  Hegel  and  in  the  work  of  some  of  the  St.  Louis  Hegelians  in  
Anerica,  there  'olere  no  further  Begel  translations  of  any  si<pificance  mtil  the  British  
Hegelians  took  on  the  task  in  the  1870s  and  after.  

The  second  notewortlw  item  fron  1855  is  one  of  the  contr.ilJutions  to  a  collection  of  esscws  
enti tled  Oxford  Essays.  In  the  ei'iPth  essay,  T. C.  Sandars  examines  Hegel's  Philosophy  of  
Right. 26  Although  only  an  essay  - and  ostensibly  a  sunmary  - it  was  the  first  serialS  stooy  of  
Hegel's  p:>litical  philosq?hy  in  English.  Sandars  had  grasped  the  !leaning  of  the  Hegelian  idea  
of  Recht,  and  expressed  it  in  a  manner  which  was  both  fresh  and  faithful  to  the  original:  

"Prescription  is  not  a  natter  of  nerely  positive  lClli',  arranged  fOr  the  advantage  of  
the  canmunityl  but  it  is  a  matter  of  natural  right.  It  is  the  expression  of  the  
necessity  mich  the  will  is  under  of  continually  exhibiting  itself  as  external.  ,,27  

He  praises  Regal's  elevation  of  the  universal  conscience  of  the  state  over  that  of  the  
individual,  of  objective  over  subjective  ri~t, mile  recognizing  the  recip:ocal  nature  of  the  
organic  theory  of  the  state.  

"Freedon  attains  its  hi~st objective  ex,tression,  mile  at  the  same  tilE  the  freedom  
of  the  subjective  will  works  unhnpeded,  for  the  State  is  the  highest  metlDd  of  
carrying  out  and  developing  the  individual.,,28  

It  is  not  merely  an  ideal;  it  is  "the  sovereignty  which  makes  the  worst  state  still  a  state,  
like  the  principle  of  life  mich  makes  the  cripple  alive. ,,29  

Sandars  took  Begel's  "deification"  of  the  state  literally,  accepting  it  as  the  will  of  G::ld  
"expressed  in  the  present  world."30  This  was  a  llDSt  unusm.l  view  to'  hold  in  mid-Victorian  
England.  It  was  also  an  erronerus  one,  insofar  as  Hegel's  "deification"  of  anything  \fiS  

intended  to  be  purely  metaphorical.  God  was,  for  Hegel,  the  Word  made  flesh,  not  a  transcendent  
being  wb:>  can  intervene  in  the  world  at  will.  "The  lIBrch  of  God  in  the  W)rld"  ...as  an  :lmnanent  
and  rational  process  for  Hegel.  Sandars  understood  at  least  c:me  aspect  of  this  process  - that  
Hegal  did  not  intend  an  exact  correlation  between  the  hismrical  developnent  of  ri'iPt  and  the  
dialectic  of  its  ideal  he  was  not  trying  to  force  historical  fonns  into  a  logical  order,  nor  
make  the  m::ments  of  reason  wait  up:>n  history.  His  rendering  of  one  of  Hegel's  shrewdest  
observations  up:>n  Kant's  lOOral  theoty  is  particularly  good:  

"Well-being  is  not  good  withOlt  ri~t, nor  is  ri<jlt  good  withOlt  'olell-being.  We  nust  

24  B.  Slanan,  IDgic  of  Regel,  p.  96.  
25  Ibid.  
26  ~s Collett  Sandars  (1825-94)  was  a  fellCM  of  Oriel  College,  Oxford,  and  rea:ier  of  
constitutional  law  and  history  to  the  Inns  of  Court,  1865-73.  His  edition  of  Justinian's  
Institutes  appeared  in  1853.  
21  T.C.  Sandars,  Oxford  Essays,  p.  223.  
28  Ibid.,  p.  243.  
29  ibid.  
30  Ibid.,  p.  244.  
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not  say,  Fiat  justitia,  pereat  mmCils,  for  \Oe  re;ruire  that  the  world  sh>uld  be  
p:eserved  as  well  as  justice  done.,,3l  

This  is  a  point  which  Bradley  was  to  drive  hcme  with  great  force  and  elegance  in  Ethical  
Studies.  Sandars'  study  contains  other  evidence  of  an  unusually  acute  understanding  of  Hegel's  
political  philosophy.  For  eKa11Iple,  he  recognized  that  British  econauic  life  was  a  good  
illustration  of  Begel's  "civil  society,"  and  that  Hegel' s  account  of  economic  interdependence  
and  of  the  dialectic  of  econanic  want  and  gratification  O\IIed  something  to  British  IDlitical  
econany.  

The  following  ~ar (1856)  the  French  Hegel  enthusiast,  AUgusto  vera,  published  a  work  in  
English  which  loosely  linked  the  imIDrted  and  the  hcme-grOllJll  British  varieties  of  philcsophical  
idealism.32  He  PurIDrted  to  see  in  a  worlt  such  as  Ferrier's  Institutes  (of  Wlich  IlDre  in  a  
manent)  signs  of  a  revival  of  British  interest  in  metapl¥sics,  in  "true  philosopl¥."  lilat  
little  he  has  to  s;q  about  Hegel  marks  no  critical  advance  uIDn  native  British  canmmtazy_  
There  is  a  great  deal  of  diatribe  against  the  philosophy  of  CQUllDn  sense  and  the  alleged  
British  predilection  for  applying  the  criterion  of  p:acticality  in  philosq>hical  questions.  
Apart  fran  the  occasional  mechanical  references  to  Hegel  which  contimed  to  appear  in  
historical  surveys,  there  is  nothing  wortl¥  of  cannent  bet10een  the  English  pti:>lication  of  
Vera's  work  and  Stirling's  Secret  of  Hegel  (1865).  

None  of  the  first  British  attenpts  to  cane  to  grips  with  Hegel  are  as  intrinsically  
interesting  as  that  entirely  home-grown  philosq>hicalidealism  Wlich  has  already  been  alluded  
to.  J.F.  Fe=ier  and  John  Grote  were  elaborating  distinctive  idealist  philosophies  of  their  a.m  
during  the  1850s  and  1860s.33  Fe=ier  denied  any  Begelian  influence,  saying:  "I  am  no  fbllo1oer  
of  Begel.  I  cannot  follow  what  I  do  not  understand."34  His  not  understanding  Begel  did  not,  
however,  deter  him  fran  writing  an  article  on  Hegel  for  the  Imperial  Dictionary  of  Universal  
Biography.35  His  remarlts  on  Hegel's  th>ught  concentrate  on  the  difficulties  of  the  notion  of  
the  Absolute  and  its  identification  with  rational  self-cons::iwsness.  Be  questions  Kant's  
theory  of  knowledge  and  its  preclusion  of  the  Hegelian  solution  to  the  problen.  One  of  
Ferrier's  remarks  is  worth  quoting,  because  it  shows  that,  in  spite  of  his  dis::lailler,  he  
understood  at  least  one  imIDrtant  feature  of  Hegel's  philcsopl¥:  

"Schelling  was  of  the  opinion  that  the  citadel  of  truth  was  to  be  carried  by  a  

31  ~., p.  230.  eanpare  G.W.F.  Hegel,  Philosophy  of  Right,  trans.  T.M.  Knox  (Oxford,  1942),  
~a. 130,  p.  87.  
32  A.  Ve'ra,  An  Inquiry  into  Speculative  and  E?q>erimental  Science  (London,  1856).  Ve'ra's  
translation  of  Hegel's  Encyclopaedia  into  French  appeared  in  1863.  His  Introduction  A  la  
philosophie  de  Hegel  went  thrwgh  two  editions  (Paris,  1855  and  1864).  
33  Janes  Frederick  Fe=ier  (1808-1864),  after  two  ~ars' study  at  Edinburgh,  10ent  to  Magdalen  
College,  Oxford,  where  he  was  much  influenced  by  Sir  Wiliiam  Hamilton.  He  graduated  in  1831,  
after  Iilich  he  studied  GentaIl  philosophy  at  Heidelberg  in  1834.  He  was  Professor  of  Civil  
History  at  Edinl:urgh  University  fran  1842  to  1845  and  Professor  of  Moral  PhilCisopl¥  and  
IUlitical  Econcmy  at  the  University  of  St.  Andrews  fran  1845  to  1864.  

John  Grote  (1813-1866)  was  a  younger  brother  of  George  Grote,  the  historian.  An  
undergraduate  at  Trinity  College,  Caroridge,  he  was  elected  a  fellow  in  1837.  He  was  ordlined  
in  1844  and  IIPved  to  the  college  living  at  Trumpin:Jton  in  1847.  He  su::ceeded  \tlSllell  as  
Knightsbridge  Professor  of  Moral  Philosopl¥  in  1855.  The  first  volune  of  his  chief  worlt,  
Exploratio  Philosophica,  appeared  in  1865,  the  second  not  until  1900.  
34  J.F.  Ferrier,  Scottish  Philosophy:  The  Old  and  the  New  (Edinburgh,  1856),  p.  22.  Anth:my  
Quintan  retells  J.H.  Stirling's  story,  that  he  disc0\7ered  Ferrier  reading  a  worlt  of  Regel's  
upside  down  because  he  couldn't  make  any  sense  out  of  it  right  way  up  (Absolute  Idealism,  p.  
21).  
35  '!'his  was  collected  in  his  "Philosqmical  Renains,"  vol.  III  of  The  Philosophical  W:>rks  of  
the  Late  James  Frederick  Fe=ier  (Edinl:urgh,  1888).  
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coup  de  main,  by  a  genial  'intellectual  intuition.'  H~el conceived  that  it  was  to  be  
won  only  by  slCM  sap  and  regular  logical  app:'oaches. ,,3  

Ferrier's  magnum  qms,  Institutes  of  Metaphysics,  \ORiS  first  publishErl  in  1854.  In  the  
tradition  of  British  empiricism,  its  startirg  p:>int  is  the  problem  of  knCMledge.  Its  conclusion  
is  that  mind  per  se  and  matter  per  se  are  unknowable.  "Minds  together  with  what  they  apprehend  
are  the  only  veritable  existences.,,37  He  asserts  the  "indis::oluble  unity"  of  swject  am  object  
- ~ich has  a  distinctly  Hegelian  ring  about  it.  However,  by  that  mity  he  does  not  nean  llbat  
Hegel  neans.  For  Hegel,  the  unity  of  t.b:>ught  and  beirg  entails  an  identiqr  of  identity  am  
non-identity;  rea::on  actualizes  itself  in  all  the  diversity  of  the  natural  and  hismrical  
worlds.  Fe=ier  places  rational  self-consciousness  in  opp:>sition  to  sense-perception  and  the  
human  passions,  thus  seriously  impairing  the  full  mity  of  thought  and  being.  For  Ferrier,  this  
unity  was  not  nerely  a  necessary  condition  of  any  knCMledge  at  all,  but  also  a  limitation  upm  
knCMledge.  For  all  his  willingness  to  see  in  Hegel  the  hard  but  sure  way  to  philoscphical  
truth,  Fe=ier  did  not  allCM  for  an  Absolute  which  is  anything  m:>re  than  an  abstract  universal  
set  over  a<;pinst  concrete  particulars.  It  is,  in  effect,  the  Kantian  thing-in-itself  on  
Ferrier's  inte:tpretation.  The  ultimate  reality  or  unreality  of  the  external  world  is,  in  
Ferrier's  system,  an  unanswerable  question.  There  is  an  external  world,  blt  only  in  its  
relation  :to  minds.  Minds  cannot  penetrate  beyond  the  knCMer-known  relationship;  they  are  
confinErl  to  the  act  - or  state  - of  knowing.  Ferrier's  "agloiology,"  or  theory  ofi91orance,  
was  an  attempt,  reminiscent  of  Kant,  to  delimit  the  rarge  of  valid  netaplwsical  speculation.  In  
this  respect  it  resen:bles  Sir  William  Hamilton's  philosophy  of  the  "Conditioned. ,,38  Ferrier  
CMed  little  to  Kant,  however.  His  work  was  an  original  attempt  to  work  out  a  solution  to  
p:'oblems  posErl  by  sensationalist  and  Scottish  "canI!Dn  sense"  philosophy.  

Unlike  Ferrier,  Grate  was  quite  unsystE!llatic,  and  deliberately  00.  His  work  is  remenbered  
primarily  for  its  idealist  aper~. He  stressErl  the  need  for  the  mind  to  be  "at  bane"  in  the  
world  of  its  experience.  That  the  mind  is  ad~uate to  the  exp:'ession  of  the  wmle  of  ex];Brience  
in  all  its  canplexity,  that  there  is  nothing  that  the  mind  cannot  penetrate  am  there  find  a  
reflection  of  itself,  is  the  central  Hegelian  theme.  But,  as  Ferrier  dimly  ];Brceived,  Regel  '\'BS  

a  systematic  philosopher;  his  results  were  achieved  by  a  lorg,  logical,  step-by-step  process,  
not  by  "genial  intuitions."  

Grote  expressly  made  a  oort  of  rational  intuitivism  the  foundation  of  his  noral  
philosophy.  Pronouncements  about  virtue  and  duty  e:nanatirg  fran  our  intuitive  faculty  p:>int  us  
in  the  sane  direction  as  the  principles  of  utility  and  the  greatest  happiness.  The  ~eatest 
happiness  of  the  greatest  number  is  itself  an  intuitErl  ideal.  Sidgwick's  utilitarian  synthesis,  
universalistic  hedonism,  was  in  part  inspirErl  by  this  idea  of  Grote's  and  by  his  teaming  at  
cambridge.39  Behind  Grote's  rational  intuitivism  lay  an  (unargued)  assUllption  - partly  
religious,  partly  episteuological  - that  the  IlOral  miverse  is  harnonicus:  

"The  belief  that  law  or  order,  as  opp:>sErl  to  chaos  and  ran:ianness,  must  
apply ... to  the  entire  of  being ... seems  to  ne  to  play  the  sane  part  in ... life  or  the  
moral  universe  as  it  does  in  the  intellectual  universe.  No  experience  could  give  us  
this  belief,  but ... intellectually  we  could  not  think  fOr  a  IOOIIent  without  it • ..40  

Grote's  intuitional  ethics  were  an  integral  part  of  the  climate  of  Coleridgean  idealism  at  
Cambridge,  ~ich prevailErl  for  several  decades.  This  line  of  thou91t  owErl  sonething  to  Kant,  
but  nothing  to  Regel.  

36  J.F.  Ferrier,  Works,  vol.  III,  p.  560.  
37  Ibid,  vol.  I,  p.  540.  
38  see-ch.  3,  pp.  32-33,  fOr  a  very  brief  discussion  of  Hamiltonian  philosoplw.  

39  See  ch.  6,  pp.  52-53  and  55,  for  Sidgwick's  contribution  to  utilitarianisn.  
40  J.  Grote,  A  Treatise  on  the  fobral  Ideals,  ed.  J.B.  Mayor  (wm.on,  1876),  p.  373.  (Cited  in  
J.B.  SChneewi.nd,  Sidg.:iick's  Ethics  and  Victorian  Moral  Philoscphy,  p.  120.)  



CH1IPl'ER  3  

Religious  Resistance  to  Begel:  From  Coleridge  to  Personal  Idealism  

As  McTaggart  p:>inted  oot,  not  for  the  first  t.ime  but  m;)re  trenchantly  than  others  had,  
Hegelianisn  is  a  dan~roos ally  for  Christianity.  Yet  it  cane  to  be  retp.rded  as  a  pcss:lhle  
defender  of  the  faith  by  a  number  of  British  philosophers  and  theologians  in  the  middle  )'ears  
of  the  nineteenth  century.  It  made  no  frontal  assault  upon  fundanental  Christian  dognas  such  as  
the  existence  of  a  divine  personality  or  the  action  of  divine  grace;  but  it  cla.imed  to  explain  
them  in  purely  conceptual  tenns.  'ibereas  the  Christian  creed  WiS  traditionally  exp:essed  in  
w:>rd-pictures  and  visml  imagery,  Hegelianisn  claliued  to  be  able  to  corwey  its  essence  - the  
reason  implicit  in  Christianity  - without  literary  or  pictorial  aids.  '!his  seemingly  
inoffensive  claim  of  Hegelianisn,  to  say  the  scme  thing  as  Christiani1:¥  rut  in  a  different  Wiy,  
involved  the  further  and  oore  p:-etentioos  claim  to  understand  the  essence  of  Christianity  
directly,  sauethinq  of  which  the  mphilosophical  Christian  was  supp:>sedly  incapable.  It  claimed  
to  understand  Christianity  better  than  it  understood  itself.  M:>reover,  it  claiIred  to  cOllp::ehend  
Christiani1:¥  not  merely  in  the  sense  of  understaOOing  it,  but  also  in  the  sense  of  including  it  
within  its  system,  thereby  insinmting  its  spiritual  superiority.  A  Christian  ap:>loglst  micjlt  
reply  that  the  supposed  superiority  of  Hegelianisn  is  based  upon  a  merely  intellectual  and  
external  grasp  of  Christian  belief,  but  that  true  belief  arises  frOll  an  understanding  \\hich  
surpasses  mere  intellectual  canprehension,  and  that  in  this  sense  the  mphilc::sophical  Olristian  
knows  oore  than  the  Hegelian  philoscpher.  For  the  philoscphically  inclined  Christian,  
Hegelianisn  can  be  deceptively  attractive.  An  alliance  with  Hegelianisn  is  expensive,  however.  
It  promises  Christianity  security  atp.inst  IIBterialisn  and  skepticisn,  but  at  the  ruinoos  p::ice  
of  being  decanp:>sed  and  digested  by  a  systen  of  philosophy.  

During  the  1830s,  1840s  and  1850s,  the  overwhelming  IIBjority  of  English  divines  and  
academics  - wIxI  at  Oxford  and  Cambridge  were  necessarily,  if  in  certain  cases  only  nominally,  
ortlDdOx  in  their  religioos  beliefs  - were  instinctively  repelled  l¥  Hegelianil3ll.  Their  
knowledge  of  Hegel's  thoucjlt  WiS  largely  second-iland  and  extremely  thin.  Nevertheless,  they  
were  m;)re  truly  guided  by  their  instincts  than  were  some  of  their  m;)re  sophisticated  su::cessors  
by  their  enthusiasm  for  Hegelianism. 1  

The  theological  animus  atp.inst  Geman  philoscphical  idealisn  WiS  particularly  violent  in  
the  1830s  and  1840s,  caning  to  a  head  with  the  re.rollltions  of  1848.  It  WiS  tied  into  a  defence  
of  the  British  constitution  - for  ..nich  one  could  usually  read  the  political  establishnent  
and  the  Church  of  England.  As  some  of  the  citations  fran  the  pI'e.rious  chapter  sU3~st, the  
British  reader  might  10Iell  have  been  made  alliire  of  soIlething  having  opne  seriously  awry  in  
GeIlllan  culture  by  a  veritable  spate  of  anti-Hegelian  tracts  in  the  1840s.  They  orjqinated  in  
Gemany,  were  written  for  a  GerDBn  audience,  and  were  directed  oore  aglinst  the  so-called  Left  
Hegelians  than  against  ortlDdox  Hegelianisn.  Virtmlly  none  of  them  were  translated,  but  some  
of  this  onslaught  on  Hegal  throu9'J.  his  epigoni  could  have  percolated  into  the  English  
bien-pensant  conscioosness.  In  Shlano  Avineri IS  w:>rds:  

1  F.D.  Maurice,  an  influential  Broad  Oturch  theologian  and  exp:>nent  of  ColerMgaan  religioos  
thinking  (and  Grote's  su::cessor  as  KnightEbrMga  Professor  of  M:>ral.  Philosophy  at  cambridga  in  
1866),  WiS  one  of  those  generously  - and  mcritically  - receptive  to  Geman  philoscphical  
idealism.  In  his  historical  survey,  A  Treatise  of  Moral  and  Metaphysical  Philosophy  (London,  
1862),  he  refused  to  endorse  the  odium  theologi=  attached  to  Hegel  in  Britain.  However,  
Hegelianisn  seems  to  have  had  as  little  to  do  with  his  thought  as  he  with  the  course  of  
Hegelianisn  in  Britain.  
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"The  vehemence  of  attacks  from  religious  <parters  on  Hegel  can  perhaps  be  compared  to  
the  reaction  in  England  to  Darwin:  few  people  have  been  so  violently  criticized  for  
subverting  religion  and  plblic  order."2  

Avineri  describes  well  too  various  ironies  involved  in  too  attack  on  Hegel  as  an  enemy  of  gocd  
order  and  religion.  With  rare  exceptions  - such  as  Jowett,  who  was  in  Germany  at  the  time  and  
understood  German  - this  particular  controversy  had  ID  particular  impact  on  tooughtful  Britons.  
However,  it  certainly  did  rot  facilitate  the  British  reception  of  };i1iloso};i1ical  idealism.  If  it  
did  anything,  it  must  have  merely  strengthened  too  built-in  resistance  to  such  a  strange  and  
seemingly  irreligious  system  of  thought  as  Hegel' s.  Thr  those  few  who  could  read  German,  the  
form  and  style  of  Hegelian  philosophy  were  forbidding  and,  to  many,  repellent;  and  there  was  
the  hurdle  of  the  native  empirical  tradition  to  get  over,  as  well  as  the  theological  one.  

What  about  the  home-grown  reaction  to  empiricism,  associationist  psychology  and  the  total  
rej ection  of  metaphysics?  It  has  been  claimed  for  Samuel  Taylor  Coleridge  that  00  alone  among  
British  thinkers  in  the  first  half  of  the  nineteenth  century  really  understood  what  Kant  was  
talking  about.  He  was  one  of  too  very  few  English  men  of  letters  woo  read  German.  However,  his  
understanding  is  said  to  have  been  the  result  of  his  having  independently  arrived  at  
essentially  too  sane  p:>sition  as  Kant,  chiefly  through  his  study  of  too  seventeenth  century  
cambridge  Platonists. 3  Therefore,  it  is  said,  what  he  gained  from  Kant  was  merely  
supplementary I  reinforcing  his  own  distinctive  statement  of  philosophical  idealism.  Wellek  and,  
more  recently,  Orsini  have  <pestioned  this  assesssment,  maintaining  that  Coleridge  drew  heavily  
up:>n  Kant  and  SChelling  in  his  struggle  against  atheism  and  hedonism,  and  indicating  that,  in  
his  zeal  to  combat  such  grievous  errors  - or  perhaps  it  was  due  to  lack  of  comprehension  - 00  
failed  to  exercise  sufficient  discrimination  in  his  borrowings. 4  In  short,  Coleridge  did  not  
"get  inside"  the  critical  J;hilosophy.  Thr  Coleridge,  reason  was  akin  to  faith  and  opposed  to  
too  discursive  understanding.  Such  a  view  does  not  do  justice  to  too  intricacies  of  Kant's  
solution  to  the  problem  of  accounting  for  knowledge  of  both  a  };i1ysical  and  a  Iroral  w:>rld  
without  splitting  too  human  intellect  and  divorcing  pure  reason  fram  sense  experience.  Reason  
came  close  with  Coleridge  to  being  the  source  of  exalted  feelings  and  spiritual  expansion,  
notwithstanding  his  adoption  of  Kant's  theory  that  too  truth  of  religious  beliefs  is  guaranteed  
by  practical  reason  and  everyman I  s  moral  experience.  As  Wellek  suggests,  Coleridge  stood  IlIUch  
closer  to  SChelling,  the  leader  in  Gennany  of  the  Christian  reaction  against  too  ambitious  
intellectual  claims  of  fhilosofhical  idealism,  than  he  did  to  Kant. 5  On  all  accounts,  Coleridge  
did  not  bring  Kant  to  England.  

~ own  reading  of  Coleridge  is  that  like  the  rest  of  that  first  group  of  Englishmen  to  come  
into  contact  with  Kant  - and  Hegel  - his  intellectual  frame  of  reference  was  to  a  great  extent  

a  theological  creation.  Ooleridge  did  not  endoy  the  philosophical  benefits  of  being  part  of  a  
l1IOV'ement  of  ideas,  of  participating  in  the  intense  interchange  of  ideas  and,  in  effect,  
professional  industriousness  of  speculation  which  marks  a  period  of  intellectual  developnent  
such  as  that  which  occurred  in  Germany  between  1770  and  1820.  Human  reason  was  IDt  its  own  
arbiter,  as  it  was  for  the  German  idealists.  They  belonged  to  a  rationalist  tradition  which  is  
not  shy  of  pursuing  a  fhilosofhical  argument  wherever  it  might  lead;  they  observed  ID  
theological  barriers  to  thought.  All  the  Gennan  idealists  had  religious  convictions  of  one  sort  
or  another.  'lhe  original  impulse  of  both  Kant'  s  and  Hegel' s  thought  was  partly  religious.  In  
too  case  of  Kant,  it  was  a  desire  to  fim  a  place  for  human  moral  freedom  am  the  Christian  God  

.i:n  a  w:>rld  of  causally  determined  phenomena;  Regel' s  mature  };i1iloso};i1y  originated  in  
speculation  about  the  nature  of  Judaism  and  Christianity.  These  men  were  not,  however,  

2  S.  Avineri,  "Hegel  revisited,"  Hegel:  A  Collection  of  Critical  Essays,  ed.  A.  M3.cIntyre  (New  
York,  1972),  p.  339.  
3  See  J.H.  Muirhead,  Coleridge  as  Philosopher  (London,  1930),  passim.  
4  G.N.G.  Orsini,  Coleridge  and  German  Idealism  (carbondale,  Ill.,  1969),  esp.  ch.  8  and  9.  

5  R.  Wellek,  Immanuel  Kant  in  England,  p.  116.  
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canmitted,  as  was  Coleri.dge,  to  any  sectarian  dogira  or  religioo.s  establlsbnent.  

What  distinguished  Coleri.dge  fran  his  contanporaries  in  Britain  ..as  his  phila;ophical  
receptivity  to  Gennan  idealism.  He  share:i  many  of  their  theological  l:ut  few  of  their  
philosophical  presuppositions.  He  was  an  enthusiastic  student  of  Necplatonisn  fran  Plotims  to  
Cudworth.  Although  he  had  been  an  adherent  of  Hartley' s  asa:>ciationist  psyclx>l09)!  at  an  early  
stage  of  his  philosophical  develcpment,  he  cane  to  detest  the  "c=n  sense"  phila:~ophy because  
of  its  seeming  indifference  to  the  mral  life  and  its  rejection  of  intuitive  knowle:ige  llhich  
can  put  man  in  touch  with  the  world  of  Platonic  Ideas.  Like  Herder  and  other  Gennan  Ranantics,  
Coleridge  was  looking  for  a  philoscphical  explanation  of  the  pt'Oductive  energy  of  the  creative  
mind,  revealed  especially  in  art  and  the  aesthetic  sense  or  imagination.  This  ..as  a  highly  
WlUSual  intellectual  pursuit  in  the  first  two  or  three  decades  of  nineteenth  century  Britain.  
Most  of  his  contanporaries  contrived  to  accCJlU!Ddate  conventional  religioo.s  belief  with  a  
passive  acceptance  of  pleasure-pain  ethics  and  a  large  neasure  of  philoscphical  naterialism.  
Coleri.dge  was  fighting  an  indigenrus  philosophy  which  was  largely  indifferent  to  man's  moral  
and  spiritual  nsture  with  'ltlatever  tNeapon  came  to  hand,  although  many  of  his  tNeap:>ns  tNere  drawn  
fran  an  indigenrus  store.  Ka.nt's  transcendentalism  and  his  cat~orical imperative  were  grist  to  
Coleri.dge's  mill  rather  than  the  bearer  of  fresh  insight  into  the  J;erennial  pt"oblan  of  .heM  to  
make  a  coherent  whole  out  of  experience.  He  had  an  intuitive  grasp  of  the  central  problan  of  
philoscphical  idealism;  rut,  as  the  following  passage  £ran  "The  statesnan' s  M:mual"  (  1816)  
suggests,  Coleri.dge's  overall  view  of  that  phila;ophical  tra1i.tion  was  rather  poetic  and  fuzzy  
as  to  philoscphical  relationships  am:mg  thinkers  contrib.tting  to  that  tradition:  

~ether ideas  are  regulative  only,  according  to  Aristotle  and  Kant;  or  likewise  
constitutive  and  one  with  the  po~oer and  life  of  nature,  according  to  Plato  and  
Plotirus ••• is  the  highest  problan  of  phila:~ophy and  not  part  of  its  nauenclature. n6  

Hegel  ranaine:i  for  Coleri.dge  a  baffling  postscript  to  Schelling' s  absolute  i.dealisn.  There  
are  sane  intriguing  marginalia  in  Coleri.dge1  s  own  ccpy  of  Hegel' s  Wissenschaft  der  Logik,  llhich  
is  held  in,the  British  museum.?  They  end  on  page  91  of  volume  I  and  he  apparently  read  no  
further,  because  the  rE!I!Bining  pages  tNere  still  uncut  at  the  beginning  of  the  p:-esent  centw:y.  
His  verdict  on  the  first  91  pages  of  the  ~ is  somewhat  perfunctory:  "bewildennent  
throughout  £ran  confusion  of  Terms,"8  and  "pt"Oof  of  the  neglect  of  sound  Logic  by  the  disciples  
of  der  neueste  Philosophie  and  that  the  Ruckfall  von  Ka.nt  has  avenged  itsel£."9  These  two  
accusations  of  verbal  conjuring  and  bad  logic  have  reapJ;eared  ag:tin  and  ag:tin  over  the  :,ears  as  
the  substance  of  British  reaction  to  Hegel.  

Another  familiar  charge,  that  of  Spinozisn,  is  le17elled  at  Hegel  by  Coleri.dge  in  the  
course  of  a  discussion  of  "Determination."  He  seems  to  have  thou9'J.t  that  Hegel' s  theocy  of  
differentiation  throo.gh  negation  ..as  no  advance  up:m  Spinoza's  theory  of  slbstance  and  its  
attributes,  and  that  it  made  insufficient  allo..ance  for  individual  differences.  The  suspicion  
that  Hegelianism  posed  a  grave  threat  to  individuality  ..as  a  reoorrinJ  one,  and  later  in  the  
century  it  ..as  prillarily  responsible  for  prO'IOking  the  revolt  of  the  pera:>nal  idealists.  'lhis  
suspicion  is,  in  all  probability,  what  lies  behind  Coleri.dge 1 s  ranarll:  that  "it  may  explain  a  
wave;  but  not  a  Leaf  or  an  Insect."10  The  applicability  of  this  enignatic  rE!I!Brk  to  Spinoza  is  
doubtful  enrugh;  it  is  quite  pointless  to  try  in  Hegel's  case.  One  of  Hegel's  principal  a:lms  
..as  to  invest  nature  with  a  dynamic  W1ich  would  sublate  or  "lift"  it  into  the  realm  of  
self-conscious  mind.  At  the  scme  t:lme  he  set  oo.t  to  defeat  monistic  concepts  of  unicy  wi tlx>ut  

6  s.T.  Coleridge,  Lay  Serur:>ns,  edo  D.  Coleri.dge  (Iondon,  1852),  PP•  124-25.  
1  These  have  been  published  in  A. D.  Snyder,  Coleridge  on  Logic  and  Learning  (New  Haven,  1929), 
KP·  162-65.  

Fran  the  facing  pages  of  Coleridge 1 s  ccpy  of  Hegel 1 s  Wissenschaft  der  Logik•  
9  Coleri.dge's  copy  of  Hegel's  ~, P•  54.  
10  ~· P•  65.  
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differentiation  - the  worst  offender  in  this  respect  being  Schelling 1 s  Absolute,  with  Which  
Coleridge  himself  flirted.  In  his  notebook  of  October  1818,  Coleridge  lU!lps  Spinoza,  Schelling  
and  Hegel  together  as  exp:ments  of  a  totally  unmediated  unicy  of  "Ens  and  Non-Ens.  u11  

Coleridge 1 s  most  persistent  canplaint  is  that  Hegel 1 s  system  is  theologically  unsound.  He  
attached  undue  sicpificance  to  the  dialectical  triad,  inteqreting  it  as  an  attempted  literal  
translation  of  the  Christian  trinicy  and  thereby  paving  the  way  for  his  own  and  others'  serirus  
misunderstanding  of  Hegel's  purpose.  Hegel  regarded  the  Incarnation  and  the  Atonenent  as  the  
religious  consciousness'  imaginative  rendering  of  rational  truth,  the  contimous  process  of  
cancellation  arrl  preservation  in  all  things.  Hegel 1 s  assertion  that  Being  is  the  mi cy  of  
deteminateness  and  indeteminateness  met  with  Coleridge 1 s  appr011al  because,  he  said,  it  
concurs  with  the  Platonist  max:iJn  that  God  is  the  "cannon  neasure  of  the  Infinite  and  the  
Finite."  "This,"  says  Coleridge,  "is  the  first  sensible  REmark  that  I  have  met  with"12- and  
apparently  the  last,  because  he  then  severely  rep:-ine.nds  Hegel  for  saying  that  the  J('antian  
thing-in-itself  is  none  other  than  that  Absolute  which  men  can  know  nothin;J  abrut.  Coleridge  
calls  the  thing-in-itself  the  rational  "Idea  in  God,"  but  adds  that  only  God  can  realize  
unity-in-difference.  

Coleridge  is  the  most  notable  of  those  who  struggled  without  su::::cess  to  understand  Hegel 1 s  
philosophy  - not  that  Coleridge  tried  particularly  hard.  There  are  several  relatively  obscure  
figures  whose  struggles  were  more  intense  and  whose  approach  to  "der  neueste  Philosophie''  was  
nore  earnest,  if  no  nore  enthusiastic;  but  the  fruits  of  their  labours  ~re on  the  wlole  no  
more  pranising.  The  "secret  of  Hegel"  remained  dark  and  seemingly  impenetrable,  save  for  
occasional  glimpses,  until  the  1870s.  One  of  the  first  to  penetrate  the  supposed  mJIStery  11as  
Benjamin  Jowett.13  He  published  no  work  on  Hegel  and  barely  figuies  in  the  histo:cy  of  
philosophy,  but  he  has  his  own  intrinsic  interest  as  a  transmitter  of  ideas.  There  'liiBre  mny  
more  abortive  attempts  to  understand  - and  IIDre  smcessful  ones  to  discredit  - Hegel 1 s  
philosophy  after  Jowett  began  to  quietly  "sp:ead  the  word."  Jo~tt's role  as  a  teacher  of  
philosophical  idealism  will  be  discussed  in  a  later  chapter.14  Here  it  will  suffice  to  say  
sarething  about  Jowett  as  an  intellectually  sqlhisticated  Christian  who  strove  to  assimilate  
Hegelianism  and  then  totally  rejected  it.  

In  the  sum:ner  of  1844  Jowett  went  on  a  reading  tour  of  Gemany  with  A.P.  Stanley.  In  
Dresden,  Jowett  sought  out  Erdi!B.nn,  a  disciple  of  Hegel  wh::>  \E.S  attending  a  philological  
congress  there.  Like  many  students  of  philosophy  in  England,  Jowett  had  heard  of  Hegel  and  his  
German  reputation~ but  unlike  JOOSt  of  his  fellows  he  was  p:epared  to  undertake  the  ardurus  task  
of  studying  Hegel  in  the  original.  He  and  the  future  Archbish:>p  Temple  collaborated  on  a  
translation  of  Hegel 1  s  Wissenschaft  der  I.ogik,  but  abandoned  the  p:oject  in  1849.  

His  falling  out  with  Hegel,  like  that  of  so  many  of  the  first  Englishnen  to  cate  into  

11  The  Notebooks  of  Sanuel  Taylor  Coleridge,  ed.  K.  CobJrn  (London,  1973  ),  vol.  III,  entry  
4445.  
12  coleridge 1  s  copy  of  Hegel 1 s  ~, P•  89.  
13  Benjami.n  Jowett  ( 1817-93)  went  up  to  Balliol  College,  Oxford,  in  1836  and  remined  a  l!IE!!!ber  
of  the  college  until  his  death.  Elected  a  fellow  while  still  an  undergraduate,  he  then  became  a  
tutor  ( 1842-70),  was  ordained  in  1845  and  was  app:Jinted  M:lster  of  Balliol  in  1870,  'lhich  post  
he  held  for  the  rest  of  his  life.  He  was  appointed  Re;Jius  Professor  of  Greek  in  1855  and  was  
Vice-Chancellor  of  the  thiversity,  1882-6.  He  becane  a  controversial  figure  ·in  the  mid-centu:cy  
religious  disputes  because  of  his  liberal  views  on  Scriptural  inteipretation,  as  put  forward  in  
his  Epistles  of  St.  Paul  and  in  the  nore  widely  read  Essays  and  Reviews.  His  theological  viets  
were  thought  inconsistent  with  his  Oxford  professorship  and  there  was  considerable  agitation  
ffinst  him.  Throughout  his  career  he  was  active  in  educational  and  miversity  refom.  

See  eh.  5,  PP•  43,  44,  45-46  and  47.  
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contact  with  Hegel,  was  theologically  motivatei.  On  the  other  hand,  like  Coleridga  he  was  
philosq;>hically  receptive  to  ~~any of  the  "leadirr:J  conceptions"  of  Ger~~an philoscphical  
idealism.  Unlike  Coleri.dge,  he  put  them  to  scholarly  use.  Whereas  Coleridge' s  kn0t1ledga  of  
Hegel.  was  sketchy  in  the  extreme,  Jowett's  was  tlDrough,  crlded  to  W1ich  he  had  a  much  better  
understanding  of  Hegel 's  overall  purp:Jse  and  his  relationship  to  the  idealist  tradition  in  
Western  philosq;>hy.  

Jo'llett  was  not  a  Hegelian  p:-illarily  for  reas:>ns  of  religioos  belief,  the  ins1lrll\:)mtable  
barrier  bebleen  Hegel  and  nany  nineteenth  century  English  writers.  These  reas:>ns  becane  
inextricably  bound  up  with  a  growing  distaste  for  the  direction  taken  1¥  Genre.n  philoscphy.  In  
a  letter  to  A.P.  Stanley,  datei  August  20,  1846,  he  sa,ys:  

"The  problem  of ••• Truth  idealized  and  yet  in  action,  he  does  not  seem  to  me  to  have  
solved;  the  Gospel  of  St.  John  does.  Hegel  seems  to  me  not  the  perfect  phi103ophy,  
but  the  perfect  self-consciousness  of  philosq>hy. "15  

In  another  letter  to  Stanley  ( 1847)  JO'Ilett  canplained  that  "the  Gexman  theologues  get  more  and  
nore  drawn  into  the  ..tlirlp:x>l  of  philosq>hy,  and  all  their  varioos  harnonies  are  but  faint  
echoes  of  Schelling  and  Hegel."16  He  admired  F.c.  Baur,  the  doyen  of  the  Tubingen  school  of  
theologians,  for  not  allowing  his  Hegelianism  to  gat  in  the  W{ly  of  his  B:ihlical  criticism.17  In  
his  contribution  to  Essays  and  Reviews  0860),  "On  the  Intex:pretation  of  Scripture,"  there  is  
no  trace  of  Hegelianism,  if  one  eccepts  the  i<Eas  of  p:-ogressive  revelation  and  of  applying  
modern  scientific  and  historical  knCM"ledge  to  Biblical  criticism  - which  ideas  are  not  directly  
attributable  to  Hegel,  although  he  was  one  of  those  resp:ms.ible  for  creating  the  Gernan  clinate  
of  opinion  in  which  they  were  develq.ed.  A  digression  here  UIDn  Jowett's  part  in  Essays  and  
Reviews,  a  collection  of  articles  questioning  the  literal  interp:-etation  of  SCripture,  nay  
thrCM"  some  light  on  the  climate  of  opinion  in  mid-Victorian  England.  

Jowett's  reputation  rests  UIDn  his  classical  scholarship  and  his  Mastership  of  Balliol.  It  
is  usually  forgotten  that  he  was  also  one  of  the  "seven  against  Christ,"  the  contril:utors  to  
Essays  and  Reviews.  This  book  has  often  been  coupled  with  Da.:tWi.n's  Origin  of  Species  (1859)  as  
mrldng  the  great  turning  IDint  in  Victorian  life,  the  beginning  of  an  age  of  doubt.  In  fact,  
Essays  and  Reviews  was  written  by  sincere  Christians  with  no  desire  to  undennine  the  faith  of  
their  readers.  Most  of  them  were  ordained,  including  Jo~o.ett, W1ich  gave  a  misleading  appearance  
of  official  sanction  to  the  heterodox  views  which  they  expressed  - !:ut  'l<tlich  they  by  no  means  
originated.  Their  timing  upset  an  ecclesiastical  hierarchy  particularly  sensitive  to  
intimations  of  heresy.  '!be  Church  of  Enqland  was  at  that  time  under  intellectual  press1re  both  
frcm  within  and  without,  and  s:>ber  criticism  s:>berly  p:-esented  ~«~.s not  well  received.  Jo~iiett' s  
essay,  "On  the  Inte::pretation  of  SCripture,"  ~«~.s a  model  of  sobriecy  and  judiciousness.  Drawing  
upon  his  studies  in  Ger~~an B.iblical  criticism,  Jowett  proposed  that  the  intellectual  energy  
expended  on  making  Biblical  tecta  fit  current  problEllls  and  preconceptions  be  applied  to  
discovering  "not  '~<bat Scripture  nay  be  made  to  nean,  bJ.t  W:lat  it  does. n18  To  do  this  required  
the  critical  tools  of  the  philologist  and  the  historian  and  the  attitme  of  mind  with  \'hich  'lle  

approach  a  pagan  text.  We  llllSt  make  the  effort  to  understand  the  minds  of  the  Prcphets  and  the  
ApostJ.es  and  the  cirQll!IStances  in  which  they  SIDke  and  wrote.  Abolre  all,  we  must  attend  to  the  
text  without  p:-econceptions.  Only  in  this  way  can  we  hope  to  establish  a  fixed,  certain  and  
autb:>ritative  inte::pretation  of  SCripture.  Scripture  is,  of  can-se,  sacred.  It  is  divinely  
inspired.  HeM'  can  it,  therefore,  be  sus::eptible  to  criticism?  HCM"  can  it  be  shaped  in  any  way  
by  historical  accident?  Jowett  intro<i:Jced  the  idea  of  progressive  revelation  to  meet  this  
p:-oblen~o "The  W:>rd"  co=ects  and  expands  itself,  No  one  utterance  in  SCripture  is  sufficient  

15  E.  Abbott  and  L.  camP3ell,  '!be  Life  and  Letters  of  Benjamin  Ja.rett  (London,  1897),  vol.  I, v·  92.  
6  Ibid.,  P•  142. 
 

11  a;;-a  letter  to  Stanley  of  1848  in  Ibid.  ,  P•  162 • 
 
18  B·  JO'Ilett,  Essays  and  Reviews  (London,  1860),  P•  240. 
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apart  from  the  whole,  but  the  meaning  of  Scripture  is  there,  entirely  within  itself,  as  it  is  
in  "any  other  book  written  in  an  age  and  country  of  which  little  =  oo  other  literature  
survives  and  about  which  \'le  know  almost  nothing,  except  what  is  derived  from  its  pages."19  This  
is  what  Jo\Olett  meant  by  saying:  "Interpret  the  Scripture  like  any  other  book."  These  few  words  
- which  he  italicized  himself  - appear  innocent  enough  now;  but  in  the  middle  of  the  nineteenth  
century,  when  for  most  people  the  Bible  was  not  like  any  other  book,  these  words  were  heresy.  

That  Jowett  was  discussing  too  interpretation  of  Scripture  arrl  not  tha  evaluation  of  its  
content  could  easily  be  overlooked.  He  particularly  distinguished  between  the  interpretation  
and  too  adaptation  arrl  application  of  Scripture.  Jowett's  interpretative  canon  was  actually  
rather  puritanical  and  fundamentalist:  no  assistance  from  patristic  or  other  commentary;  no  a  
priori  notions  about  nature  and  origins.  His  avowed  intention,  however,  was  to  ease  the  
inevitable  advent  of  full  and  untrammelled  criticism  of  religious  dogma  and  received  truth,  and  
to  free  the  "moral  power"  of  Scripture  frcm  theological  accretion  arrl  disputation.  lie  affirmed  
the  religious  quality  of  the  search  for  truth.  'lhat  the  truth  will  be  found  in  Scripture  is,  
however,  a  question  of  faith.  Jowett  was  concerned  to  elicit  tha  true  meaning  of  Scripture  
because  he  believed  that  it  was,  as  no  fhilosophical  system  could  be,  the  absolute  truth.  He  
could  never  support  too  sort  of  claims  made  for  hunan  reason  by  Hegel.  

Jowett  was  uneasy  about  tha  ideas  of  developnent  and  evolution  because  they  threatened  to  
undermine  moral  values  by  encouraging  relativism.  In  his  commentary  on  Plato's  Republic,  he  
earnestly  endeavoured  to  reconcile  his  profoundest  moral  and  religious  beliefs  with  doubts  
raised  by  arguments  drawn  from  the  history  of  morals,  arguments  whose  force  ha  could  not  deny.  
As  one  might  expect,  re  disapproved  of  many  of  Plato's  political  proposals,  especially  of  those  
for  the  "guardian"  class  in  the  just  society.  But  Jo\Olett  treated  such  ideas  not  as  an  
expression  of  classical  Greek  culture  =  as  a  problan  in  Plato's  thought,  but  as  a  dismaying  
mental  aberration.20  He  defended  the  Christian  scheme  of  values  very  much  as  if  it  were  a  
timeless,  immutable  Platonic  Idea.  It  is  hard  to  resist  the  conclusion  that  Jowett  was  one  of  
those  who  preferred  ];hilosophy  to  be  a  reritage  or  a  legacy,  a  store  of  great  thoughts,  rather  
than  a  living  force  whose  purpose  is  neither  to  reinforce  religious  belief  nor  to  promote  moral  
rectitude.21  Jowett's  alarm  at  the  philosophical  tendencies  of  his  age  was  both  Platonic  and  
anti-Platonic:  the  new  philosophy  seemed  to  him  sophistry,  but  his  response  frequently  
resembled  that  of  Polemarchus  in  the  Republic.  

Towards  Hegel,  Jowett's  attitude  changed  drastically,  as  Hegelianism  acquired  increasing  
prestige  and  authority  in  British  universities.  In  his  1871  introduction  to  the  Sophist,  he  
says:  "The  system  of  Hegel  frees  the  mind  from  the  dominion  of  abstract  ideas."22  On  the  other  
hand,  we  must  not  becane  enslaved  to  Hegelianism,  which  has  freed  us  to  apply  Hegelian  
criticism  to  itself  as  well  as  to  other  systems.  In  later  editions  of  the  same  introduction,  
Jowett  berates  Hegel  far  tlYa  absence  of  a  transcendent  God  or  "beyond"  in  his  philosophy.  sane  
of  his  criticisms  in  his  later  ootebooks  - admittedly  not  published  and  therefore  not  to  be  
read  as  his  considered  views  - are  bitterly  anti-Hegelian.  The  Hegelian  deduction  of  
categories,  he  says,  is  defective  because  "any  possible  association  by  which  he  can  pass  from  
one  abstraction  to  another  is  enough  far  him."23  Then  there  is  tm  rather  intemperate  remark  
that  "Hegel  did  m  thing  at  all  for  the  elevation  of  German  life. n24  Jowett' s  preference  for  
poetry  and  religion  and  his  distaste  f=  systematic  philosophy  became  increasingly  pronounced  

19  Ibid.,  P•  382.  
20  b  Republic  of  Plato,  trans.  B.  Jowett,  3rd  ea.  (Oxford,  1908),  vol.  II,  pp.  125-28.  
21  "Philosophy  in  late  ages  has  been  to  a  great  extent  a  falling  away  from  Plato."  (B.  Jowett,  
notebook  No.  25,  p.  38.)  
22  Dialogues  of  Plato,  trans.  B.  Jowett,  4th  ed.  (Oxford,  1953),  vol.  III,  P•  201.  
23  B.  Jowett,  notebook  No.  25,  p.  27.  
24  Ibid.,  P•  45.  
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in  his  last  years.  

H.L.  Mansel  is  interesting  for  the  use  he  made  of  Hamilton's  interpretation  of  Kant's  
philosophy  to  combat  the  Hegelian  unity  of  thought  and  being.25  He  was  widely  read  as  a  
theologian  in  mid-Victorian  times  and  enjoyed  a  minor  philosophical  reputation.  In  What  little  
re  wrote  about  Hegel,  Mansel  used  him  as  an  awful  warning  to  too  "neophyte  in  Rationalism."26  
For  Mansel,  Hegel  was  merely  the  most  extravagant  of  the  German  absolute  idealists,  the  logical  
result  of  the  philosophical  pantheism  initiated  by  Kant.  This  is  a  scmewhat  ironic  outccme  
since,  according  to  Mansel,  it  was  Kant  who  had  shown  the  limitations  of  consciousness  and  the  
inaccessibility  to  pure  reason  of  absolute,  unconditioned  reality.  But  Kant  had  ignored  the  
warnings  of  his  own  theoretical  philosophy  and,  on  the  basis  of  his  moral  philosophy,  made  rash  
speculations  about  the  nature  of  the  absolute  and  unconditioned  region  beyond  consciousness.  

"Kant  proved,  though  he  did  not  accept  his  own  conclusions,  that  whatever  is  
made  known  by  consciousness  must  be  relative:  his  successors  adnitted  too  conclusion,  
and  oonsistently  attempted  to  oonstruct  a  philosophy  of  the  absolute  which  should  be  
above  consciousness.  Kant  had  proved  it  to  be  impossible  to  bring  too  object  within  
the  grasp  of  the  subject:  there  remained  the  wilder  attempt  to  expand  the  subject  to  
the  irrmensity  of  the  object."27  

Mansel  saw  quite  correctly  that  in  the  philosophy  of  Hegel  there  is  a  strong  suggestion  that  
"man  must  himself  be  God. "28  In  company  with  many  twentieth  century  French  conmentators,  Mansel  
held  that  Hegel' s  philosophy  is  one  of  unqualified  atheism  - or  rather,  a  pantheism,  which  for  
Mansel  amounted  to  too  saroo  thing.  

His  philosophical  point  of  departure  was  Hamilton's  philosophy  of  the  "Cbnditioned."  
Hamilton's  conversion  of  Kant's  forms  and  categories  into  anti-metaphysical  barriers  afforded  
much-needed  philosophical  a.Illllunition  for  the  theological  resistance  to  the  "wilder  attempts"  of  
German  philosophical  idealism.  The  divergence  of  the  Hamiltonians  from  Kant  is  clear,  however.  
For  Kant,  the  stibstantively  non-existent  may  have  a  practical  existence  as  well  as  a  regulative  
function  - not  in  the  sense  that  it  is  morally  useful,  but  that  its  existence  is  necessitated  
by  the  experience  of  the  moral  life.  God,  freedan  and  inmortality  are  for  Kant  moral  
necessities;  neither  pure  reason  nor  revelation  can  verify  them.  

Mansel's  philosophically  bolstered  theological  obdections  to  German  idealism  represent  .the  
religiously  motivated  opposition  to  Hegel  at  its  most  cogent  and  discerning.  They  pivot  on  the  
contention  that  Hegel  was  guilty  of  the  sin  of  intellectual  pride.  He  presumed  to  show  that  
thought  is  too  measure  of  existence.  In  the  Bampton  Lectures  for  1858,  The  Limits  of  Religious  
Thought,  Mansel  tried  to  show  that  thought  cannot  be  the  measure  of  existence,  and  that  "  ... the  
contradictions  which  arise  in  too.  attempt  to  conceive  too  infinite  have  their  origin,  not  in  

25  Henry  Longueville  Mansel  { 1820-71),  an  undergraduate  at  St.  John's  Cbllege,  OKford,  from  
1839  to  1843,  was  first  a  private  tutor,  then  elected  a  "professor  fellow''  in  1864.  Ha  was  
ordained  in  1845.  He  was  a  reader  in  m:>ral  and  metaphysical  philosophy  at  Magdalen  Cbllege,  and  
became  University  Professor  of  Ecclesiastical  History,  1866-8.  In  the  latter  year  re  was  
appointed  Dean  of  St.  Paul's  and  left  OKford.  A  High  Cllurch  Tory,  his  edition  of  Hamilton's  
Lectures  (1859)  was  too  occasion  for  a  vitriolic  dispute  with  J,s,  Mill  - see  Mill's  
Examination  of  Sir  William  Hamilton's  Philosophy  (1865),  
26  Mansel' s  Metaphysics  contains  a  six-page  ( oostile)  survey  of  Hegel' s  ideas,  and  the  
footnotes  suggest  some  direct  acquaintance  with  Hegel' s  Logik.  
27  H.L.  Mansel,  "Lecture  on  the  Philosophy  of  Kant"  {delivered  at  Magdalen  College,  May  20,  
1856),  PP•  37-38.  Cbmpare  George  Santayana's  Egotism  in  German  Philosophy  for  a  wide-ranging  
and  provocative  presentation  of  too  theory  that  German  philosophy,  particularly  since  Kant,  has  
been  a  persistent  attempt  to  transfer  the  whole  objective  world  to  the  domain  of  the  subjective  
will.  
28  H.L.  Mansel,  "Lecture  on  Kant,"  p.  38.  
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the  nature  of  that  'Which  we  l«>uld  conceive,  l:ut  in  the  constitution  of  the  mind  
conceiving •••• "29  SUJ:stantive  knowledge  of  the  infinite  is  impossible.  We  do,  however,  have  
valid  regulative  ideas  aboot  the  infinite,  'Which  knowledge  is  re.realed  to  us  only  by  the  qrace  
of  God.  Mansel' s  distinction  between  subltantive  and  regulative  is  not  Fant' s.  For  the  latter,  
regulative  ideas  are  aids  to  sperulation.  It  can  be  very  fruitful  to  rE~:Jard reality  as  if  it  
were  purposive  or  as  if  it  were  a  plenum,  although  we  cannot  say  that  reality  is  really  
purposive  or  a  true  plerum.  These  notions  have  no  substantive  application  to  the  world  of  space  
and  time.  Mansel  uses  "regulative"  in  the  ordinary  sense  of  rules  and  regulations.  The  God  of  
our  religion  canmands  us  and  we  act  accordingly.  The  Christian  religion  tells  us  J::ow  to  behalrer  
it  is  not  supposed  to  satisfy  our  intellects.  The  hitJ:lest  pdnciples  of  thou<jlt  are  p:-inciples  
of  action:  "  ••• they  do  not  tell  us  what  thin;Js  are  in  thElllselves,  b.lt  how  we  must  conduct  
ourselves  in  relation  to  tha:n. n30  

Mansel  \Oa.S  a  theologian  rather  than  a  philoscpher,  l:ut  his  Banpton  Lectures  attracted  
considerable  hostile  criticisn  on  the  grounds  that  he  had  depreciated  theology  intellectually.  
We  do,  said  his  critics,  have  subltantive  knowledge  of  the  infinite,  of  God.  Wla.t  ~nsel was  
doing,  in  fact,  was  cordoning  off  an  area  of  knowledge  in  which  re.realed  religion  - not  
theology  - would  be  the  arbiter.  To  accanplish  this,  he  used  philoscphy  ag:t.inst  itself,  
Philosophy  is  self-limiting:  when  prcperly  undertaken  it  delimits  the  area  l:>E:yond  which  it  is  
necessarily  incanpetent.  It  can  discover  the  necessity  of  its  own  limltations.  The  Hegelian  
reply  to  s~h philosophical  110desty  is  that  it  is  false  llDdesty  - knowledge  of  the  limit  
suppt"esses  the  limit.  As  a  Christian  theologian,  ~sel started  fran  a  hard  core  of  religi.ms  
belief.  :9-lt  he  atta:npted  to  beat  the  philosophical  idealists  at  their  own  game.  By  using  
philoscphical  weapons  to  defend  revealed  religion,  he  could  be  acmsed  of  bringing  the  enell!Y  
into  the  sacred  camp.  However,  there  can  be  no  dcubt  that  Mansel's  intention  \Oas  to  harness  
philoscphy  to  the  service  of  religion.  Philoscphy,  he  claimed,  cannot  ma'ke  cogU.tively  
wortl:while  pronounca:nents  aboot  the  Absolute,  nor  can  it  establish  a  hlqher  nor al.  law,  s~h as  
Fant's  categorical  imperative,  by  which  one  might  jooge  Christian  doctrine.  M:l.nsel  attenpted  to  
subordinate  philosophy  to  religion.  As  we  shall  see  later,  there  were  attElllpts  to  is:>late  thEIII  
fran  each  other  and  also  attempts  to  find  in  philosqlhical  idealisn  a  subltitute  religion.  

A.  s.  Pringle-Patti.9:)n  was  a  pioneer  of  the  IOOII'enent  W:lich  later  develdped  into  pers:>nal  
idealisn,31  His  first  appearance  in  print  was  as  a  collaborator  with  Bernard  Bosan:Iuet,  o.G.  
Ritchie  and  others  in  the  production  of  a  Jd,nd  of  philosqlhical  mnifesto,  dedicated  to  the  
memory  of  T.H.  Green.32  It  was  inspired  by  the  confidence  of  a  new  generation  of  British  
philoscphers  in  the  tools  made  available  to  them  by  Germm  philoscphical  idealiSII,  and  abO'Ie  
all  by  Hegel.  In  his  contribution,  "Philosophy  As  Criticisn  of  Categories,"  Pringle-Pattis:>n  
or  seth,  as  he  then  was  - is  already  steering  that  middle  course  bet..een  Kant  and  Regal  W:lich  
he  held  to,  with  considerable  latitOOe,  in  all  his  sl:bsequent  woiX..  He  a=epts  the  initial  
Hegelian  assumption  that  we  can  have  knowledge  of  reality,  b.lt  with  a  Fantian  caveat  about  the  
dcm;Jers  of  a  priorisn:  "  ••• the  trusbrorthiness  of  knowledge  is  and  must  be  an  aSSUllption.  But  

29  H.L.  Mansel,  The  Limits  of  Religious  Thougl:lt  {IDndon,  1858),  lecture  II,  P•  60.  
30  Ibid.,  lecture  v,  P•  141.  Canpa.re  J.H.  Newman,  Granma.r  of  Assent  (London,  1870),  pp.  90-91:  
"•. :iiBii'  is  not  a  rea.9:)ning  animalr  he  is  a  seeing,  feeling,  contemplating,  acting  animal ••••  
Life  is  for-;-ction.  If  we  insist  on  proofs  for  everythin;J,  we  shall  ne.rer  cane  to  action:  to  
!<f  you  must  ass\lllle,  and  that  assumption  is  faith."  These  110rds  ware  actually  written  in  1841,  

Andrew  Seth  { 1856-1931)  changed  his  rume  to  Pringle-PattiS)n  in  1898  as  one  of  the  
conditions  for  inheriting  a  family  estate.  Fran  1878  to  1880  he  studied  in  Gernany,  W1ere  he  
imbibed  a  good  deal  of  Lotze.  Perhaps  for  rea.9:)ns  of  ancestry,  he  was  a  lifelong  prcponent  of  
the  Scottish  "cQIIIIOn  sense"  philoscphy.  He  also  contrived  to  be  a  neo-Kantian  and  a  Hegelian.  
He  was  Professor  of  Logic  and  Metaphysics  at  the  university  of  St.  AndrEWs,  1887-91,  and  at  
Edinburgh,  1891-1919.  
32  Essays  in  Philosophical  Criticism,  ed.  Haldane  and  Seth  (London,  1883).  
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this  does  not  mean  that  every  reasoned  conclusion  is  true."33  For  P.ringle-Pattison  the  dhief  
value  of  the  Hegelian  mity  of  thought  and  being  lay  in  its  solution  to  the  epistenological  
dualian  of  Kant's  philosophy:  

"Fra:n  the  standp:>int  of  a  theory  of  knowled<JS!,  it  will  be  found  that  the  ml.nd  and  the  
world  are  in  a  sense  comertible  tems.  We  may  talk  indifferently  of  the  one  or  of  
the  other;  the  content  of  our  notion  rerrains  in  both  cases  the  same."34  

Fra:n  the  moral  and  xretapeysical  standpoint,  however,  he  becane  more  and  more  dissatisfied  with  
the  Hegelian  enterprise.  

Yhile  T.H.  Green  thought  the  cairds  had  been  "overp:>wered  l:q  Hegel,"  Pritr;Jle-Pattison  
lumped  Green  together  with  Edwa.rd  and  John  caird  as  Hegelians  who  hcrl  not  recrl  their  Kant  well  
enough.  They  had  redooed  God  to  a  bare  geometric  p:>int,  the  al:stract  p:inciple  of  mity  vhich  
is  the  caruron  centre  of  every  rational  experience.  Kant  had  taken  great  pains  to  warn  against  
the  :i.mpr:opdety  of  hypa;~tatizing such  a  purely  regulative  p:inciple.  In  his  Giffurd  LectiX'es  
(University  of  Aberdeen)  for  1912-13,  The  Idea  of  God  in  the  Light  of  Recent  Philosaph,y,  

Pringle-Pattison  takes  Green,  caird  and  all  the  British  Hegelians  to  task  for  their  aluse  of  
the  principle  of  unity,  "which  rewrs  in  their  writings  almst  ad  nauseam."35  

The  trooble,  in  Pringle-Pattison's  view,  began  with  Hegel  himself.  His  "Spirit"  or  
"concrete  Idea"  renains  al:stract,  

"  ••• and  unites  God  and  nan  only  by  evisoerating  the  real  content  of  both.  Both  
disappear  or  are  subli.nated  into  it,  but  simply  because  it  rep:esents  ut  is  cannon  
to  both,  the  notion  of  intelligence  as  sooh.  ThE11f  disappear  not,  indeed,  in  a  
pantheistic  sul:stance,  but  in  a  logical  concept. n36  

Pringle-Pattison  ca:nplained  that  Hegel,  in  his  union  of  God  and  man  in  Spirit,  had  not  been  
able,  as  he  claimed,  to  su;:cessful.ly  canb:i.ne  two  different  strands  of  thoucjlt,  the  one  a  
logical  hierarchy  of  universals,  the  other  an  historical  develcpment  throogh  particulars.  that  
had  happened  -s  that  the  Hegelian  Absolute  had  swallowed  up  ''both  God  and  nan  as  real  
beings ... leaving  us  with  the  logical  Idea  itself  as  the  sole  reality."37  Hegel's  unity  of  God  
and  nan  destroyed  both:  God  became  hunanity  or  the  hU!lBil  spirit  or  hunan  civilization,  and  nan  
became  a  <JS!neralized  abstraction.  In  bringing  God  - the  ideal,  the  Fichtean  ~ - down  to  
earth,  Hegel  had  overlooked  the  operation  of  trans::endent  ideals  in  hunan  life  and  p:onoted  the  
advent  of  a  self-satisfied  religion  of  humanity.  

It  was  the  "evisceration"  of  finite  individual  man  which  most  agitated  Pringle-Pattison.  
He  llliilintained  the  ":i.mpervioosness"  of  the  finite  self  in  contradistinction  to  those  British  
Hegelians,  F.H.  Bradley  and  Bernard  Bosanquet  in  particular,  who  wrote  in  telll!s  of  the  
individual  "merging''  into  the  Absolute,  and  of  his  value  lying  entirely  in  his  contribltion  to  
the  whole.  Bosar:quet  was  Pringle-Pattison's  principal  target,  because  his  monisn  was  tenpered  
by  a  certain  "grudging''  reco<pition  of  finite  personality.  He  agreed  with  Bosarquet  that  reason  
is  one  and  its  unity  the  necessary  groond  of  canmunicable  human  experience,  that  value  
joogments  are  objective,  and  that  their  objectivity  is  the  sine  qua  non  of  the  110ral  life.  'lhe  
universal  inheres  in  every  individual.  Bosarquet  went  on  to  argue  that  the  individual  stbject  
is  dependent  for  his  value  up:>n  his  participation  in  the  universal  subject.  For  Bosarquet  the  
fullest  embodiment  of  the  universal  sd:>ject  that  we  knOI<o'  is  the  state,  the  most  highly  
organized  and  articulated  fonn  of  p:>litical  s:>ciety.  W:lat  Pringle-Pattioon  todt  strongest  

33  A.s.  Pringle-Pattison,  "Philosophy  as  Critician  of  cate;,ories,"  Essays  in  Philosophical  
Criticism,  p.  38.  
34  Ibid.,  PP•  13-14.  
35  A.S:"  Pringle-Pattison,  The  Idea  of  God  in  the  Light  of  Recent  Philosophy  (New  York,  1920) 1  

PP•  195-99.  
36  A.S.  Prinqle-Pattison,  Hegelianism  and  Personality  {Edinburgh,  1887),  P•  155.  
37  ~., P•  191.  
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exception  to  was  Bosarquet' s  "depreciation"  of  the  finite  self,  his  refusal  to  recognize  the  
permanent  value  of  the  finite  individual.  The  individual  is  the  creative  centre  of  experience.  
Universal  reas:>n  lives  in  and  thrwgh  him:  there  can  be  no  cClllllOn  shared  experience  rut  for  his  
sharing  it1  there  can  be  no  objective  110rality  b.1t  for  his  willing  it.  According  to  
Pringle-Pattison,  the  110nistic  tendency  in  Bosarquet's  trought  led  him  "•  •• to  treat  the  
individual,  qua  individual,  alm::lst  as  a  ne;lig.ihle  feature  of  the  w:>rld,  and  in  the  issue,  
consequently ••• to  treat  the  finite  self  as  a  transito:cy  phenanenon."38  The  other  half  of  
philosophical  idealism's  orgmic  theo:cy  of  ~rience nust  be  given  its  due.  The  miversal  
realizes  itself  as  much  thrwgh  individuals  as  they>  thrwgh  it.  Bosarquet  had,  in  effect,  
destroyed  individuality.  The  finite  self  ms  no  longer  a  :fucalized  mity  or  centre  of  
experience,  but  a  quality  or  adjective  of  the  Absolute;  and,  having  destr~ed individuality,  
Bosarquet  could  not  then  assert  the  Abs:>lute  to  be  the  only  true  individual.  

Bosarquet' s  crypto-Spinozisn  was  not  the  only  alternative  to  pluralisn,  to  "a  doctrine  of  
ultimately  self-subsistent,  independent  and  unrelated  reals."  Pringle-Pattison  felt  the  only  
satisfactory  alternative  to  unmediated  pluralism  ms  a  theory  of  membership,  hints  of  mich  had  
appeared  in  Bosarquet' s  Gifford  Lectures.  The  organic  analogy  which  Bosarquet  was  so  fond  of  
deploying  furnishes  no  grounds,  according  to  Pringle-Pattison,  for  inferring  the  disoolution  of  
finite  individuals  as  centres  of  intrinsic  value  and  independent  develcpment.  The  individual  
manbers  of  a  state,  for  example,  are  self-cons::iOlS  members,  and  their  membership  develcps  and  
expands  their  sense  of  selfhood.  Bosarquet  did  not  quarrel  with  the  notion  of  whole  and  part  
deriving  value  fran  each  other,  rut  he  denied  that  ult:i.uate  value  resides  in  the  individual  
self-consciwsness,  that  the  end  of  the  process  of  Spirit's  unfolding  is  a  w:>rld  of  finite  
individuals.  The  value  of  the  individual  lay,  for  Bosarquet,  in  his  contribltion  to  the  cClllllOn  
store  of  value.  It  is  a  distinctive  contrirution,  but  the  enphasis  is  on  the  contribJ.ting,  not  
upon  the  contribltor.  

There  ~re many  like  Pringle-Pattison  who,  in  an  age  of  doubt,  todt  refuge  in  the  
consolations  of  philosophy.  They>  had  reasons  of  the  heart  for  gladly,  eagerly  accepting  the  
principle  that  the  individual  can  realize  himself  only  in  so:nething  larger  than  himself,  
"thrwgh  absorption  in  objective  interests  and  in  the  wrrents  of  the  miversal  life."  rut  they>  
also  felt  that  there  had  to  be  something  further.  "Although  the  individual  may  not  make  h.inBelf  
his  own  End,  the  world  of  finite  individuals  may  well  constitute  the  End  of  the  Absolute."40  
Pringle-Pattison's  Absolute  is,  as  one  mi<jl.t  expect,  the  Christian  God,  "wb:l  lives  in  the  
pe:rpetual  giving  of  h:imself,  who  shares  the  life  of  his  finite  creatures •• ,,n41  Such  an  
Absolute,  realizing  itself  in  everyday  human  ~rience, he  consid:!red  the  only  one  consistent  
with  a  unified  viEM  of  the  world.  God,  for  Pringle-Pattison,  was  both  "the  fmdamental  
structure  of  reality"  and  an  infinitely  suffering,  infinitely  a:>rrowing  being.  It  is  
instructive  in  the  present  conteKt  to  see  what  he  had  to  see  abalt  the  retrograde  character  of  
latter-day  Hegelianism:  

"The  essential  feature  of  the  Christian  conception  of  the  world,  in  contrast  to  
the  Hellenic,  may  be  said  to  be  that  it  regards  the  person  and  the  relation  of  
persons  to  one  another  as  the  essence  of  reality,  whereas  GreEk  tb:>ught  conceived  of  
personality,  however  spiritual,  as  a  restrictive  dlaracteristic  of  the  finite  - a  
transitory  product  of  a  life  which  as  a  whole  is  impersonal.  Modern  Absolutiau  seens,  
in  this  respect,  to  revert  to  the  pre-Christian  JtOde  of  conception  and  to  repeat  also  
the  too  exclusively  intellectualistic  attitude,  which  characterizes  GreEk  tb:>ught  in  
the  main.•A2  

38  A·S·  Pringle-Pattison,  The  Idea  of  God,  P•  266.  
39  In  Pringle-Pattison's  homly  netapfur,  the  individual  is  not  a  \IBterpipe  throu<jl.  \'hich  the  
Absolute  cwrses.  

40  Ibid.,  P•  294.  
41  Ibid.,  P•  401.  
42  Ibid.,  P•  291.  
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Pri.ngle-Pattison's  canplaint  about  the  excessive  intellectualisn  of  British  Hegelianisn  
had  another  dinension.  He  was  one  of  those  ''back-to-Kanters"  whose  dissent  frcm  Hegel' s  
ambitious  claims  for  specW.ative  reason  dr011e  them  towards  some  fom  or  other  of  c:malisn.  The  
most  imp:>rtant  considerations  in  P.ringle-Pattison's  case  ware  110ral  and  religicus.  Like  Kant,  
he  was  concerned  to  preserve  G:>d,  freedan  and  imm::>rtality.  The  pr:lmacy  of  the  ItDral  will  is  a  
distinctive  feature  of  his  work.43  He  doggedly  persisted  in  trying  to  make  110re  roan  in  the  
Hegelian  system  for  individual  110ral  action.  This  linked  him  infomally  with  the  personal  
idealists  - Sturt,  Schiller,  Rashdall  and  others  - 'llhich  in  turn  placed  him  on  the  fringes  of  
praqmatis:n.  Pri.ngle-Pattison  frequently  referred  to  himself  as  a  "critical  realist,"  one  whose  
belief  in  the  independent  reality  of  'llhat  we  'know  is  conditioned  l::!i  Kant's  teaching  as  to  W!at  
we  can  'know.  

The  personal  idealists  "Were  not,  strictly  speaking,  Hegelians.44  Altlx>ugh  some  of  them  
regarded  themselves  as  belonging  to  the  "Oxford  sciDol"  of  philoscphical  idealisn,  their  
collective  raison  d'etre  was  a  reaction  against  what  they  saw  to  be  its  increasingly  dominant  
attitude:  world-~~~ea:cy fatalis:n  and  a  smug  conviction  that  absolute  idealisn  'I!BS  the  final  
philosophical  word.  The  Hegelians  were,  as  a  grwp,  excessively  intellectualist  and  
self-satisfied,  and  too  renote  frcm  the  "real  world"  of  110ral  ciDice.  There  is  a  certain  irony  
in  this  assessment,  in  view  of  the  energetic  refo:r:ming  activities  and  social  casewo:tk  engaged  
in  by  many  British  Hegelians.  However,  their  d'o-gooder  p:>litics  - lhich,  in  fact,  irritated  
sane  other,  and  philosophically  imp:>rtant,  Hegelians  - "Were  somewhat  dirigiste,  and  they  had  a  
tendency  to  talk  like  the  apostles  of  a  new  religion  of  the  state.  The  personal  idealists  ware  
not  unjustified  in  detecting  signs  of  hardening  of  the  arteries  in  the  Hegelian  philosophical  
system,  and  in  calling  it  static,  especially  in  its  theo:cy  of  truth.  There  is  indeed  a  constant  
danger  that  a  cooerence  theo:cy  of  truth  will  degenerate  into  a  process  of  merely  excluding  or  
explaining  awtJ¥  'llhat  is  inconvenient.  The  personal  idealists  ware  eJq;ressing  a  feeling  of  
unease  that  rapid  advances  in  various  departments  of  hunan  'knowled<}il  were  lecwing  idealisn  
behind,  as  well  as  their  own  conviction  - symptonatic  of  the  restlessness  of  the  age  diacposed  
•by  cultural  historians  - that  the  hunan  vocation  1!BS  active,  not  contemplative,  and  that  
experience  was  "kinetic  and  dl'!lamic•"  

In  order  to  counteract  'llhat  Hen:cy  Sturt  casti<]ited  in  Idola  'l'heatri  as  the  "Passive  
Fallacy,"  the  personal  idealists  drew  a  great  deal  up:m  Wi.llian  James  and  psychological  
theories  of  the  primacy  of  the  will.  In  their  hands  idealism  became  an  assertion  of  pers:mal  
freedau  and  individual  initiative,  rather  than  an  explanation  of  the  world  and  experience.  In  
their  anxiety  to  save  personality  frau  absorption  in  the  Hegelian  Absolute,  the  pers:>nal  
idealists  adcpted  a  stance  oddly  raui.nis:::ent  of  Ma.rx'  s  rejection  of  Hegelianisn  and  acadaui.c  
philoscpby  in  his  Theses  on  Feuerbach  - b.lt  wl.thcut  the  revolutiona:cy  conclllsion.  

"Mine:tva's  owl,  said  Hegel,  cannot  begin  its  flight  till  the  shades  of  even.in;J  
have  begun  to  fall·  :aJ.t,  I  think,  that  owl  has  h::>oted  long  enough.  Hegel' s  alle<}ild  
necessity  of  toought  is  nonsense.  It  is  the  chty  of  philosophy,  I  maintain,  to  
establish  theoretical  p:inciples  on  such  natters  as  p::>litics,  110ral  condu::t  and  
education,  and  these  principles  soould  be  valuable  for  the  guidance  of  practical  
men."45  

In  the  case  of  at  least  one  of  them,  the  reY"olt  was  ItDtivated  in  part  by  what  aniOWlted  to  
pers:mal  animosity  against  FoR.  Bndley,  the  Ire-eminent  netaphysician  of  the  British  
Hegelians.46  Personal  idealism  had  American  antecedents  and  its  stbseqrent  histo:cy  in  the  follll  

43  See  especially  The  Idea  of  God,  PP•  291-93.  
4 4  See  Personal  Idealism,  ed.  H.C.  Sturt  (London,  1902),  and,  for  the  clearest  signs  of  
i§agnatism,  F.c.s.  Schiller's  contribution.  

5  H. C.  Sturt,  The  Principles  of  Understanding  (Cambrid<}il,  1915) 1  p.  vi.  
46  Bradley's  work  was  "••  oinhU118n,  incaupetent  and  imJ;racticable  intellectualisn,"  said  F.c.s.  
Schiller  in  "Axiaus  as  Postulates,"  Personal  Idealism,  p.  127.  
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(or  folJlls)  of  personalism  was  American  and  Eurq;.ean,  particularly  French,  rather  than  British.  
The  British  version  easily  slippe:l  back  into  the  loose-jointe1  pieties  of  a  Christian  
idealism.47  

The  story  of  personal  idealism  is  in  part  the  story  of  resucgent  religious  resistance  to  
the  cla.ims  of  Hegelianism,  in  part  a  good  illustrat.ion  of  the  fact  that  British  Hegelianism  ...as  
never  as  cohesive  a  11017ement  of  ideas  or  as  m:>nolithic  a  body  of  th:>ught  as  its  rap.id  rise  to  
academic  prominence  and  the  extent  of  its  brief  pmetration  of  British  intellectual  life  has  
led  some  canmentators  then  and  later  to  believe.  The  m:>st  philcsophi.cally  rigorrus  of  the  
personal  idealists,  J.McT.E.  McTaggart,  111as  not  a  menber  of  this  "sclDol"  at  a11,48  His  
personal  idealism  was  neither  m:>tivate1  nor  occasione1  by  a  revolt  against  Hegelianisn;  he  was  
never  interested  in  Hegelian  ethics,  IOlitical  philoscphy  or  philoscphy  of  religion.  other  than  
to  dismiss  it  along  with  spiritualism,  he  was  never  intereste1  in  Christianicy  or  any  sort  of  
revealed  religion.  His  interest  in  Hegel  was  limited  to  the  folJllal  logic  of  the  dialectic,  l:ut  
Hegel  arguably  had  no  bearin;J  whatsoever  on  the  construction  of  McTaggart' s  own  metapcysical  
system.  

47  see  the  later  writin;Js  of  Hastin;JS  Rash.iall  and  c.c.J.  webb's  God  and  Personality  (London,  
1919).  
48  See  dh·  10  and  11,  PP•  86-90  and  93-97.  



CHAPrER  4  

J  .H.  Stirling:  Kant  as  the  "Secret"  of  Hegel  

As  indicate:!  at  the  beginning  of  the  ,ll["ell'icu.s  chapter,  sane  British  thi.!Xers  in  the  middle  
years  of  the  nineteenth  centw:y  considered  employing  'loeap:ms  fbrged  by  Gernan  philoscphical  
idealisn  to  defend  revealed  religion.  Its  sericu.sness  abcu.t  "eternal  verities"  appealed  to  the  
IO#I'  Church  religious  sensibility,  whose  litera:cy  pers:mi.fication  w:lS  Herr  Twfel!rlrockh  in  
Thanas  carlyle's  sartor  Resartus.  As  the  previcu.s  chapter  also  indicate:!,  however,  Gennan  
philosq>hical  idealisn  in  the  shape  of  Hegelianisn  came  to  be  recprded  by  scrae  cannentators  as  
a  weapon  either  too  unwieldy  or  too  dangercu.s  to  its  employer.  One  of  tmse  whose  passion  fur  
Gernan  speculative  philosq>hy  never  d:imm:ad  w:lS  J.H.  stirling.1  Throughcu.t  a  lon::J  career  
stretching  into  the  twentieth  century,  he  pranotoo  Hegelianisn  as  the  chsnpion  of  faith  in  God  
and  righteoo.sness.  For  this,  rut  110re  for  other  reaoons  to  be  discussed  in  this  chapter,  his  
continuin;J  reputation  as  the  initiator  of  British  Hegelianisn  cannot  stand.  

"The  Historic  Pabllum,"  Stirling  tells  us  in  his  frenzied  carlylese,  "passin;J  frau  the  
vessel  of  Hune,  was  received  into  that  of  Kant,.  and  thence  finally  into  that  of  Hegel;  rut  from  
the  vessels  of  the  two  latter  the  generations  have  not  yet  eaten. "2  It  was  Stirlln::J' s  
self-appointed  task  to  feed  the  multitude.  Unfbrtmately,  digested  in  the  "vessel"  of  stirling,  
the  "Historic  Pabulum"  emerged  in  a  very  unappetizing  condi. tion.  His  enthusiilSII  for  the  "Gennan  
mysteries"  was  greater  than  his  skill  at  mtangling  them.  The  Secret  of  Hegel  is  ludicrrosly  
metapmrical  in  places,  convoluted  and  tedioo.sly  repetitive.  He  1«llll.d  ha<.Te  done  well  to  ha<.Te  
followed  Hegel's  advice  - and  example  - and  kept  his  p:-elimina:cy  intellectual  Stru;Jgles  to  
himself.  If  he  had  eliminated  the  minute  record  of  his  011m  tortured  progress  to  cauprehension,  
frequently  disguised  as  helping  the  incredulous  reader,  stir ling's  expcsition  could  have  been  
briefer  and  yet  afforded  ample  scq>e  for  a  more  eKtensive  catmenta:cy.  

Stirling's  part  in  stimulating  an  intelligent  British  interest  in  Hegel  
has  been  highly  overrated,3  The  publication  of  The  Secret  of  Hegel  ( 1865)  is  conventionally  
regarded  as  the  great  watershed  of  Hegelian  fortmes  in  Britain,  the  event  ma:rking  the  end  of  

1  James  Hutc:hison  stirling  ( 1820-1909)  received  a  medical  degree  fran  Edinburcjl  University  in  
1842.  A  caupetency  on  his  father's  death  in  1851  allO!Iied  h.im  to  abandon  his  medical  practice  to  
study  in  France  and  Gernany  and  devote  the  rest  of  his  life  to  philosq>hy.  He  was  the  first  
Gifford  Lecturer,  1888-90.  The  Gifford  Lectures  'Ere  to  becane  a  virtual  prese:tVe  of  the  
British  Hegelians,  and  have  continued  to  offer  a  fbrun  for  philosq>hical  idealisn  long  after  
Hegelianisn  ceased  to  be  a  force  in  British  philosophy.  
2  J.H.  stirling,  The  Secret  of  Hegel,  2nd  ed.  (Edinburgh,  1898),  P•  1.  
3  see  especially  J  .H.  !tlirhead,  "HeM  Hegel  csne  to  England,"  Mind,  vol.  36,  October  1927,  for  
the  view  that  with  stir ling's  Secret  of  Hegel  Hegel  "arrived"  in  Britain.  In  spite  of  the  
illustrious  names  cited  in  praise  of  Stirling's  won,  we  should  not  be  misled  abcu.t  its  nature.  
Even  Green's  endorsement  is  suspect  because,  as  Jo'loett  s<lll,  Green  el!b.ibited  a  certain  tendency  
to  run  Kant  and  Hegel  together  in  sanewhat  the  ssne  way  as  Stirling  did.  fuhhead  admits  (p.  

446)  that  stirling  failed  to  assimilate  Hegel,  and  that  his  further  attatpts  to  establish  
Hegelianisn  upon  the  foundations  of  a  finn  grasp  of  the  Critical  philosophy  'Ere  eKtremely  
badly  done.  

The  persistence  of  the  belief  that  Stirling  was  the  first  to  prq>erly  explain  Hegel  to  the  
English-speaking  world  is  illustrated  by  G.o.  Storner,  "Hegel  and  the  secret  of  James  
Hutchioon  Stirling,"  Idealistic  Studies,  Jama:cy  1979,  PP•  33-54.  
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apathetic  ignorance  or  misinfoxmed  hostility  and  the  beginning  of  infoxmed  critician.  HCMever,  
there  is  considerable  indirect  evidence  to  suggest  that  the  w:>rk  of  bringing  Hegel' s  philoscphy  
to  the  attention  of  a  small  wt  -well-prepared  and  receptive  audience  was  undetway  before  
stirling  publicly  divulged  the  "secret."  Nevertheless,  Stirling  was  the  first  writer  in  English  
to  attenpt  a  canprehensive  exposition  of  the  whole  Hegellan  systen  "in  origin,  principle,  follll  
and  mtter."  He  was  the  first  to  attempt  to  see  the  Hegelian  systan  wl:Dle,  to  ex:plain  its  
overall  meaning  and  to  put  it  in  its  philarophical  contex:t.  As  -well  as  having  only  Genuan  
canmentaries  to  assist  him  - sone  of  llilich  are  as  opcque  and  closely  wrou<jlt  as  the  ~ 
itself,  which,  with  sane  assistance  fran  the  Encycl.gpaedia,  was  Stirling's  Hegelian  tert  
stirling  had  the  added  handicap  of  no  formal  philoscphical  training.  

Stirling  continually  enphasi:res  Hegel' s  peculiar  brand  of  rationalisn.  There  is  really  no  
excuse  for  falling  to  grasp  the  so-called  secret  of  Hegel.4  It  is  the  "concrete  notion,"  the  
philosophical  canprehension  of  everything  as  the  w:>rking-out  or  rational  ex:plication  of  spirit.  
The  fom  of  the  notion,  the  logical  s~uence which  detennines  the  coorse  of  spirit's  
development,  Stirling  mintains,  was  inherited  fran  Kant;  Hegel  nerely  crlded  the  content.  
Stirling  saw  in  the  Kantian  catego:cy  of  reciprocity  the  essence  of  Hegel' s  identiq  of  identicy  
and  non-identity.  He  certainly  did  not  deny  Hegel's  originality  in  putting  flesh  on  the  
categories.  He  failed,  however,  to  appreciate  the  full  significance  of  what  Hegel  had  done.  
Begel  did  not  simply  put  the  finishing  touches  on  the  Kantian  edifice.  He  boldly  asserted  the  
spirituality  of  the  w:>rld  and  everything  in  it  and  !IBde  that  JOC>st  implausible  point  of  viet~ 
intellectually  ecciting.  He  gave  it  a  rationale  llhich  is  not  divorced  fran  the  phenonena  of  
consciousness  and  the  natural  w:>rld,  nor  fran  roral  and  political  life.  On  the  contrax:y,  spirit  
achieves  self-consciousness  only  in  and  through  each  of  these.  

Stirling  did  not  grasp  the  full  implication  of  the  mity  of  thou<jlt  and  being.  For  him  
Hegelianisn  was  no  significant  departure  fran  Kantianian;  the  answer  to  Hegel's  problEm  was  set  
up  for  him  by  Kant  and  he  had  little  !IDre  to  do  than  dot  the  i's  and  cross  the  t's.S  Although  
there  is  a  contiiiilDus  line  of  philosophical  development  traceable  fran  Kant  thrrugh  Fichte  and  
Schelling  to  Hegel,  Stirling's  view  disregards  Kant's  distinctive  purpose,  W:lich  was  not  to  
establish  the  rationality  of  the  universe,  but  to  preser<.re  an  area  of  hunan  experience  free  
fran  causal  detenninism.  He  was  a  dualist,  'l.ilareas  Hegel  was  a  mmist.  

In  the  conclusion  to  The  Secret  of  Hegel,  Stirling  examines  Hegel' s  philoscphy  of  
religion.  He  makes  the  cardinal  error  of  regarding  Hegel' s  systen  as  a  vindication  of  
traditional  Christianity,  and  of  the  doctrine  of  pers::>nal  murortality  in  particular.  Hegel  ..as  
by  no  means  anti-christian;  wt,  as  Stirling  himself  is  forced  to  admit,  he  "refinEd"  many  of  
the  "crudities"  of  traditional  religion,  and  this  IEOCess  of  refinenent  and  rationalimtion  did  
not  leave  Olristianity  as  it  was.  For  one  thing,  he  stbordinated  it  to  the  philosopher  
perfonning  the  rational  reconstruction.  Philosophy  JDlSt  be  superior  to  revealed  religion  in  
explanato:cy  power  at  least.  Hegelianisn  expresses  conceptually  the  truth  vmich  Christianicy  can  
only  exp:-ess  in  imaginative  terms.  It  has  seen  throu<jl  the  w.:>rd""t>ictures  to  the  pure  
unadulterated  concept.  

As  for  Hegel' s  political  philosophy,  Stirling  interpreted  the  idea  of  an  objective  will  as  

4  The  old  jape,  "If  Mr.  Stirling  knew  the  secret  of  Hegel,  he  llB.Ilaged  to  'keep  it  to  hin&elf,"  
was  presumably  aimed  at  the  barbarities  of  his  styler  there  is  no  reticence  a.brut  the  B)-Called  
secret.  
5  see  J.H.  Stirling,  The  Secret  of  Hegel,  vol.  I,  esp.  chapter  5,  for  the  elaboration  of  
Stirling's  theo:cy  that  Hegel' s  "concrete  notion"  lay  canplete  within  the  critical  philoscphy,  
and  that  he  displayed  ingratitude,  even  deliberate  deceit,  in  cwering  his  Kantian  tracks.  "The  
system  of  Hegel  is  contained  all  wt  ready  formed  in  the  systeu  of  Kant."  (J.H.  Stirling,  ~ 
Secret  of  Hegel,  P•  193. )  
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an  attack  upon  the  excessive  subjectivity  of  laissez-faire  political  econany.  The  laissez-faire  
approach  to  p:>litical  econany  ~es particularly  strong  and  self-confident  11ihen  Stirling  -..as  
writing.  It  often  arrogated  to  itself  the  role  of  political  philosophy  prcper.  Nevertheless,  it  
-s  highly  proficient  in  its  11110rlc  of  explaining  economic  life.  Stirling  seems  to  have  looked  
up:>n  p:>litical  econany  as  nerely  p:>or  political  philosophy,  'Ahereas  Hegel  S<W  in  it  the  
explanation  of  bo\lrgeois  economic  life  and  the  neans  of  introdu;:ling  a  subjective  elenent  into  
his  theoJ:Y  of  the  rational  state.  Civil  society  is  a  necesscu:y  nanent  in  the  realization  of  the  
rational  state,  and  is  in  itself  implicitly  rational.  Stirling's  lengthy  attack  upon  political  
econany  as  su::h  is,  therefore,  wide  of  the  marlc  in  an  exposition  of  Hegel's  political  
philoscphy.  

In  a  series  of  lectures  on  the  philoscphy  of  law  delivered  to  the  Juridical  Society  of  
Edinburgh  in  November  1871,  stirling  explained  Hegel' s  concrete  universal  in  tems  of  free  
w111.6  The  diSOJ.Ssion  is  confined  to  the  Hegelian  sphere  of  "amtract  ri9;lt";  111hereas,  strictly  
speaking,  law,  the  ostensible  stbject  of  these  lectures,  emerges  only  in  the  sphere  of  "ethical  
life."  The  aspect  of  Hegel' s  p:>litical  thou9;1t  'i'ilich  Stirling  eaphasized  ~es the  mediation  of  
the  subjective  - here  analyzed,  in  Kantian  tems,  as  the  heteronauous  - will  cy  the  objective  
will.  '!his  stage  too  belongs  to  a  higher  sphere  than  that  of  amtract  ri9;lt.  The  exposition  is  
much  m:>re  lucid  than  that  of  The  Secret  of  Hegel,  b.lt  it  is  vitiated  cy  Stirling's  inability  to  
ad~uately distinguish  Hegel  frcm  Irant,  an  inability  'lhich  continued  to  ~ his  
understanding  of  Hegel.  In  this  case,  he  tends  to  confuse  the  theoretical  m::nent  of  the  will's  
freedan  fran  determination  cy  natural  illpulse  and  selfish  interest  w!.th  that  of  the  concrete  
realization  of  freedan  in  Sittlichkeit.  The  first  m::nent  ocwrs  in  the  transition  fran  
particular  welfare  to  abstract  good;  the  stage  of  in~erd-loold.ng self-certainty  or  purely  
fonnal  conscience  intervenes  before  Sittlichkeit  or  ethical  life  is  achiered.  stirling  had  a  
tendency  to  identify  the  objective  universal  lrli.th  duty  for  dl.ty's  sake,  a  maxim  'lhich,  
according  to  Hegel,  is  an  abstract  characterization  of  the  good  and  leads  to  the  nnst  extrEme  
forms  of  subjectivity,  all  of  ~ich may  be  advanced  as  the  cannands  of  cons::ience.  Stirling  
speaks  of  Hegel' s  objective  spirit  as  "the  realization  of  free  will ••• in  actual  o.J.tward  fact.  
That  actual  o.J.tward  fact  is  the  11110rld  of  Right,  the  rational  systEm  of  observances,  legal, 
iiiOra:L  and  p:>litical ••• •"7  However,  insufficient  weight  is  given  to  specific  deteminations  of  
the  concept  of  freedcm  and  to  the  historical  necessity  for  EDcietal  actualimtion.  Abo.J.t  the  
reasoning  fran  abstract  right  to  a  concrete  and  fully  articulated  "ethical  life,"  and  al:xut  the  
renewed  activity  of  the  dialectic  of  immediacy,  particularity  and  individuality  'llll..thin  the  
ethical  order  itself,  stirling  says  nothing,  altoough  it  is  only  at  the  stcge  of  Sittlichkeit  
that  abstract  right  becomes  embodied  in  law  and  subjectivity  attains  rational  freedan.  'lhe  
cancelling  and  preserving  of  the  subjective  will  in  the  objective  ethical  order  is  the  chief  
distinguishing  marlc  of  Hegel' s  political  philoscphy,  and  it  ~es in  his  om  eyes  the  true  
fulfilment  of  'that  Kant  had  begun.  Stirling  evinced  the  contiruity  bebleen  Kant  an6.  Hegel  at  
the  expense  of  fundanental  differences.  

Stirling's  ~es the  first  full-length  stuqy  of  Hegel  to  be  ptblished  in  English.  a.tt  its  
success,  measured  in  tE!lllls  of  a  deeper  and  nnre  imaginative  understanding  of  Hegelianisn,  of  
scoolarly  criticisu  and  new  departures  in  philoscphy,  1111as  negligible.  Stirling  did  sonething  to  
create  a  climate  of  opinion  in  'Ahich  Hegel  coo.ld  be  taken  serioo.sly,  b.lt  he  made  no  direct  
contribution  to  a  sober  app:-eciation  and  critical  understanding  of  Hegelianisu.  His  -..as  an  
isolated  attEmpt  to  divert  the  co.J.rse  of  British  philosophy  - or  to  inject  new  life  into  it,  
depending  on  one's  p:>int  of  view.  There  ~es a  further  hiatus  of  ten  years  befbre  the  1o0rk  of  

6  J.H.  Stirling,  Lectures  in  the  Philosophy  of  Law  (London,  1873).  These  lectures  were  first  
published  in  1872  in  the  Journal  of  Jurisprudence  and  Scottish  Law  Magazine,  and  sul:se:;ruently  
in  book.  foxm  together  with  Whewell  and  Hegel,  and  Hegel  and  w.E.  Smith:  A  Vindication  in  a.  
;hysico-Mathematica.l  Regard•  

J.H.  Stirling,  Lectures  in  the  Philosophy  of  Law,  P•  24.  
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assimilatin;J  Heqel  got  underway  in  a  thorw.gh  and  penetratirg  fashion.  

Like  the  llll9lllbers  of  the  St.  Louis  Philosophical  Society  in  Alrerica  - in  partiw.lar,  w.T.  
Harris  and  G.H.  Howison  - but  without  the  advantage  of  their  esprit  de  corps,  stirling  ~~as a  
zealw.s  amateJ.r  for  ~cm sperulative  philosophy  or  metaphysics  offered  a  sort  of  religiw.s  
consolation  as  well  as  an  intellectual  fortress  in  a  w:>rld  of  naterialisn,  skepticisn  and  
agnosticisn,  if  not  outright  atheisn.  He  plw.ghed  a  rather  lonely  fur rOt/',  not  bein;J  part  of  the  
academically  centred  "Hegelian  Sch:>ol"  and,  like  Herbert  Spencer,  SO!OOI'Ihat  self-conscioosly  not  
seeking  popular  acclaim.  Unlike  Spencer,  his  w:>tk  was  nE!ITer  p::lpular,  in  spite  of  his  
long-standing  reputation  as  the  discoverer  of  Hegel.  His  genre,  however,  \aS  one  fur  llhich  
there  was  considerable  demand  fran  the  Victorian  reading  public  - serioos-minded  philosophical  
literature,  desicped  partly  to  explain  to  the  edooated  laynan  mat  \eS  happening  in  the  w:>rld  
of  philosophy,  partly  to  prC117ide  inspiration  and  reass~.rance to  vaguely  religioos  or  agnostic  
people  in  the  conduct  of  their  everyday  lives.  Anong  the  British  Hegelians  p:oper,  only  
McTaggart  took  p::lpularization  serioosly.  He  canbined  logical  rigoor  and  technical  expertise  
with  a  lifelong  commitment  to  the  pr9position  that  metaphysics  is  a  natter  of  real  concern  to  
everyone  and  that  the  metaphysician  is  under  some  obligation  to  assist  the  canmon  moral  and  
religiOlS  consciw.sness  in  coming  to  terms  \<dth  the  cosmos.  McTaggart  came  to  doubt  \Otlether,  as  
Stirling  belie11ed,  Hegelianisn  coold  be  of  very  much  assistance  in  this  regard.  



CHAPrER  5  

Hegel  and  Classical  Scholarship  at  Oxford  

Nothing  was  published  between  Stirling's  Secret  of  Hegel  and  William  wallace's  Logic  of  
Hegel  ( 1874)  to  further  the  cause  of  Hegelianism  in  Britain  - with  the  possible  ecception  of  
Stirling's  Edinl:urgh  lectures  on  the  philosophy  of  law.  During  that  time,  however,  the  ~ 
British  Review  pdnted  two  articles  by  T.H.  G!:'een  ..Cich  were  highly  critical  of  "culti\ated  
opinion."l  The  Anglo-Saxon  mind,  said  Green,  had  not  progressed  beyond  the  sensationalian  and  
subjective  idealism  of  I.ocke  and  Berkeley,  and  had  not  gt"asped  the  imp>rt  of  Hurre's  skeptical  
conclusions.  The  first  article,  entitled  ''The  philosophy  of  Aristotle,"  appeared  in  the  
September  1866  issue7  the  second,  "Pcpular  philosophy  in  its  relation  to  life,"  appeared  in  
that  for  Mardh  1868.2  Both  assume  the  hiqher  standpoint  of  the  Critical  philosophy  and  allude  
to  the  nore  unified  Hegelian  systEm.  In  the  first,  Aristotle  is  cannended  for  implying  ways  of  
overcaning  the  Platonic  dualism  of  the  world  and  the  Idea  and  then  criticized  for  not  pursuing  
these  suggestions  and  for  retaining  a  God  who  is  an  unnoved  nover,  a  transoendent  being  and  
entirely  passive  contEmplator.  In  this  connection,  Green  cites  the  Hegelian  dictun  that  God  
without  the  world  would  be  no  God  at  all  - thought  is  nothing  withcut  its  externalization.  

The  second  essay  is  aimed  particularly  at  the  disorepancy  between  the  p>litical  theory  of  
utilitarianism  and  its  theories  of  knowledge  and  noral  judgnent.  Utilitarianian,  seys  Green,  is  
radically  incoherent  in  that,  ..tlile  it  bases  itself  on  a  sensationalist  theory  of  knowledge  and  
professes  an  egoistical  norality,  the  political  theocy  of  utilitarianisn  assumes  a  cannon  end  
superior  to  particular  interests.  Green  argues  that  the  gt"eatest  happiness  of  the  gceatest  
number  is  no  nore  than  an  agglaueration  of  individual  happinesses,  but  the  gceatest  happiness  
principle  is  ostensibly  a  unifying  principle  and,  as  such,  inconsistent  with  its  atoml.stic  
construction.  This  internal  conflict  would  not  be  irreconcilable  if  a  unifying  principle,  
adequate  to  the  task  of  canprehending  the  final  result  in  its  developnent  and  in  its  totality,  
cculd  be  found.  Such  a  solution  to  the  probl.en  of  rationally  and  systanatically  explaining  the  
apparent  disintegt"ation  and  dismity  of  civil  s:>ciety  - the  world  of  "getting  on"  - derrands  a  
fully  self-conscicus  metaphysic  which  has  "lived"  evecything  it  purports  to  explain~ it  cannot  
impose  itself  upon  any  aspect  of  experience.  

In  these  early  essays  G!:'een  recannended  that  British  noral  and  p>litical  philoscphers  pay  
more  attention  to  theoretical  considerations  and  to  the  worll:  of  the  Geii!Ian  philosophical  
idealists  - ..tlich  at  that  tine  had  been  cut  of  fashion  in  Gernaey  itself  :fur  alm:>st  a  
generation.  The  means  to  a  fuller  understanding  of  noral  and  political  life  lay  close  to  hand.  
Not  only  were  Kant  and  Hegel  available  - admittedly  Hegel  was  not  available  in  English  accept  

1  Thomas  Hill  Green  (1836-1882),  like  Bradley  and  several  other  British  Hegelians,  was  the  s:>n  
of  an  Evangelical  clergymm.  The  peculiar  si<;Pificance  of  this  backgcound  in  the  case  of  
Green's  philosophy  has  been  well  and  tborcughly  explained  by  Melvin  Richter,  The  Politics  of  
Conscience:  T.H.  Green  and  his  Age  (Ca!libridge,  M:t.ss.,  1964),  esp.  eh.  1-4.  He  was  Jowett's  mcst  
distinguished  student  at  Balliol.  He  was  elected  a  fello.~ of  Balliol  in  1860  and  became  Whyte's  
Professor  of  Moral  :atiloscphy  in  1877,  \Oilich  post  he  held  mtil  his  death.  He  served  on  the  
Taunton  canmission,  investigating  schools  in  the  Midlands,  1865-67  he  was  fran  1875  a  refoiiiiing  
Liberal  on  Oxford  City  Council;  and  he  was  active  in  n\lllercus  volmtary  ass:>ciations  (local  and  
national)  in  aid  of  varioos  kinds  of  social  improvement,  especially  worll:ing-class  education  and  
~emperance. In  national  politics  he  was  a  John  Bric;Pt  radical.  

Both  are  collected  in  T.H.  Green,  Wo:dts,  ed.  R.L.  Nettleship  (London,  1885-8),  vol.  III.  
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for  a  few  badly  translated  excerpts  - J::ut  Aristotle  was  reaiily  accessible  and  faniliar,  if  no  
lon.,.,r  the  staple  intellectual  diet  of  the  universities.  Aristotle's  idea  of  p:ltentiality  and  
actuality  is  one  of  the  principal  constituents  in  the  Hegelian  idea  that  the  w:>rld  is  the  
unfolding  of  a  single  concept  fran  bare  abstraction  to  full  concretion.  Green  IIBS  one  of  the  
first  to  make  this  affiliation  clear  to  the  English  reader.3  

In  his  biograp}¥  of  Benjamin  Jowett,  Sir  Geoffrey  Faber  cla:ims  that  he  was  the  nan  
resp:>nsible,  nore  than  a~ other,  for  the  introduction  of  Hegel  into  England.4  Although  he  
nE!ITer  published  a~ Hegelian  translation  or  canm:mt<uy 1  Jowett  is  supp:~sed to  hCIITe  initiated  
British  Hegelianisn  by  w:>rd  of  mruth.  There  is  clearly  sonething  in  this,  1oben  one  consi<Ers  
his  length  of  tenure  at  Oxford,  his  influential  position  there  and  the  distinguished  acade:ni.c  
careers  of  s011e  of  his  students.  He  lectured  on  Hegel  at  Oxford  and  was  tutor  at  Balliol  to  
both  Green  and  Edward  caird.  

Jowett's  fame  was,  first,  as  a  teacher  and  an  educational  refonner,  and  second- blt  more  
lasting  - as  a  classical  scholar,  especially  as  the  translator  of  Plato's  dialogues.  He  
continually  rE!ITised  this  work,  and  wrote  introdlctions  and  analyses  which  were  not  superseded  
in  SOile  cases  for  decades.  Jowett  made  use  of  Hegelian  notions  to  illustrate  Plato's  theory  of  
Ideas.  There  is  an  obvioos  danger  in  this  of  portreying  Platonic  philosophy  as  merely  a  stage  
in  the  developmmt  of  Hegel' s,  as  imna.ture  Hegelianism.  Hegel  himself  na.intained  that  earlier  
philosophies  were  partial  expressions  of  the  truth  1obich  his  arm  system  caupleted.  This  did  not  
nean  that  these  earlier  systems  were  inadequate  - they  1ro1ere  necessary  in  their  time,  at  their  
stage  in  the  develcpment  of  thought.  But  they  are  inadequate  frau  the  Hegelian  vantage  point  
afforded  by  their  actualization.  On  the  wrole  Jo1ro1ett  avoided  the  pitfall  of  anachronism  in  his  
explication  of  Plato.  He  repeatedly  anphasi.zed  the  fact  that  Plato  was  struggling,  virtually  at  
the  beginning  of  philoscpey,  to  clarify  and  refine  the  language  of  CatlllDn  sense  and  everyday  
experience  in  order  to  make  it  into  a  sharp,  efficient  philosophical  tool.  In  I.M.  Cranbie's  
w:>rds,  Plato  was  the  "midwife's  app:entice"  - assisting,  however,  not  nerely  at  the  birth  of  
individual  ideas,  J::ut  at  the  birth  of  philosophy  itsel.f.5  As  Jowett  points  rut,  Plato  was  far  
fran  successful  at  his  self-appointed  task:  he  IIBS  often  the  victim  of  those  verbal  confusions  
and  ambiguities,  and  metaphors  taken  literally,  which  he  was  trying  to  eraiicate.  &It  he  did  
manage  to  expose  nany  linguistic  moodles  llBSquerading  as  philoscphical  p:oblems.  M:>re  :imiOrtant  
than  this,  he  saw  philosopey  as  the  discove:cy  of  the  spiritual  principle  in  the  w:>rld  and  as  
the  imposing  of  order  upon  the  chaos  of  sense  experience.  

Plato's  reaction  against  the  crude  inductivisn  in  W"!ich  he  felt  the  thouljlt  of  his  day  WlS  

flamdering,  and  against  the  noral  relativian  which  he  regarded  as  the  logical  result,  led  h:im  
to  advance  an  extremely  bold  doctrine:  the  theory  of  Ideas.  These  transcendent  entities,  known  
a  priori,  are  t:imeless  and  :imnVJ.table,  unaffected  by  the  flux  of  the  sensible  w:>rld,  altl'x>ugh  
the  latter  o1ro1es  such  shape  and  order  as  it  possesses  to  the  Ideas.  Jowett  felt  that  Plato's  
conception  of  a  priori  knowledge  tended  to  confuse  the  process  of  aCJ:Iuiring  knowledge  with  the  
contemplation  of  absolute  knowledge.  Nevertheless,  he  upheld  the  Platonic  vision  of  a  real  
w:>rld  of  Ideas.  In  entertaining  su::h  a  vision,  Plato  was  explained  and  partially  justified  by  
the  continuing  need  felt  for  a  canp:ehensive  system  of  knowledge,  a  need  W"!ich  philoscphers  as  
disparate  as  Descartes  and  Hegel  had  attempted  to  satisfy.  

"Nor  can  we  deny  that  in  ancient  times  knowledge  llllSt  have  stood  still  and  the  huna.n  
mind  been  deprived  of  the  ve:cy  instruments  of  thought  if  philcsopcy  had  been  strictly  
confined  to  the  results  of  experience • .,G  

3  See  especially  T.H.  Green,  "The  philosop}¥  of  Aristotle,"  Works,  vol.  III,  pp.  75-80.  
4  G.  Faber,  Jowett  (London,  1957),  PP•  177-83.  
5  I.M.  Cranbie,  Plato:  The  Mi&rife's  Apprentice  (London,  1964).  "Plato  was  trying,  for  much  of  
~he time,  to  invent  logical  shape."  (p.  26.)  

B.  Jowett,  Dia1ogues  of  Plato,  vol.  II,  P•  80.  
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Jawett  was  very  careful  not  to  facilely  attribute  Hegelian  anticipations  to  Plato.  In  his  
introductions  to  the  Parmenides  and  the  Sophist  (particularly  the  latter)  he  carefully  wai<jled  
the  arguments  for  and  against  regarding  Plato's  criticisn  of  the  Eleatic  doctrine  of  the  
impossibility  of  non-being  as  a  foreshadowing  of  Hegel' s  doctrine  of  the  identity  of  being  and  
non-being.  He  also  considered  how  far  Plato's  theory  of  detennination  throogh  negation  
anticipated  that  of  Hegel  (and  that  of  Spinoza).  He  concluded  that  Plato  had  given  us  hints  of  
the  concept  of  non-being  functioning  as  the  detennination  of  bein:;r,  b.lt  that  he  had  not  
explained  this  function  in  Hegelian  telJI\S  - he  renained  unalfare  of  developnent  throucjl  the  
opp:>sition  of  being  and  non-being.  The  m:>st  extrene  of  the  Eleatics  had  denied  the  p>ssihility  
of  both  falsehood  and  a  sensible  '~Qrld as  species  of  non-being.  According  to  Jowatt,  Plato  
introduced  the  Eleatics  as  an  illustration  of  transcendental  sperulation  'Which  has  lost  all  
contact  with  canm:>n  sense.  Further,  Plato's  own  thou<jlt  e:xhibited  a  dialectical  movenent  from  
abstraction  and  the  transcendent  to  concreteness  and  the  familiar,  the  Laws  representin:;r  the  
conclusion  and  canpletion  of  this  p:-ocess.  Jowatt  owed  this  notion  to  Hegel's  view  of  the  
history  of  Greek  philosophy.  At  one  p:>int  he  links  the  two  philosophers  together  throogh  "the  
spirit  mich  places  the  divine  above  the  hU!mn,  the  spiritual  above  the  naterial,  the  one  abwe  
the  many,  the  mind  before  the  body."7  Jowett  was  fully  aware  that  Hegel  was  not  a  
transcendentalist,  that  for  h:im  the  spiritual  ..as  present  in  the  oaterial,  the  one  in  the  
many.  As  a  reflective  Christian,  however,  Jowett  cwld  not  accept  the  sheer  im:manence  of  the  
spiritual.  en  the  other  hand,  he  clearly  could  not  on  that  account  &elude  Hegel  fran  the  
idealist  tradition.  In  spite  of  differences  within  that  tradition,  there  is,  he  felt,  the  great  
connecting  link  of  the  repudiation  of  the  isolation  of  ideas,  one  fran  another.  "The  Platxmic  
unity  of  differences  or  opp:>sites  is  the  beginning  of  the  modern  view  that  all  kncwledge  is  of  
relations."B  This  Platonic  unity,  says  Jm.ett,  is  the  forermner  of  "the  Hegelian  concrete  or  
unity  of  abstractions. n9  It  is  not  related,  however,  to  the  full  Hegelian  mit;y  of  trought  and  
being,  a  theory  of  the  nature  of  the  '~Qrld and  experience  W1ich,  in  its  swaepingly  
canprehensive  m:misn,  is  much  IIDre  audacicus  than  Plato's  theory  of  Ideas  and  which  Jowett  the  
theologian  found  repugnant.  

Jo'-'ll!tt's  letters  and  unpublished  notebooks  make  it  clear  that  he  came  to  reg:trd  Hegel  as  a  
man  "drunk  with  metaphysics"  and  capable  of  a  metaphysical  fanatician  as  perniciws  as  the  more  
familiar  religicus  Jdnd.  He  had  mny  harsh  '~Qrds for  the  new  passion  for  uetaphysics  and  the  
resultant  neglect  of  "facts."  Jowett  \IBS  especially  disapp:>inted  :1:¥  Green,  whan  he  had  
originally  singled  out  to  be  the  banner  of  the  philistine  eapiricists,  su:::h  as  B>.in  and  
Spencer.  Unfortunately,  as  Jowett  saw  it,  Green  \IBS  infectirr;  others  with  his  awn  
scholasticism.  The  revolt  against  the  tyranny  of  empiricisn  had  degenerated  into  "interml.nable  
disputes  over  abstractions."  Am:Jng  all  the  conventional  strictures  on  Green's  Hegelianisn  
excessive  abstraction,  :imnoral  qui.etisn,  overwaening  intellectual  pride  - is  the  fbllowing  
shre.~d canment:  

"Like  the  true  syncretist,  he  is  unable  to  distinguish  ~t and  Hegel  any  more  than  
the  Necplatonist  was  able  to  distirguish  Plato  fran  Aristotle.  He  is  the  servant  of  
philoscphy,  not  the  IIBSter  of  it."10  

In  p:>litical  theory,  JO'-'Iett  inclined  to..a.rd  a  utilitarian  rule  of  thumb.  Althou\Jl  he  

considered  utilitarianisn  inadequate  to  accwnt  for  moral  obligation,  he  maintained  that  "the  
most  useful  is  the  most  holy"  and  \IBS  prepared  to  justify  certain  institutions  :1:¥  their  s:>cial  
utility  alone.  Plato,  he  says,  "did  not  intend  to  q;>p>se  the  useful  to  some  higher  conception,  
such  as  the  Platonic  ideal,  blt  to  chance  and  caprice. n11  Generally  speaking,  he  steered  clear  

7  B•  Jowett,  Dialogues  of  Plato,  vol.  I,  P•  263.  
8  B.  Jo'-'ll!tt,  Dialogues  of  Plato,  vol.  III,  p.  351.  
9  Ibid,  P•  353.  
10~Jo'-'lett, notebook  No.  25,  entitled  "Philoscphy,"  dated  Au~t 9,  1881,  P•  57.  
11  B.  Jowett,  Dialogues  of  Plato,  vol.  II,  P•  212.  
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of  the  increasingly  heate:i  debate  between  atauist  and  organicist  tendencies  in  political  
theory.  The  character  of  any  hurran  s:>ciety,  he  says,  is  simply  the  balance  of  individual  wills  
"limited  by  the  condition  of  having  to  act  in  COIUlOn."  On  the  other  hand,  "'We  hesitate  to  S<?f  
that  the  characters  of  nations  are  nothing  mre  than  the  stm  of  the  characters  of  the  
individuals  Who  canpose  then;  because  there  may  be  tendencies  in  individuals  Which  react  upm  
one  another." 12  

Jo\'iett  argued  that  the  search  for  an  identity  of  individual  and  camnmal  mral  wills  is  
indicative  of  a  primitive  type  of  norality  wich  uen  rwert  to  wen  under  the  influence  of  
party  or  prejudice.  He  appears  to  have  overlooked  Hegel' s  injection  of  a  subjective  elenent  
into,  and  consequent  radical  alteration  of,  Plato's  theoxy  of  the  ideal  state.  Jowett  attacked  
Hegel' s  political  theo:cy  for  the  defects  of  a  political  theo:cy  Wl.ich  belonged  to  a  period  of  
hum:m  histo:cy  When  there  'Were  no  individuals  in  the  oodern  Eurcpean  sense,  wen  there  was  not  
the  saue  degree  of  individual  self-consciousness.  Moreover,  he  detected  in  Hegel' s  theory  of  
the  rational  state  an  irrational  appeal  to  the  sort  of  collectivist  sentiment  cultivated  by  
nodern  despots.  In  an  unguarded  lllOilent  he  baldly  stated  that  "political  absolutism  is  the  
necessaxy  result  of  philosophical  idealism. "13  

On  the  oodel  of  his  approach  to  the  inte:rpretation  of  Scripture,  Jowett  was  at  pains  to  
distinguish  - not  always  su::cessfully  - bet'iieen  Plato  the  Greek  thinker  of  the  fourth  centu:cy  
B.C.  and  Plato  the  founder  of  that  idealist  tradition  of  Which  Hegel  was  the  oost  notable  
Ioodern  repz:-esentative.  The  Hegelian  "suxession  of  oonents  in  the  mity  of  the  Idea"  Jo~~ett 
considered  the  nearest  approach  in  roodern  philosophy  to  the  universal  science  of  Plato.  Both  
philosophers  "conceived  the  1o10rld  as  the  correlation  of  am tractions •••• "  

''There  is,  however,  a  difference  between  them:  for  Whereas  Hegel  is  thirking  of  
all  the  minds  of  uen  as  one  mind,  11bich  develcps  the  stages  of  the  idea  in  different  
countries  or  at  different  t:lmes  in  the  s<~ne country,  with  Plato  these  gradations  are  
regarded  only  as  an  order  of  thoucjlt  or  ideas;  the  histo:cy  of  the  hum:m  mind  had  not  
yet  dawned  upon  him.n14  

Plato's  system  of  knowledge  was  also  a  netaphysical  system,  an  accomt  of  the  1o10rld  as  it  
really  is.  The  real  was  rational  for  him,  as  it  was  for  Hegel.  Plato's  systan,  however,  1169  a  
static  hierarchy;  Hegel's  116S  an  expanding  novenent  fran  implicitness  to  explicitness.  The  nub  
of  the  Hegelian  system  is  that  it  is  develcpmental.  The  Hegelian  notion  of  a  rational  spirit  
coming  to  be  in  the  'IIIOrld  by  coming  to  know  itself  in  the  1o10rld  is  one  of  11bich  Plato  could  not  
have  conceived.  Plato  had  no  su::h  conception  in  the  back  of  his  mind  wen  he  "confused"  
a(XJ\liring  knowledge  with  the  contemplation  of  abs:>lute  knowledge.  He  did  not  possess  the  ~a 
of  develcpment,  only  that  of  cha.n:Je•  Plato's  Idea  of  the  Good  is  both  fully  real  and  uniwolved  
in  temporal  changer  it  is  eternally  canplete  and  explicit.  Hegel's  1o10rld  spirit  requires  
change,  contingency  and  concrete  particularity  for  its  eKplication  or  realization.  

Jowett  was  praised  by  macy  illustrious  Oxford  graduates  as  a  great  teacher  and  the  one  who  
made  them  aware  of  Hegelianism.  By  1845  it  would  seem  likely  that  Jo..ett  116S  using  examples  
drawn  fran  Gennan  philosophical  idealism  in  his  teaching  at  Oxford,  but  the  nature  of  his  
teadling  is  difficult  to  estinate.  An  examination  of  his  notebooks  in  the  Balliol  l:ibra:cy  did  
not  resolve  the  difficulty.  His  extant  notes  and  jottings  on  Hegel  consist  cr.  partial  outlines  

12  B.  Jowett,  Republic  of  Plato,  vol.  II,  p.  138.  
13  B.  Jowett,  notebook  No.  1,  P•  125.  It  might  be  of  some  minor  historical  interest  to  
establish  a  date  for  Jo..ett's  first  notebook.  If  the  date  ins::ribed  on  No.  25  - 1881  - neans  
anything,  then  perhaps  No.  1  reflects  in  part  the  anti-Hegelian  reaction  Which  Jowett  1o10uld  
have  been  exposed  to  wan  he  was  in  Gerna.ny.  On  the  other  hand,  it's  mre  in  lleeping  wl.th  the  
testiness  of  his  later  criticiem  of  Hegel.  At  axw  rate,  it  anticipates  the  nost  cat1110n  
assessnent  of  Hegelian  p:~litical theo:cy  in  the  English-speaking  1o10rld  in  the  t-wentieth  centuxy.  
14  B·  Jowett,  Dialogues  of  Plato,  vol.  II,  P•  159.  
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of  the  Hegelian  system,  subject  headings  which  are  frequently  in  the  fonn  of  epigrBilll1iltic  and  
enigmatic  questions,  and  those  obiter  dicta  \<bich  he  considered  the  most  valuable  elenent  in  
Hegel' s  own  writings.  His  later  notebooks  contain  a  nwnber  of  qreruloos  remarks  cauplainin:J  of  
the  abstraction  of  all  netaphysics,  especially  Hegelian.  Nevertheless,  there  is  sufficient  
testimony  that  the  teaching  of  Jowett  at  Balliol  - with  all  his  reservations  abrut  Hegel  - IIBde  
a  si<pificant  contribution  to  the  naturali:zation  of  Hegel.  Furthernore,  he  taugJ.t  other  and  
more  enthusiastic  teachers  of  Hegelianisn.  

Edward  Caird  was  one  of  those  - a  steady,  pemistent  purveyor  of  Hegelianisn  for  some  
forty  years  and  the  doyen  of  the  British  Hegelians  in  the  1890s.15  By  1866,  caird  \\as  teaching  
more  or  less  along  Hegelian  lines  at  Glasgow. 16  His  Hegel,  which  \\aS  not  published  until  1883,  
is  still  a  <pod  sl:nrt  introduction  to  the  study  of  Hegel's  philosq>hy.  His  two  full-len<;th  
studies  of  Kant's  philosophy  were  both  written  frau  a  Hegelian  standpoint.17  

In  spite  of  Jowett's,  and  Green's,  teaching  at  Oxford,  the  univemicy  was  extremely  
reluctant  to  give  official  reco<pition  to  Hegel.  As  fur  canbr:idge,  it  was  not  mtil  1895  that  
the  philosophy  of  Hegel  was  offered  as  a  special  subject  in  the  moral  sciences  trip:>s.  However,  
questions  about  various  aspects  of  Kant's  philosq>hy  had  been  ap.r:earing  pariodically  in  the  
Cambridge  examinations  for  a.lm::>st  forty  years  prior  to  that  - which  put  Cambr:idge  considerably  
in  advance  af  Oxfurd,  at  least  s:>  far  as  official  acknowledgnent  of  Genran  philosq>hy  -;as  
concerned.  One  might  detect  in  this  the  academic  influence,  both  administrative  and  
intellectual,  af  Hem:y  S:idgwick. 18  His  utilitarianisn  was  subtle  and  broadly  based,  drawi.ng  
up:>n  the  ethics  of  "right"  and  intuition,  as  well  as  that  of  "good"  and  consequences.  The  
greatest  happiness  of  the  greatest  nunber  was  a  110ral  imparative  fur  Sidgwick,  as  much  as  it  
was  a  natural  <pOd.  In  expounding  this  view  he  made  direct  use  of  Kantian  argwrents.  In  
addition  to  the  wei9lt  of  his  intellectual  reputation,  Sidgwick's  activity  in  the  cause  of  
tripes  reform  was  instrumental  in  expanding  and  enriching  the  moral  sciences  reading  list  at  
cambridge.  cambridge's  110ral  sciences  tripos  showed  a  broad  interest  in  Genran  philosq>hy  long  
before  Oxford's  literae  humaniores  did.  There  is  no  doubt,  however,  that  Oxford  was  the  fimt  
to  make  si<;J'lificant  and  original  contributions  to  Hegelian  studi.es1  and  it  continued  to  be  the  
source  of  most  of  the  best  work  in  philosophical  idealisn.  

It  also  appeam  certain  that  the  dauinance  of  Plato  and  Aristotle  in  literae  humaniores,  
\<bich  lasted  much  longer  than  in  the  Canbridge  110ral  sciences  tripes,  had  a  lot  to  do  wi.th  the  
greater  Oxford  interest  in  Hegel.  The  ''Greats"  school  at  Oxford,  in  its  application  of  
classical  ·scoolarship  to  the  study  of  ancient  history  and  philosq>hy,  made  continual  reference  
to  r:oodern  philosophical  develq>ments  and  to  the  social  and  political  proble:ns  af  contemporary  
England.  

"The  first  condition  of  a  right  understanding  of  our  institutions  and  ways  of  
thinking  and  of  a  sane  pr:ogress  in  politics  and  philosq>hy  is  the  study  of  the  growth  
of  our  civilization,  both  on  the  side  of  practice  and  on  that  of  thought,  frau  its  

15  Edward  caird  { 1835-1908)  studied  classics  and  philosq>hy  at  Balliol  under  Jowett.  He  was  a  
classmate  of  T.H.  Green,  his  close  friend,  with  whan  he  shared  an  enthusiasn  for  working-class  
interests  and  impr:ovem:mt.  He  was  briefly  a  fellCM  and  tutor  of  Merton  College  befure  being  
appointed  Professor  of  M:>ral  Philosophy  at  Glasgow  Universicy,  1866-93,  and  then  Master  of  
Balliol  to  succeed  Jowett,  1893-1907.  
16  Evidence  for  this,  Edinburgh  and  Oxbridge  recognition  of  Gennan  philosophy  {dis::ussed  in  the  
following  tw:>  paragraphs)  can  be  found  in  mivemity  calendars  and  degree  examination  pa.r:ers  
from  1855  to  1905.  
17  See  A  critical  Account  of  the  Philosophy  of  Kant  {GlasgCM,  1877)  and  The  Critical  Philoso:@y  
of  Inmanuel  Kant  {Glasgow,  1889).  See  also  eh.  11  of  the  present  \>Urk  (pp.  92-93)  for  a  
discussion  of  caird  as  a  pr0100ter  of  idealism  as  a  s:>rt  of  surrog;tte  for  religioos  belief.  
18  See  eh·  6,  PP•  52-53,  for  a  dis::ussion  of  Sidgwick's  brand  of  utilitarianisu.  
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roots  in  ancient  Greek  life  and  speculation."19  

As  we  have  seen  fran  a  discussion  of  his  Platonic  scholarship  and  because  of  his  praninent  
position  in  the  Oxford  "Greats"  sch:>ol,  Jowett  w:ts  clearly  a  key  figure  in  the  transml.ssion  of  
Hegelian  ideas.  His  progressive  disenchantment  with  Hegel  and  with  metaphysics  as  a  e<»rse  of  
undergraduate  study  led  him  to  redu:::e  rut  not  eliminate  the  Hegelian  ingredi.ent  in  his  
cOlllrentaries  upon  Plato.  The  publication  of  Jowett's  Dialogues  of  Plato  in  1871  - a  translation  
accanpanied  by  lengthy  introductions  and  analyses  - was  sonething  of  a  philoscphical  as  well  as  
a  philological  and  literary  event,  and  it  retainei  its  autoorit;y  thrrugh  maey  editions.  

Willian  Wallace,  another  student  of  Jowett,  translatei  the  first  part  of  Hegel's  
Encyclopaedia  of  the  Philosophical  Sciences  as  The  Logic  of  Hegel,  ..tlich  w:ts  pmlished  in  
1874.20  It  marks  the  beginning  in  earnest  of  British  Hegelianisn.  It  was  with  the  strean  of  
Hegel  translations,  Hegelian  cannentaries  and  Hegel-inspired  philoscphy,  ..tlich  flowed  strongly  
fran  the  mid-1870s  thro.1gh  to  World  War  I,  that  philosophical  idealism  cane  into  its  a.m  as  a  
sch:>ol  of  British  philosq;~hy. The  major  source  of  that  stream  w:LS  O>Cfbrd,  especially  M:lrton  and  
Balliol  Colleges  - Jowett  and  Green  were  Balliol  menr  caird,  after  many  years  at  GlaB'iJOW,  
returned  to  Balliol  as  Master  on  Jowett's  death;  Bradley  w:Ls  a  fellow  and  Wallace  a  fellow  and  
tutor  of  Merton.21  

As  Wallace  pointed  out  in  his  "proleganena"  to  The  Logic  of  Hegel,  Hegel  had  written  his  
~ (the  "Greater  Logic")  alloost  sixty  years  before  and  many  cilan~s had  occ~rred in  
intellectual  life  since  then,  the  ItDst  significant  of  which  were  the  spectaOJ.lar  su:::cess  of  
natural  science  and  the  widespread  assumption  of  the  inductive  nethod  as  the  only  sure  way  to  
reliable  h~m~an knowled~. One  by-pro<i.lct  of  these  changes  was  a  dismissive  attitOOe  toward  
speculative  philosq;~hy of  all  kinds.  Positivism  and  enpiricism  and  the  self-denying  philoscphy  
of  the  unkna.~able had  virtually  swept  metaphysics  away  by  the  time  Wallace  p\Dlishei  his  ~ 
of  Hegel.  Wallace's  grasp  of  Hegel 's  neaning  and  purpose  w:LS  un,trecedented  in  English  
carunentary  UJPn  Gennan  philosophy.  His  "proleganena"  offers  an  accrunt  of  Hegel's  ~micy of  
thought  and  being  - its  progressive  self-development,  the  expansion  and  explication  of  logical  
categories  fran  an  abstract  point  in  being  - which  does  not  confuse  the  logical  dialectic  with  
its  manifestations  in  nature  and  human  history.  At  the  same  time,  the  necessity  of  spirit's  
self-externalization  in  nature  and  hman  history  is  made  evident.  As  Wallace  SC£:!S,  Hegel' s  
philosq;~hy is  the  intellectual  grasp  of  "'iila.t  _!!"  and  is  itself  an  actualiation  of  the  
rational.  Like  Stirling  before  him,  Wallace  proclaimed  the  Hegelian  enterprise:  philosophy  is  
both  the  real  ~ss of  the  world's  creation  and  its  culmination.  Unlike  Stirling,  however,  
his  presentation  is  notably  clear  and  su:::cinct.  

"True  philo5q;~hy llllSt  show  that  it  has  got  mld  of  'lilat  it  neans  to  dis<:USs:  it  
has  to  construct  its  subject  matter;  and  it  constructs  it  by  tracing  every  step  and  
m:>venent  in  its  construction  shown  in  actual  history.  The  mind  is  ..tlat  it  has  been  
made ••• ,"22  

At  one  point  in  his  "proleganena"  Wallace  attadts  the  prevailing  IOlitical  them:y  of  
individualism:  

"The  b.lsiness  of  the  political  philosopher  is  not.  to  trace  the  limits  between  

19  D.G.  Ritd:lie,  Philosophical  Studies,  ed.  R.  Latta  (IDndon,  1905),  p.  5  (fran  the  
biographical  memoir  by  Latta).  
20  William  Wallace  ( 1844-97)  came  to  Balliol  Colle~ fran  the  University  of  St.  Andrews  in  
1864.  He  becane  a  fellow  of  Merton  College  in  1867  and  a  tutor  in  1868.  He  su:::ceeded  Green  as  
Whyte' s  Professor  of  M:lral  Philosq;~hy in  1882,  ..tlich  post  he  held  mtil  his  death.  
21  The  association  of  Merton  with  Hegel  w:ts  maintained  by  H.H.  Joachim  and  G.R.G.  Mire,  who  
recently  retired  as  Warden  of  Merton.  
22  w.  Wallace,  The  Logic  of  Hegel  (Oxford,  1874),  P•  liv.  
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state  interference  and  the  liberty  of  particular  citizens,  nor  to  play  the  one  off  
agrlnst  the  other  so  as  to  detennine  their  sewral  spheres,  but  to  see  how  these  two  
fragnentacy  aspects  unite. "23  

This  is  a  recurrent  theme  of  British  Hegelianism  - the  total  interdependence  of  the  state  and  
its  individual  members,  founded  up:m  the  unity  of  the  individual  and  the  collective  mind.  In  
the  Gifford  Lectures  for  1895,  Wallace  put  this  in  the  context  of  the  org:mic  theo:cy  of  
societ;y:  

"That  intelligence  and  reaoon,  conscience  and  language,  errerge  only  through  
social,  collective  or  caubined  action  is  the  ,P)int.  Socialit;y  is  not  nere  
juxtaposition,  nere  aggreg3.tion •••• n24  

In  another,  more  ,P)litical  essay  wallace  is  unrese:rvedly  Hegelian.  The  state  is  not  only  
logically  prior  to  the  individual  and  the  actualization  of  IiDralit;y  .in  the  shape  of  legally  
enforceable  rights,  but  it  is  also  "the  mortal  God,  and  in  this  world  it  slx>uld  be  ubiquitous  
and  onnipotent. "25  Such  a  strongly  w:>rded  sentinent  in  favour  of  state  _p)war  sounds  an  omi.nrus  
note  to  those  living  in  the  latter  half  of  the  twentieth  century,  and  it  certainly  su;rgests  
sonething  other  than  Hegel' s  carefully  articulated  Rechtstaat.  However,  the  doctrines  of  
individualism  and  natural  rights  tended  to  provoke  an  exaggerated  respmse  fran  the  British  
Hegelians.  Under  the  calm  surface  of  late  Victorian  and  Ed'Viirdian  ,P)litical  life  a  strong  
current  of  extremism  was  runni.n;J,  ,and  Wallace's  views  reflected  not  only  a  passion  for  Hegelian  
philosq>hy,  but  also  the  Hegelians'  intense·•dislike  of  the  IIBny  current  theories  wlich  "clained  
too  much  for  libert;y."  'Aben  the  Great  war  br<Xe  out  in  1914,  the  United  Kingdan  was  deeply  
divided  on  a  number  of  issues  and  large-scale  violence  threatened  on  the  Irish  and  laboor  
fronts,  to  smh  an  extent  that  oome  cannentators  have  sam  that  a  second  English  civil  war  was  
in  the  IIBking.  

Elsewhere  Wallace  expressed  doubts  about  the  state's  capacity  to  fulfil  the  JtDral  end  fbr  
man.  Like  Green  and  Bosall:luet,  wallace  recognized  that  the  social  "organism"  often  appears  to  
its  manber  "org3.ns"  as  a  social  "nechanism,"  an  external  and  inhUIIBn  constraining  furce  rather  
than  the  embodiment  of  their  free  rational  wills.  The  social  follllS  may  becane  divorced  fran  
"the  inner  state  of  affairs"  and  the  feeling  of  being  coerced  may  be  justified.  Wlen  ''the  
social  fonn ••• canes  to  possess  an  aut!Drit;y  of  its  own  independent  of  what  it  represents,"  when  
"it  asserts  itself  as  a  separate  structure  with  a  life  and  interests  of  its  own,"  then  it  has  
becane  a  "IIOrbi.d  grCMth. "26  Strictly  speaking,  the  idealist  theo:cy  of  the  state  cannot  accept  a  
representational  account  of  "social  fonn,"  according  to  Wl.ich  it  rep:esents  a  rather  mysterirus  
"inner  state  of  affairs."  It  is  the  necessa.J:Y  external  reflection  and  embodiment  of  the  "inner  
state  of  affairs";  there  cannot  be  an  inner  state  of  affairs  existing  indepen&ntly  of  the  
institutions  of  societ;y.  In  the  s11:11e  essey,  wallace  goes  so  far  as  to  concede  a  right  of  
ultiiiBte  judgnent,  even  of  rebellion,  to  individual  conscience  in  IIBtters  Wl.idl  belong,  
according  to  Hegel,  to  the  detennination  of  objective  mind.  The  state  sli:>stmes  the  cla.ims  of  
IIOrality  - and  those  of  religion.  Any  conflict  bet11een  the  derrends  of  the  rational  state  and  
those  of  110ralit;y  and  religion  can  be  reoolved  only  by  further  !Dcial  grCMth  - that  is  to  say,  
by  expansion  of  the  rational  will,  not  by  the  state  simply  yielding  to  the  noralit;y  of  
constituent  individuals  and  groops.  

Wallace  is  best  known  as  an  able  translator  and  lucid  expositor  of  Hegelianism.  In  
addition  to  the  Logic  of  Hegel,  Wallace  also  translated  the  third  part  of  the  Encyclopaedia  as  
Hegel' s  Philosophy  of  Mind  ( 1894).  He  also  wrote  occasional  essays,  su:::h  as  "The  Relation  of  
Fidlte  and  Hegel  to  Socialism,"  'l>bich  expounded  Hegel' s  philoscphy  in  a  clear,  concise  fashion  

23  Ibid.  ,  P•  clx:Lii.  
24  w.  Wallace,  "The  Relation  of  Religion  to  Morality,"  Lectures  and  Essays  on  Natural  Theology  
and  Ethics,  ed.  E.  Caird  (London,  1898),  P•  122.  
25  w.  Wallace,  "Our  Natural  Ri<jlts,"  Ibid.,  P•  263.  
26  w.  Wallace,  "The  Legal,  Social  and'Religioos  Sanctions  of  Moralit;y ,"  ~·, P•  460.  
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and  related  it  to  topics  of  current  British  concern.  He  was,  however,  sometimes  incautious  in  
his  restaternents  of  Hegelian  thenes.  One  example  is  the  fbllowing  p3.ssage  fran  his  Giffbrd  
Lectures:  

"The  rule  for  mm  is  not  to  nerely  accept  the  givoen,  rut  to  1110uld  and  fashion  it  
for  himself,  In  h:im  nothing  merely  is:  it  is  to  be:  it  has  taken  on  it  a  new  law,  the  
law  of  becaning,  as  the  law  \ohich  govoerns  him  and  the  things  he  <Eals  wl.th. 1127  

Here  Wallace  has  taken  the  idea  of  an  inwardly  controlling  pattern  af  logical  de'lelcpment  llbich  
perrreates  all  things  and  projected  it  into  the  imj;:erative.  It  then  begins  to  look  voery  mu::h  
like  the  Pranethean  rule  of  man  over  his  emrironnent  rather  than  an  ex;planatocy  principle.  The  
"law  of  becaning"  is  not  quite  the  same  thing  as  the  Hegelian  unfblding  of  Being.  Wallace  has  
here  super:imposed  up>n  the  Hegelian  enclosed  infinite  the  trcrlitional  cpen-ended  one,  the  
strictly  endless  infinite.  The  world,  for  Hegel,  w:~s not  static  or  finished.  BJ.t,  W:tile  it  my  
not  have  reached  its  end,  the  end  is  knOYm  and  in  that  sense  achieved.  The  end  is  full  
self-knowledge,  the  self-consciousness  of  the  universe  as  spirit.  The  end  is  known  because  
human  reason  is  the  vehicle  of  that  self-conscicusness.  

For  tl:Dse  reconstructions  of  Hegelianian  ..tlich  are  both  more  original  and  llDre  true  to  the  
spirit  of  Hegel,  we  IIDlSt  look  to  three  of  Wallace's  contEIIIIOraries:  F.H.  Bradley,  T.H.  Green  
and  Bernard  Bosarquet.  Before  we  do,  something  needs  to  be  said  abalt  utilitarianisn,  the  moral  
and  p>litical  theory  llbich  dominated  British  intellectual  life  in  mid-centucy  and  W:tich  had  
hardened  into  something  like  orthodoxy  by  the  1870s.  The  llDral  theocy  of  self-realization  and  
the  idealist  theo:r.y  of  the  state  ~~ere pt'Odooed,  in  large  rceasure,  by  way  of  reaction  to  
utilitarianism,  and  opp:>sition  to  that  school  of  toought  united  the  British  Hegelians  more  than  
any  other  single  factor.  

27  W.  Wallace,  "The  Relation  of  Religion  to  Morality,"  ~·, P•  112.  



CHAPrER  6  

The  Principle  of  Utility  from  H1.11re  to  Sidgwick  

Hegelianism,  as  a  110vement  in  British  th:>ught,  was  impelled  in  great  part  by  profound  
dissatisfaction  with  the  utilitarian  account  of  noral  and  p:llitical  life.  It  owed  its  brief  
vigour  as  much  to  its  fierce  opposition  to  hedonism  and  utilitarianism  as  to  the  posit:bre  
inspiration  it  dre.r  fran  Hegel  and  Gernan  phllosqJb.ical  idealism.  utilitarianism  or  
universalistic  hedonism  was  the  theoretical  frane  of  reference  for  enlightened  and  progressive  
opinion  during  !lOSt  of  the  Victorian  age.  Its  classic  formulation  is  usually  talc;en  to  be  Jcim  
Stuart  Mill's  Utilitarianism,  published  in  Fraser's  magazine  in  1863.1  It  is  in  this  \'Ork  that  
Mill  canmitted  that  logical  "howler"  over  'llhich  generations  of  critics  have  gloated,  and  
because  of  which  utilitarianisu  is  held  by  many  to  be  defective  at  its  very  core.  Mill  noved  
fran  the  supposed  fact  that  evei)'One  desires  only  his  own  happiness  to  the  alleged  consEq\Ence  
that  everyone  sh:>uld  desire  the  happiness  of  all,  the  greatest  collective  happiness.  Put  like  
this,  the  mistake  seens  fairly  obvious.  In  Mill's  \'Ords,  however,  the  notion  has  a  certain  
initial  plausibility:  

"No  reason  can  be  given  why  the  general  happiness  is  desirable,  ex:cept  that  each  
person,  so  far  as  he  believes  it  to  be  attainable,  desires  his  o.m  happiness.  This,  
however,  being  a  fact,  we  have  not  only  all  the  p:oof  'llhich  the  case  admits  of,  blt  
all  which  it  is  possible  to  require,  that  happiness  is  a  good:  that  each  person's  
happiness  is  a  <Pod  to  that  person,  and  the  general  happiness,  therefi:>re,  a  '}:)Od  to  
the  aggregate  of  all  persons."2  

He  immediately  went  on  to  establish  that  happiness  is  the  only  intrinsic  <Pod  and  the  "s:>le  
criterion  of  110rality."  

There  are,  to  be  precise,  two  logical  errors  in  Mill's  statsuent.  In  the  first  place,  it  
does  not  folla..~ fran  each  person's  happiness  being  a  <Pod  to  that  person  that  the  general  
happiness  is  a  good  to  the  aggregate  of  all  persons.  No  matter  how  one  puts  each  person's  
private  happiness  together  with  everyone  else's,  the  result  is  nore  likely  to  be  a  chaos  of  
conflicting  happinesses  than  a  concerted  general  happiness;  an  aggregate  of  personal  good:!  is  

not  a  canm:>n  <.Pod·  

Mill's  second  error  is  the  celebrated  is-ou<jlt  slip.  Na..~ it  is  a  cannonplace  of  mral  
philosophy  that  one  cannot  derive  an  "ought"  fran  an  "is."  That  is,  to  proceed  fran  a  statauent  
or  stateuents  about  '~bat is  the  case  to  stateuents  about  '~bat ou<jlt  to  be,  or  be  done,  is  to  
shift  one's  logical  groond.  Statanents  about  what  is  and  state:nents  abrut  what  rught  to  be  are  
of  radically  different  logical  types.  If  one  attenpts  to  ground  the  latter  in  the  :fbrner,  one  
canmits  a  fundamental  logical  error.  A  non-noral  "ought"  - as  in,  "If  you're  '}:)ing  rut  to  the  
theatre,  yru  ou<jlt  to  get  ready"  or  "It  ou<jlt  to  rain  tonorra..~" - can  1blla..~ fran  "is"  
statEments  without  vitiating  the  arg1.11rent;  whereas  the  110ral  "ought''  of  obligation  can  only  be  
derived  fran  stateuents  anong  'llhich  there  is  at  least  one  W"lich  itself  contains  the  mral  
"ought."  Mill  maintains  that  the  only  reason  the  general  happiness  is  desirable  is  that  each  
person  desires  his  own  happiness.  

1  It  was  first  collected  with  On  Liberty  and  Representative  Government  in  1910  for  the  
Everynen' s  Library  edition,  and  together  with  his  System  of  Logic  they  constitute  the  best  part  
of  the  "philosophy"  if  not  the  operating  principles  of  refoxming  liberals  in  the  nineteenth  

~tur.y. 
J  .s.  Mill,  utilitarianism  (Everyman  ed.),  PP•  3.2-33.  
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"The  only  proof  capable  of  being  given  that  an  object  is  visible,  is  that  pecple  
actually  see  it.  The  only  p:oof  that  a  sound  is  audible,  is  that  people  hear  it:  and  
so  of  the  other  sources  of  our  experience.  In  like  manner,  I  apprehend,  the  sole  
evidence  it  is  possible  to  p:odooe  that  anything  is  desirable,  is  that  people  do  
actually  desire  it."3  

Here  is  that  frEquently  imperceptible  shift  fran  "is"  to  "oucj'lt"  at  its  most  percept:lble.  'lhe  
e=or  is  camnitted  in  the  shortest  p:>ssible  space  and  with  the  least  p:>ssible  disguise.  

It  is  so  blatant  that  one  feels  that  Mill  may  well  have  been  aware  of  it,  but  had  reasons  
for  believing  that  he  had  not  actually  canmi.tted  it.  He  may  have  been  Eqmting  the  fact  that  
sanething  is  desired  with  its  desirability.  Desirability,  or  goodness,  would  then  be  the  sane  
thing  as  being  desired;  to  say  that  sonething  is  desirable,  or  good,  would  be  to  say  no  IIDre  
than  that  it  is  desired.  This  is  the  kind  of  tautology  which  G.E.  Moore  had  in  mind  when  
exposing  the  so-called  naturalistic  fallacy.  If  "desirable"  just  oeant  "desired"  it  would  cease  
to  be  an  ethical  word  at  all.  Noxmally  "desirable"  ~reans oore  than  having  a  capacicy  for  being  
desired.  In  this  sense,  it  is  quite  unlike  "visible"  or  "aud:lble,"  and  Mill's  analogy  breaks  
down  - unless  he  was  abandoning  usage  in  favour  of  an  entirely  non-ethical  meaning  of  
"desirable,"  W1ich  is  highly  unlikely.  Perhaps  Mill  did  not  intend  to  E!!lpty  "desirable"  of  all  
ethical  content  whatsoever,  but  ~rerely to  detadl  it  fran  the  ooral  "ought."  In  that  case,  
"desirable"  would  still  be  a  synonym  for  "good,"  blt  goodness  would  be  a  pleasing  quality  like  
the  wamth  of  the  sun's  rays  on  a  winter  day.  This  line  of  argument  would  have  the  net  result  
of  emptying  "good"  of  any  strictly  ooral  imperative:  W1at  is  good  oucj:J.t  to  be,  blt  there  is  no  
duty  incumbent  up:>n  anyone  to  further  it.  Again,  it  is  highly  unlikely  that  this  lrBS  Mill's  
intention,  since  he  cannended  the  love  of  virtue  for  itself  alone  as  a  disposition  valuable  in  
the  prauotion  of  acts  contributing  to  the  general  happiness  - virtoous  conduct  is  good  as  a  
means  to  the  one  intrinsic  good,  the  general  happiness.  As  a  utilitarian,  Mill  could  hardly  
maintain  that  virtue  is  an  end  entirely  in  itself,  

It  is  ·in  tems  of  a  derivative  theo:cy  of  oorality  that  one  can  partially  justify  Mill's  
logical  carelessness.  In  a  clearly  definable  sense,  "oucj'lt"  l!llSt  be  grounded  in  "is."  Here  is  
the  second  of  a  pair  of  antinanies:  it  is  indisputably  the  case  that  "ought"  cannot  be  derived  
fran  "is,"  and  likewise  that  "oucj:J.t"  must  be  cerived  fran  "is"1  and  :yet  both  are  also  mtrue.  
The  solution  to  these  antinanies  hinges  up:>n  the  dual  intetpretation  of  nderived."  In  the  
first,  one  cannot  derive  "ouc;jlt"  fran  "is"  in  the  analytical  sense  - in  other  1o0rds,  there  is  
no  necessa:cy  relationship  of  implication  - blt  one  can  in  the  loceer  sense  that  an  "ought"  is  a  
natural  desire  that  has  been  DDralized.  In  the  second,  one  l!llSt  derive  "oucj:l.t"  fran  "is,"  
otherwise  the  "ought"  is  empty  - one  ought  to  do  nothing.  On  the  other  hand,  one  must  not  do  
so,  otherwise  the  DDral  quality  of  the  thing  that  oucj:l.t  to  be  done  is  lost.  The  strictly  IIDral  
properties  of  a  desirable  action  are  injected  by  the  DDral  will;  the  fact  that  there  is  a  
desire  to  do  it  does  not  entail  its  DDrality.  However,  if  it  111ere  not  desired  the  IIDral  will  
would  be  working  in  a  vacuum.  

As  Hegel  would  say,  the  difficulty  arises  fran  taking  eadl  of  the  antinanies  in  is:llation  
fran  the  other.  A  synthesis  of  the  two  can  be  made  in  such  a  way  that  the  truth  of  each  is  
preserved.  The  synthesized  truth  is  that  what  ooght  to  be  done  satisfies  hu:nan  nature,  and  what  
makes  it  DDrally  obliga.to:cy  is  the  conscioos  decision  to  make  it  part  of  a  rational  plan  of  
action.  Eve:cy  blind  impulse,  every  unreflective  desire  is  not  autanatically  a  DDral  obligation.  
However,  a  DDral  obliga.tion  created  in  defiance  of  natural  good  - and  sane  IIDral  codes  have  
contained  camnandm:mts  contra:cy  to  h~E~an survival  itself  - must  be  unworlcable.  Furthennore,  the  
content  of  the  will  is  ultillately  supplied  by  desirer  the  will  imposes  itself  up:>n  the  desire  
in  the  case  of  the  DDral  will,  fran  a  moral  DDtive.  The  m:>ral  will  can  be  its  own  end,  but  to  
be  an  effective  will  it  l!llSt  be  a  will  to  do  sonething  good,  and  the  handful  of  goods  Wl.ich  are  

3  ~·• P•  32.  
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intrinsically  good  are  so  largely  because  they  are  desired.  Their  goodness  and  their  beirg  
desired  are  inseparable.  Anything  llhich  is  conducive  to  thE!tl  oucjl.t  to  be  done  because  it  is  
desirable  - in  both  senses  of  the  word.  If  goodness  - which  is  presumably  oomethirg  which  ought  
to  be  for  its  own  sake,  if  not  the  only  end  in  itself  - is  detached  fran  hune.n  desires,  it  
surely  loses  all  relevance  to  the  110ral  life.  The  desirable  must  be  capable  of  beirg  desired,  
it  must  anS\oler  to  sare  human  need,  as  well  as  be  desirable  in  the  strictly  ethical  sense  of  the  
word.  For  the  desirable  to  be  good,  it  is  not  sufficient  for  it  to  be  desired,  but  it  is  
necessary.  

Sare  noral  philoscphers  have  argued  very  convincirgly  that  there  are  certain  ricjlt  actions  
whose  rightness  cannot  be  derived  fran  goodness,  that  there  are  some  thirgs  "llohich  one  rught  to  
do  regardless  of  consequmces,  such  as  pay  one's  debts  or  tell  the  truth.  Nevertheless,  
sanething  must  be  done,  some  chan;Je  in  the  actual  state  of  affairs  must  be  at  least  intended  ,  
and  the  noral  will  must  place  itself  in  the  world  of  conflict  and  J;S.Ssion  - either  del.iberately  
or  heedless  of  the  consequences.  In  the  same  way,  the  intrinsically  good,  "llohose  goodness  cannot  
be  derived  fran  sare  higher  or  nore  inclllsive  <pod,  is  a  natural  as  well  as  an  ethical  object.  
It  is  a  canplex  of  needs  and  desires  which  have  been  nnralized;  a  process  of  nediation  is  
required  before  a  desire  can  be  desirable.  The  establishnent  of  a  connection  bet~oeen "is"  and  
"ought"  involves  greater  use  of  self-conscious  reason  than  that  rell'ealed  in  Mill's  apJ;S.rentl.y  
unwittin;J  shift  fran  desire  to  desirability.  However,  in  mald.rg  that  shift,  he  implicitly  
affi:aned  an  important  ethical  truth  ..mich  has  often  been  lost  sight  of:  altoough  that  ..mich  is  
desired  is  not  necessarily  desirable,  the  desirable  must  be  sonething  ..tlich  is  capable  of  being  
actually,  humanly  desired.  

Mill's  "naturalism"  places  him,  as  a  110ral  philosopher,  closer  to  Hegel  than  tl'Dse  British  
Hegelians,  notably  Green,  wtx>  \Oiere  influenced  in  their  ethics  as  much,  if  not  nore,  by  Ifant  as  
they  were  by  Hegel.  For  Hegel,  the  natural  heteronanous  desires  are  not  amoral,  not  somethin;J  
to  be  coerced  into  noral  order  by  the  good  will.  The  pursuit  of  pleasure,  fbr  example,  is  
implicitly  110ral,  altrough  not  the  height  of  noral  endeavour.  Contrary  to  hedonian,  nen  do  
desire  ends  other  than  pleasure.  Contrary  to  Ifantianism,  there  is  no  loss  of  norality  in  the  
desiring  of  thE!tl  - or  of  pleasure.  There  can  be  no  norality  witb::lut  desire,  not  because  
norality  must  suppress  desire  or  else  die  of  inactivity,  but  because  uorality  is  rationalized  
desire.  Hegel's  concept  of  Sittlichkeit  and  Mill's  version  of  the  principle  of  utilicy  both  
devote  considerable  attention  to  the  =ralicy  of  everyday  life,  includirg  that  of  the  
marketplace.  One  frankly  acknowledges  the  hedonistic  notive;  the  other  seeks  to  transfb:an  it  
into  an  ·ethical  precept.  While  Hegel's  is  the  nore  ambitious  theory,  tracing  a  rational  
continuity  between  family  life  and  law,  and  between  "gettirg  and  s;pending"  and  service  of  the  
state,  both  purport  to  mite  mreflective  need  and  self-conscious  effbrt  to  realize  the  <pod.  

Henry  Sidgwick  explicitly  recognized  Mill's  logical  error,  and  did  not  try  to  derive  the  
desirability  of  something  fran  the  fact  of  anyone's  actually  desiring  it:  he  saw  clearly  that  
to  argue  the  entailnent  of  a  thing's  desirability  fran  its  actually  bein;J  desired  ..as  to  
confuse  psychology  with  ethics.4  He  maintained  that  the  utilitarian  goal,  the  greatest  

4  H.  Sidgwick,  The  Methods  of  Ethics,  7th  ed.  (Iorrlon,  1907),  bk.  I,  eh.  4  and  bk.  III,  eh.  13.  
Henry  Sidgwick  ( 1838-1900)  was,  like  T.H.  Green,  a  product  of  Tlnnas  Arnold's  Rugby.  He  

went  to  Trinity  College,  canbridge,  in  1855,  became  a  fellow  in  1859,  resicped  in  1869  because  
of  conscientious  objection  to  the  Thirty-nine  Articles  of  the  Cllurch  of  England,  and  \4!i.S  

reapp:>inted  'llhen  the  law  re:;{uirin;J  subs::ription  ..as  changed.  He  ..as  elected  Kni,Ptr:br Xl.ge  
Professor  of  Moral  Philosophy  in  1883.  He  lectured  and  wrote  voluminrusly  on  a  wide  variecy  of  
topics,  econanic,  p:>litical  and  literary  as  well  as  phllosq;>hical.  He  initiated  an  eccentric  
Cambridge  tradition  of  serious  philosophical  interest  in  eKtra-sensory  ;perception  and  psychical  
research,  ~ich has  been  continued,  first  by  a  student  of  his,  McTaggart  (of  whan  nore  later  in  
eh.  10  and  11),  and  then  by  M::Taggart's  exp:>sitor,  c.o.  Broad.  
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happiness  of  the  greatest  number,  was  a  fundamental  m::>ral  intuition;  whereas  Mill  believed  that  
fran  their  being  desired  it  directly  followed  that  any  am::>mt  of  happiness  or  canbination  of  
happinesses  was  desirable.  Sidgwick  regarded  the  utilitarian  goal  as  ethically  irreducible  - it  
is  an  analytical  truth  that  the  suprene  <pod  is  the  general  happiness.S  One  cannot,  on  the  
basis  of  human  behaviour,  pr017e  the  desirability  of  the  general  happiness  and  the  superioricy  
of  universalistic  over  egoistic  hedonism.  The  consistent  ecpist  is  irrefutable.  He  is  also  very  
unusual  in  that  he  has  either  successfully  suppressed  all  his  disinterested  m::>tives,  or  else  he  
had  none  to  begin  with.  Such  a  p3rson  will  have  to  either  conduct  h:lmself  as  if  he  ~~ere in  a  
Hobbesian  state  of  nature  with  other  persons;  or,  given  the  existenoe  of  a  m::>ral  sense  in  human  
beings,  he  must  irrationally  hop!  for  better  treatnent  fran  others  than  he  metes  out  to  them.  
The  core  of  Sidgwick' s  argument  is  the  construction  of  a  universallstic  ethic  out  of  the  
alleged  utilitarian  intuition  that  individual  welfare  is  inseparable  fran  the  general  welfare.  
Psychological  hedonism,  the  theory  that  each  person  desires  only  his  CMn  separate  happiness,  
was  an  ethical  red  herring  as  far  as  Sidgwick  was  concerned.  

For  his  defence  of  miversalistic  hefunism,  Sidgwidt  dra.- up:m  intuitionist  noral  
philosophers.  From  Bishop  Butler's  doctrine  of  the  paramountcy  of  conscience  and  from  Kant's  
theory  of  the  self-legislating  practical  reason,  he  fashioned  argunents  in  supp:>rt  of  his  
belief  that  there  is,  in  fact,  a  sense  of  m::>ral  obligation  which  pranpts  human  beings  to  pursue  
the  happiness  of  a  widening  circle  of  others.  Sidgwick.  agreed  with  the  intuitionists  that  
people  feel  they  are  absolutely  obliged  in  certain  cases  to  act  in  a  certain  way,  that  they  
have  IIDral  duties  which  take  precedence  not  only  over  their  personal  interests  but  even  over  
sane  rore  general  good;  that  there  are,  in  short,  noral  rules  which  people  obey  without  further  
consideration,  without  looking  beyond  the  rule  itself.6  S.L:igwick.  vent  on  to  assert  that  su::h  
rules,  in  spite  of  their  being  felt  to  be  canpletely  autonomous  and  categorical,  can  
nevertheless  be  shown  to  be  comprehended  1:y  the  greatest  happiness  principle,  and  that  
conflicts  between  these  categorical  imperatives  - which  conflicts  constitute  one  of  the  most  
demanding  aspects  of  the  IIDral  life  - are  usually  reeolved  1:y  sorre  sud:l.  principle.  The  
utilitarian  end  is  a  unifying,  synthetic  principle.  It  gathem  together  all  the  different  
duties  and  obligations,  all  the  separate  110ral  intuitions,  under  one  head.  It  is  their  cannon  
ground,  although  not  their  common  oource,  and  it  is  itself  an  intuited  110ral  truth;  

"• •• the  Intuitional  method  ricprously  applied  yields  as  its  final  result  the  doctrine  
of  pure  Universalistic  Hedonism  - which  it  is  comenient  to  denote  by  the  single  
word,  Utilitarianism."7  

Sidgwick's  explanation  of  the  connection  between  intuitionism  and  utilitarianism  did  not  
make  the  greatest  happiness  principle  respectable  in  the  eyes  of  the  British  Hegelians.  Their  
quarrel  was  with  the  fundanental  intuition  itself,  that  the  110ral  end  for  nan  ...as  a  net  balance  
of  pleasure.  It  was  not  redeemed  by  being  a  collective  or  social  objective  rather  than  one  for  
separated  individuals.  Their  critique  of  the  greatest  happiness  principle  is  best  exemplified  
in  the  work  of  F.H.  Bradley,  which  will  be  discussed  in  the  folloring  chapter.  Their  objections  
to  hedonism  were  an  integral  part  of  their  campaign  a<J~inst the  utilitarian  via.- of  nan  in  
society.  

5  "• •• if  the  duty  of  aiming  at  the  g:~neral happiness  is  thus  talam  to  include  all  other  duties,  
as  subordinate  applications  of  it,  we  seem  to  be  again  led  to  the  notion  of  Happiness  as  an  
ultimate  end  catecprically  pcescribed  - only  it  is  no.~ General  Happiness  and  not  the  pri-w.te  
happiness  of  any  individual.  And  this  is  the  view  that  I  myself  take  of  the  Utilitarian  
g=-inciple."  (H.  Sidgwick,  Methods  of  Ethics,  P•  8.)  

This  did  not  prevent  Sidgwick  fran  objecting,  in  alli'Ost  Hegelian  fashion,  that  Kant' s  
conception  of  "hUIIBJlity  as  an  end  in  itself"  was  a  s:>rt  of  "paralogism,"  in  that  no  principle  
of  benevolence  toward  actual  human  beings  with  "empirical  desires  and  aversions"  could  be  
deduced  from  it.  (Ibid.,  p.  390.) 
7  -Ibid.,  PP•  406-Q7,  See  also  PP•  475-80.  
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Utilitarian  political  writings  of  the  post-Napoleonic  period  were  a  defence  of  
liberal-democratic  gains  against  the  general  European  reaction,  in  which  campaign  offence  was  
the  most  effective  form  of  defence  for  the  English  utilitarians  because  the  Industrial  
Revolution  and  the  attendant  increase  in  p:>wer.  for  the  middle  classes  had  advanced  so  much  
further  in  Britain  than  elsewhere  in  Europe.8  utilitarianism's  belated  success  in  inspiring  
many  nineteenth  century  English  legal  and  political  reforms  owed  a  great  deal  to  its  
ideological  links  with  laissez-faire  political  economy  and  its  decidedly  unrevolutionary  
opposition  to  tb:>se  feudal  remnants  which  both  romantics  and  reactionaries  were  futilely  trying  
to  breathe  new  life  into.  With  the  co-optation  of  the  industrial  bourgeoisie  by  the  British  
ruling  class,  utilitarianism  became  almost  respectable.  It  had  always  been  contemptoous  of  the  
natural  rights  of  man,  and  its  espousal  of  p:>litical  democracy  was  one  of  cool  calculation,  not  
heartfelt  cOI!Illitment;  but  as  a  science  of  social  reconstruction,  it  was  inherently  sublrersive  
of  the  closed  corporations  and  hierarchical  structure  of  traditional  society.  '!he  method  of  
utilitarianism's  founder,  Jeremy  Bentham,  was  the  method  of  enlightened  desp:>tism  - the  
confidence  in  human  malleability  of  a  O:>ndorcet  wedded  to  the  power  of  a  Hobbesian  sovereign.  

James  Mill  proceeded,  under  Bentham'  s  tutelage,  on  the  assumption  that  society  can  be  
theoretically  broken  down  into  its  individual  canponents  without  residue  or  loss  and  that  these  
individuals  are  independent,  self-contained  units.  Furthermore,  they  are  entirely  and  
inevitably  self-centred  - each  pur.sues  only  his  own  best  interest.  One's  best  interest  is  a  
favourable  balance  of  pleasure  =er  pain,  which  it  is  in  the  nature  of  the  human  being  to  seek.  
In  his  Essay  on  Government  ( 1828)  Mill  says  of  human  nature:  

"We  must  content  ourselves  with  assuming  certain  results •• ,for  example,  in  
general  terms  that  the  lot  of  every  human  being  is  determined  by  his  pains  and  
pleasures,  and  that  his  happiness  corresponds  with  the  degree  in  Which  his  pleasures  
are  great  and  his  pains  are  small. "9  

Every  human  being,  says  Mill,  "has  an  insatiable  desire  for  the  means  to  his  own  greatest  
happiness,"  the  chief  of  which  is  the  power  to  induce  - or  coerce  - conformity  of  others'  wills  
to  the  pursuit  of  his  interest.  This  is  a  "law  of  nature,"  the  result  of  which,  in  
concatenation  with  other  such  laws,  is  that  "the  interest  of  the  cOilllllunity,  considered  in  the  
aggregate  or  in  the  democratical  point  of  view,  is  that  each  individual  should  receive  
protection ... ,"10  It  is,  of  course,  one's  interest  to  calculate  the  long-term  and  indirect  
consequences  of  one's  actions,  and  the  reactions  of  others,  and  to  weigh  pleasure  against  
pleasure,  pain  against  pain.  'rh:!  enlightened  man  recognizes  that  his  pleasure  frequently  lies  
in  that  of  others  - there  is  a  natural  identity  of  interests.  'Ibis  natural  harmony  can  be  
reinforced  and  enlarged  by  an  artificial  one,  the  manipulation  by  the  gCNernment  of  the  
incentive  of  pleasure  and,  more  effectively,  the  disincentive  of  pain.  'lhe  good  society  on  this  
view  is  a  legal  framework  within  which  the  individual  can  pursue  undistracted  his  own  
particular  happiness.  His  fellow  members  of  society  are  no  npre  to  him  than  contributors  - or  
hindrances  - to  his  personal  happiness.  

The  utilitarian  account  of  society  was  an  atomistic  one.  It  derived  much  of  its  original  
impetus  from  the  comparatively  new  science  of  political  economy,  which  deliberately  isolated  
the  economic  nptive  for  the  purpose  of  studying  the  exchange  of  material  wealth,  of  land,  
labour,  capital  and  their  products.  '!he  theoretically  untranmelled  operation  of  the  economic  
motive  was  taken  by  the  early  utilitarians  tD  corroborate  their  theory  that  society  is  an  

8  The  European  dimension  should  be  noted  because,  while  utilitarianism  was  a  primarily  
English-speaking  phenanenon,  it  had  deep  roots  in  the  Continental  Enlightenment.  Bentham  drew  
at  least  as  much  from  the  philoso};hical  materialism  of  Helvetius  and  the  penology  of  Beecaria  
as  he  did  frcm  the  associationist  psychology  of  Hartley.  Furthermore,  he  wrote  for  a  European  
audience  and  was  read  much  more  widely  in  translation  ·than  in  English.  
9  James  Mill,  An  Essay  on  Government,  ed.  c.v.  Shields  (Indianapolis,  1955),  p.  48.  
10  Ibid. I  P•  65.  
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aggregation  of  self-centred  ~easure-seekers. It  was  for  them  the  mechanism  and  the  activities  
of  too  free  market  writ  large.  Too  institutional  side  of  social  life  - toose  slow  historical  
accumulations  which  survive  the  generations  - was  regarded  with  intense  suspicion  as  the  shield  
of  sinister  interests.  The  role  that  society  plays  in  shaping  man  as  a  moral  being,  arrl  in  
pcesenting  him  with  fresh  moral  demands  and  opportunities,  was  not  recognized  by  Bentham  and  
James  Mill.  In  fact,  they  seem  to  have  been  singularly  insensitive  to  too  whole  gregarious  side  
of  human  nature.  'lhis  cannot,  in  fairness,  be  said  of  either  Sidgwick  or  John  Stuart  Mill;  but  
they  failed  to  take  full  account  of  the  extent  to  which  man  is  a  creature  of  the  society  Which  
he  has  himself  created.  J.s.  Mill  acknowledged  the  existence  of  "a  deeply  rooted  conception  
which  every  individual  even  now  has  of  himself  as  a  social  being 1  [which]  tends  to  make  him  
feel  it  one  of  his  natural  wants  that  there  should  be  harmony  between  his  feelings  and  aims  and  
those  of  his  fellow  creatures •••• "  "This  conviction,"  says  Mill,  "is  too  ultimate  sanction  of  
the  greatest  haJ?.Piness  morality. n11  Mill  never  abandoned  the  atomistic  view  of  society  .implicit  
in  Benthamite  utilitarianism,  in  spite  of  "this  conviction"  of  social  "harmony,"  ani  in  spite  
of  what  Cbleridge  had  taught  him  about  the  underlying  rational  meaning  and  purpose  of  many  
received  opinions  and  ancient  institutions.  He  continually  reaffirmed  the  greatest  happiness  of  
the  greatest  number  as  the  supreme  good  and  refused  to  abandon  psychological  redonism  as  the  
basis  for  utilitarian  ethics.  li:!  talked  of  harmonizing  individual  feelings  and  aims,  never  of  
sharing  a  common  interest  which  transcends  any  combination  of  individual  interests.  

Sidgwick  had  more  sense  of  historical  continuity  than  other  utilitarians  and  tended  
increasingly  to  see  sane  kind  of  moral  fulfilment  in  tiE  expansion  of  "the  European  polity."  
For  Sidgwick  the  greatest  happiness  principle  was  pcimarily  an  explanatory  device,  a  method  of  
analyzing  the  moral  life  and  of  synthesizing  moral  rules.  For  both  the  Mills  and  Bentham,  it  
had  greater  cutting  edge,  more  pcactical  employment.  Although  J.s.  Mill  belonged  to  a  less  
revolutionary  age  than  did  his  father  and  Bentham,  re  too  looked  upon  the  greatest  happiness  
pcinciple  as  the  exposer  of  dangerous  "fictions,"  the  solvent  of  dogma  and  the  scourge  of  
antiquated  laws  and  rotten  institutions  which  .impeded  human  progress.  He  was  also  confident  
that  the  enlightened  man  or  "philosopher"  could  safely  rationalize  the  COIIIllon  moral  
consciousness  as  enlarged  self-love.  Mill  did  not  deny  that  conventional  morality  was  
indispensable  to  social  cohesion;  but  it  required  rationalization,  it  needed  to  be  examined  in  
the  light  of  the  greatest  happiness  principle  ani  trinllled  accordingly.  He  was  sure  that  the  
introduction  of  that  pcinciple  into  the  moral  life  ToJOuld  simply  confirm  most  of  the  established  
moral  code  and  strengthen  the  existing  sense  of  duty  ard  social  obligation.  lis  has  been  noted  
many  times  before,  Mill  tried  valiantly  to  combine  two  opposing  ];hilosophical  traditions:  the  
root-and-branch  refonn  one  of  Bentham,  and  the  conservative,  historically  minded  one  of  
Cbleridge.  He  attempted  to  graft  a  sense  of  community  and  the  notion  of  cumulative  social  
growth  onto  the  utilitarian  trunk,  the  idea  that  society  is  m  more  than  the  aggregate  of  
individuals  Who  pcesently  compose  it  and  that  nothing  binds  them  together  but  enlightened  
self-interest.  The  attempt  failed  because  it  was  a  graft  which  could  not  take  - the  two  ideas  
were  incompatible.  

It  is  in~resting to  compare  Hume  with  the  utilitarians  on  this  matter  - if  only  because  
coming  to  terms  with  Hume  was  seen  by  many  of  the  British  Hegelians,  especially  T.H.  Green,  as  
an  essential  propaedeutic  to  disposing  of  utilitarianism.  Hume  was  a  pcecursor  of  
utilitarianisn  in  his  advocacy  of  the  principle  of  utility.  Yet  in  Hume's  philosophy  the  
pcinciple  of  utility  was  invoked  in  support  of  natural  sociability.  Ordinary  virtue  was  a  
useful  means  to  the  pceservation  of  social  harmony  am  stability.  The  utilitarians,  on  the  
other  hand,  regarded  the  social  order  as  a  means  to  promoting  individual  happiness,  albeit  the  
greatest  amount  of  the  greatest  number.  They  conveyed  m  sense  of  society  being  anything  other  
than  the  aggregate  of  individuals  composing  it,  of  its  constituting  any  common  bond  among  
them.  It  is  a  coil111011  interest  only  insofar  as  it  serves  every  particular  individual  interest;  

11  J.s.  Mill,  Utilitarianism  (Everyman  ed.),  P•  31.  
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in  other  ~«>rds, it  is  sanething  different  to  each  one.  Morality  is  as  IIIUCh  a  matter  of  
enli<jltened  self-interest  ld.thin  S>Ciety  as  it  would  be  without  - if  such  a  condition  11ere  
conceivable  - the  only  difference  being  that  one  must  in  one's  CMn  interest  be  m:>re  considerate  
of  the  interests  of  others  in  an  or9=1nized  p:>litioal  society.  One  interp:etation  of  Hume  
depicts  hlm  resisting  the  spread  of  this  "personal  cornenience"  view  of  sociecy:  

"His  'utility'  is  based  not  ex:clusively  or  even  prinarily  on  the  separate,  
calculating  individual,  but  essentially  on  what  he  tock  to  be  general  and  objective  
S>Cial  experience ••••  By  derivation  [£ran  lobat  was  seen  to  be  an  or9=1nic  relation  
between  the  market  and  sociecy  as  a  whole]  the  relationship  between  personal  m:>ral  
decision  and  the  social  pmcess  could  also  be  seen  as  or~ic. •  • •  The  enphasis  on  
separate  individual  =ral  calOJ.lation  had  appeared  long  before  Hume,  and  ..as  an  
object  of  his  conscious  attack.  •  •  •  His  wh:>le  enterp:ise  can  be  seen  as  an  attempt  to  
restore  the  identity  of  social  and  personal  virtues  at  a  tD:ne  when  the  tensions  of  
change  had  forced  and  ..ere  forcing  these  apart • .,12  

In  the  licjlt  of  Rayl!Dnd  Williams'  interp:etation,  one  mi<jlt  dis::ern  an  affinity  bet11een  
Hume's  social  and  political  toought  and  that  of  the  British  Hegelians.  His  app:eciation  fur  the  
social  virtues  places  him  closer  to  them  than  to  his  utilitarian  su:::cess:>rs.  Strangely  enough,  
both  Bradley  and  Green  evinced  at  least  as  IIIUCh  empiricisn  and  Humean  skspticiem  abo.lt  
theoretical  p:econceptions  as  did  their  supposedly  inductivist  utilitarian  cpiOnents.  BJ.t  then  
it  was  a  carun::>n  chax:ge  of  their  critics  that  the  utilitarians  '\Oiere  excessively  abstract  
theorists  of  man  and  society.  J.s.  Mill  himself,  in  the  sixth  book  of  his  System  of  Logic,  drew  
attention  to  Benthan' s  "geanetrical  meth::ld  in  politics"  and  its  fmdamental  error  of  deducing  
s:>cial  effects  fran  one  allegedly  canp:ehensive  p:emi.se  about  h1lllEln  nature.13  The  Benthami.te  
premise  is  that  men's  actions  are  always  detennined  by  their  p:-ivate  interests.  One  cculd  argue  
for  and  ag:llnst  that  premise,  p:-oduce  contradictoxy  as  '\Oiell  as  confinre.to:ey  examples  of  hU!lEln  
behaviour.  The  theoretical  point  of  importance  is  that  the  utilitarians  abstracted  individuals  
£ran  their  social  context,  only  to  re-assatble  wciety  out  of  those  same  individuals,  nCM  
stripped  of  prejudice  and  prescriptive  right.  The  .image  of  h1Jl1an  nature  which  emerged  fran  this  
procedure  ..as  a  mnstrosity.  However,  the  utilitarians  were  less  concerned  to  explain  the  real  
nature  of  man  in  society  than  thert  '\Oiere  to  rid  people  of  ohscurantist  political  notions  and  
replace  them  with  the  p:inciple  of  utility.  Mankind's  "two  sovereign  nasters,  pain  and  
pleasure ••• detenuine  what  we  shall  do."  We  can  only  "pretend  to  abjure  their  empire. n14  It  ..as  
the  pretensions  of  "p:inciples  adverse  to  that  of  utility"  ..tlich  Benthan  ..as  especially  
concerned  to  destroy.  A  lot  of  painful  mistakes  ~«>uld contirue  to  be  made  if  legislators  and  
administrators  were  not  supplied  'ldth  a  clear  utilitarian  rationale  for  their  actions.  Such  a  
rationale  was  the  utilitarian  science  of  m:>rals,  which  is  to  sey,  of  h1J11an  beh<Niour. 15  

12  Rayl!Dnd  Williams,  "David  Hume:  Reaooning  and  Exferience,"  The  English  Mind:  studies  in  the  
English  Moralists  Presented  to  Basil  Willey,  ed.  H.S.  Davies  and  G.  watoon  (camhrige,  1964),  P•  
144.  
13  Macaulay  is  the  critic  usmlly  credited  with  su:::cessfully  identifying  in  the  p.blic  mind  the  
name  of  Jeremy  Bentham  and  absurd  abstraction  fran  wcial  reality.  
14  J.  Benthan,  Morals  and  Legislation,  p.  125.  
15  "The  only  right  ground  of  action,  that  can  possibly  subsist,  is,  after  all,  the  
consideration  of  utility,  which  if  it  is  a  right  principle  of  action,  and  of  approbation,  in  
any  one  case,  is  so  in  evexy  other.  other  p:inciples  in  abundance,  that  is,  other  m:>tives,  my  
be  the  reasons  why  su::h  and  such  an  act~ been  done:  that  is,  the  reaoons  or  causes  of  its  
being  done:  but  it  is  this  alone  that  can  be  the  reaoon  wl\Y  it  mi9J.t  or  ou<jlt  to  have  been  
done."  (~, P•  146.)  
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F.H.  Bradley:  The  Organic  Theory  of  Society  

In  the  very  first  sentence  of  F.H.  Bradley' s  first  published  w::>rk,  The  Presuppositions  of  
critical  History  ( 1874)  ,  that  subtle  combination  of  elements  drawn  fran  Hegel' s  and  other  
idealist  thought  with  apt  and  acute  psychological  insights  and  an  elegant,  cadenced  prose  style  
which  distinguished  all  of  Bradley's  writing  manifests  itself:  

"In  the  w::>rld  the  mind  makes  for  the  manifestation  of  itself,  and  where  its  life  
is  the  process  of  its  own  self-realization,  there  the  action  and  the  knowledge  of  it  
are  children,  the  hours  of  whose  bringings-forth  are  never  the  same,  and  whose  births  
are  divided.  Alike  in  the  life  of  mankird  ard  in  the  developnent  of  the  individual,  
the  deed  comes  first  and  later  the  reflection;  and  it  is  with  the  question,  "What  
have  I  done?",  that  we  awake  to  facts  accomplished  and  never  intended  am  to  
existences  we  do  rot  recognize,  while  we  own  them  as  the  creation  of  ourselves."1  

In  spite  of  this  Hegelian  introduction  to  critical  history,  the  critical  part  is  itself  
strongly  reminiscent  of  Hu:oo  on  miracles.  The  historian,  says  Bradley,  cannot  accept  testimony  
to  the  occurrence  of  an  event  for  which  there  is  no  analogy  in  his  present  experience.  If  he  is  
a  critical  historian,  he  possesses  a  coherent  body  of  knowledge  based  upon  the  presupposition  
that,  just  as  a  natural  event  has  a  natural  cause,  so  a  historical  event  has  a  historical  
cause.  Insofar  as  he  can  identify  himself  with  the  mim  am  the  experience  of  the  witness,  the  
historian  can  accept  his  testimony;  but  his  total  experience  is  different  and  he  is  bound,  as  a  
critical  historian,  to  apply  the  whole  of  his  knowledge  to  his  judgment  of  the  acceptability  of  
a  piece  of  historical  evidence.  The  critical  historian  does  not  passively  receive  facts;  he  
exercises  his  judgment  upon  testilnony.  Every  judgment  is  an  inference,  and  every  inference  
presupposes  an  already  existing  body  of  knowledge.2  Bradley  stresses  the  scientific  element  in  
the  historian's  knowledge  - which  is  to  say,  the  scientific  knowledge  available  to  him.  It  is  
scientific  knowledge  above  all  which  makes  of  the  historian's  experience  a  criterion  for  
judging  the  credibility  of  witnesses  and  the  probability  of  historical  events  attested  to.  If  
there  is  nothing  analogous  in  the  historian's  present  experience,  then  the  evemt  as  reported  
must  be  deemed  improbable  and  rej ected.  

"The  rule  for  the  critical  historian  is  always  to  keep  on  the  side  of  safety.  It  
is  better  to  suspem  the  judgment  an:l  be  wrong  than  to  be  right  against  reason  an:l  in  
the  face  of  science."3  

Natural  science  advances,  and  with  its  advance  the  presuppositions  of  critical  history  

1  F.H.  Bradley,  Collected  Essays  (Oxford,  1935),  P•  5.  
Francis  Herbert  Bradley  ( 1846-1924)  was  the  son  of  a  leading  light  of  the  Evangelical  

Cl.apham  sect.  While  an  undergraduate  reading  "classical  moderations"  and  literae  
humaniores  at  University  <bllege,  Oxford,  from  1865  to  1869,  he  came  briefly  under  the  
"spell"  of  T.H.  Green.  He  becaroo  a  fellow  of  Merton  College  in  1870  arrl  remained  there  
until  his  death.  'lhere  were  no  teaching  or  lecturing  duties  attached  to  his  fellowship,  
and  he  devoted  himself  to  study  and  writing,  being  sanething  of  a  recluse.  Altl:ough  he  
never  exercised  the  sort  of  moral  authority  nor  enjoyed  the  sort  of  community  influence  
that  Green  did  - nor  could  he  in  his  circumstances  - Bradley  has  been  the  British  Hegelian  
most  highly  regarded  by  professional  fhilosoJ:hers.  
2  This  theory  of  judgment  Bradley  was  to  elaborate  in  his  Principles  of  Logic  (Oxford,  1883).  
3  CE,  P•  64.  
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change.  History  is  the  history  of  the  present  - that  is  to  sey,  of  the  present  state  of  
knowledge.  In  Bradley's  ,tresentation  of  this  theory,  the  mind  continually  sul:sunes  new  natter  
until  it  discovers  that  its  experience  is  divided,  that  it  contains  within  itself  blo  
conflicting  systems  of  knowledge.  A  synthesis  will  energe  in  lilhich  the  new  system  corqmrs  the  
old  while  ass:i.milati~ it.  This  dialectical  gr<Mth  of  the  mind  must  contirue  as  the  mind  seeks  
to  overcane  its  limitations  and  canp:-ehend  the  totality  of  things,  to  dis::over  in  the  miveme  
and  in  itself  the  mutual  reflection  of  unit;y  and  systE!Il.4  

This  was  as  close  as  Brailey  ever  came  to  profess~ the  Hegelian  micy  of  th:mght  and  
being.  His  great  netaphysical  work,  Appearance  and  Feality  { 1893 l,  consigns  all  kinds  of  
discursive  th:>ught,  all  manner  of  reflection,  to  varyi~ degrees  of  unreality.  Each  distinct  
area  of  rationalized  experience  is  ade;ruate  in  and  for  itself;  but  viewed  netaphysically  - sub  
specie  aeternitatis  - they  are  all  self-contradictory  because  they  are  all  infected--;;  
relations.  Bradley  began  his  attack  up:m  relational  experience  - in  other  words,  ex.J;9rience  as  
analyzed  by  th:>ught  or  reflection  into  related  elements  - in  his  Principles  of  Logic  ( 1883)  and  
sustained  it  on  an  increasi~ly wide  front  thereafter.  

A  prevision  of  the  AbEK>lute,  lilhic:h  for  Bradley  wes  the  netaphysical  totalicy  of  all  
appearances,  may  be  experienced  at  the  level  of  unself-conscioos  feeling.  At  this  level,  before  
thought  has  occurred,  there  is  no  distinction  between  subject  and  object.  The  subject  is  a  nere  
"fomt"  of  conscioosness  inseparable  fran  its  content.  To  feel  somethi~ is  to  be  :Immediately,  
mreflectively  aware  of  a  ''non-relational  Ulity  of  oany  in  one."  Even  at  the  p:-e-juignental  
level  of  experience,  "fran  the  very  fii:St  beginnin;Js  of  soul-life,  universals  are  used."S  
Bet\eell  this  level  and  that  of  the  AbEK>lute  intervene  comtless  levels  of  relational  
experience.  The  Absolute  is  sup:a-relational:  it  transcends  relations  while  at  the  sane  time  it  
is  ,tresent  only  in  relational  experience;  ultioate  reality  is  contained  entirely  within  its  
appearances.  The  Absolute  resembles  pre-relational  experience  in  that  it  is  a  secmless  \<bole,  
but  it  can  only  be  reached  through  relational  experience,  through  the  varicus  ways  in  lilhich  
discursive  th:>ught  separates  and  analyzes  the  Jrodes  of  experience.  We  are  never  entirely  
separated  fran  or  unable  to  glillpse  loi:lat  Brcrlley  calls  the  AbEK>lute.  Juignent  and  inference  are  
th:>ught  processes  which  both  separate  and  re-unite  our  experience.  For  Bradley,  tmught  itself  
is  driven  to  seek  satisfaction  - or  rather,  it  is  driven  cy  dissatisfaction  wl.th  its  own  
partial  "truths"  - in  canprehension  beyond  thought  and  its  necessarily  relational  character.  

The  brunt  of  Bradley' s  attack  on  psychologisn  and  the  "school  of  experience"  was  that  
(logical)  neani~ and  (psycmlogical)  "facts"  or  the  alleged  contents  of  the  mind  are  two  
different  thi~s. His  acerbic  insistence  on  the  difference  was  pranpted  by  what  he  saw  as  bad  

4  see  F.H.  Bradley,  "Presuppositions  of  critical  History,"  appendix  E,  ~., PP•  69-70.  Unlike  
Jowett  and  other  members  of  the  English  "clerisy"  W:lo  drank  fran  the  s,tri~ of  Gennan  Biblical  
criticism,  particularly  fran  the  "vessel"  of  F.c.  Baur,  the  Tubingen  historian  jind  theologian,  
Bradley's  interest  was  entirely  philosophical  and  witoout  any  ulterior  theological  IIDtive.  
Indeed,  Brcrlley's  PresupJ?Ositions  reoained  a  miqm  E~lish example  of  the  "scientific"  
philosophy  of  history  until  the  appearance  of  Michael  oakesl'nttt' s  Expe:rience  and  Its  Modes  
( 1933)  and  R.G.  Collingwood' s  The  Idea  of  Nature  (dating  largely  fran  1934)  and  The  Idea  of  
History  (dating  largely  frcm  1936).  In  his  Autobiograpl:w  (1939),  Collilli':Jw:>Od  ackn<71fledged  a  
heavy  debt  to  Brcrlley's  work,  as  well  as,  of  course,  to  the  intervening  and  uore  extensive  
historicist  writi~s of  Dilthey  and  croce.  
5  F.H.  Bradley,  The  Principles  of  Logic,  2nd  ed.  (Oxford,  1922),  P•  34.  See  ale:>  his  
"Association  and  Thought,''  CE,  PP•  205-38;  and  for  the  unita:r:y  and  the  h:>listic  quality  of  
human  thinking,  A.N.  i'bi.tehead,  Adventures  of  Ideas  {Canbridge,  1933),  esp.  part  3:  fran  Plato  
to  Bradley,  "the  advance  in  psychology  has  added  to  our  conscioos  discrimination,  but  it  has  
not  altered  the  fact  that  inevitably  [bare  intellectual]  perception  is  clothed  wl.th  enotion"  
(p.  299).  
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theory,  an  exercise  in  simple-minded  reductionisn  ~ioh resulted  in  a  unicy  where  differences  
had  been  merely  obliterated·  His  own  theory  purp:>rted  to  show  that  even  animals  are  incapable  
of  sense  perception  witb::>ut  judgment  as  to  the  meanin;J  or  significance  of  what  is  perceived,  
without  connecting  the  perception  and  the  perceiver's  experience  as  a  wl:ole.  Only  hllliBn  beings  
are  capable  of  abstracting  scmethin;J  called  sense  data  fran  experience.  "b¥  impression  is.  ,  • "  
means  that  I  have  an  idea,  \'hioh  means  that  I  have  made  a  judgment  about  the  relation  bet....een  
sanething  and  something  else.  '!'hat  somethin;J  else  is  a  collection  of  pre-existent  experiences,  
m.ioh  must  be  an  integrating  systen  of  neanings  and  values.  It  could  conceivably  be  a  fully  
integrated,  i.e.  closed,  systen,  in  which  case  a  new  experience  would  be  rejected  - rut  that  is  
a  judgment.  What  it  cannot  be  is  a  mere  collection;  otherwise  each  new  arrival  could  not  be  
inducted  {as  the  enpiricist  might  say),  or  made  sense  of  at  all;  thE¥  -would  be  raeani.rqless  
''blips"  on  my  perceptual  screen.  The  relating  of  everything  to  everything  else  wl.thin  a  system  
of  experience  is  not  some  arcane  and  mystical  pursuit;  it  is  the  necessru:y  accanpaniment,  fran  
first  to  last,  of  all  lrle  feel,  knCM  and  do.  Analysis  can  arrest  the  flart  of  ~rience, blt  
only  to  draw  inferences  which  generate  fresh  relationships  in  the  foilll  of  logical  
implications.  'lhis  activity  is  "the  d~velopment of  an  unbroken  individual  identity  to  a  result  
which  is  its  own  and  which  meets  its  particular  rEquirenent,"6  There  are  unities  within  the  
unity  of  thought.  But  thought,  no  na.tter  heM  mified,  no  natter  heM  coherent,  is  not  the  wl:ole  
of  experience  and  essential  distinctions  must  be  maintained.  '!'here  is  no  infallible  model  of  
how  to  think  and  reach  the  truth,  and  it  is  "the  pleasure  and  the  p: ivilege  of  the  em:>tions  to  
take  their  revenge"  upon  those  who  'IIIOuld  intellectualize  our  thought  processes,  either  as  the  
asmciation  of  ideas  or  as  the  application  of  the  rules  of  formal  logic.  

Because  the  Absolute  is  inacoessilile  to  discursive  thoucjlt,  Brailey  adml.ts  that  its  nat\ll:'e  
cannot  be  described.  All  that  is  known  is  that  it  must  re-unite  the  separate  b.lt  related  
elements  of  experience.  Philosq;>hy  as  a  foilll  of  relational  experience  cannot  be  ad.e;I\Bte  to  
expression  of  the  Absolute.  Bradley' s  metaphysic  gives  the  impression  that  thought  is  bein;J  
fbrced  beyond  its  limits,  that  a  self-defeating  self-trans::endence  is  being  atterrpted.  As  a  
coherent,  self-consistent  whole,  Bradley' s  Absolute  is  modelled  partially  on  Hegel' s  Vemunft,  
on  human  reason  as  the  highest  exp:ession  of  -world  spirit.  But  it  is  mre  than  coherent;  it  is  
all-inclusive  as  well,  by  which  Bradley  meant  that  it  includes,  and  therefore  transcends,  
philosq;>hy.  It  looks  back  to  a  lost  unity  and  is  as  much  an  enotional  longing  as  an  
intellectual  ideal. 7  Bradley  was  fond  of  saying  that  metaphysics  is  "the  finding  of  bad  reasons  
for  What  we  believe  upon  instinct."  

Bradley's  na.ture  -work  contains  occasional  oblique  references  to  Hegel,  Herbart  and  IDtze,  
bit  in  his  first  full-length  book,  Ethical  Studies,  he  qmtes  Hegel  twice  at  length  and  cites  a  
number  of  other  passages  fran  the  Phenomenology  of  Mind  and  the  Philosophy  of  Right•  Most  of  
these  occur  in  "~ Station  and  its  Duties,"  a  sustained  and  at  t:imes  shrill  attack  up:>n  
individualism  and  the  atomistic  view  of  s:>ciety.  In  this  essay  he  affinus  the  deri-ation  of  the  
individual 1 s  m:>ral  sense  fran  the  sociecy  in  which  he  has  been  bom  and  educated  and,  
furthel:liDre,  that  he  need  not  look  beyond  "the  mrality  already  existing  ready  to  hand  in  laws,  
institutions,  social  usages,  m:>ral  q;>inions  and  feelings. "8  Here  is  the  content  of  the  foil!lula  
"my  station  and  its  duties."  Only  in  the  life  of  the  canmmity  - W:J.ich  is  the  real  mral  idea,  
not  a  mere  "ideal"  - do  individuals  achiENe  self-realization.  'l'his  view  is  advocated  with  great  
elcquence  and  passionate  conviction,  and  althoucjl  he  cane  to  regird  Ethical  studies  as  
excessively  polemical  in  style  and  somewhat  outdated  in  enphasis,  Bradley  ne<~er repudiated  its  
main  conclusions.  It  \'aS  a  tract  for  the  times,  attacking  the  widesp:ead  notion  that  the  

6  F.H.  Brailey,  'l'he  Principles  of  Logic,  'l'eilllinal  Essay  I,  "On  Inference,"  P•  618.  
7  Richard  Wollheim,  in  his  F .H.  Bradley  ( 1959),  has  speculated  along  Freudian  lines  on  the  
(non-pejoratively  speaking)  infantile  psychology  of  Bradley' s  metapeysical  quest  for  wholeness  
in  experience  and  its  appeal  to  SOIOO  subconscious  human  drive.  
8  F.H.  Bradley,  Ethical  Studies,  2nd  ed.  {Oxford,  1927),  p.  199.  
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individual  is  something  substantial  apart  fran  eociecy  as  well  as  the  political  theory  
associated  with  it,  utilitarianism.  It  also  attacked  the  "two  undying  and  cpposite  
one-sidenesses"  of  mechanical  necessit;r  and  capricious  libert;r  of  the  will  in  the  nane  of  "a  
philosq;~hy lobich  ~ 'Aha.t  the  vulgar  believe ...... 9  A  J;ers:m's  freedan  of  c!Dice  is  
canpatible  with  predictability  precisely  because  he  is  not  pre-detennined,  but  has  fo:r:med  an  
habitual,  reliable  and  predictable  character  for  himself;  his  freedan  is  the  obverse  of  his  
responsibility  and  noral  imputability,  lobich  are  impossible  with:>ut  a  relatively  "fixed"  
character•  

Bradley' s  political  theory  is  to  be  found  in  Ethical  Studies,  rot  the  bodl:  is  not  
primarily  about  political  life.  It  is  an  irquiry  into  the  nature  of  the  noral  end  for  man  and  
it  self-consciously  treads  the  well-trodden  path  of  Aristotle's  Nioornachean  Ethics.  

"Is  it  not  clear  that,  if  you  have  a.ey  ethics,  you  must  have  an  end  which  is  
above  the  Why?  in  the  sense  of  W!at  for?;  and  that  if  this  is  eo,  the  question  is  
now,  M  it  was  two  thousand  years  ago,  Granted  that  there  is  an  end,  ~ is  this  
end?"  

With  this  kind  of  antecedent,  Ethical  Studies  clearly  has  a  great  deal  to  SEr:f  about  the  life  of  
man  in  society.  But  it  does  not  end  with  the  notDrious  fifth  essey,  "fotf  Station  and  its  
Duties."  It  does  not  identify  the  noral  end  for  man  with  the  life  of  the  canmunicy,  and  the  
political  part  of  Ethical  Studies  p:-ovides  only  a  partial  answer  to  the  question:  Wlat  fur  I!Bn  
is  the  ultimate  end?  

The  short  answer  is  self-realization,  and  Bradley  gives  it  in  the  second  essey  entitled,  
"Why  Should  I  be  !obral?",  devoting  the  rest  of  the  book  to  enlarging  upm  this  answer.  'lhe  
initial  response  is  that  it  is  an  illegithnate  question  because  it  presupp:.ses  that  moralicy  is  
a  means  to  an  end.  With  great  relish  Bradley  sml.tes  the  philistines  fur  suggesting  that  
morality  could  be  a.eything  other  than  an  end  in  itself.  In  defence  of  virtue  against  "t:IDse  who  
do  not  love  her  for  herself,  ag:linst  the  base  mechanical  'banausia'  'itlich  neets  us  on  all  
sides,  with  its  'what  is  the  use'  of  goodness  or  beauty  or  truth,  there  is  but  one  fitting  
answer  fran  the  friends  of  science,  or  art,  or  religion  and  virtue:  'We  do  not  know  and  we  do  
not  care."•11  However,  he  does  have  logical  gra:mds  for  rejecting  the  seeuingly  transparent  
question:  Why  should  I  be  noral?  As  s:>on  as  one  asks  it,  one  has  embarked  up:m  a  discussion  of  
sanething  else,  not  norality;  one  is  discussing  the  something  or  other  to  which  =ralit;y  is  a  
means.  Within  the  limits  of  a  discussion  about  norality,  the  question  is  strictly  su,IErflurus.  
It  is  a  bit  like  asking:  Why  is  a  corpse  dead?  If  the  question  is  rephrased  to  ask,  Is  moralicy  
an  end  in  itself?  - if,  in  other  words,  the  redundant  "oucj:lt"  is  removed  - then,  says  BradlEU,  
the  question  is  legitimate.  The  answer  is  not  an  unconditional  yes,  because  the  ult:ima.te  end  is  
self-realization,  of  lobich  norality  is  an  integral  part.  '\'ben  he  SJ;eaks  of  110ralit;r  being  
"included  under"  the  end  of  self-realization,  Bradley  implies  that  m::>rality  is  a,  and  not  
necessarily  the  only,  means  to  the  larger  end.  However,  in  a  110ral  action  the  thing  to  be  done  
and  the  doing  of  it  are  interchangeably  end  and  means.  It  is  quite  correct,  for  example,  to  
speak  of  an  act  of  generosicy  as  contributing  to  the  self-esteem  of  a  generous  ,IErs:m  lod.thoot  
thereby  detra~ing fran  the  noral  worth  of  the  generoos  act  itself.  Comersely,  the  noral  
quality  belongs  as  much  to  the  agent,  or  self,  as  to  the  action  and  its  conse:;ruences.  To  that  
extent,  norality  and  self-realization  can  be  identified.  Thus  morality  ranains  an  end  in  
itself,  although  contained  within  the  110re  canp:-ehensive  end  of  self-reali:zation.  

The  pursuit  of  pleasure  for  pleasure's  sake  and  the  doing  of  duty  for  duty's  sake  are  next  
examined,  and  both  are  rejected  as  maxims  of  conduct.  Throogh  neither  can  self-realization  be  
achieved.  Both  suffer  fran  the  sane  defect  of  al:straction  - the  one  an  abstraction  of  an  

9  Ibid.  I  P•  41. 
 
10  Ibid.,  P•  61. 
 
11  Ibid.  I  P•  63. 
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endless  series  of  pleasurable  states  of  feeling  from  pleasure-producing  activities,  the  other  
an  abstraction  of  tbe  pure,  formal  will  to  do  good  fran  all  particular,  concrete  instances  of  
the  good  will  in  action.  

Hedonism,  or  pleasure  for  pleasure's  sake,  cannot  offer  a  concrete  goal  :in  either  its  

universalistic  or  its  egoistic  forms.  Its  objective  is  to  amass  tbe  greatest  net  personal  or  
social  product  in  extent  and  :intensity  of  pleasurable  feeling.  'lhis  is  a  futile  pursuit,  
because  states  of  p].easurable  feeling  are  evanescent.  It  is  also  a100ral,  because  the  means  are  
a  matter  of  indifference  to  the  end1  one  way  is  as  good  as  another  from  the  p:>int  of  view  of  a  
consistent  hedonism.  Bradley  was  especially  vehement  in  maintaining  that  the  greatest  happiness  
of  the  greatest  number  was  not  a  pronouncement  of  the  common  moral  sense.  utilitarianism  was  
hopelessly  entangled  with  hedonism  or  the  pursuit  of  pleasure  for  pleasure's  sake.  Putti~ the  
pleasure  of  others  before  one's  own  and  distinguishing  between  higher  and  lower  pleasures  did  
not  mitigate  the  central  and  pervasive  error  of  designating  pleasure  as  too  moral  errl  for  man.  
"If  the  alternative  is  presented  to  us  of  lower  functions  with  less  pains  and  greater  pleasures  
or  higher  functions  with  greater  pains  and  less  pleasures,  then  we  must  choose  too  latter."12  
'lhis  was  Mill's  choice  too.  But  in  their  anxiety  to  make  happiness  a  tangible  goal  and  a  
practical  criterion,  too  utilitarians  chose,  for  all  its  seeming  solidity,  the  most  illusory  of  
goals,  a  balance  of  pleasure  over  pain.  In  addition,  argued  Bradley,  they  were  flying  :in  the  
face  of  too  co!III10n  moral  consciousness.  N:>  one,  not  even  too  utilitarian  moralist,  adjusts  his  
conduct  with  a  view  to  maximizing  p].easurable  feeling.  'Itle  moral  individual  conducts  himself  
virtuously  because  it  is  expected  of  him  by  his  fellows  or  because  he  cannot  do  otherwise  
virtuous  conduct  has  become  a  part  of  him  - not  because  of  the  pleasure  to  be  gained  by  such  
conduct.  On  the  contrary,  re  often  does  so  in  spite  of  too  pain  it  costs  him.  It  would  cause  
even  greater  pain  if  he  were  to  act  immorally;  but  the  pleasurable  satisfaction  of  being  
himself  is  not  the  moral  errl  for  such  a  person.  

Just  as  too  self  as  a  collection  of  particular  feelings  is  not  too  one  to  be  realized,  so  
neither  is  the  self  as  an  abstract  universal,  the  pure  form  of  the  will.  'Jhe  formal  will  to  do  

one's  duty  for  duty's  sake  is,  like  hedonism,  non-moral  - in  this  case  because  it  is  open  to  
the  insertion  of  any  content  whatsoever:  "The  morality  of  pure  duty  turns  out  then  to  be  either  
something  like  a  hedonistic  rule,  or  no  rule  at  all,  save  the  hypocritical  maxim  that  before  
you  do  what  you  like  you  should  call  it  duty ••• ,  .. 13  The  categorical  imperative  ignores  
circumstances  which  determine  too  priority  of  duties  in  different  situations.  

Having  eliminated  both  hedonism  and  Kantianism  as  ways  to  full  self-realization,  Bradley  
next  arrived  at  the  theory  of  "my  station  and  its  duties,"  which  is  intended  to  resolve  the  
contradictions  inherent  in  too  pursuit  of  pleasure  ani  in  too  good  will.  It  is  for  sane  the  
locus  classicus  of  the  organic  theory  of  society.  It  postulates  a  symbiotic  interdependence  of  
too  social  organism  ani  its  individual  members.  The  collective  moral  being  is  superior  to  that  
of  the  individual  only  because  it  is  the  indispensable  medium  for  self-realization.  In  
Bradley' s  words:  

"It  is  the  self-realization  of  the  whole  body,  because  it  is  one  and  the  same  
will  which  lives  arrl  acts  in  the  life  and  action  of  each.  It  is  the  self-realization  
of  each  member,  because  each  member  cannot  find  the  function  which  makes  him  himself  
apart  frcm  too  whole  to  which  re  belongs;  to  be  himself  he  must  go  beyorrl  himself,  to  
live  his  life  he  must  live  a  life  which  is  not  merely  his  own  but  which,  nonetheless,  
but  on  the  contrary  all  the  more,  is  intensely  and  emphatically  his  own  
individuality."14  

The  self  to  be  realized  is  not  too  separate,  particular  self1  it  is  too  self  which  owes  its  

12  Ibid.,  p.  91.  
13  Ibid.,  P•  156.  
14  Ibid.,  PP•  162-63.  
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ideals  and  aspirations,  as  well  as  its  primary  develcpment  and  fonnation,  to  a  canmunicy  of  
selves.  Full  self-realization  necessarily  entails  SOIIE  self-sacrifice.  The  individual  cannot  
"find  himself"  witivut  accepting  the  laws,  custans  and  llDrality  - in  sh::lrt,  the  values  - of  the  
rociety  in  lltlich  he  lives.  This  involves  the  supp:ession  of  Wla.t  Brcrlley  termed  "the  bad  self"  
and  the  transfonnation  of  the  I.DlmJralized  parts  of  one's  character.  The  full  assertion  of  
certain  pers:>nalicy  traits,  of  all  the  talents  (even  of  sane  considsred  entirely  admirable  in  
thel':.\selves),  is  inconsistent  with  the  individual  !lPral  qualicy  of  sociecy  as  a  lltlole.  This  
essay  ends,  however,  with  Bradley  p:>inting  out  that  its  central  contention  is  open  to  serirus  
objections.  

Full  self-realization  is  thwarted  by  the  opp:>sition,  on  the  one  hand,  between  the  "ought"  
in  the  individual  and  the  objective  world,  and  on  the  other  hand,  bet~en the  bad  self  and  the  
general  "ought."  This  conflict  between  the  real  as  eKistent  and  the  real  as  it  is  to  be  is  
crucial  for  Br<:rlley's  noral  philos~hy. His  ethical,  like  his  metaphysical,  aim  is  satisfaction  
through  hannony,  the  transmutation  of  all  contrer:'iictions.  In  the  process  of  reaching  for  this  
consurmnation,.  norality  is  superseded  because  it  is  found  to  be  infected  with  an  incurable  
self-contradiction,  a  contradiction  with::lut  lltlich  noralicy  would  not  be  llDrality  and  because  of  
mich  norality  must  trans:::end  itself.  It  is  essential  to  norality,  in  Brcrlley's  view,  that  
there  be  a  ceaseless  striving  to  realize  what  is  not,  to  transfonn  the  "ought"  into  "is."  

"It  is  a  demand  for  mat  cannot  be ••••  Nothing  is  to  be  real  (so  far  as  willed)  
rut  the  good!  and  yet  the  reality  is  not  molly  good  ["real"  here  meaning  
"existing''].  Neither  in  me  nor  in  the  world  is  IIIDat  auojlt  to  be  Wla.t  is,  and  Wla.t  is  
what  ought  to  be;  and  the  claim  remains  in  the  end  a  mere  cla.im."15  

'rhe  contradiction  in  norality  is  a  contradiction  in  man.  But  man  is  above  the  contradiction  in  
that  he  is  aware  of  it  and  feels  it  as  foreign  to  his  real  nature.  If  the  contrcrliction  is  
overcane  and  the  tension  between  "is"  and  "ouojlt"  rerolved,  then  there  is  an  end  to  norality  
pr~r. "Morality  issues  in  religion."16  God  is  what  ought  to  be,  the  realization  of  the  100ral  
ideal.  But  even  God,  who  must  exist  in  relation  to  the  non-divine,  is  inferior  to  the  Abrolute.  
Only  the  totality  of  all  things  can  overcane  the  limiting  of  each  thing  by  what  it  is  not,  no  
matter  how  canp:-ehensive  in  appearance  it  may  be.  

M:>rality,  in  addition  to  being  self-contradictory,  is  partial.  It  does  not  canp:ehend  
goodness  in  all  its  aspects,  "for  wery  kind  of  human  eKcellence  - beauty,  strength,  and  wen  
luck,  are  all  undsniably  good."17  M:>rality  maintains  that  only  the  good  will  is  good,  that  a  
man  is  to  be  judged  solely  on  his  inner  will,  on  the  intensity  of  his  volitional  identification  
with  whatever  seems  best  to  him.  ''The  doctrine  that  nothing  is  good  but  the  Q>od  Will  is  
clearly  untenable,"  sfr;{s  Bradley  in  a  footnote  to  the  sixth  ess~, "Ideal  Morality,"  written  
sh::lrtly  before  his  death  and  er:'ided  to  the  second  edition  of  Ethical  StOOies  (1927),18  No  !llltter  
how  good  the  will  becanes,  it  cannot  disrociate  itself  fran  its  content,  nor  is  it  any  worse  
for  having  non-noral  contents.  G:lodness  itself  includss  many  qualities  llbich  have  nothing  as  
such  to  do  with  the  good  will  or  100rality;  yet  they  are  all  aspects  of  goodness  and  app:-oved  
of.  

'Mlile  the  content  of  the  good  will  is  aa;ruired  fran  many  non-mral  so~rces, am  an  
instinctive  or  habitual  goodness  is  not  to  be  valued  less  than  one  which  has  to  be  continlally  
and  consciously  willed,  there  is  nothing  mich  may  not  be  noralized.  It  is,  for  example,  a  
moral  duty  to  amuse  oneself;  and  it  could  conceivably  be  a  100ral  issue  as  to  whether  one  did  it  
playing  tennis  or  playin:;J  chess.  Although  the  self  to  be  realized  is  the  cpod  self  in  its  
widest  sense,  self-realization  is  a  100ral  purpose.  Brcrlley,  like  Green,  could  not  - or  would  

15  Ibid.,  P•  313.  
16  Ibid.  P•  314. I  

17  F.H.  Bradley,  Appearance  and  Reality,  2nd  ed.  (Iomon,  1897),  p.  387.  
18  ES,  PP•  244-45.  
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not  - contain  1-t:>ralitat.  Self-realization  "is  not  perfection  simply,  but  perfection  as  carried  
out  by  a  will."19  In  too  seventh  and  final  essay  of  Ethical  Studies,  "Selfishness  and  
Self-Sacrifice,"  Bradley  says  that  with  self-conscious  direction  against  the  bad  self,  "good  
acts  are  now  done  as  good ••• too  good  self  is  now  morally  good •••• "  

"This  higher  will  is  known  as  the  true  will  of  the  self,  where  law  ceases  to  be  
external  and  becomes  autoncmy,  and  where  goodness  or  tre  identity  of  tre  particular  
will  with  the  universal  is  only  another  name  for  conscious  self-realization."20  

The  political  theory  of  "my  station  and  its  duties"  - the  theory  that  the  moral  end  for  
man  is  realized  in  the  existing  state  of  society  - is  found  wanting  on  tw:>  counts.  First,  it  
cannot  keep  pace  with  the  bad  self  and  the  unremitting  moral  struggle  to  overccme  it,  to  
subordinate  it  to  "the  true  will  of  the  self."  Secondly,  it  overlooks  the  fact  that  tre  social  
organism,  no  less  than  the  .[Xlysical,  is  susceptible  to  disease.  'lhe  ideal  of  non-social  
perfection  is  introduced  in  recognition  of  tw:>  interconnected  facts:  the  moral  ~rK>rld, being  in  
a  state  of  historical  developnent,  cannot  be  self-consistent  and  all  that  it  should  be;  and  
knowledge  of  other  moralities  in  other  CO!liUunities  results  in  scme  men  professing  a  
cosmopolitan  morality.  In  aiming  at  a  supra-societal  ideal,  "we  are  trying  to  realize  ourself  
not  as  a  member  of  any  visible  community."21  

Nevertheless,  "cOimlOn  social  1110rality  is  the  basis  of  hunan  life,"  arrl  it  continues  to  
sustain  and  direct  "the  ideals  of  a  higher  social  perfection  and  of  the  theoretic  life."  'lhere  
must  inevitably  be  conflicts  of  duty,  arrl  occasionally  the  duty  enjoined  by  social  morality  
must  defer  to  a  higher;  

"  ••• but  open  and  direct  outrage  on  tre  standing  moral  institutions  which  make  society  
and  hunan  life  what  it  is,  can  be  justified  {I  do  not  say  condoned}  only  on  the  plea  
of  overpowering  moral  necessity.  Arrl  tre  individual  should  remember  that  the  will  for  
good,  if  weakened  in  one  place,  runs  the  greatest  risk  of  being  weakened  in  all."22  

Any  organized  society  is  the  repository  of  laws  arrl  customs,  too  moral  code,  tre  habits  of  
mind,  that  distillation  of  moral  and  political  experience,  without  assimilating  which  no  
individual  can  find  his  moral  bearings.  It  is  too  embodiment,  however  imperfect,  of  a  moral  
order  without  which  no  individual  can  challenge  either  himself  or  the  conventional  wisdom  of  
his  group;  it  is  society  that  supplies  too  incentive  and  the  materials  for  tre  individual's  
freedom  of  action  as  well  as  the  standards  for  the  eKercise  of  political  judgment  by  free  1110ral  
agents.  Bradley  rested  his  case  upon  the  "cOimlOn  moral  consciousness"  and  the  "vulgar  notion  of  
responsibility,"  neither  of  which  have  ever  been  noted  for  their  tolerance  of  social  protest  or  
eccentric  individual  conduct.  Yet  Bradley  was  oo  enemy  of  freedcm  of  artist:U::  expression  and  
.[Xliloso.[Xlical  inquiry.  'lhe  feudal  flourish  of  chivalry  in  his  defence  of  "standing  noral  
institutions"  was  his  way  of  responding  to  too  provocations  of  bad  metaphysics  - bad,  in  part,  
because  unwitting  - which  masqueraded  as  social  science.  At  times  re  seems  to  belabour  the  
obvious,  but  as  with  his  scathing  attack  on  psychology  which  pretended  to  be  logic,  Bradley  
clearly  enjoyed  ridiculing  his  ogx:ments,  one  result  of  which  was  that  re  argued  himself  into  
same  extreme  positions  - this  notwithstanding  his  oft-repeated  assertion  that  too  striking  
power  of  criticism  lay  not  in  its  denials  but  in  What  it  affirmed  in  place  of  what  it  denied.  
What  Bradley  affirmed  above  all  was  coherence,  in  both  truth  and  reality.  At  the  social  and  
political  "degreen  of  reality  coherence  consists  in  the  individual  r.nember  of  the  social  
organism  recognizing  in  theory  at  least  {but  also  in  practice,  if  according  to  slightly  
different  criteria)  that  his  conmunity  is  of  greater  value,  because  m:>re  inclusive,  than  re  
is.  His  individuality  is  borrowed  frcm  that  of  too  society  which  has  developed  an  identity  for  
his  generation,  as.  it  has  for  previous  generations.  Creating  oneself  through  the  act(s}  of  

19  F.H.  Bradley,  Appearance  and  Reality,  p.  366.  
20  ES,  PP•  300-G1.  
21  Ibid.,  P•  205.  
22  Ibid.,  P•  227.  
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character  formation  requires  stability  in  the  social  envirorunent  and  &>me  expectation  that  
models  of  conduct  will  not  shift  like  tastes.  Exceptional  individual  characters  are  important,  
but  not  as  important  as  the  shared  social  nature.  Fegardless  of  how  assured  or  how  magnanimous  
an  individual's  moral  character  may  become,  it  would  be  a  kim  of  ingratitude  - as  explained  by  
Socrates  in  the  Crito,  when  be  refused  to  escape  the  Athenian  sentence  of  death  - to  detach  
himself  from  the  mores  of  that  society  with  which,  willy-nilly,  m  is  identified.  At  best  it  
would  be  a  delusion  of  grandeur,  at  'II'Orst  an  expression  of  hubris  threatening  the  whole  social  
fabric.  Bradley  offers  advice,  attributed  by  Hegel  to  sane  unknown  Pythagorean,  to  tiE  effect  
that  the  best  civic  education  is  that  acquired  by  living  in  a  state  whose  laws,  customs,  
institutions  and  usages  are  in  a  healthy  condition.  The  good  life  is  lived  by  the  lights  of  
those  who  best  exemplify  the  moral  tradition  of  such  a  state.  

Bradley  bore  an  even  more  implacable  hatred  than  did  Hegel  toward  the  romantic  
self-indulgence  of  unrestrained  individualism  - unmediated  claims  for  subj activity,  as  against  
the  objective  moral  order  of  organized  society  - which  was  the  prevailing  "one-sidedness"  of  
too  age.  The  principal  focus  of  Bradley's  animosity  was  J.S.  Mill's  On  Liberty,  in  particular  
the  chapter  on  individuality.  He  felt  that  the  combination  of  a  hard-headed  felicific  calculus  
with  Mill's  tenderness  toward  too  individual  conscience  was  morally  debilitating.  'lb  allow  the  
individual  to  pick  his  way  through  the  rich  and  complex  growth  of  received  morality  and  tested  
institutions  by  the  light  of  the  greatest  happiness  principle  was  to  promote  moral  
disorientation  and  invite  social  disorder.  Mill's  presumption  in  favour  of  individual  l!Dral  
judgment  evoked  too  same  indignant  resp:mse  from  Bradley  as  did  the  English  Jacobins'  assault  
upon  the  British  constitution  from  Burke.  'lbere  are  parallels  between  Bradley' s  animus  against  
utilitarianism  and  the  ethics  of  individualism  and  Burke's  against  the  radical  reformers  of  his  
day.  Indeed,  Burke's  enemy  was  the  spiritual  ancestor  of  Bradley's.  Both  men  inveighed  
passionately  and  eloquently  against  the  same  "metaphysical  abstraction,"  the  unattached  
individual  set  in  moral  judgment  over  society.  



CHAPl'ER  8  

T.H.  Green:  The  Pursuit  of  the  CollllOn  Good  

In  the  "general  introduction"  to  his  and  T.H.  Grose's  edition  of  Hume's  Treatise  of  Human  
Nature  ( 1874),  T.H.  Green  subjected  Iocke,  Berkeley  and,  above  all,  Hume,  the  suicide  of  the  
"way  of  ideas,"  to  a  streruous  idealist  critique.  It  was  Kant's  answer  to  Hume's  skepticisn  
mich  prepared  the  ground  for  the  Hegellan  system.  The  Treatise  itself  w:ts  an  essential  stage  
in  philosophy's  "progressive  effort  towards  a  fully  articulated  conception  of  the  world  as  
rational."1  The  crux  of  Green's  argunent  is  that  the  Kantian  S:l/llthesis  offers  the  only  way  rut  
of  the  impasse  of  psychologism  into  Which  the  empiricist  tradition  had  worked  itself.  We  are  
trapped  in  our  perceptions  of  a  putative  external  w:>rld  unless  we  can  establish  scxre  sort  of  
relationship  between  the  perception  and  What  is  perceived.  We  do  not  perceive  aey  su:::h  
relationship!  it  is  supplied  by  our  minds  even  as  we  perceive  sonething.  We  know  that  the  flash  
of  \Olhite  in  the  darkness  is  a  headlight,  a  searchlight  or  a  streetlight  because  of  the  way  in  
mich  we  have  ordered  our  experience.  The  immediate  rm.~ data  of  ..W.te  li9:J,t  is  a  highly  
intellectualized  abstraction  fran  the  relatedness  of  our  experience  of  it,  and,  as  su:::h,  
testi.Jrony  in  itself  to  the  elenent  of  nental  construction  in  even  the  simplest  sensation.  

The  objectivicy  of  what  we  experience  is  <J~E~ranteed, fbr  Green,  by  'tbat  he  calls  ''the  
eternal  consciousness,"  Which  is  reproduced  in  each  individual  conscirusness.  The  natural  
history  of  hUIMI'l  experience  reveals  a  p:ogress  - never  canpleted  - tow:trd  a  state  of  being  
which  strongly  resembles  the  timeless  Platonic  realm  of  Ideas.  We  knC7tl  wat  we  knOW'  to  the  
degree  that  we  participate  in  eternal  conscirusness.  In  virtue  of  our  participation  "in  sane  
indloate  measure  in  that  conscirusness  whidl  is  also  the  real  world  of  \Olhidl  it  is  conscirus,"  
we  have  an  idea  of  perfection  mich  directs  our  noral  endeavours.  As  so  directed,  we  are  un<Er  
the  influence  of  "practical  reason,"  striving  to  identify  ourselves  with  a  power  for  good  in  
the  world  Which  is  supernatural  but  not  above  and  be~nd us,  not  an  external  autlDrity  hlt  
sanething  wich  canmends  itself  to  our  rational  faculty.  

The  rational  ideal  is  a  social  ideal:  
"It  is  in  fact  only  so  far  as  we  are  members  of  a  sociecy,  of  lllhich  we  can  

conceive  the  cannon  good  as  our  own,  that  the  idea  [of  "some  absolute  and  
all-embracing  end"  lllhich  affbrds  full  satisfaction]  has  any  p:actical  mld  on  us  at  
all,  and  this  very  membership  implies  confinement  in  our  individual  realization  of  
the  idea.  Each  is  priua.rily  to  fulfil  the  duties  of  his  station. "2  

Like  Bradley,  however,  Green  cruld  not  rest  in  the  theory  of  "my  station  and  its  duties."  The  
laws,  oostans  and  institutions  of  the  existing  social  order  are  not  norally  canplete.  G!:'een  WlS  

more  emphatic  on  this  point  than  Bradley,  insisting  that  the  realization  of  the  ideal  is  
:reaningful  only  in  relation  to  pera:mality.  It  is  realized  in  individual  hlliiBil  beings  qua  
individuals,  or  nowhere1  it  cannot  be  realized  in  a  sup:a-personal  sphere  or  thrrugh  aey  kind  
of  self-.inuo:>lation.  Bradl.ey  1o1as  in  canplete  agreenent  that  the  conception  of  the  <pod  life  
carries  us  beyond  the  nox:ms  and  values  of  even  the  best  organized  political  sociecy,  but  he  
conceded  less  than  Green  to  individual  conscience  in  the  develop:rent  and  actualimtion  of  the  
ideal.  

The  ~rost interesting  feature  of  Green's  ethics  fran  the  stampoint  of  social  and  political  

1  T.H.  Green,  ibrks  (Iondon,  1885-8),  vol.  I,  P•  4.  
2  T.H.  Green,  Prolegomena  to  Ethics,  5th  ed.  (Oxford,  1906),  P•  209.  
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theory  is  his  insistence  that  the  reciprocal  recogniti.Qn  of  rights  and  duties  in  the  light  af  a  
canrcon  interest,  ~ich dlaracterizes  the  life  of  the  citi:zans  of  a  rational  state,  be  el!!:ended  
to  include  the  whole  of  hum:mity.  !mpl.icit  in  the  develcpment  of  the  nation-state  is  the  
principle  that  all  men  are  free.  Bradley  - following  Hegel  - attadled  nore  sicpifi.cance  to  the  
historical  vicissitooes  in  the  actualization  of  that  principle  than  did  Green.  Green  accepted  
the  historical,  developmantal  nature  of  the  rational  state,  ~ile enbracing  the  ¥antian  Jdrqdom  
of  ends.  The  right  of  any  man  to  be  treated  as  an  end  and  not  as  a  means  is  not  conditional  
upon  his  membership  of  polis  or  state.  According  to  Green,  it  is  a  fact  of  the  nocern  noral  
consciousness  that  the  citizens  of  an  organized  political  sociecy  have  an  idea  of  the  wider  
application  of  the  justice  W:lich  obtains  in  their  own  class  or  canmmity.3  BraUey  w:ts  nore  
inclined  to  regard  the  historically  created  conditions  of  a  community's  justice  as  a  necessaxy  
and  inseparable  element  of  that  justice:  remove  the  particular  s:>cial.  conditions  of  a  
particular  society's  system  of  values  and  the  ranainder  would  be  an  abstraction,  unable  to  
subsist  any'ttlere  in  the  world.  A  universal  code  of  ri<j1ts  p:-esupposes  a  universal  cOliiiDn  
interest  in  the  reciprocity  of  rights  and  duties,  a  universal  recognition  that  the  eKercise  of  
rights  req:uires  the  performmce  of  duties  in  return.  The  p:-incipal  drawback  in  the  el!!:ension  to  
the  whole  of  humanity  of  the  reciprocity  obtaining  in  the  rational  state  is  that  there  is  
little  experience,  let  alone  habit,  of  canmunity  a=oss  the  boundaries  of  nation-states.  'lhe  
extra-political  extension  of  a  pr.inciple  so  intimately  connected  with  the  state  cm.ld  be  an  
empty  gesture  of  dlarity,  self-ri<jlteous  and  condes::ending,  or,  e;Iually  bad,  a  unilateral  
declaration  of  interdependence  W:lich  was  a  futile  sacrifice  of  solid  noral.  achierement  to  an  
empty  ideal. 4  

It  is  a  Hegelian  idea  that  the  p:-inciple  inherent  in  Christianity  repcesents  a  spiritual  
advance  on  the  principle  inherent  in  the  life  of  the  ancient  GreEk  polls.  It  is  also  a  Hegelian  
idea  that  thEi.  IOOdern  nation-state  canp:-ehends  both  these  pcinciples.  Green  uaintained  that  the  
state  cannot  contain  the  Christian  principle,  that  it  cannot  satisfy  the  demand  of  all  nen  to  
be  free.  The  perfection  of  mnldnd,  the  reali:ration  of  all  huuan  potentialities,  necessarily  
involves  a  canrcon  good  and  a  canrcon  effort  as  extensive  as  hunanity  itself.  The  cannon  good  
transcends  the  limits  of  organized  political  s::>ciety,  even  though  it  is  a  p:oduct  of  pllitical  
develcpment.  Bradley  argued,  fran  the  nature  of  the  noral  will  as  'lliell  as  fran  the  psychology  
of  W:lat  he  called  the  bad  self,  that  the  dene.nds  of  the  noral  life  ecceed  the  capacity  of  any  
actual  sociecy  to  satisfy  then.  Green  went  further  - as  one  of  tlDse  evangelical  hunanitarians  
whan  Bradley  could  not  abide  - saying  that  W:lile  the  state  affords  the  conditions  of  the  cpod  
life,  the  noral  life  directs  us  to  a  higher  fom  of  cammunicy.  Green  insisted  that  
self-perfection  must  subordinate  itself  to  - or  rather  transfonn  itself  into  - a  pursuit  of  
improved  conditions  and  expanded  opportunities  for  tlDse  whose  capacity  for  self-perfection  was  
frustrated  by  circumstances  be:yond  their  maided  control.  The  noral  ic'eal  is  a  s:>cial  iceal;  
but  it  is  logically  prior  to  the  state,  no  matter  how  much  our  sense  of  camumity  may  depend  
upon  loyalty  to  established  institutions.  The  legal  pers:m,  in  full  pa:;session  of  his  ricjlts  
and  enjoying  the  other  benefits  of  a  '~~~ell-organized political  life,  is  canprehended  by  the  
person  who  seeks  to  improve  his  fellow  mn.  Although  political  life  is  the  necessary  medium  fur  
the  cultivation  of  htm111nitarian  noral  ideals,  their  pursuit  is  the  ult.imate  justification  of  
the  rational  state.  To  be  DDral  is  to  be  nore  than  a  good  citi:zan,  not  forg!tting  that  it  is  
nothing  less  than  that.  

Green's  political  philosophy  has  been  neatly  encapsulated  in  the  f~:~~~ous chapter  heading  

3  Ibid.,  PP•  239-46.  
4  '"'iiAiid  nations  differ  in  value,  and  there  is  no  organian  to  ensure  that  less  of  one  shall  
advantage  the  others."  (F.H.  Bradley,  "The  Limits  of  Individual  and  National  Self-sacrifice,"  
f!,  P•  175.)  This  essay  first  appeared  in  Mind  ( 1896).  'l'he  sane  point  might  be  made,  mutatis  
mutandis,  about  the  attEI!g?ts  of  sate  of  Green's  follo-rs  to  extend  the  fellow;hip  of  an  OX:furd  
college  to  embrace  the  whole  population  of  a  canplex  nocern  s:>ciet;y.  
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from  his  Lectures  on  the  Principles  of  Political  Obligation:  "Will,  not  Force,  is  the  Basis  of  
the  state."  It  was  aimed  specifically  at  too  definition  of  sovereignty  which  had  been  developed  
by  John  Austin  and  other  "analytical  jurists,"  and  which  had  been  incorporated  into  much  
utilitarian  political  theory.  The  habitual  obedience  which  governments  receive  fran  the  
governed  is  primarily  derived  oot  from  the  government's  coercive  p:>wer  and  the  subject's  fear  
of  it,  as  the  Austinians  would  have  us  believe,  but  from  "that  impalpable  congeries  of  the  
hopes  and  fears  of  a  people,  bound  together  by  common  interests  and  sympathy,  which  we  call  the  
general  will • .,5  <  

Social  contract  theorists  were  mistaken  in  postulating  pre-social  natural  rights  and  
morality  which  had  been  exchanged  for  legally  defined  rights  protected  by  a  legitimized  
political  power.  Ibusseau  corrected  too  error  by  recognizing  too  p:>ssibility  of  a  CCl!!"m:)n  e.p  or  
general  will,  a  disinterested  sentiment  of  common  good  more  powerful  than  any  sovereign  
indeed,  the  indispensable  component  in  any  political  arrangement  whatsoever.  The  general  will,  
or  recognition  on  the  part  of  a  group  that  it  shares  a  community  of  interests,  is  presupposed  
by  any  political  order,  not  too  other  way  around.  Furthermore,  it  is  only  through  the  political  
expression  of  the  general  will  that  morality  itself  can  develop.  

"It  remains  true  that  only  through  a  recognition  by  certain  men  of  a  conmon  interest,  
and  through  the  expression  of  that  recognition  in  certain  regulations  of  their  
dealings  with  each  other,  could  morality  originate,  or  any  meaning  be  gained  for  such  
terms  as  'ought'  and  'right'  and  their  equivalents."6  

Although  too  morality  of  reciprocating  rights  and  duties  is  said  to  be  that  of  "political  
subjection,"  it  has  oothing  to  do  with  subjection  in  the  sense  of  oppression.  '!he  political  
subject  has  rights  secured  to  him  in  return  for  too  fulfilment  of  certain  duties.  12  freely  
accepts  this  arrangement  because  he  has  made  the  colllll10n  interest  his  interest.  His  civic  
actions  are  self-conscious  attempts  to  realize  the  general  will.  

A  state  possesses  a  necessary  reserve  of  coe=ive  powers;  but  if  the  majority  of  its  
citizens  are  incapable  of  conceiving  a  common  good,  or  of  observing  rules  and  regulations  which  
further  that  good  without  canpulsion  or  the  threat  of  compulsion  by  the  state  power 1  then  that  
state  is  no  real  state.  If  there  were  no  collective  conception  of  a  common  good,  no  mutual  
recognition  of  rights  and  duties  among  a  group  of  people,  then  it  could  never  constitute  a  
state  in  the  first  place.  '!he  sovereign  power  in  a  state  secures  rights  - and  therefore  powers  
- to  its  subjects,  and  without  them  they  would  have  no  moral  life  or  self-developnent  worthy  of  
the  name.  But  it  cannot  enforce  morality,  any  more  than  it  can  create  the  COIMIOn  good  
presupposed  by  its  sovereignty.  

It  has  long  been  a  criticism  of  Green's  political  theory  that  his  treatment  of  what  was  
for  him  the  central  problem  of  political  obligation  involves  a  bad  case  of  is-ought  confusion.?  
Obedience  to  one's  real,  i.e.  the  general,  will  is  less  a  matter  of  reciprocating  practical  
reason,  of  the  principle  that  (in  Ibusseau' s  words)  "no  one  but  appropriates  to  himself  this  
word  each  and  thinks  of  himself  in  voting  on  behalf  of  all,"8  than  it  is  of  the  dictates  of  the  
social  psyche.  A  particular  state  either  has  the  requisite  level  of  consciousness  of  conmon  
good,  or  it  doesn't  have  what  it  takes.  

"Wnether  or  no  any  particular  .pvernment  has,  on  this  ground,  lost  its  claim  and  may  
be  rightly  resisted  is  a  question ... [which]  seems  generally,  if  not  alwa:ys,  to  answer  
itself.  A  government  no  longer  serving  the  function  described ••• brings  forces  into  

5  T.H.  Green,  Lectures  on  the  Principles  of  Political  Obligation  (IDndon,  1941),  P•  98.  
6  Ibid.,  P•  124.  
7  See,  for  example,  L.T.  Hobhouse,  The  Metaphysical  Theory  of  the  State  (IDndon,  1918),  P•  121,  
and  H.A.  Prichard,  "Green's  Principles  of  Political  Obligation,"  M::>ral  Obligation  (OXford,  
1949),  esp.  PP•  82-83.  
8  J.-J.  Ibusseau,  The  Social  Contract,  ed.  L.G.  Crocker  (New  York,  1967),  P•  33.  
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play  Which  are  fatal  to  it."9  
This  formula  can  only  provide  ex  _post  facto  answers  to  questions  about  the  legitimacy  of  a  
particular  goverment  or,  for  that  matter,  its  policies.  The  same  criticism  applies  to  GLeen's  
treatment  of  what  ....-e  would  now  call  the  human  rights  issue,  the  question  of  extending  benefits  
to  those  Who  claim  them  as  of  right,  but  beyond  What  the  majority  may  allege  society  can  bear.  
There  may  be  a  right  or  rights  which  are  not  legally  recognized,  but  which  soote  conscientious  
citizen  or·  group  of  citizens  may  assert,  not  so  much  against  the  state  as  for  the  fulfilment  of  
its  "ideal  fllllction,"  to  realize  "the  true  end  of  the  state  as  the  sustainer  arrl  harmonizer  of  
social  relations."  

"The  reason  that  the  assertion  of  an  illegal  right  must  be  founded  on  reference  to  
acknowledged  social  good  is  that,  as  we  have  seen,  no  exercise  of  a  power,  however  
abstractedly  desirable  for  the  promotion  of  human  gooo  it  might  be,  can  be  claimed  as  
a  right  unless  there  is  some  common  consciousness  of  utility  shared  by  the  person  
making  the  claim  and  those  on  whom  it  is  made.  It  is  not  a  question  whether  or  not  it  
ought  to  be  claimed  as  a  right;  it  simply  cannot  be  claimed  except  on  tl1is  
condition."10  

Again,  it  might  ...-ell  be  asked:  How  much  is  "some"?  How  much  "common  consciousness  of  utility''  
is  needed  to  properly  ground  a  claim  as  of  right?  And,  one  might  further  ask,  where  does  that  
leave  the  "lllltaught  and  underfed  denizen  of  the  IDndon  yard  with  gin-shops  on  the  right  hand  
and  on  the  left"?11  A  "c0l!ll1011  consciousness  of  utility"  suggests  a  somewhat  sophisticated,  not  
to  say  calculating,  sense  of  justice.  The  burden  of  the  criticism,  however,  is  that  the  
legitimacy  of  a  claim  to  a  certain  kind  of  treatment  as  of  right  does  not  depend  upon  a  state  
of  readiness  in  the  common  consciousness.  

The  coercive  power  of  the  state  should,  says  Green,  do  more  than  merely  abstain  from  
intervention  in  the  moral  life  (where  it  can,  even  with  the  purest  intentions,  only  impede  
man's  moral  purpose);  it  should  extend  as  well  as  secure  those  rights  and  powers  Whose  exercise  
men  require  in  their  pursuit  of  perfection.  In  doing  so,  the  state  is  only  indirectly  promoting  
moral  developnent,  although  it  may,  in  the  process,  directly  interfere,  in  the  interest  of  the  
c0111110n  !lloral  life,  with  the  freedan  of  action  of  a  certain  class  or  classes  of  people.  The  
state  is  the  "society  of  societies,"  reconciling  and  sustaining  "rights  that  arise  out  of  the  
social  relations  of  men."12  Family  and  property  are  pre-political,  but  in  return  for  certain  
restrictions  the  state  guarantees,  and  may  even  increase,  the  scope  and  the  autonomy  of  their  
roles  in  society.  It  is  the  state  which  established  the  family  relationship  and  the  possession  
of  property  as  enforceable  - and  therefore  actual  - rights.  In  addition  to  enforcing  and  
maintaining  rights,  the  state  can  augment  them.  This  can  be  seen  clearly  in  the  state's  power  
to  remove  restrictions  upon  freedom  of  movement,  of  disposal  of  property  and  labour,  and  in  its  
power  to  prevent  interference  with  these  freedoms.  It  is  more  difficult,  however,  to  llllderstand  
the  state's  capacity  for  increasing  freedom  as  related  to  its  power  of  restriction  and  
constraint.  Ccmpulsory  education,  a  controversial  idea  in  Green's  day,  altoough  it  restricts  
the  freedom  of  both  children  and  parents,  gives  the  child  the  added  right  of  preparation  for  a  
fuller,  lllOre  comfortable  adult  life,  removing  a  major  obstacle  to  self-realization  and  moral  
developnent.  The  state  can  also  restrict  freedom  of  contract  and  use  of  property,  all  in  the  
nama  of  the  c01l1110n  good.  An  example  of  the  first  sort  of  restriction  is  legal  recognition  of  
the  closed  union  shop.  SUch  action  contributes  to  the  material  welfare  of  the  persons  Whose  
freedan  is,  in  the  first  instance,  curtailed  - including  employers,  woo  have  in  many  cases  
admitted  the  industrial  peace  and  even  the  profitability  of  a  measure  of  employee  control  over  
hiring  and  pranotion  practices.  The  critical  and  most  awkward  question  for  a  theory  such  as  
Green's  is,  of  course,  whether  state  action  or  reinforcement  of  tl1is  sort  contributes  to  the  

9  PPO,  P•  62.  
10Thid.,  PP•  148-49.  
11  Ibid.,  p.  8  (~ emphasis).  
12  Ibid.,  PP•  146-47.  
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moral  welfare  of  those  persons  directly,  or  indirectly,  involved.  

If  the  state  in  art!f  way  regulates  the  individual  citizen's  liberty  to  do  as  he  pleases,  he  
has  no  counterclaim  ag:linst  this  regulation  unless  he  can,  to  the  satisfaction  of  his  fellCM  
citizens,  refer  his  claim  to  the  cannon  good.  "It  has  been  the  EPcial  recognition,  gramded  on  
that  reference,  that  has  rendered  certain  of  his  p:>wers  ricjlts."13  There  is  no  rigJ.t  ag~inst 
the  state  unless  a  discrepancy  ccm  be  shown  between  the  ganeral  will  and  the  cpvernnent  of  the  
state,  the  administrative  exp:-ession  of  that  wlll·  Here  the  fundallental  tension  of  Green's  
philosophy  of  man  and  the  state  has  reappeared.  Political  action,  for  Green,  was  a  contirual  
IIDral  struggle  and  reaffirnation  of  denocratic  virtue  - not  for  him  the  easy  acceptance  of  
Sittlichkeit  and  the  political  leadership  of  the  universal  class,  an  "estate'  of  civil  servants  
and  academics.  However,  in  spite  of  a  career  of  volmteer  canmmity  action  lohic:h  virtually  
drcwe  him  to  an  early  grave,  Green  fell  back  on  a  curiwsly  positivist  approach  to  political  
power  when  a  theoretical  conflict  arose  between  the  imperatives  of  refonn  and  the  actual  
condition  of  the  general  will.  As  in  his  landm:Lrk  Leicester  address,  "Liberal  Legislation  and  
Freedan  of  Contract,"  Green  ganerally  resolved  the  conflict  l?l  arguin;:y  that  certain  
gcwernnentally  imposed  refonns,  far  fran  decreasin;:y  personal  freedan  of  choice,  actually  
increased  it  by  making  possible  a  "growth  of  capacity"  CUIDng  wtDle  classes  of  individuals  
previously  incapable  of  exercisin;:y  arr:t  but  the  IIDSt  trivial  freedan  of  choice.  In  other  words,  
the  J;rOblem  tended  to  p:esent  itsel£  to  Green  as  one  of  convincing  recalcitrant  Liberals,  if  
not  ruggad  individualists  and  believers  in  the  gospel  accordi.n;:y  to  Herbert  Spencer,  that  
affirmative  EPCial  action  r8:Illiring  state  revenue,  state  org:lnization  and  state  p:>wer  did  not  
"interfere  with  the  spontanews  action  of  social  interests."14  That  it  rarely  presented  itsel£  
as  a  ];rOblem  of  political  dis:>bedience,  resistance  or  rebellion  had  a  lot  to  do  with  Gr:een'  s  
practical  experience  as  a  refonner.  He  was  quietly  confident  that  God  and  histo:r:y  were  on  the  
side  of  s:>cial  progress,  and  there  were  plenty  of  "forces"  (to  use  his  own  term)  in  EPciety  and  
the  econany,  in  religion  and  philosophy,  whidl  in  Britain  in  the  1870s  were  p:anotin;:y  positive  
liberty  as  the  natural  su::cess:>r  to  existing  and  rather  shopw;,rn  conceptions  of  man  and  the  
state.  

Like  Bradley,  Green  was  very  diffident  ahoo.t  his  Hegelianian.  For  both,  Hegel  was  one  of  
the  masters  of  those  wb:>  knCM,  but  he  w:t.s  als:>  far  too  ambitiws.  They  both  felt  that  he  
claimed  too  much  for  the  discursive  intellect,  Braney  advancin;:y  the  claims  of  feeliD;J  and  
enotion,  Green  those  of  religion  and  the  external  w;,rld.  Green  thou<jl.t  the  dialectical  netlDd  
was  an  attempt,  Hegel's  assertions  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding,  to  construct  the  miverse  
out  of  pure  thoucJtt.  He  accepted  the  epistE!!IDlogical  necessity  of  the  Hegelian  mi ty  of  thougJ.t  
and  bein;:J,  b.lt  preferred  the  Kantian  approadl  to  it.  That  is  to  Sir!{,  he  was  a  
transcendentalist,  when  all  is  said  and  done,  and  maintained  that  Hegel's  objective  idealism  
"must  all  be  done  again.n15  Although  "somethiD;J  like  Hegel's  idealism  must  be  the  result  of  the  
development  of  Ka.ntian  pr:inciples  ri<jl.tly  understood,"  no  liBil  can  fully  can~ehend the  
spirituality  of  the  universe;  although  we  are  sel£-consciws  participants  in  the  eternal  
consciousness,  we  cannot  "be  God."16  In  a  review  of  John  Caird's  Introduction  to  the  Philosop!y  
of  Religion  which  appeared  in  Acade!ny  for  July  10,  1880,  Green  eKpressed  the  view  that  caird  
had  been  "too  much  overpowered  by  Hegel,"  and  argued  the  need  for  caution  in  phlloscphizLng  
about  God  and  the  totality  of  thiD;Js.  

"The  unifying  principle  of  the  w;,rld  is  indeed  in  us1  it  is  our  self.  ~Ut, as  in  us,  
it  is  so  conditioned  by  a  particular  animal  nature  that,  while  it  yields  that  idea  of  
the  11Drld  as  one  W:lich  regulates  all  our  knCMledge,  our  actual  knowledge  reuains  a  

13  Ibid.,  P•  147.  
14  ~., P•  208.  
15  g;;-;ays  Edward  Caird  in  his  preface  to  Essays  in  Philosophical  Criticism  (London,  1883),  p. 
s.  
16~. 
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piecaneal  process ••••  We  nwer  reach  that  totality  of  apprehension  thrrugh  which  
alone  we  could  knCM  the  w::>rld  as  it  is  and  God  in  it.  This  is  the  infirmlty  of  rur  
discursive  understanding. n17  

The  Hegelian  mity  of  thought  and  being  has  here  reverted  to  a  KanUan  regulative  idea,.  no  
longer  the  ground  and  the  result  of  all  hunan  ecperience.  

There  were  two  factors  which  impelled  Green  to  wi.thh:>ld  unqualified  su~rt fran  Hegelian  
netaphysics:  first,  his  irreducible  Kantianisn,  ..tlich  -was  reinfbrced  in  later  ~ars 1::¥  the  
Gennan  novement  "back  to  Kant"  and  the  saninal  critiques;  second,  his  suspicion  that  
Hegelianism  -was  designed  to  supersede  religirus  faith.  Green  felt  that  the  cairds,  especially  
John,  reproduced  Hegelianian  only  too  well,  its  vices  as  well  as  its  virtues.  The  principal  
vice  'IBS  the  idea  that  human  reason  is  Equal  to  the  grasp  and  penetration  of  the  totality  of  
things,  the  elimination  of  aey  distance  between  hunan  self-conscicusness  and  the  eternal  
conscicusness.  The  God  of  religion  is  canp:ehended  cy  the  Absolute  of  Hegelian  ph:il.osq>\'¥.  
Green  'IBS  not  as  reconciled  - or  as  oblivirus  - as  was  caird  to  the  .implications  of  this  .  
proposition  for  religion.  For  the  less  acute  Hegelians,  the  "mifyi.ng  p:inciple  of  the  w:>rld"  
and  the  God  of  religion  were  inter<hangeable.  They  clothed  the  unity  of  th:mght  and  bein:J,  a  
rational  process  and  ~al, with  a  religirus  aura,  mich  had  the  side  effect  of  destroying  the  
Christian  God's  transcendence  and  coiWertin:J  Christian  theolCXJY  into  a  kind  of  pantheiSl\.  
~ceiving the  threat  to  religion  in  this  procedure,  Green  retained  a  sphere  of  the  unknowable  
beyond  the  reach  of  hunan  reason.  "Totality  of  apprehension"  is  beyond  the  reach  of  the  hunan  
mind.  We  continually  strive  to  apJ;roadl  perfect  canp:ehension,  b:lt  it  will  always  renain  
unattainable.  "To  assune,  because  all  reality  requires  tlx>ught  to  conceive  it,  that  therefore  
thought  is  the  condition  of  its  existence,  is  indeed  un..arrantable. "18  The  Hegelian  assunption  
is,  in  a  sense,  precisely  this:  we  ha<Te  significant  knCMledge  because  evexythin:J  - incllldin:J  
God  - is  a  ,troduct  of  the  locps  or  w::>rld  spirit.  It  is  a  distinguishing  feature  of  Hegelianisn  
that  the  external  world  is  an  ex:ternalization  of  the  world  spirit.  Evexythin:J  we  experience  is  
a  manifestation  of  the  spiritual  IZ"inciple  whose  suprene  nanifestation  is  ph:il.osq>hy,  or  fully  
rational  toought.  The  only  satisfactory  explanation  of  our  having  !mCMledge  of  reality  is  that  
in  aoquiring  it  the  mind  is  sonehCM  recovering  itself.  An  identity  of  subject  and  object  is  the  
necessary  presupposition  of  our  bein:J  able  to  thirK  ccnerently  abrut  what  we  experience.  There  
is,  however,  a  universal  and  "inveterate  supposition  to  the  contrary"  that  the  external  w:>rld  
is  another  world.  To  exist  is  not  to  be  conceived  as  existin:J.  Green  was  not  satisfied  that  
Hegel's  otherwise  fruitful  idea  of  self-externalization  had  not,  'ohile  overcoming  the  dualisn  
in  Kant's  theory  of  lm0111ledge,  contrived  to  reduce  the  natural  and  roral  ...orld:l  to  categories  
of  his  "subjective  logic,"  and  effOrts  to  tame  nature,  human  as  well  as  physical,  to  m::>nents  in  
a  theodicy  ·of  strictly  metapeysical  interest.  He  also  felt,  trough  less  keenly  than  Bradley,  
that  Hegelianisn  failed  to  do  justice  to  the  richness  of  hunan  experience,  conative  and  
emotional,  aesthetic  and  religirus.  

There  is  a  lcm;J  history  of  mismderstaooing  abrut  the  nature  of  Hegel' s  poll tical  
philosq>hy  arising  out  of  the  quietistic,  contemplative  tone  of  his  oft-qtoted  dictum  abrut  the  
01111  of  Minerva  in  the  preface  to  his  Philosophy  of  Right•  As  a  ph:il.osopher,  Hegel  was  offerin:J  
an  explanation  of  political  life,  not  a  creed  to  live  it  by.  Green  ..as  a  lay  p:eadler  as  well  
as  a  ph:il.osopher,  and  was  tryin:J  to  instil  a  Civic  religion  in  his  readers  and  listeners.  In  

17  T.H.  Green,  ~' vol.  III,  P•  145.  
John  ca.ird  ( 1820-1898),  like  his  younger  brother  Edward,  only  more  so,  retained  a  clcse  

association  with  the  University  of  Glasga.~ after  undergraduate  stuqy  there,  and  becane  a  
powerful  shaping  influence,  helping  to  make  it  one  of  the  academic  founts  of  Hegelianiau  in  
Britain.  His  na.in  interest  ..as  in  the  philosq>ey  of  religion,  and  after  a  brief  spell  as  a  
minister  he  became  Professor  of  Divinity  at  GlasgCM,  1862-73,  then  Principal  and  
Vice-Chancellor,  1873-98.  
18~ 
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Hegelian  language,  he  operated  at  least  as  much  at  the  level  of  Sittlichkeit  as  he  did  at  that  
of  110ral  and  p:>litical  philosophy.  He  ..as  trying  to  refurbish  the  llDres  of  his  s:>ciety,  and  it  
would  be  no  denigration  of  such  activities  to  sey  that  they  made  h:im  a  p:>litical  stbject  but  a  
philosophical  object.  As  for  Hegel,  he  ..as  quite  a..are  of  continuing  p:>tential  :fur  diverg:mce  
between  what  is  the  case  and  what  ooght  to  be.  It  is  the  philosopher's  task  to  understan:i  this  
gap  and  to  give  us  insight  into  the  teleology  of  its  closure.  He  can,  qua  philosopher,  only  
explain  the  potentialities  in  an  existin:J,  operative  state  of  affairs;  but  "• •• once  the  realm  
of  notions  is  revolutionized,  actuality  does  not  mld  oot."19  For  Green,  the  rationality  of  the  
real  was  a  110ral  imperative  and  a  demand  for  service  and  self-sacrifice  which  coold  not  be  
denied.  Like  Roosseau,  Green  prized  civic  virtue  above  all  else,  but  its  field  of  action  ~s 
not  confined  to  the  state.  Charity,  however,  began  at  bane,  and  the  110ral  imperfections  of  
British  society  in  his  dey  and  age  111ere,  he  felt,  sufficiently  grave  to  override  the  
theoretical  superiority  of  the  vita  contemplativa  and  the  lon:J-tenu,  metaplysical  truth  that  
the  real  is  rational.  

"It  is  no  tjme  to  enjoy  the  pleasures  of  eye  and  ear,  of  search  for  knowledge,  of  
friendly  intercourse,  of  applauded  speech  or  writing,  W!.ile  the  nass  of  nen  whan  we  
call  oor  brethren,  and  whoot  we  declare  to  be  meant  with  us  for  eternal  destinies,  are  
left  without  the  chance,  W!.ich  only  the  help  of  others  can  g:~.in for  them,  of  maldng  
themselves  in  act  what  in  p:>ssibili ty  we  believe  than  to  be. "20  

19  Hegel,  letter  to  Niethanmer,  October  28,  1808.  See  A.s.  B:rudner,  "The  significance  of  
Hegel's  prefatory  lectures  on  the  philosophy  of  law,"  Clio  {Fall  1978),  note  19,  p.  48.  
20  !!•  PP•  32G-21.  -
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Bernard  Bosanquet:  The  Idealist  Theory  of  the  State  

As  a  political  }ililosofiher,  Bernard  Bosanquet  belongs  to  the  second  generation  of  British  
Hegelians. 1  Although  he  was  a  contributor  to  Essays  in  Philosophical  Criticism  ( 1883),  his  
fully  developed  theories  of  man  and  society  did  not  appear  until  the  late  1890s,  some  twenty  
years  after  the  first  blows  for  Hegel  ani  tha  idealist  theory  of  the  state  had  been  struck  by  
Bradley  and  Green.  He  wrote  when  utilitarianism  had  lost  all  of  its  early  radical  thrust  and  
become  another  stage  in  the  history  of  philosophy.  It  was  no  longer  a  revolutionary  plan  of  
action;  nor  did  it  enjoy  the  intellectual  dominion  which  it  had  in  mid-century.  'll:le  
intellectual  authority  of  philosophical  idealism,  on  the  other  hand,  was  full  arrl  assure:'i  in  
the  last  t'WO  decades  of  the  nineteenth  century.  Admittedly,  it  was  still,  in  spite  of  the  
original  and  distinctively  British  'WOrk  of  men  iike  Bradley  and  Green,  regarde:'i  as  something  of  
an  exotic  growth.  At  that  time,  however,  it  was  a  serious  contender  for  pri.losofihical  
orthodoxy,  if  by  no  means  the  unquestioned  truth  of  things.  Pragmatisn  arrl  the  "new  realism"  
were  already  beginning  to  challenge  the  recently  acquired  eminence  of  philosophical  idealism.  
Nevertheless,  the  late  Victorian  and  Edwardian  ages  were  the  years  of  idealism's  widest  appeal  
and  greatest  self-confidence,  the  years  when  synthesis  and  construction  replaced  much  of  the  
earlier  analysis  and  criticism.  

Bosanquet' s  The  Principle  of  Individuality  and  Value  and  The  Value  and  Destiny  of  the  
Individual  (the  Gifford  Lectures  for  1911  and  1912  respectively)  represent  British  
philosophical  idealisn  in  its  fullness.  In  these  lectures  organicisn  is  extended  to  describe  
the  whole  of  experience,  not  just  the  political  life.  'lhe  experience  of  an  individual  is  
imP=tant  not  for  its  individuality  but  for  its  content,  "the  thing  to  be  done,  known  arrl  felt;  
in  a  word,  the  completeness  of  experience,  his  contribution  to  it  and  his  participation  in  
it."2  His  experience  is  part  of  a  larger  experience  which  goes  before  arrl  after  him;  "arrl  the  
more  he  realizes  the  continuity  the  less  he  cares  about  the  separateness  of  the  contribution  to  
it.  It  is  impossible  to  overrate  the  cooperative  element  in  experience."3  Although  the  universe  
is  "from  the  highest  point  of  view  concerned  with  finite  beings,  a  place  of  soul-making,"  the  
ultimate  value  of  the  individual  experience  lies  in  its  special  contribution  to  the  whole  of  
experience  - "the  value  of  the  particularity  is  indirect  and  depends  on  what  it  helps  to  
realize."4  

1  Bernard  Bosanquet  (  1848-1923)  was  an  undergraduate  at  Balliol,  where  he  studied  under  Green.  
He  became  a  fellow  of  University  College,  Oxford,  in  1870.  In  1881  he  move:'i  to  I.Dndon,  an  
independent  income  freeing  him  from  the  need  to  perform  regular  teaching  duties.  He  continued  
to  write  philosophy  as  well  as  engage  in  social  work,  for  which  the  I.Dndon  of  Mayhew  afforded  
more  than  sufficient  scope.  He  succeeded  o.G.  Ritchie  as  Professor  of  I.Dgic  and  MetaPhysics  at  
the  University  of  St.  Andrews  ( 1903-08).  Like  Green  at  Oxford,  Bosanquet  manage:'i  to  -:::ombine  a  
wide  range  of  volunteer  COlllllunity  w::>rk  of  both  an  organizational  and  a  pr-opagandist  kind  with  
teaching,  lecturing  and  scholarship.  He  was  one  of  the  founding  members  of  the  I.Dndon  Ethical  
Society  ( 1885) 1  which  was  dedicated  to  both  the  teaching  and  the  pr-actical  application  of  the  
"social  gospel"  of  philosophical  idealism.  It  attracte:'i  not  only  other  Hegelians,  such  as  
caird,  Haldane,  Mi.lirhead  and  wallace,  but  also  the  utilitarian  Sidgwick  and  the  Fabian  
socialist  Graham  Wallas.  In  1897  it  transformed  itself  into  the  School  of  Ethics  and  Social  
Philosofihy,  partly  as  an  attempt  by  Bosanquet  to  counteract  Fabian  and  positivist  tendencies.  
2  B.  Bosanquet,  The  Principle  of  Individuality  and  Value  (I.Dndon,  1912),  P•  21.  
3  Ibid. I  P•  22.  
4  Ibid.,  PP•  26-27.  
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The  individual  person  is,  for  Bosan;tuet,  the  finite  conscia.tsness  of  the  partia.tlar  self,  
and,  as  such,  cannot  be  the  ultimate  cpod.  True  individuality  is  marked  by  canpletion  and  
hannony,  and  is  reserved  for  the  totality  of  th:Ln,;s.  The  universe  is  an  individual  in  the  
fullest  sense,  and  therefore  the  only  true  individual.  It  has  overcone  all  contradictions  
without  destroying  differences  or  "negativicy,"  as,  after  Hegel,  Bosan;tuet  preferred  to  call  
it.  Differences  are  not  fixed,  as  in  the  positivistic,  atoml.stic  view  that  everything  is  1ilhat  
it  is  and  not  something  else,  but  dialectical,  seeking  unity  in  difference,  the  identicy  of  
identity  and  non-identity.  The  multiplicity  of  individual  expariences  mald.ng  up  the  totality  of  
e~rience, far  fran  being  a  defect,  is  a  contribution  to  the  canprehensiveness  of  that  
totality,  and  "a  certain  canpleteness  through  incanpleteness  is  attained. "5  

In  the  p:ocess  of  overcauing  suffering  and  wrongdoing  in  their  quest  for  canpletion,  
finite  consciws  beings  undergo  relative  loss  of  self.  Self-canpletion  requires  a  haiiiiOJ:¥  
amidst  the  tension  of  pleasure  and  pain,  cpod  and  evil.  This  s:>rt  of  harnoey  bet~een 
conflicting  qualities  can  ocOJr  to  sane  extent  in  the  finite  individual;  b.J.t  W1en  the  conflict  
ceases,  when  the  bad  self  ceases  to  be  an  okstacle  to  c;podness,  mth  the  power  to  p:event  its  
realization,  then  110ralicy  and  the  finite  self  have  been  transcended.  The  haiiiiOJ:¥  of  total  
experience  does  not  eKclude  - in  fact,  it  demands  - the  fresence  of  evil  and  suffering.  Their  
presence  is  a  function  of  its  canpleteness.  Although  they  have  been  transcended,  they  have  not  
been  obliterated.  They  persist  in  finitude  and  finite  conooia.ts  beings,  through  whose  struggles  
alone  can  canpleteness  be  attained.  

The  canpletion  or  fulfilment  of  finite  individuals  is  a  process  of  "negativity"  and  
conflict,  not  of  formal  contradiction.  In  this  p:ocess,  \Ohich  el!hihits  an  underlying  continuity  
between  self-consciwsness  and  "what  is  110re  than  the  self,"  both  satisfaction  and  sacrifice  
"contribute  of  their  nature  to  the  canplete  experience."6  If  the  Hegelian  Absolute  is  to  
contain  discord  and  unify  differences  qua  differences,  then  it  must  include  imperfect  finite  
beings  in  all  their  jmperfection.  The  tension  and  the  disharnoey  \Ohich  are  features  of  the  
e~rience of  the  finite  self  seeking  perfection  afford  a  partial  clu.e  to  the  nature  of  the  
Absolute:  

" ••• it  is  in  the  highest  of  our  own  experiences  that  we  must  seek  for  the  clues  to  
the  fullest  reality.  And  that  we  experience  ourself  most  ccmpletely  just  '~ben we  are  
least  aware  of  its  finite  selfness  is  a  clue  which  must  not  be  forgotten. "7  

Self-perfection  is  a  I!Eltter  of  selfless  self-seeld.ng.  '!his  is  Gr:een's  p:eooription  for  
self-realization  thra.tgh  service  to  mankind.  Sacrifice  and  satisfaction  are  interdependent,  and  
an  element  of  dis::ord  is  an  essential  truth  of  the  self.  "A  soul  'lhich  has  never  known  pain,  
like  a  nation  which  has  ne\l'er  lmown  war,  has  no  depth  of  being,  and  is  not  a  personality  at  
all."8  '!his  is  a  hard  saying,  b.J.t  it  was  easier  to  say  before  the  First  W:>rld  war.  Bosan;ruet,  
like  Bradley  and  Mdl'aggart,  was  no  militarist,  nor  an  advocate  of  110ral  hygiene  thrmgh  
punishment  (although  there  are  grounds  for  doubt  aba.lt  McTaggart  on  the  latter  s::ore);  b.J.t  he,  
like  they,  assuned  a  Ranan  fortitude  and  patriotisn  in  the  face  of  claims  of  ducy  to  valued  
institutions  (although,  once  again,  a  partial  EDtception  l!llSt  be  made  of  McTaggart,  who  could  
ne\l'er  understand  the  high  value  placed  by  other  British  Hegelians  on  something  as  abstract  as  
the  state).  

The  single  individual,  the  finite  self-conscia.tsness,  is  a  "w:~rld of  exparience,"  limited  
:Wt  conscious  of  its  limitations.  In  other  words,  the  individual  has  the  p>-wer  to  realize  "the  
logic  and  spirit  of  the  wlDle."  The  ultimate  value  - in  other  w:>rds  the  only  value  of  mich  one  
can  finally  say  there  is  no  further  end  to  be  served  - of  aey  individual  experience  lies  in  the  

5  Ibid.,  P•  288. 
6-

Ibid.  I  P•  256.  
7  Ibid. ,  P•  250 •  
8  Ibid.  I  P•  245.  



74  

whole  of  which  it  is  a  fragment.  'lli.e  criterion  of  ultimate  value  was,  for  Bosanquet,  a  logical  
one:  the  canbined  consistency  and  comprehensiveness  of  the  totality  of  any  experience.  TOO  same  
logic  governs  both  the  world  of  truth  and  existence  and  that  of  satisfaction  and  value.  Value  
judgments  are  not  simply  isolated  expressions  of  feeling,  altoough  they  originate  in  feeling;  
as  judgments,  they  are  susceptible  to  rational,  objective  argument.  'lli.ey  and  the  finite  
individuals  who  make  them  seek  a  wider  arrl  fuller  unity.  A  particular  state  of  consciousness  
always  implies  a  unity  of  self-consciousness,  and  each  unity  is  bound  by  mutual  implication  to  
all  other  unities,  and  to  too  full  unity  of  toought  and  being.  

"When  you  have  admitted  the  unity  of  the  person  with  himself,  it  is  impossible  to  
stop  short  of  his  unity  with  others,  with  the  w:Jrld,  and  with  tre  universe;  arrl  the  
perfection  by  which  he  is  to  be  valued  is  his  place  in  the  perfection  of  these  
greater  whales.  The  principle  that  all  valm  is  value  of  individual  experience  is  
thus  absolutely  maintained;  the  difference  is  in  Ylhat  we  call  individual  experience,  
and  the  point  of  departure  in  valuing  it."9  

For  Bosanquet,  organized  political  society  was  the  most  striking  example  arrl  the  best  
available  model  of  an  infinite  (in  the  circular,  Hegelian  sense)  Ylhole  of  finite  centres  of  
experience  which  is  at  tre  same  tbre  a  hierarchical  standard  of  perfection.  Not  all  gooo  is  
social  good.  10  But  every  society,  great  and  small,  involuntary  as  well  as  voluntary,  partakes  
of  that  ultimate  unity-in-difference  which  is  the  logical  grourrl  for  evaluating  the  elements  of  
experience.  

"The  social  life  and  experience  is  that  of  one  mirrl  in  a  number  of  bodies,  woose  
consciousnesses,  formally  separate,  are  materially  identical  in  very  different  
degrees •" 11  

The  state  exhibits  a  very  high  degree  of  perfection,  as  much  because  of  its  comprehension  of  
differences,  its  inclusiveness,  as  because  of  its  integrating  power.  As  he  himself  was  the  
first  to  admit,  Bosanquet  drew  directly  from  Plato  as  well  as  from  Hegel  for  the  idea  of  the  
unity  and  individuality  of  the  state.  Furthermore,  his  version  of  the  rationality  of  the  real  
and  the  metaphysical  necessity  inherent  in  a  system  of  values  owed  as  least  as  much  to  Plato's  
Idea  of  the  Good  and  to  Kantian  and  Coleridgean  conceptions  of  reason  as  it  did  to  Aristotelian  
and  Hegelian  teleology;  and,  to  complete  this  eclectic  picture,  he  threw  in  a  great  deal  of  
social  psychology  (as  will  be  seen  later  in  this  chapter  and  in  chapter  13).  

Fran  the  insufficiency  of  the  finite  individual  Bosanquet  concluded  that  the  'WOrld  of  
distributive  justice,  of  deserts  apportioned  according  to  merit,  of  claims  and  counterclaims,  
is  as  nothing  beside  "the  great  'WOrld  of  spiritual  membership." 12  Too  individual  wln  is  
conscious  of  being  a  member  of  a  larger  Ylhole  is  content  to  identify  his  lot  with  that  of  the  
society  of  which  re  is  a  member.  Its  gooo  is  his  good,  its  pain  his  pain.  The  result  is  that  
the  best  suffer  most.  The  justice  of  this  is  that  they  are  best  equipped  to  sustain  the  
suffering  and  to  derive  same  lasting  value  fran  it.  The  comfort  of  too  weak  is  fitting  and  
just,  not  so  much  from  their  point  of  view  as  from  that  of  society  as  a  whole.  'lli.ey  do  rot  
"deserve"  too  opportunity  to  "die  to  live."  Those  woo  do,  because  of  their  reasoned  convictions  
about  the  universal  order  and  their  own  place  in  it,  are  free  from  any  illusions  about  their  
own  personal  importance.  

9  Ibid.,  pp.  315-16.  Compare  eh.  7,  pp.  58-59,  and  the  discussion  of  Bl:adley's  logic  of  
internal  relations.  BI:adley  continually  urged  his  readers  to  consult  Bosanquet's  writings  on  
the  logic  of  ];ililosophical  idealism,  especially  his  account  of  inference.  
10  Compare  BI:adley's  "Ideal  M:lrality,"  the  sixth  essay  of  Ethical  Studies,  far  the  view  that  
even  the  "best  lights"  of  the  110res  current  in  a  society  may  be  inadequate,  and  that  there  is  a  
non-social  as  well  as  a  social  ideal  of  the  gooi  life.  See  eh.  7,  PP•  62-63.  
11  PIV,  P•  314.  
12  ~Bosanquet,  The  Value  and  Destiny  of  the  Individual  (IDndon,  1913),  p.  152.  



75  

Like  D.G.  Ritchie,  Bosarqret  made  great  play  with  the  principle  of  natural  selection  in  
his  social  philosq>hy.  However,  in  lleeping  with  the  Hegelian  view  of  uan  and  EOciety,  EOcial  
change  is  seen  as  the  (Xltcane  of  a  rational  will,  not  of  irrational  forces.  The  spiritual  world  
is  '"elicited'  fran  the  p:iuarily  natural  by  the  activity  of  the  thinking  will."  

"We  s:OOuld  note,  further,  that  in  elicitirK]  this  the  will  is  by  the  sane  
operation  eliciting  a  definite  and  adapted  shape  of  itself.  Thus  the  creative  ,trocess  
of  volition  is  the  process  of  noulding  by  natural  selection  as  intetpreted  fran  the  
point  of  view  of.  the  soul  thich  is  being  noulded.  We  are  finding  our  self  in  the  
world  as  the  world  canes  to  life  in  ~ self."13  

It  is  natural  that  'A'e  should  shape  ourselves  as  conative  being:;  in  constructirg  and  
reconstructing  oocial  structures.  The  clue  to  Bosarquet's  connection  between  "soul-noulding"  by  
natural  selection  and  the  stricUy  biological  theocy  of  natural  selection  could  be  said  to  lie  
in  Hegel' s  "civil  oociety,"  the  world  of  industry  and  canpetition.  In  another  one  of  his  hard  
sayings,  Bosarquet  maintains  that  "society  carries  on  the  'IIIQrk  of  soul-foruation  by  a  se..ere  
and  inE!Iritable  prooess."14  The  norally  weak  go  to  the  wall  - not  necessarily  of  material  
destitution,  but  of  spiritual  impoverishnent.  '!his  is  natural  selection  in  its  EDCial  fonn,  and  
according  to  the  "social  gospel"  of  British  Hegelianisu  the  state  s!Duld  do  no  nore  and  no  less  
than  remove  oJ::stacles  to  an:i  create  q>p:>rtmities  for  active  self-perfection  1¥  individual  
selves.  

In  The  Philosophical  Theo:r;y  of  the  State  ( 1899)  Bosarquet  was  already  prq>aundin::J  the  
organic  theocy  of  self-assertion,  the  theocy  that  the  noral  en:i  an:i  value  of  the  finite  
individual  is  his  contribution  to  somethin::J  larger,  somethill;J  IIDre  canpr:ehensive  and  coherent  
than  himself.  "It  is  in  the  difference  thich  contributes  to  the  wh::lle  that  the  self  feels  
itself  at  home  and  p:>ssesses  its  individuality. "15  In  this  work  Bosarquet  lays  considerable  
enphasis  up:>n  the  classical  Greek  source  of  the  idea  that  uan  aspires  to  a  <;pod  W:lich  "is  
necessarily  in  some  degree  a  good  \Otlich  exten:is  beyond  himself,  or  a  caniiDn  good. n16  The  
constant  factor  is  the  Platonic  elenent  in  the  classical  tradition  of  p:>litical  t~ojlt, whcse  
principal  legacy  is  the  logical  priority  and  ethical  sup:enacy  of  the  state.  Man  cannot  be  man  
without  the~· A.E.  Taylor,  an  early  Braileyan  wh::l  later  became  a  Christian  ap:>logist,  lrBS  

highly  critical  of  Bosarquet's  Hegelianizin::J  of  that  tradition.17  In  Taylor's  view,  Plato  neant  
just  lobat  he  said  about  studying  the  huuan  soul  writ  large  in  the  polis.  His  p::ine  concern  Wl.S  

the  conduct  and  quality  of  the  individual  life,  not  the  nature  of  the  rational  state.  Bosarqret  
insists  that  the  classical  tradition  is,  above  all,  a  p:>litical  o:ne  and,  indeed,  that  the  
modem  nation-state  is  a  much  better  illustratio:n  of  classical  p:>litical  theocy  than  the  polls  
itself  was.  What  was  only  implicit  or  dimly  dis::erned  in  the  Athenian  city-9tate  has  now  
emerged  into  the  full  light  of  day.  

Contrary  to  Taylor's  contention,  Bosarqret  was  in  danger  of  Platonizin::J  Hegel  rather  than  
Hegelianizing  Plato.  Bosarqret  held  the  view  that  p:>litical  theocy  Wl.S  in  a  condi.t.iDn  of  
reculer  pour  mieux  sauter  between  Plato  and  Rl:iusseau.  The  ideas  of  natural  law  and  sovereignty,  
the  p:>litical  thought  of  Hobbes  and  Iocke,  the  histx>rical  speculations· of  Vico  and  1-Dntesquieu  
- all  were  mere  preparation  for  the  reC<Necy  of  the  philosophical  theory  of  the  state  by  
Rou.sseau.  '!his  view  of  the  histocy  of  p:>litical  philoscphy  adlieves  mity  at  the  ex12nse  of  
accuracy.  Bosarqret  tended  to  neglect  the  individualistic  strain  in  IIDdern  p:>litical  th::lught,  

13  ~·· P•  113.  See  eh.  10,  pp.  82-84,  fur  a  disaJSsion  of  Ritdlie's  use  of  the  idea  of  
natural  selection.  
14  Ibid.,  P•  89.  
15  B·  Bosanquet,  The  Philosophical  Theo;y  of  the  State,  4th  ed.  (London,  1923),  P•  118.  
16  Ibid.,  P•  114.  
17  See  A.E.  Taylor,  Plato:  The  Man  and  His  Woxk,  3rd  ed.  (London,  1929),  esp.  the  chapter  on  
Plato's  Republic,  and  his  Gi.f:furd  Lectures  (1926-28),  The  Faith  of  a  M:>ralist  (IDn:ion,  1930),  
series  1,  PP•  241-43.  
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whlch  reflected  and  was  reflected  in  the  ideology  of  natural  rights,  the  expansion  of  economic  
life,  and  the  growth  of  bourgeois  society  during  the  seventeenth  an:'l.  eighteenth  centuries.  
Hegel  was  acutely  aware  of  all  these  developments  and  regarded  them  as  increasingly  
self-conscious  manifestations  of  the  subjective  stran:'l.  in  the  rmfolding  of  the  world  spirit  in  
human  history.  The  average  citizen  of  ancient  Athens  was,  according  to  Hegel,  in  quite  
rmself-conscious  rmity  with  civic  law  and  custom.  There  was  only  the  most  rudimentary  
recognition  of  individual  autonomy  and  initiative.  M:Xlern  civil  society  structures  and  
articulates  the  play  of  subjectivity,  a:trl  its  emergence  has  forever  precluded  the  reproduction  
of  the  city-state.  The  modern  state,  with  its  multiform  social,  economic,  professional  and  
cultural  life,  is  a  higher  fonn  of  human  society  than  the  polis.  Its  rmity  is  a  frmction  of  
self-conscious  individuality,  so  that  the  individual  is  not  lost  as  an  individual.  His  
membership  entitles  him  to  a  sphere  of  autonomy  an:'l.  sheer  self-assertion,  which  finds  its  most  
characteristic  outlet  in  the  economic  life  of  civil  society.  By  giving  the  individual  scope  for  
self-assertion,  civil  society  performs  a  moral  function.  It  rationalizes  the  appetitive  side  of  
human  nature  without  suppressing  it,  giving  it  a  necessary  place  in  society.  

Bosanquet' s  political  theory  allows  insufficient  -weight,  by  Hegelian  standards,  to  civil  
society  and  the  subjective  element.  The  unity  of  his  state  is  insufficiently  mediated  through  
the  labour  of  the  negative,  through  the  fissiparous  self-assertion  of  artisans,  factory-owners,  
traders,  and  guilds  and  corporations  of  all  kinds. 18  With  Bosanquet,  civil  society  is  tightly  
reined  in  as  an  implicitly  objective  element  in  "the  general  life  of  the  state."19  There  is  no  
lllOOient  in  Bosanquet's  state  of  sheer  subjectivity.  It  is  a  characteristic  failing  of  British  
Hegelianism  to  employ  the  anaemic  concept  of  reciprocity  in  place  of  the  thrust  and  parry  of  
the  dialectic,  and  so  it  is  in  Bosanquet' s  treatment  of  subjectivity  and  objectivity  in  civil  
society.  Bosanquet  was  -well  versed  in  social  psychology  and  small-group  theory,  but  his  
equipment  in,  for  example,  political  economy  was  such  that  the  "philosophical  theory  of  the  
state"  oould  not  "draw  blood"  and  penetrate  the  industrial  society  of  his  day.  His  state  looks  
more  like  Plato's  "republic"  than  Hegel' s  Rechtstaat,  with  economic  life  reduced  to  a  realm  of  
sheer  physical  necessity  and  emptied  of  all  moral  or  rational  significance.  

One  of  the  central  notions  of  idealism,  and  one  that  continues  to  bear  fruit  in  political  

theory  and  our  attempts  to  render  normative  judgments  about  social  conflicts,  is  its  linking  of  
the  ooncept  of  liberty  to  the  quality  of  life.  Freedom  from  external  oonstraint  is  shown  to  be  
cancelled  but  somehow  completed  by  freedom  fran  the  rule  of  appetite.  Internal  control  of  one's  
irrational  impulses  and  transient  desires  sets  free  capacities  for  living  a  larger  and  more  
satisfying  life;  political  control  over  the  freedan  of  certain  classes  or  interests  makes  
possible  the  wider  enjoyment  or  prevents  the  destruction  of  certain  values.  Such  a  life  is  
lived  in  corrmon,  and  such  values  are  shared  with  others.  The  ends  pursued  are  such  that  they  
are  not  diminished  by  being  shared.20  In  this  freedom  through  the  conquest  of  a  "lower"  and  
egocentric  by  a  "higher"  and  social  self  lay  the  key  to  the  "paradox  of  self-government,"  as  
Bosanquet  termed  it.  Pursuing  the  common  good,  the  good  citizen  obeys  the  commands  of  the  
state,  because  they  coroo  to  him  as  the  imperatives  of  his  "real  will"  a:trl  express  his  true  
self.  'lb  be  a  good  man  and  a  good  citizen  can  never  be  conflicting  objectivesr  'lhe  selfish  will  

18  "The  family  feeling  and  the  individual  interest  are  in  the  modern  State  let  go,  accented,  
intensified  to  their  uttermost  power .... "  (PTS,  p.  261.)  But  Bosanquet  nowhere  affirms  the  
autonomy  of  economic  life;  it  is  decorously  likened  1:D  soul-formation,  no  longer  recognizable  
as  competition  for  material  goods  and  po-wer.  
19  Ibid.,  pp.  254-57.  
20  This  is  the  language  of  St.  Augustine.  It  is  used  deliberately,  to  point  up  the  contention  
that  those,  like  Bosanquet,  win  followed  Green  out  into  the  world  of  social  refoxm  h<rl  a  
quasi-religious  vocation.  'lhey  were  enjoined  to  practise,  and  preach  to  the  privileged  and  the  
underprivileged,  an  ethic  of  self-sacrifice  - not  in  a  quest  for  grace  but  for  worldly  goods  
and  satisfactions.  
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can  find  no  lastin;J  satisfaction  in  its  partial  and  transito:cy  objects,  and  is  dram  to  se~ it  
in  that  of  others  and,  by  a  necessa:cy  p:ogression,  to  seek  it  in  the  cannon  life  of  all.  The  
larger  and  nore  stable  objects  of  the  general  will,  not  his  casual  impulses  and  randan  
passions,  no  matter  heM  strong  and  insistent,  are  v.bat  give  the  individual  the  greatest  and  
most  genuine  satisfaction.  The  "lower,"  less  satisfying  and  less  satisfactory  self  is  
disciplined  and  organized  by  life  in  s:>ciety,  above  all  by  membership  in  a  state,  and  it  is  
directed  towards  "objects  which  have  power  to  make  a  life  worth  living  for  the  self  that  wills  
than."  Thus  the  p:oblan  of  p:>litical  obligation  is  s:>lved,  for  Bosarquet,  by  a  canbination  of  
Ro.lsseau's  general  will  and  Bradley's  notion  af  what  it  is  to  be  noral.  

"Arr:!  systan  of  institutions  'ohic:h  rep:esents  to  us,  on  the  wtnle,  the  conditions  
essential  to  affinning  sooh  a  will,  in  objects  of  action  sooh  as  to  constitute  a  
tolerably  canplete  life,  has  an  .ilnp3rative  claim  up:>n  our  loyalty  and  obedience  as  
the  enbodiment  of  our  liberty. "21  

Bosarquet  had  put  forward  the  sane  theo:cy  abrut  the  nature  of  the  will  and  the  noral  end  
for  !IBil,  but  without  the  p:>litical  setting,  in  his  Psychology  of  the  flbral  8elf  (1897).  Here  
the  noral  self  is  described  as  "the  realization  of  a  certain  nature  which  is  the  mtcane  of  
those  (other)  selves  working  together  in  s:>ciety.n22  The  individual  cannot  realize  or  "find"  
himself  fully  in  is:>lation  fran  the  noral  efforts  of  others.  He  ro:quires  a  noral  end  larger  
than  himself.  The  individual  !IDral  self  must  have  a  systenatic,  rational  purpose  in  life.  The  
wider  the  canpass  of  that  purpose,  the  fewer  the  loose  ends  and  the  greater  the  prospects  for  
fulfilment.  Such  a  purpose  is  not  a  nere  ideal,  but  can  be  gleaned  fran  everyday  exp2rience.  
Bosarquet  illustrates  the  point  by  arguing  that  an  ideal  means  something  in  the  life  of  an  
individual  only  insofar  as  it  is  not  sonething  set  over  against  the  p:esent  s:>cial  facts  and  
then  projected  into  the  past  or  future.  Insofar  as  it  is  unrealized,  it  involves  "a  mere  
rounding  off  or  canpletion  of  the  wh::lle.  n23  The  reallmtion  of  that  ideal  is  to  be  found  in  
actual  social  life  or  nowhere.  

''That  'ohich  constitutes  the  measure  of  !IDrality  seans  to  be  the  actual  identification  
of  the  private  self  with  the  universal  self,  the  actual  surren:ler  of  the  will  to  the  
greater  will  of  the  systan  to  W:lich  we  belong. n24  

W:lile  sOite  British  Hegelians  conceived  of  an  ideal  s:>ciety  bepnd  the  p:>litical  sphere  
(or,  in  the  case  of  McTaggart,  beyond  space  and  time),  Bosarquet's  good  sociecy  ...as  fixmly  
p:>litical.  As  the  acknowledged  British  spo:kesnan  for  the  idealist  theory  of  the  state,  he  bore  
the  brunt  of  attacks  up:>n  it.  These  becane  increasingl,y  virulent  during  the  1914-18  ..er  with  
Germany.  Bosarquet  resolutely  defended  the  theory  throughmt,  and  published  a  third  edition  of  
The  Philosophical  Theozy  of  the  State  in  1920,  unchan;Jed  except  for  some  additional  vindicato:r:y  
remarks  in  the  introduction.·  In  1917  he  published  a  collection  of  essays  under  the  title,  
Social  and  International  Ideals.  '!Wo  of  than  in  particular,  "The  Wiaian  of  Naanan's  Ser~Tants'' 
and  "The  Flmction  of  the  state  in  Pronoting  the  t:hity  of  Mankind,"  are  notew;,rthy  for  their  
undiminished  supp:>rt  for  Hegel' s  theoxy  of  the  rational  will  and  s:kepticiau  abalt  international  
p:>litical  organimtions.  Those  who  blamed  the  ..ar  on  the  exl.stence  of  sovereign  nation-states  
and  called  for  their  dismantling  and  the  creation  of  a  world-state  ignored  the  absence  of  the  
indispensable  conditions  for  such  a  state.  Another  scb:>ol  of  thouc;ilt  :lbresaw  the  imminent  
dissolution  of  the  state  in  the  evolution  of  p:>litical,  econanic  and  social  relations,  
maintaining  that  the  state,  far  fran  being  "powerful  rut  mali9]4I1t,  is  an  mreal  creature  of  
theozy."  Bosarquet  reminds  us  of  Bradley's  saying  that  in  t:lmes  of  stress  the  state  does,  "with  
the  noral  approval  of  all,  v.bat  the  explicit  theoxy  of  s:::arcely  one  will  mrally  justify • ..2S  

21  Ibid.,  P•  139.  
22  ;:-Bosarquet,  The  Psychology  of  the  M:>ral  8elf  (Iondon,  1897),  P•  94.  
23  Ibid.,  P•  108.  
24  lidd.,  P•  113.  
25  See  ES,  p.  166.  
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Contem,I?Orax:y  events  were  prOV'iding  further  evidence  of  the  hold  of  the  idea  of  the  state  OV"er  
men's  minds,  but  that  did  not  sonehOI!r  toe.rrant  the  ahlse  being  heaped  up:>n  state  institutions.  
The  persistence  of  war  did  not  detract  fran  the  rationality  of  the  general  will.  The  spirit  of  
the  state  is  "the  same  thing  as  conscience,"  and,  like  the  individual,  the  state  pursues  mral  
order  and  the  actualization  of  right.  While  the  objectivity  and  universalit;y  of  the  state  are  
superior  to  those  of  the  individual  conscience  - being  ground  and  goal  for  our  hic;jlest  mral  
endeavours  - nevertheless  the  state  too  can  canmi.t  100ral  errors:  

"The  simple  fact  is  that  the  spirit  of  the  canmmit;y,  brouc;jlt  to  conscimsness  and  
practice  in  its  executive  organ,  the  State,  is  the  great  100ral  force  of  the  ~tld. 
Like  ewry  !1Dral  force,  it  can,  when  biased  or  perverted,  make  lrlt"ong  its  ric;jlt.  

In  su:::h  cases,  the  corrective  nonnally  consists  in  bringing  the  errant  state  back  into  line  
with  its  own  immanent  idea.  An  "enter.[rising"  fbreign  ,I?Olicy  is  usually  a  sign  that  a  state  is  
trying  to  avoid  its  own  better  self,  and  divertiiY,1  attention  fran  internal  defects  by  enba:tlcing  
up:>n  foreign  adventures.  If,  as  nany  critics  of  sovereignty  assert,  the  state  is  an  in"llaXiably  .  
irres,I?Onsible  agent,  then,  seys  Bosartiuet,  there  is  need  for  nore,  not  less,  ,I?Ower  to  the  state  
- in  the  sense  of  or9'1I1i:za.tion,  cohesion  and  collective  effort  to  achieve  greater  Equality  of  
Op,I?Ortunity,  enlightennent,  and  so  on.  

There  is  a  question  as  to  how  far  the  best  life  can  be  pranoted  by  force  or  threat  of  
force.  For  the  most  part,  Bosanquet  follows  Gt'een  in  restricting  the  use  of  :lbrce  to  indirect  
i.mprOV"ement,  to  the  "hindering  of  hindrances"  to  the  good  life.  Voluntal:y  is  always  preferable  
to  enforced  refo:nn  - unless  the  only  alternative  to  enfbrced  is  no  refom,  or  the  resultant  
increase  in  the  quality  of  life  is  of  su:::h  an  order  that  the  discdvanta::Jes  of  coercion  are  
011tweighed.  In  itself,  force  "is  not  in  pari  materia  wi.th  the  expansion  of  mind  and  dlaracter  
in  their  spiritual  medium. n27  It  is  an  affront  to  the  reas:m  of  the  canmunal  mind,  whidl  is  the  
true  ground  of  all  social  action.  Force,  however,  is  the  distinctive  feature  of  the  state.  
Because  of  what  Bosartiuet  calls  "its  ultimateness  de  facto"  the  state  is  the  "flywheel"  of  our  
lives.  All  the  mechanical  and  apparently  autonatic  .[rocesses  necessary  to  the  fmctioning  of  a  
canplex  organization  are  driven  by  the  power  of  the  state.  Witlx>ut  this  "autanatisu,"  state  
,I?Ower  could  not  be  the  su.[rane  creator  of  cpp>rtmities  for  self-realimtion.  The  e>ercise  of  
coercive  .I?Ower  on  the  part  of  the  state  is  not  interference  of  the  state  with  the  individual  
unless  there  is  an  ahlse  of  power,  in  which  case  the  state  hinders  itself·  

There  are  no  natural  ri<j:J.ts  vis-a-vis  the  state.  Wlereas  Ritchie  souc;jlt  to  retain  scme  
sort  of  role  for  the  ideology  of  natural  rights  within  an  idealist  theo:ty  of  the  state,  
Bosanquet  stuck  closely  to  Green,  naintaining  that  every  ricjlt  is  relative  to  the  canmn  mral  
consciousness,  to  the  actual  state  of  the  general  will.  Any  unrecognized  right  must  be  sl:own  to  
be  "a  re;;ruirenent  of  the  reali:za.tion  of  capacities  for  good. n28  Society  nust  be  seen  to  be  
inconsistent  with  its  end,  with  what  it  professes  to  be,  before  one  can  sey  that  there  elti.sts  
arr:~ unrecognized  right.  In  other  '<!lOrds,  it  has  to  be  recognized  before  it  can  be  recognized1  
until  the  state  has  nodified  the  law,  the  right  does  not  elti.st  qua  ·  right.  The  state  must  
enforce  it  in  order  that  it  be  a  ri<jlt.  The  state,  in  smrt,  creates  ric;jlts,  and  they  can  
emerge  only  in  the  context  of  an  organized  ,I?Oliti.cal  sociecy.  These  rights  are  means  to  
self-reali:za.tion,  b.It  its  value  is  in  turn  instrunental.  Ultinate  value  resides  not  in  
individuals  but  in  individuals-i~communi~. 

A  long-standing  and  ~11-worn criticia:n  of  the  idealist  ethic,  and  one  that  Brcdley  dealt  
with  at  soma  length,  is  that  self-realimtion  is  not  an  ethical  concept  at  all.  For  all  their  
talk  of  the  noral  self,  the  good  self  and  the  bad  self,  the  idealists  I;rOV'ided  no  criterion  :lbr  
distinguishing  between  the  crudest  fo:nns  of  self-assertion  and  Wla.tever  it  ~s they  ueant  by  

26  B.  Bosanquet,  Social  and  International  Ideals  (London,  1917),  P•  307.  
27  P'l'S,  P•  17 5.  
28  Ibid.  ,  P•  198.  
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self-realization.  Talk  of  cooerence  and  canpleteness  is  of  little  assistance,  because  these  
concepts,  again,  are  non-noral.  The  noral  philoscphy  of  Bosan:J:uet  (and  of  Bra:Uey,  'b>o,  in  scme  
respects)  lends  itself  to  an  interpretation  which  suggests  that  the  p:-oblem  of  self-realization  
may  not  be  what  it  has  so  often  been  said  to  be.  The  idealists,  far  fran  attempting  '00  make  
egotism  respectable  by  clothing  it  in  the  high-falutin  language  of  religion  and  patriotisn,  
ware  seeking  a  solution  '00  the  alienation  and  rootlessoess  experienced  by  menbers  of  the  
ever-expanding  and  amo:t:phous  middle  class  of  industrialized  mass  societ;y.  The  value,  as  
distinct  fran  the  psych:>logy,  of  the  noral  self  lay,  for  Bosan:J:uet,  in  its  nodes  of  
experience.  He  was  all  for  expanding  the  ran:Je  of  a  person's  experience.  

"True  individuality,  ·as  lE  have  said,  is  not  in  the  min:imi.mtion  Wl.ich  :furbids  
further  subdivision,  but  in  the  max:imi.zation  ..tlich  includes  the  greatest  possible  
being  in  an  unviolable  mity ... 29  

Now  this  could  concentrate  more  and  more  aramd  a  single  personal  focus,  or  it  could  spread  a  
person  so  thin  that  he  ceased  oo  have  a  distinct  identicy  and  became  a  nere  vehicle  fur  
organizing  experiences.  An  apt  analogy  might  be  losing  oneself  in  one's  lliOrk  - or  in  good  
lliOrks.  The  individual  is  not  free  '00  carve  himself  out  of  society:  all  his  mdes  of  
self-realization,  including  the  non-social  ones  - su::h  as  the  intellectual  pursuit  of  truth  or  
the  artistic  pursuit  of  beauty  - are  determined  by  the  social  setting.  One  micjl.t  elect  to  lead  
a  totally  disorganized  life  with  no  goal  beyond  :nnuentary  pleasurei  but  asslming  that  one  seeks  
satisfaction  and  same  stable  object  in  life,  then  one  liUlSt  pursue  a  cannon  c;pod,  if  only  as  an  
adjunct.  

The  paradox  at  the  heart  of  the  idealist  theory  of  the  state  is  the  .implicit  denial  that  
the  individual's  will  is  his  own,  canbined  with  the  claim  that  he  is  most  fully  and  freely  an  
individual  ..tlen  he  subni.ts  to  the  sovereignt;y  of  the  general  will.  The  finite  individual,  on  
this  theory,  is  not  a  stable,  "real"  entity.  The  "facts"  of  individual  IIDral  life  and  action  
can  only  be  explained  adequately  by  placing  ..tlat  B09an:J:uet  calls  "the  centre  of  gravity  of  the  
self"  outside  the  circ:umecribed  individual,  and  by  adcpting  a  perspective  Wl.ich  sees  the  
individual  as  an  abstraction  fran  the  canmunal  mind.  As  su::h,  the  individual  is  not  an  enticy  
unto  himself  or  herself,  but  is  a  f:ragnent  of  the  cannon  IIDral  cons:::iousoess  Wl.ich  seeks  to  be  
reunited  in  a  way  which  enriches  both  itself  and  the  whole  of  which  it  is  a  part.  This  is  a  
psychic  drive  whose  energy  is  netaphysical,  in  the  sense  that  it  is  a  miversal  necessicy  llihich  
can  in  fact  be  denied  but  only  at  the  cost  of  self-diranption  and  frustration.  The  individual  
wants  - in  both  senses  of  the  lliOrd  - the  noral  supp>rt  of  the  canmmicyi  and  he  can  begin  to  
find  it  by  reflecting  on  the  resources  of  his  own  psyche,  their  origins  and  their  
ramifications.  

The  moral  force  of  the  cannon  c;pod  was,  for  Bosan:J:uet,  a  natter  of  "B:lcial  logic."  'lhis  
notion  he  derived  fran  Hegel' s  lliOrld  spirit,  the  rational  principle  at  ~«>rk in  the  lliOrld.  The  
state  is  one  of  the  highest  manifestations  of  this  rationality.  Notwithstanding  the  violence  
attending  the  birth  and  development  of  actual  his'b>rical  states,  each  one  is  a  manifestation  of  
"divine  Reason,"  just  as  every  human  being,  Wl.atever  his  physical,  intellectual  or  110ral  
soortcanings,  is  still  a  human  being.  The  rationalicy  of  the  state  is  expressed  in  its  members'  
self-conscirusness  as  members.  Most  people  will  admit,  on  reflection,  to  same  cons:::iwsoess  of  
canmon  good.  Having  conceded  that,  they  are  then  driven  to  either  reconcile  it  with  the  role  of  
the  state  - law  enforcenent,  the  regulation  of  everyday  life,  aoo  so  on  - or  use  it  to  
"contradict"  the  i.rmoral  and  coercive  character  of  the  state.  Either  way,  a  dialectic  of  state  
and  society,  c=n  good  and  particular  interest,  is  set  in  DDtion.  

Bosarquet,  as  lE  have  seen,  expected  the  state  '00  endure,  and  that  the  dialectic  would  
resolve  itself  as  a  unity-in-difference  in  W1ich  the  institutions  of  organized  p::>litical  
society  are  "the  ideal  subatance  llbich,  as  a  miversal  structure,  is  the  B:lcial,  rut  in  its  

29  ~., p.  170.  See  also  the  discussion  of  Jones  and  !41irhead  in  dJ.,  13,  PP•  106-Q7,  
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differentiated  cases  is  the  individual  mind."30  The  greater  the  unicy  of  sociecy,  the  greater  
the  scope  for  distinctive  individual  contributions  to  the  cOIIIIOn  good;  and  the  greater  the  
differentiation  among  su:::h  contributions,  the  greater  the  resultant  unit;y.  

30  ~·• P•  .277.  



CHAP!'ER  10  

Idealism,  "Evolutionism"  and  Utilitarianism  

The  publication  of  Darwin's  On  the  Origin  of  Species  in  1859  and  the  sort  of  
anthropological  speculation  to  which  it  gave  impetus  lent  fresh  credence  to  the  theory  that  the  
mind  of  man  and  all  that  it  had  produced  were  natural  .[henomena,  explicable  entirely  in  terms  
of  material  cause  and  effect.  It  gained  persuasive  - albeit  invalid  - support  fran  the  
principle  of  natural  selection.  Darwin  himself  v.uuld  noj::  endorse  this  extension  of  his  theory;  
and  tha  foremost  advocate  of  his  v.urk,  T.H.  Huxley,  repudiated  it. 1  Huxley  argued  that  natural  
selection  tells  us  nothing  about  our  m::>ral  duties  or  the  m::>ral  end  for  man,  which  h:>ld  true  in  
spite  of  natural  selection.  In  other  v.urds,  tha  self-conscious  mind  - or,  as  tha  philosophical  
idealist  might  say,  the  self-positing  v.urld  spirit  - cannot  be  understood  in  entirely  natural  
terms.  Humanity  is  subject  as  well  as  object.  

Whatever  its  natural  history,  self-consciousness  presupposes  order  ao:i  continuity  in  hunan  
experience.  This  is  not  given;  nor  can  it  be  created  out  of  nothing.  In  Kantian  language,  
synthetic  a  priori  judgments  are  an  indispensable  part  of  our  experience.  ~ can  perceive  
nothing  without  the  transcendental  unity  of  apperceptions.  Human  experience  implies  some  
persistent  identity,  an  ongoing  cognitive  self.  By  tha  same  token,  there  must  be  a  moral  self  
the  cognitive  self  from  another  point  of  view  - without  which  we  could  not  distinguish  between  
impulse,  conscious  desire  and  morally  purp:>sive  action.  The  moral  self  is  the  principle  of  
order  and  continuity  in  the  midst  of  various,  frequently  conflicting,  wants  and  inclinations.  
As  it  is  not  a  different  self  from  the  cognitive  self,  so  the  reason  of  moral  judgments  is  not  
divorced  from  that  of  cognitive  judgments,  and  unity  and  consistency  are  the  chief  
characteristics  of  l:x:>th  the  rational  moral  self  ao:i  the  rational  cognitive  self.  The  uo:iivided  
reason  demands  that  the  m::>ral  and  p:>litical  v.urld,  no  less  than  the  natural  v.urld,  be  a  v.urld  
of  experience  and  not  a  mere  agglomeration  or  succession  of  sense  data  - even  a  bare  succession  
of  disconnected  experiences  is  imp:>ssible  in  the  absence  of  some  ordering  principle.  '1he  will  
for  good  is  a  rational  will.  It  is  therefore  comnon  to  all  human  beings  in  virtue  of  their  
humanity  and  their  human  capacity  for  rationality.  Its  content  varies  from  society  to  society,  
but  its  dictates  are  always  objective,  in  tha  sense  of  intersubj ective  - they  overrule  purely  
subjective  wants  and  inclinations  - and  its  judgments  are  universal  judgments.  

For  Hegel,  rationality  was  immanent  throughout  nature  and  human  history.  He  rehabilitated  
natural  heteronanous  desires,  which  Kant  had  set  over  against  the  rational  good  will.  They  are  
inherently  rational,  and  re<Pire  only  to  be  mediated  by  the  m::>ral  will  for  their  rationality  to  
be  realized.  In  their  turn,  they  provide  the  good  will  with  its  content,  without  which  it  v.uuld  
be  a  merely  formal  will,  a  will  to  do  rothing  in  particular.  'lbe  rational  will  is  not  simply  a  
self-consistent  will;  its  rationality  depends  up:>n  what  it  wills  and  up:>n  its  realizing  
something.  Self-realization  re<Pires  putting  oneself  out  into  a  v.urld  of  other  things  and  
selves.  

Putting  the  rational  will  to  work  in  purp:>sive  moral  action,  and  especially  in  social  
reform,  was  one  of  the  primary  goals  of  the  majority  party  in  British  Hegelianism,  which  is  to  
say,  Green,  Eosanquet  and  their  followers.  As  did  Kant,  and  in  large  part  inspired  by  his  
example,  these  British  Hegelians  consciously  directed  their  heaviest  fire  against  naturalism  in  
the  moral  sciences.  It  must  be  remembered,  however,  that  the  basic  Hegelian  principle  is  that  

1  See  his  Evolution  and  Ethics,  the  :Ebmanes  lecture  for  1893.  



82  

self-realization  is  a  process  of  knowing  as  well  as  doing,  and  that  what  we  realize  (in  both  
senses  of  the  ~rd) are  llBnifestations  of  the  universal  reas:>n  at  ~rk in  us  as  well  as,  and  
more  so  than,  in  other  "things."  The~ is  both  .the  sli>ject  natter  and  the  m:>tive  force  of  
the  process  whereby  everything  cones  to  be,  and  the  mind  of  nan  has  a  special  role  to  play  in  
that  process.  We  must  ccmprehend  it  - again  in  a  dooble  sense:  to  understand  the  necessi1:1(  of  
what  has  happened  and  in  what  is  temp:>rary  and  contin~nt, and  to  round  it  off  or  canplete  it.  
This  is  -.bat  is  meant  by  saying  that  man  is  slbject  as  well  as  object,  and  it  is  imp:>rtant  that  
the  subjectivity  in  Hegel' s  idealist  system  of  philoscphy  not  be  confused  with  the  subjective  
idealism  which  plagued  the  British  empiricist  tradition.  The  Green-Bosarquet  brand  of  idealism  
stressed  the  creative  role  of  individual  and,  even  ItDre,  collective  ItDral  endeavour,  freqoontly  
in  defiance  of  or  in  uneasy  alliance  with  the  historicist  determinism  of  Hegel'a  w.>rld  spirit.  

Of  toose  Hegelians  who  imbibed  their  idealism  - both  philosophical  and  practical  - fran  
T.H.  G!:'een,  o.G.  Ritchie  was  the  most  overtly  p:>litical  writer.2  The  p:oblem  to  "Nlich  11106t  of  
his  writing  is  devoted  is  the  relationship  of  evolutiona:cy  ethics  to  the  idealist  theo:cy  of  the  
state.  The  thesis  of  his  pq>ular  Darwinism  and  Politics  ( 1891)  is,  first,  that  the  biological  
theo:r:y  of  natural  selection  is  applicable  to  the  intellectual,  roral  and  social  develcpment  of  
nan  only  if  the  supervention  of  hunan  conscirusness  in  natural  history  is  accomted  for  by  that  
theo:r:y,  and  second,  that  the  theo:cy  "(in  the  form  in  which  alone  it  can  pr:cperly  be  applied  to  
hunan  society)  lends  no  supp:>rt  to  the  p:>litical  dogma  of  laissez-faire. rr3  It  is  the  p:>~~~~er to  
reflect  up:>n  and  evaluate  social  structures  and  ItDres,  custans,  laws  and  institutions  which  
distinguishes  hunan  fran  other  animal  evolution.  Man  is  not  at  the  nercy  of  natural  selection;  
he  is  capable  of  rational  selection.  Human  history  contains  examples  of  societies  deliberately  
embarking  on  a  new  p:>licy  or  adopting  an  innovative  technique,  even  in  anticipation  of  d1angi..ng  
cirCUII\Stances.  SUch  social  adaptation  is  usually  a  matter  of  imitation  - unconscirus  as  ~~~~ell as  
conscious  - of  other  hune.n,  often  rival,  s:>cietiea.  Humm  being;  are  not  dependent  up:>n  
heredity  in  a  biological  sense  for  the  transmission  of  ideas,  custans  and  sentiments.  Their  
spread  is  achieved  much  110re  rapidly  and  securely  by  s:>cial  inheritance,  throucj"l  language  and  
institutional  inculcation.  The  process  of  social  "heredity"  and  social  "variation"  is  less  a  
blind  instinctual  struggle  for  existence  bet~~~~een individuals  and  races  than  a  canpetition  of  
ideas  and  institutions.  One  idea  or  institution  can  supplant  another  witl:Dut  loss  of  life,  
althou~ hunan  betternent  is  impossible  withrut  a  great  deal  of  strll;j'gle.  The  Strll;Jgle,  
according  to  Ritchie,  is  one  against  nature  - primarily  hunan  nature  - for  which  the  so-called  
laws  of  nature  cannot  themselves  dictate.  

Like  Green,  Ritchie  sought  a  110ral  role  for  the  state  and  a  theoretical  justification  for  
increasing  governnental  intervention  to  remedy  social  ills.  Collective  reform  based  on  
cooperative  endeavour  is  not  inconsistent  with  s:>cial  evolution,  -Nlich  has  nothing  to  do  with  
the  struggle  for  individual  survival  or,  as  Herbert  Spencer  insisted,  with  a  progressive  
"restriction  and  limitation  of  state  functions."  on  the  contrary,  state  action  for  s:>cial  
purposes  signifies  an  advanced  stage  of  civilization.  Furthermore,  the  individual  person,  
possessing  rig,.ts  and  liberties,  will  continue  to  benefit  fran  state  action;  and  maximimtion  
of  heterogeneity,  which  Spencer  eKtolled  as  the  saluta:cy  design  of  evolution,  is  dependent  up:>n  
increasing  p:>litical  articulation  - to  forestall,  we  mi~t add  over  ei~ty j'Qars  and  nany  
malign  ex:periments  in  totalitarianisn  later,  both  p:>litical  and  non-p.:>litical  forces  which  
contrihlte  to  a  reversion  to  homogeneity.  ~ther one  thinks  of  the  state  as  an  orgmism  or  as  
an  aggregation,  the  individuals  who  canp.:>se  it  owe  it  su:::h  freedan  of  action  as  they  have.  The  

2  David  George  Ritchie  was  a  fellow  and  tutor  of  Jesus  College,  Oxford,  fran  1881  mtil  1894,  
and  of  Balliol  fran  1882.  In  1894  he  was  app:>inted  Profess:>r  of  Logic  and  Metapqysics  at  the  
University  of  st.  Andrews,  -.hich  post  he  held  mtil  his  death  in  1903.  He  ~as active  in  the  
London  Ethical  Sociecy,  and  it  was  partly  thrrugh  the  widely  ranifi~ mambership  of  that  
s:>ciety  that  he  became  a  convert  to  Fabian  s:>cialism.  
3  D.G.  Ritchie,  Dal:winism  and  Politics  (London,  1891),  p.  iii.  
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state  is  one  of  man's  great  triumphs  in  his  struggle  to  escape  from  the  struggle  for  mere  
survival,  fran  the  realm  of  sheer  physical  necessity.  In  Ritchie's  words,  this  struggle  has  
seen  "a  gradual  diminution  of  waste •••• "  

"In  the  lower  organisms  nature  is  reckless  in  her  expenditure  of  life ••••  When  
we  come  to  human  beings  in  society,  the  state  is  the  chief  instrument  by  which  waste  
is  prevented.  The  mere  struggle  for  existence  between  individuals  means  waste  
unchecked.  The  state,  by  its  action,  can  in  many  cases  consciously  and  deliberately  
diminish  this  fearful  loss;  in  many  cases  by  freeing  the  individual  fran  the  
necessity  of  a  perpetual  struggle  for  the  mere  conditions  of  life,  it  can  set  free  
individuality  and  so  make  culture  possible. ,4  

The  value,  for  Ritchie,  of  the  idealist  theory  of  the  state  was  not  entirely  explanatory  
nor  merely  justificatory.  It  was  also  a  program  of  political  action.  He  was  confident  that  the  
democratic  extension  of  the  franchise  would  increasingly  bear  out  the  theory  that  the  state  is  
the  embodiment  of  the  common  good  and  that  its  action  is  the  expression  of  the  general  will.  He  
followed  Green  closely  in  regarding  the  idea  that  all  are  free  in  the  modern  state  as  an  ideal  
yet  to  be  realized,  indirectly  through  legislation,  directly  through  that  self-culture  for  
which  legislation  can  establish  the  necessary  conditions.  He  was  more  inclined  than  Green,  
however,  to  accept  the  necessity  of  direct  state  action  for  social  improvement  and  less  
inclined  to  defer  action  out  of  regard  for  the  auton01rous  moral  will  of  the  individual  person.  
Jowett  complained  that  Green's  teaching  turned  his  students  into  hair-splitting  and  quietistic  
metaphysicians.  In  Ritchie's  case  the  effect  was  quite  different,  if  no  less  disastrous  fran  
the  standpoint  of  a  conservative  like  Jowett.  Ritchie  proceeded,  with  few  theoretical  qualms,  
fran  the  organicist  conception  of  society  to  its  alleged  practical  consequences  of  increased  
collectivism  in  public  policy-making.  

"The  person  with  rights  and  duties  is  the  product  of  a  society ••• ani  for  the  
purposes  of  practical  ethics  and  politics,  it  is  sufficient  to  recognize  that  
personality  is  a  conception  meaningless  apart  from  society. ,5  

Ritchie  claimed  to  have  discovered  a  link  between  Green  and  Bentham  in  their  conceptions  
of  social  welfare.  Ibth  emphasized  the  collective  nature  of  social  goals  and  both  urged  the  
desirability  of  collective  action,  using  state  power  to  achieve  those  goals.  Although  Ritchie  
preferred  Green' s  conception  of  the  greatest  self-developnent  of  the  greatest  number  to  the  
utilitarian  greatest  happiness  principle,  he  felt  "we  are  safer  with  the  Utilitarian  method • .,6  
While  it  was  "too  narrowly  conceived,"  the  greatest  happiness  of  the  greatest  number  had  110re  
practical  effect  than  tre  idea  of  self-developnent. 7  It  possessed  a  further  advantage  in  that  
it  was  a  corrective  against  the  complacency  and  quietism  encouraged  by  the  historical  method  in  
politics  and  by  the  success  criterion  implied  in  "theories  which  apply  the  conceptions  of  
organism  and  evolution  to  society  as  if  they  were  as  adequate  in  politics  as  in  biology."8  As  
far  as  utilitarianism  was  concerned,  Ritchie  regarded  Sidgwick's  universalistic  hedonisn  as  an  
illmense  improvement  upon  the  old  individualistic  or  egoistic  hedonism.  Ritchie  called  them  
"Individualist"  and  "Evolutionist"  utilitarianism.  The  latter's  advantage  lay  in  its  
recognition  of  the  primacy  of  the  general  welfare.  It  also  made  room  in  its  political  
perspective  for  a  past  and  a  future,  recognizing  the  importance  of  the  legacy  of  previous  

4  D.G.  Ritchie,  The  Principles  of  State  Interference  (London,  1891),  p.  50.  This  is  a  
collection  of  four  essays,  tw  attacking  the  individualism  of  Spencer's  The  Man  vs.  The  State,  
one  on  Mill's  individualism  and  one  on  the  political  philoso};hy  of  Green.  See,  in  addition,  
The  Principles  of  State  Interference,  P•  148.  
5  D. G.  Ri tchie,  Natural Rights  (London,  1894) ,  pp.  1 01-02  ( Ri tchie' s  em};hasis) •  
6  D.G.  Ritchie,  Darwin  and  Hegel  (IDndon,  1893),  P•  28.  
7  As  will  be  seen  shortly,  M::Taggart  was  another  self-styled  Hegelian  who  used  much  the  same  
argument  in  favour  of  combining  philosophical  idealism  and  political  utilitarianism.  
8  Ibid.  
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generations  and  of  the  claims  of  posterity.  Ritchie  sought  to  ccrnbine  a  sense  of  organized  
political  society's  continuity  and  immanent  noral  purpose  amidst  the  welter  of  transient  
demands  and  factional  interests  with  the  analytical  egalitarianisn  of  the  felicific  calrulus.  

In  the  essay  'Which  gave  the  collection  its  name,  ''Darwin  and  Hegel,"  Ritchie  tried  to  
incorp:>rate  the  theory  of  natural  selection  into  an  idealist  mcial  theory.  Darwin  and  He<;J'!l  
could  be  reconciled  wit}¥)ut  sacrifice  on  the  part  of  either.  There  was  no  essential  conflict;  
they  were  canplenentary.  Ritchie's  syncretic  doctrine  of  "Idealist  Evolutionism"  could  explain  
social  advance  in  terms  of  rational,  not  natural,  selection  - in  tenns  of  reflection,  foresight  
and  voluntary  change  rather  than  blind  and  brutal  natural  I%'OCesses  - because,  he  said,  Hegal  
and  Darwin  both  recognized  the  operation  of  final  causes  in  the  Aristotelian  sense.  In  the  case  
of  Darwin,  the  final  cause  was  the  survival  of  the  species.  In  the  case  of  Hegel,  the  final  
cause  was  the  fulfilment  of  reason,  especially  in  the  rational  state.  For  both,  the  end  to  be  
realized  was  a  mcial  or  collective  one.  Like  Q."een,  Ri tchie  I%'eferred  the  activist  
inte:tpretation  of  the  Hegelian  dictum  about  the  rationality  of  the  real.  The  ideal  is  yet  to  be  
realized  in  mcial  refom;  "the  I%'OCess  is  not  canpleted."  Ritchie's  easiness  wi.th  naturalistic  
doctrines,  such  as  utilitarianisn,  led  h:im  a!lla.Y  fran  the  Hegelian  notion  that  develcpmant  is  
not  all  open-ended  p:-ocess  but  a  p:ocess  of  recovery  in  mich  we  know  enough  to  know  the  end  by  
looking  back  over  the  history  of  the  ~rld, and  in  particular  the  history  of  self-conscicus  
mind.  The  acnievenents  of  the  nodern  state  held,  for  Ritchie,  the  p:omise  (but  by  no  neans  the  
guarantee)  of  further  progress  toward  human  equality  and  enlightennent.  Sanethill:J  like  Kant's  
kingdan  of  ends  was,  if  not  inevitable,  certainly  the  natural  ootcome  of  events  .as  they  ware  
then  unfolding  - in  a  sense  of  "natural"  to  be  eKplained  srortly.  In  his  zeal  for  a  
canpcehensive  synthesis,  Ritchie  alm  tried  to  enlist  the  idea  of  the  s:>cial  contract  in  
support  of  his  news.  In  spite  of  their  mistakenly  reversing  the  develcpment  of  m:m  as  a  
political  animal  and  finding  the  beginning  in  the  end,  contract  theories  did  afford  a  glinpse  
of  the  rational  ideal  of  free  obedience  to  self-imp:Jsed  laws.  Although  classical  utilitarianisn  
flatly  and  vehenently  rejected  the  idea  of  a  mcial  contract,  one  may  detect  in  Ri tchie' s  
attempt  to  graft  natural  rights  as  a  political  program  onto  a  conception  of  societ;y  'Which  was  
in  part  teleological  and  in  part  mechanistic  the  influmce  of  S.idgwick' s  broadly  based  
utilitarianisn  as  well  as  Green's  Kantianisn.  

In  his  best-known  and  nost  reprinted  ~rk, Natural  Rights,  Ritchie  gathered  together  
thenes  enunciated  in  his  earlier  essays  on  the  relationship  betwaen  Darwinian  and  
Darwin-inspired  theories  of  natural  selection,  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  idealist  theo:cy  of  the  
cannon  good  as  propounded  by  Green,  on  the  other.  The  tone  is  still  strongly  and  sarcastically  
critical  of  Spencer  and  social  Darwinism,  but  Ritchie's  syncretic  urge  is  as  strong  as  ever.  
Now  it  is  applied  to  the  task  of  reconciling  philoscphical  idealism  lllli.th  euganics.  In  a  
lengthy,  two-part  discussion  of  the  natural  right  to  life,  Ritchie  stbjects  claims  to  parental  
control  over  child-bearing  and  rearing,  and  to  mat  we  might  n<M  call  mternity  benefits,  to  
the  argument  that  any  such  rights  are  subordinate  to  the  state's  right  to  enforce  social  
hygiene.  In  srort,  the  state  has  a  ''natural"  ricjlt  to  determine  the  qlli.Iltity  and  quality  -both  
physical  and  mental  - of  its  future  citizens.  

What  does  Ritchie  maan  by  "natural"?  The  answer  to  that  is  the  crux  of  the  argument  in  
Natural  Rights,  and  it  is  to  be  found  in  chapter  5,  "~t Determines  Ricjl.ts?"  In  the  p:evioos  
chapter  Ritchie  makes  great  pl.ay  of  the  distinction  between  natura  naturata  and  natura  
naturans.  The  former  is  any  and  every  particular  phenooenon,  "the  tot.ality  of  mat  exists."  Blt  
"many  phenanena  turn  out  not  to  be  realities  (i.e.  not  to  have  worth),  rut  to  be  'shans'. "9  The  
correct  W<J¥  to  view  nature  - including  hunan  nature  - as  a  wmle  is  teleologically.  ~ 
naturans  is  an  older  and  incanplete  way  of  eKpressing  the  full  Hegelian  version  of  the  idea  
that  ....e  are  part  of  a  scheme  of  things  mich  in  its  tot.ality  is  a  p:-ocess  driven  by  a  wilt-in  

9  o.G.  Ritchie,  Natural  Rights,  P•  76.  
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purpose  or  telos.  Nature  is  an  ideal,  a  ~tential seeking  to  be  actualized1  and  the  natural  is  
not  so  much  the  normal  or  the  original  - and  even  less  the  "savage"  or  anti-rocietal  - as  it  is  
the  rational,  which  is  to  say,  what  human  nature  makes  of  the  rest  of  nature  and  how  it  anploys  
the  instrwrents  and  achievements  of  its  own  evolution.  Insofar  as  actual  hUlla.n  rocieties  are  
concerned,  there  is  no  Equality  of  rights,  but  that  is  an  unimp:>rtant  "fact"  by  caupariron  with  
the  potential  of  all  human  beings  to  be  fully  autDnanoos  perrons  in  virtue  of  their  CCIIIItDn  
humanity.  

"The  'equality'  of  human  beings  as  such,  'ilhich  alone  is  necessarily  implied  in  
an  idealist  system  of  ethics,  would  be  m:>re  correctly  expressed  as  their  p:>tential  
membership  of  a  cannon  rociety.  It  is  only  insofar  as  we  can  think  of  hwta.ni ty  as  a  
possible  societ;y  that  we  can  regard  human  beings  as  equal  m:>ral  units.  They  are  
persons  potentially  because  they  are  potentially  menbers  of  a  rociety."10  

Ritchie,  like  Green,  conceived  it  as  natural  that  human  societies  soould  E!ll'olve  into  a  world  
society  of  all  human  beings.  There  is  no  gu:arantee  that  we  will  achieve  that  condition,  given  
the  human  capacity  for  perverse  and  bloody-minded  behaviour.  But  our  knowing  the  rational  
necessity  of  the  pt"Oposition  that  all  are  free,  that  all  are  perrons,  means  that  we  know  llhat  
is  right,  and  what  we  could  achiE!II'e,  and  puts  us  in  a  vastly  different  p:>sition  vis-a-vis  the  
existing  state  of  affairs  than  are  those  whose  highest  expectations  are  dictated  by  the  best  
that  their  societ;y  has  been  able  to  achiwe,  as  opp:>sed  to  what  our  "higher  natures  in  a:'ivance  
of  their  surroundings"  may  pt"efigure.  

Natural  ricjlts,  for  Ritchie,  are  social  ric;tlts.  They  are  not  brouc;tlt  by  individuals  to  
societ;y  to  be  bargained  against  securities  enforceable  at  law.  Or  rather,  one  soould  say,  su::h  
an  arrangement  can  have  no  m:>ral  validity1  one  cannot  barglin  with  the  soverei<;Jl  o;pod  of  
societ;y.  "The  good  of  a  canmunit;y  gives  us  our  only  criterion  for  judging  of  what  is  right  for  
individuals  to  do1  but  the  <pod  of  a  camnmit;y  is  itself  ioontical  with  the  c;pod  of  its  
members. "11  As  it  stands,  the  preceding  statement  is  tautological  - and  perhaps  deliberately  
so.  There  is  no  scope  in  it  for  particular  c;pods,  or  for  conflict  between  partial  c;pods  and  the  
presumed  good  of  the  whole.  Ritchie  talks  only  of  the  (singular)  good  of  the  canmunit;y's  
members.  He  shared  the  full-blown  British  Hegelian  (Bra:'iley  out  of  Aristotle)  assumption  that  
we  are  bom  into  a  canmon  good  and  that  we  nwer  know  aey  other  good  which  is  good  witi:Dut  
qualification.  

In  partial  answer  to  the  question,  loilat  ootermines  ric;tlts?,  Ri tchie  says  that  " ••• certain  
mutual  claims  which  cannot  be  ignored  witi:Dut  detriment  to  the  well-being  and,  in  the  last  
resort,  to  the  very  being  of  a  camnmity  may  in  an  intelligible  sense  be  called  fundamental  or  
natural  rights."12  One  obvious  upsoot  of  this  attempt  to  define  natural  rights  is  that  we  are  
faced  with  the  further  question:  loilat  determines  well-being?  Ritchie  has  no  hesitation  in  
saying  that  the  general  welfare  is  a  utilitarian  staooard.  We  can  make  practical  political  use  
of  the  intuition  that  the  can:rron  c;pod  of  the  earthly  city  is  our  hic;tlest  rational  c;pod,  "so  
that  the  details  of  a  professedly  Intuitionalist  ethical  code  are  filled  up  on  Utilitarian  
pdnciples."13  Having  becone  organicist,  as  well  as  miversalistic  with  S.idgwick  - having  
aoquired  an  expanded  view  of  before  and  after  - the  utilitarian  ethic  was  now  available  to  
those  wi:D  professed  the  cannon  <pod  as  the  highest  cpoo.14  As  for  traditional,  and  still  highly  
popular,  theories  of  natural  rights  and  the  social  contract,  they  are  simply  "an  inacrurate,  
but  possibly  convenient,  way  of  judging  any  given  society  fran  the  p:>int  of  view'  of  a  supposed  

10  Ibid.,  PP•  253-54,  
11  Ibid.  I  P•  99.  
12  Ibid.  I  P•  87.  
13  IEIQ.  
14  "The  conception  of  E!ll'olution  or,  nore  precisely,  the  theory  of  natural  selection  has  at  once  
corrected  the  errors  and  vindicated  the  truth  of  utilitarian  ethics  and  p:>litics."  {~· ,  p.  
98.)  
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wider  or  higher  society."15  An  example  of  Ritchie's  use  of  the  utilitarian  criterion  can  be  
found  in  his  treatment  of  property  rights.  An  "inexpedient"  property  right,  or  a  particular  
exercise  of  it,  should  be  curtailed  only  "with  the  least  amount  of  friction"  and  with  "just  
compensation,"  because  property  rights  have  on  too  whole  proven  their  utility. 16  

The  truth  of  Ritchie's  view  that  nature  is  normative  was  grounded  in  too  evolution  of  
public  opinion.  'lhat  there  is  an  "underlying  principle  or  immanent  reason  of  the  universe"  is  
believed  by  "all  except  thoroughgoing  pessimists  or  sceptics,"  wlx>  "practically  do,  whatever  
theories  they  may.  profess,  whatever  speculative  doubts  and  difficulties  they  may  feel."17  
Ritchie  is  fairly  typical  of  too  second  generation  of  British  Hegelians  in  availing  himself  of  
a  wide  range  of  theories  drawn  from  social  and  natural  science  in  order  to  give  greater  
currency  to  too  idealist  theory  of  too  state.  There  is  little  about  . the  Hegelian  unity  of  
thought  and  being  in  his  mature  work,  and  arguments  from  the  nature  of  reason  and  of  our  
activities  in  pursuit  of  rational  order  in  our  experience  are  few  and  far  between.  

"As  we  understand  nature  better,  and  as  we  understand  human  nature  better,  we  
can  secure  adaptation  and  adjustment  by  bending  nature  in  many  ways  to  ourselves  
instead  of  bending  ourselves  in  every  respect  to  nature."18  

All  tendencies  in  science  and  society,  ha  concludes,  point  in  too  direction  of  a  collectivist  
solution  to  the  "social  question."  He  appeals  to  socialists  to  have  patience  and  "reverence  for  
too  long  toil  of  too  human  spirit."  Although  work  is  required  to  bring  the  "good  elements"  in  
regressive  sentiments  and  institutions  to  the  fore,  and  while  ethically  superior  structures  may  
be  defeated  by  "inferior  surroundings,"  nevertheless,  the  "Divine  purpose ••• is  gradually  
revealing  itself  in  the  education  of  the  human  race."19  On  the  one  hand,  rights  are  only  as  
good  as  too  social  consciousness  out  of  which  they  emerge;  on  the  other  hand,  there  is  an  
important. educative  role  for  new  laws  and  institutions  to  play:  "they  must  be  such  as  prepare  
people  to  go  beyond  them  in  quiet  and  orderly  fashion."20  Social  adaptation  was  not  for  Ritchie  
merely  a  matter  of  reacting  to  environmental  changes.  He  possessed  to  a  high  degree  the  
rationalist's  confidence  in  human  prospects  for  directing  social  change  into  just  and  orderly  
patterns  of  growth.  

The  remainder  of  this  chapter  will  be  taken  up  with  an  examination  of  that  part  of  the  
work  of  J,McT.E.  McTaggart  in  which  he  attempted  to  combine  a  form  of  utilitarian  ethics  with  a  
metaphysic  which  was,  at  least  initially,  inspired  by  the  Hegelian  unity  of  thought  and  
being.21  McTaggart  wrote  extremely  little  that  could  be  called  moral  or  political  philosophy,  
and  what  he  did  bears  scant  resemblance  to  that  of  any  other  British  Hegelian  - or  of  Hegel  
himself,  

As  c.o.  Broad,  McTaggart's  first  and  JIDSt  comprehensive  expositor,  has  said,  McTaggart' s  
thought  can  be  broken  down  into  three  distinct  areas:  commentary  on  Hegel' s  logic  and·  what  

15  Ibid. I  P•  102.  
16  see  Ibid.,  eh.  13.  
17  Ibid.,  P•  76.  
18  Ibid.,  P•  112.  
19  Ibid.,  p.  286.  
20  Ibid.,  P•  282.  
21  John  McTaggart  Ellis  McTaggart  (1866-1925)  was  an  undergraduate  at  Trinity  College,  
Cambridge,  where  he  studied  m:>ral  sciences  under  Henry  Sidgwick.  He  had  already  developed,  even  
as  a  schoolboy,  a  precocious  interest  in  Kant  and  a  talent  for  speculative  philosophy.  He  was  
elected  a  fellow  of  Trinity  in  1891  and  was  college  lecturer  in  roral  sciences  from  1897  to  
1922.  Like  Bradley,  he  could  not  abide  the  generalized  humanitarian  sentiments  and  diffuse  good  
works  of  other  British  Hegelians.  1\S  for  his  own  views  on  current  events  and  issues,  there  is  
m  ready  label,  because  "one  of  McTaggart's  great  intellectual  virtues  was  that  he  erose  his  
opinions  a la  carte."  (P.T.  Geach,  Truth,  Love  and  I11100rtality  (London,  1979),  P•  11.)  
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McTaggart  called  "Hegelian  cosoology",  dis::ussion  of  metapeysical  prqx>sitions  ...Uich  are  of  
interest  not  just  to  professional  philosq>hers  b:1t  to  all  hunan  beings  in  their  relations  wl.th  
what  for  McTaggart  was  the  Real  World;  and,  thirdly,  Mc:Taggart's  own  vision  of  that  w:>rld  
-worked  out  in  a  deductive  ontology.  The  three  areas  of  McTaggart's  philosq>hizing  are  almost  
three  distinct  tenporal  phases.  According  to  his  most  recent  expositor,  P.T.  Geach,  McTaggart  
"wrote  Hegel  out  of  his  systen"  befure  turning  to  the  philoscphical  metOOd  of  Spinoza  and  
Leibniz.  Mc:Taggart  devoted  h:!mself  in  the  middle  period  of  his  career  to  the  sEmi-popular  
exposition  of  metaphysics,  especially  of  questions  relating  to  pera:>nal  imnortality,  as  wall  as  
to  oore  foi!llal  teachirq  and  his  own  philosopey.  Altmugh  he  contirued  to  expound  the  importance  
of  metaphysics  to  eve:cynan,  his  latter  :rears  ware  prirtarily  taken  up  wl.th  the  laboriws  w:>rking  
and  re-working  of  the  argument  of  The  Nature  of  Existence.  McTaggart's  tb:lughts  on  morals  and  
politics  are  peripheral  to  his  nain  concerns  - 'ohich  in  itself  makes  him  an  eKCeption  to  the  
general  rule  among  British  Hegelians  - and  they  are  to  be  found  scattered  thrwgh  his  earlier  
1110IX.  on  what  he  came  to  regard  as  Hegel's  only  penranent  contribltion  to  llnowledge,  the  
dialectic.  

As  will  be  discussed  further  in  the  next  chapter  on  idealiB'!l  as  a  slhstitute  religion,  
Mc:Taggart's  vision  of  suprene  good  (in  the  Suprema  Reality)  is  that  of  a  rociety  of  perfect  
persons  ...no  perfectly  and  eternally  know  and  lo.re  each  other.  That  does  not  seen  to  have  all{  
bearing  on  the  here  and  na.r,  and  McTaggart  said  as  much.  Newrtheless,  his  netaphysical  
personalisn  unavoidably  colwred  'itlat  he  had  to  StJr:l  abcut  nan  and  societ¥•  Geach  thi!Ks  
Hegelianisn  had  virtually  nothing  to  do  with  Mc:Taggart's  philosq>hical  accomt  of  his  vision  of  
the  universe.  This  is  true,  but  McTaggart  "kne.r"  the  natura  of  realicy  before  he  had  dispensed  
with  Hegelianism  as  the  way  to  rationally  persuade  others  of  the  truth  of  his  vision,  and  his  
writings  on  Hegel  exhibit  a  mixture  of  his  own  beliefs,  Hegalian  logic  and  utilitarian  ethics,  
...Uich,  if  hardly  constituting  a  synthesis,  does  amount  to  110re  than  just  mconnected  lines  of  
thought.  His  C<J~~~rents on  the  moral  and  the  political  life  were  made  in  consciws  q>position  to  
other  British  Hegelians;  b:1t  in  disCllSsing  McTaggart  on  110rals  and  politics,  I  will  p:oceed  on  
the  assl.lllption  that,  however  eccentric,  his  mind  was  one  and  not  two  or  more.  

McTagga.rt' s  sup:eme  good  is  a  sociecy  consisting  solely  of  incorruptible  lo.rers,  perfectly  
differentiated  but  transparent  individuals;  rut,  as  will  be  seen  in  d!apter  11,  the  sup:ene  
good  will  be  reaiized  ...UateY'er  happens  in  or  to  the  sociecy  we  live  in  as  oortal.  beings.  It  has  
no  value  in  political  theo:cy  or  as  a  guide  to  political  conduct.  The  perfect  s:>ciecy  is  a  
perfect  differentiation  in  unicy,  but  this  tells  us  nothing  abcut  temp.>ral  soclecy.  

"Eliloscphy  can  afford  us  no  guidance  as  to  the  next  step  to  be  taken  at  any  
time ••••  That  must  depend  upon  the  particular  cirQliiiStances  lilhich  surramd  us  at  the  
moment  - our  needs,  dangers,  resources.  It  can  only  be  decided  enpirically  and  it  
will  just  as  often  be  a  step  ...Uich  thra.rs  the  micy  into  the  backgramd  as  it will  be  
one  ~ich brings  it  forward  into  increased  p:ominenca. "22  

The  oodern  state,  the  organized  societ¥  of  the  present,  "is  the  natural  and  ineY'itable  
introduction  to  the  rociety  of  the  future,  rut  it  is  so  only  in  the  same  way  as  everything  else  
is."  Anarchy 1  sin  and  hatred,  as  well  as  sociecy,  virtue  and  lo.re,  are  all  "necessaxy  incidents  
in  the  moveoent  towards  the  ideal."  One  cannot  say  that  the  state  is  orgmic  as  the  Abrolute  is  
organic,  any  more  than  one  can  StJr:l  that  hunan  lo.re  is  perfect  as  lo.re  among  the  imllk>rtals  of  
the  Absolute  is  perfect.  

"Absolute  Realicy,  according  to  Hegel,  is  eternal,  and  cannot  be  ful:cy  realized  
in  all{  state  of  the  w:>rld  'itlich  is  still  subject  to  succession  in  time.  Absolute  
Realicy  must  see  and  be  seen  under  the  highest  catego:cy  only,  and  is  not  realized  
~ile any  reality  is  mconscious  of  itself  or  appears  to  others  under  the  funu  of  
matter.  Absolute  Reality,  finally,  i-s  inCOllpatible  with  pain  or  imperfection.  

"'l'nis  is  clearly  not  the  society  in  mich  wa  live,  and  we  are  not  entitled  to  

22  J.McT.E.  McTagga.rt,  Studies  in  Hegelian  Cosmology  (cambridge,  1901),  P•  195.  
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argue  that  the  sociecy  of  the  present  is  an  organic  unit;y  because  the  ideal  sociecy  
·is  such  a  unity."23  

However,  we  have  lives  to  live  in  tanp:>ral  sociecy,  and  they  must  be  lived  as  best  \>le  can,  
according  to  the  best  li~ts available  to  us  as  temp>ral  beings.  

To  live  in  temroral  s:>ciety  is  to  live  in  relationships  uron  ..tlich  "ovenbelml.ng  influence  
is  exercised  by  considerations  \ltlich  we  cannot  supp:>se  will  have  overwhelml.ng  influence  in  that  
ideal  s:>ciety  in  'lrtl.ich  all  our  aspirations  would  be  satisfied. n24  'l'emp:>ral  s:>ciety  emibi.ts  a  
contiruous  dialectical  I!Dvement  fran  differentiation  to  unicy  and  bac:OC.  At  one  st.:ge  
differentiationwill  be  the  dominant  tendency,  even  to  the  verge  of  anarchy;  at  the  next  there  
will  be  a  swing  to  unit;y  which  threatens  excessive  hcmogeneicy  and  unifoz:mity.  There  is  in  this  
dialectical  movement  no  "cunning  of  reas:>n,"  no  underlying  p:-ogress  tow:r.rds  an  eventual  state  
of  perfect  unity  canbined  with  perfect  differentiation.  The  theoretical  problan  is  how  to  
define  the  relationship,  here  and  nON,  bet'lleen  the  individual  and  org:mized  p:>litical  s:>ciety.  

Mc'l'aggart's  exaltation  of  the  individual  pers:>n,  so  evident  in  his  vision  of  the  Abs:>lute,  
is  reflected  in  his  p:>litical  theo:cy.  

"Each  of  us  is  I!Dre  than  the  s:>ciety  Wl.ich  mites  us,  because  there  is  in  each  
of  us  the  longing  for  perfection  which  that  societ;y  can  never  realize.  The  parts  of  a  
living  body  can  find  their  end  in  that  body,  though  it  is  imperfect  and  transito:r:y.  
But  a  man  can  dream  of  perfection  and,  having  once  done  a:>,  he  will  find  no  end  short  
of  perfection~ Here  he  has  no  abiding  city. n25  

Here  is  a  ve:cy  clear  expression  of  the  connection  between  Mc'l'ag9irt's  metaphysics  and  his  vie.l  
of  man  in  s:>ciety.  The  trimphs  and  disasters  of  man  the  p:>litical  animal  may  have  no  bearing  
whats:>ever  uron  the  realization  of  the  Absolute,  but  the  nature  of  that  perfection  which  will  
be  realized  in  the  Absolute  is  I!Dre  like  any  one  individual  manber  of  s:>ciety  than  it  is  any  
society  of  individuals  - srort  of  the  perfect  sociecy  of  the  Absolute  itself.  McTag9irt  was  the  
last  one  to  argue  analogically1  but  given  the  intensity  of  his  pers:malist  vision  of  the  
supreme  good,  it  is  hardly  surprisin;J  to  find  him  valuin;J  one  man's  dream  of  perfection  more  
highly  than  the  collective  canpromises  of  p>litical  life.  That  the  individual  is  to  a  large  
degree  "detennined  in  we:cy  direction  by  the  societ;y  in  which  he  lives"  does  not  entail  the  
state  being  the  end  for  nan,  nor  that  it  is  in  any  wey  superior  to  the  individua1.26  'lhe  
existence  of  intrinsically  detezmining  relations  between  individuals  and  between  the  individual  
and  "the  unity  in  ..tlich  he  stands  'td.th  the  other  individuals  of  the  sane  systan"  does  not  
entail  ai\Y  sort  of  subordination  of  the  individual  to  societ;y 1  tanp:>ral  or  eternal..  Detenninin;J  
relations  are  canpat:i.ble  'td.th  a  mity  ..tlich  is  a  nere  neans  to  the  separate  ends  of  its  
constituent  related  parts.  ·Again,  this  sort  of  unicy  obtains  only  in  the  sup:ane  good,  ..tlere  
the  constituent  parts  are  literally  imnaterial,  '~>here the  individual  is  a  soul  (in  traditional,  
religiously  inspired  language)  and  all  is  spirit.  However,  the  nature  of  perfection  lea11es  us  
as  free  to  say  that  society  is  nothing  but  a  neans  to  individual  fulfilnent  as  that  the  
individual  is  an  instrument  of  the  canm:m  good.  

" ••• the  highest  realization  of  the  state  - that  in  'lrtl.ich  it  is  the  miversal  ..tlich  
canpletely  suns  up  the  individuals  which  canp>se  it  - may  be  cons:irlered  as  bein:J  in  
the  past  or  the  future,  but  not  in  the  p:-esent. n 27  

Fran  that  it  would  be  reasonable  to  infer  that  the  perfection  of  differentiation  in  unicy  
cannot  be  found  in  p:>litical  life  as  Vie  knCM'  it  - fran  ..tlich  it  does  not  tbllCM  that  the  
individual  should  defy  or  ignore  the  demands  of  the  state.  But  the  drift  of  Mc'l'ag9irt's  
Hegelian  "cOSIIDlogy"  is  clear:  even  the  "highest  realization  of  the  state"  (..tlich  is  not  a  

23  Ibid.  1  P•  188.  
24  Ibid.,  P•  192. 
25-

Ibid. I  P•  193.  
26  Ibid.,  P•  180. 
27-

Ibid.  I  P•  148.  
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practical  p)litical  prospect)  is  s:>  far  rsnoved  frau  the  individualisn  of  the  sup:-sne  good  that  
it  would  be  irrational  to  subordinate  individuals  to  the  state.  It  mi<jlt  be  p:>litic,  it  mi<jlt  
help  secure  some  tsnp)ral  good  - it  -would  certainly  have  no  effect,  adverse  or  othe:r:wise,  on  
the  supreme  c;pod  - but  such  a  p)licy  could  not  rationally  defend  itself  by  trying  to  argue  that  
the  state  is  the  good,  the  end,  the  fulfilment  of  the  individual.  

one  of  the  features  of  British  Heqelian  p)litical  philosopey  which  McTag~rt found  quite  
intolerable  was  a  propensity  to  invest  Hegel' s  obiter  dicta  about  the  state  being  some  s:~rt of  
earthly  God  with  evangelical  seriousness,  and  to  encrurage  the  state  to  bask  in  the  reflected  
glory  of  the  Aboolute.  For  those  tempted  to  indulge  in  any  fonu  of  state  WJrship,  McTag~t 
caustically  ranarks:  "It  would  be  as  reaoonable  to  worship  a  sewage  pipe,  which  also  p:>ssesses  
considerable  value  as  a  means."28  As  for  the  state's  claim  to  eJ~ercise noral  auth:>rity  over  the  
citizen,  Mc:Taggart  has  another  aph:>rism:  "A  man  is  not  a  child,  and  the  State  is  not  God."29  
Men  may  have  found  their  fulfilnent,  their  perfection,  in  the  ~; but  the  state  is  not  the  
polls,  nor  iS  it  the  real  or  rational  will  of  its  citizens.  The  m:>ral  auth:>rity  which  society  
possessed  in  the  ancient  city-state  has  devolved  up:>n  the  individual  conscience.  There  are  
cases  in  lltlich  an  individual  may  find  h:imself  "in  the  sane  childlike  relation  to  the  State  as  
was  possible  in  classical  t:i.m9s,"  but  on  the  wlx>le  "the  developnent  of  individual  conscience  
and  resp)nsihility  has  been  too  great  for  su::h  an  attitll:'le."30  The  state  can  no  longer  be  the  
unquestioned  jooge  of  right  and  wrong;  it  can  nON  itself  be  jlliged  and  condermed  cy  the  
individual  on  m:>ral  grwnds.  "It  has  still  a  cla:im  to  obedience,  but  not  to  unquestioning  
veneration."31  In  this  part  of  his  a~t, McTag~ is  attacld.ng  a  straw  nan.  He  appears  to  
have  felt  a  dangerous  itnbalance  in  the  p)litical  theoey  of  philosophical  idealisn  and  the  need  
to  reassert  the  claims  of  the  individual  with  the  :fbrce  of  some  exagg!ration.  

McTaggart's  m:>ral  philosq~hy has  the  same  curirus  relationship  wlth  his  netaphysics  as  
does  his  general  theory  of  value.  The  su);reme  good  could  not  be  m:>re  rsnote,  and  yet  it  is  
right  there,  on  the  other  side  of  a  clear  but  impenetrable  wall  of  glass.  The  Absolute  has  no  
logical  connection  with  m:>rality  here  and  nCM.  on  the  other  hand,  "if  wa  care  :fbr  virtre  we  can  
scarcely  fail  to  be  interested  in  the  ultiuate  ri<jlteousness  or  iniquity  of  the  universe., •• "32  
The  Absolute,  of  ccurse,  is  perfection,  the  cauplete  develq>ment  and  realization  of  cur  ideals.  
'!hat  includes  happiness,  which  "is  also  an  element  of  perfection. n33  Happiness  and  noral  
dSYelq>ment,  or  self-realization,  cannot  tb.lart  one  another  as  elements  in  the  su;treme  good.  
For  one  thing,  ®ral  development  is  canplete  - by  definition  - and,  for  another,  there  cannot  
be  ®rality  without  something  evil,  ugly,  painful  or  s:imply  incanplete  to  overcane.  

When  we  look  at  the  m:>ral  life  of  tsnp)ral  man  in  taup)ral  oociety,  we  can  find  no  hannorw  
am:>ng  ethical  principles.  The  great  debate,  when  McTag~ began  his  philoscphical  career,  was  
between  the  idealist  ethic  of  self-realization  and  the  utilitarian  one  of  the  greatest  
happiness  of  the  greatest  number.  One  might  have  thou<jlt  that  McTaggart,  as  a  pers:~nal 

idealist,  would  have  chosen  self-realization  as  the  IIPSt  congenial  ethical  principle.  But  no,  
he  found  it  too  slippery  a  criterion  to  apply  to  hard  cases;  it  could  not  neet  the  exacting  
dsnands  of  problems  of  IIPral  choice.  ~at McTaggart  was  locking  for  was  s:methi.n;J  which  worlted  
as  well  as  explained.  The  greatest  happiness  p:inciple  filled  the  bill,  because  "no  one  ever  
mistakes  intense  pain  for  intense  pleasure,  while  ideals  of  perfection  have  been  so  different  
and  incanpatihle  that,  wlx>ever  is  right,  mny  people  llllSt  have  mi.staken  great  defects  :fbr  great  

28  J.McT.E.  McTaggart,  Philosophical  Studies,  ed.  s.v.  Keeling  {London,  1934),  P•  109.  
29  SHC,  P•  148.  
30  ibid.,  P•  147.  
31  Ibid.,  P•  149.  For  the  idealist  theory  of  the  state  properly  understood,  the  neXIlS  of  
political  obligation  is  neither  obedience  nor  veneration.  
32  J.McT.E.  McTaggart,  Studies  in  the  Hegelian  Dialectic  {can'bridge,  1896),  p.  258.  
33  SHC,  P•  122.  
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excellences."34  To  the  contention  that  the  enploynent  of  happiness  as  a  110ral  criterion  
involves  the  addition  and  subtraction  of  intensive  quantities,  McTagg:lrt's  resp:mse  \\liS  that  no  
criterion,  not  even  that  of  perfection,  can  dispense  with  the  calOll.ation  of  intensive  
quantities  of  itself.  

"How  can  we  act  rationally  with  regard  to  consequences,  m1less  the  different  
intensive  quantities  in  different  sets  of  conseqrences  can  be  canpared?  Although  the  
excess  of  A's  intensity  a<~er B's  is  not  a  pleasure,  it  is,  nevertheless,  pleas~re. 
Whatever  has  quantity  must  be  honogeneoos  in  respect  of  sane  quality,  and  it  is  only  
quantitative  in  respect  of  that  ~geneoos quality.  If,  therefore,  pleas~re has  an  
intensive  quantity,  then  each  part  of  that  quantity  must  be  pleasure,  including  that  
part  by  which  it  is  greater  than  another."35  

Scornful  idealists  sudl  as  Bradley,  woo  dlarged  the  felicific  calculus  with  futility  and  
immoral  casuistry,  were  nevertheless  obliged  to  maasure  and  canpare  the  conseqrences  of  
different  courses  of  action.  Iet  us  suppose,  McTaggart  suggests,  a  nan  of  limited  neans,  wlth  
conflicting  110ral  obligations  making  demands  beyond  tmse  means:  

"Shall  he  send  his  sons  to  a  second-rate  scl:Dol  and  pension  his  old  nurse,  or  shall  
he  send  then  to  a  firsb-rate  school  and  let  her  c;p  to  the  workhouse?  Problems  like  
these  are  the  real  ethical  difficulties  of  life,  and  they  are  not  to  be  solved  by  
generalities  - or  even  by  contanplatin;J  the  idea  of  the  sup:-ane  good,  in  which  there  
are  neither  sclPol-bills  nor  workhruses,  and  whose  perfections  are  in  oonse;rrence  
irrelevant  to  the  situation. "36  

It  is  unlikely  that  the  "laborioos  empirical  calculation  of  oonse;rrences"  \lhich  McTaggart'  s  
hypothetical  father  must  undertake  would  involve  the  balancing  of  pleasures  and  pains,  their  
intensi-ty,  duration,  distribution  and  so  on.  It  is  quite  likely  that  he  would  know  intuitively  
what  to  do,  or  fall  back  on  what  Bradley  called  the  cannon  110ral  consoiwsness.  In  either  case,  
What  he  might  do  and  why,  and  h<M  it  mi9'1t  be  rationalized  theoretically,  are  two  different  
things.  McTaggart  no  doubt  received  the  ethics  of  universalistic  hedonism  straight  fran  
Si.dgwick;  but  the  tenor  of  his  remarks  on  the  conduct  of  the  IlDral  life  is  oddly  remi.nis::ent  of  
Bradley' s  Ethical  Studies.  

The  upsmt  of  what  McTaggart  has  to  say  abwt  ethics  is  that  the  sup:-ane  good  can  only  
offer  a  kind  of  reliqiws  consolation.  The  ideal  of  that  perfect  happiness  \lhich  we  will  enjoy  
as  members  of  the  perfect  society  has  to  be  transfonned  into  the  pleas~re-pain principle  in  
order  to  give  us  sonething  to  steer  by  in  our  everyday  lives.  Ideals  of  perfection,  such  as  
self-realization,  have  no  practical  110ral  bearing,  and  virtue  is  presl:lllahly  left  to  its  01rm.  

devices.  The  observation  with  \lhich  this  discussion  of  McTaggart's  IlDral  philoscphy  began  nCM  
a~ars to  maan  that  "to  care  for  virtue,"  to  have  a  110ral  sense,  guarantees  an  interest  - a  
vital  interest  for  McTaggart  - in  the  nature  of  the  sup:-ema  c;pod  and  the  fate  of  hunan  beings  
as  the  bearers  of  value.  It  does  not~ that  "the  ultimate  righterusness  of  the  miverse"  can  
direct  us  into  the  paths  of  virtue.  We  have  gr:ounds  for  hope  in  the  Absolute,  rut  the  mcst  we  
can  strive  for  is  approximate  happiness.  A  limited  c;pod  is  still  good,  trough  limited.  "The  
beatific  vision  is  good;  and  so  is  a  bottle  of  champaCJ1e•"37  

34  Ibid.,  P•  117.  
35-

Ibid.,  P•  116.  
36  Ibid.,  P•  105.  
37  Ibid.,  P•  193.  



CHAPl'ER  11  

Idealism  as  a  Substitute  Religion  

During  the  nineteenth  century  many  in  the  educated  classes  of  Britain  turned  increasingly  
fran  religion  to  philosc:phy  as  their  source  of  spiritual  inspiration  and  cona::>lation.  There  WiS  
a  tendency,  in  short,  for  philosophy  to  .becane  a  substitute  religion.  This  tendency  is  
asa::>ciated  particularly  with  the  infloonce  of  Hegel  and  the  developnent  of  a  di.stinctively  
British  version  of  philosophical  idealiBill•  Most  philosophez:s,  as  \\'ell  as  other  writers  on  
philosc:phical  subjects,  at  first  resisted  the  claims  of  the  Aba::>lute,  almost  instinctively  
rejecting  the  idea  that  Hegelianisn  (or  any  other  philosophy)  could  undez:staOO  Christianicy  
better  than  it  understood  itself,  However,  in  spite  of  sone  later  di.senchantnent,  se\eral  
British  Hegelians  made  use  of  idealist  metaphysics  for  quasi-religious  purposes.  Same  tailored  
Hegelianism  to  suit  a  nore  or  less  orthodox  Christianity;  others,  such  as  McTcg<Jtrt,  ware  
carried  by  their  speculation  on  the  nature  of  the  Absolute  far  beyond  the  confines  of  even  the  
most  m.orthodox  Christianity.  Bra:iley's  Absolute  contained  God,  religion  and  J;ers:mality  as  
related  and  lesser  degrees  of  reality.  The  Absolute  was  not,  hO'h'ever,  somethirg  he  beliE!17ed  in  
instead  of  God  or  his  :l.xrutortal  soul;  he  WiS  driven  to  it  as  an  ines:::apable  netaphysical  
conclusion.  Although  he  h.imself  had  no  faith  in  anything  supernatural,  he  respected  the  
,lX'onouncenents  of  the  cannon  religious  conscioueness  - as  he  did  those  of  the  cannon  noral  
consciousness  - and  distrusted  those  thinkers  who  would  presune  to  tell  it  what  it  was  really  
trying  to  say. 1  '!his  was  in  marked  contrast  to  McTaq<Jtrt,  who  sou<jlt  to  di.sahlse  it  of  dogna.tic  
errors  and  replace  than  with  sound,  rational  belief  in  personal  imm:lrtality.  

Green  stands  sanewhere  between  the  strict  separation  of  religion  and  philosophical  
idealisn  and  the  collation  of  the  tTNO  undertallen  by  EdWird  and  John  Caird,2  There  is  a  
strong  religious  undercurrent  in  Green's  Prolegomena  to  Ethics  - for  example,  in  his  use  of  the  
teilii  "eternal  consciousness"  to  des:::ribe  the  netaphysical  ground  of  his  ethics  and  his  
epistanology.  Ho'h'ever,  he  rarely  uses  overtly  religious  larguage,  and  n<:Mhere  does  he  
explicitly  ~uate the  eternal  conscioueness  with  the  God  of  religion.  Although,  on  the  wrole,  
he  avoided  the  language  of  religious  imagery  in  his  philosophy,  or  aeythirg  to  Su;J9!St  that  he  
might  be  using  philosc:phical  argunents  to  reinfbrce  a  religious  creed,  Q:-een'  s  "Lay  Se mons"  
reveal  an  enthusiaBill  for  social  refom  which  was  partly  religious  in  inspiration.3  The  pursuit  
of  self-perfection  surpassed  the  limits  of  the  p:>litical  life;  rut  the  IIDral  life  WiS  lived  
pr.imarily  in  pursuit  of  the  good  of  others,  if  only  because  of  the  still  pressirg  "condition  of  
England."  Green  did  not  say  that  p:>litical  JDciety  and  ];Dlitical  virtue  would  ever  becare  
unnecessary.  He  did,  ho'h'ever,  look  beyond  the  state  to  a  TNOrld  sociecy  in  which  the  mutual  
regard  and  consciousness  of  cannon  <Jlod  Wl.ich  bind  the  meni:Jers  of  the  mature  nation-state  would  
bind  the  human  race  as  a  whole.  SUch  a  canmunity  would  also  be  a  foilii  of  communion  for  its  
menbers,  their  concern  for  each  other's  spiritual  mtdling  that  fbr  their  naterial  'h'elfare.  

With  the  ec:ception  of  Bosarquet,  the  British  Hegelians  were  not  content  to  tie  nan'  s  

1  see  F.H.  Bradley,  "Concluding  Ranarks,"  ES,  esp.  pp.  314-24,  and  Bradley's  diatribe  against  
Matthew  Arnold's  "eternal  not  ourselves  that makes  for  ri<jlteoueness."  
2  see  eh.  5,  P•  46,  and  eh.  a,  pp.  69-70,  for  earlier  mentions  of  Edward  and  John  Caird  
respectively.  
3  Practically  every  account  of  Green  and  his  TNOrk  makes  reference  to  the  character,  Mr.  Grey,  
in  Mrs.  Humphrey  ward's  novel,  Robert  Elsmere  (  1888).  The  hero  is  racked  by  ag:mizing  religirus  
doubt  until  he  hears  one  of  Grey's  charisnatic  seiliiOns,  nost  of  which  is  lifted  verba tin  fr011  
Green's  TNOrk.  
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destiny  to  that  of  the  state.  "Here,"  says  McTaggart,  "he  has  no  abiding  city."  Even  Bosarquet,  
however,  displayed  "une  certaine  ambiance  r~ligieuse. rr4  The  Absolute  was,  for  BosaiXIuet,  no  
respecter  of  persons.  Therefore  it  cmld  not  be  God,  wless  it  "Were  a  Spinozistic  swstance.  
BosaJl:luet  talked  about  the  ubiquity  of  the  Absolute,  its  p:esence  in  varying  degrees  eve:cyl'tlere  
in  the  world.  The  strong  whiff  of  pantheisn  repelled  nany,  :rut  it  was  Bosarquet' s  insistence  
that  the  value  of  the  finite  individual  lay  in  his  distinctive  contri:rution  to  the  w::>rld,  his  
refusal  to  grant  any  ultimate  value  to  personality,  which  IIDSt  arcused  the  antipatqy  of  
Christian  and  personal  idealists  against  Hegelianisn.  

The  religious  "ambience"  of  British  Hegelianism  is  perhaps  sufficiently  explained  by  the  
fact  that  Gell"tlan  philosophical  idealism  was  a  fascinatin;r  intellectual  ncwelty  which  arrived  at  
a  time  when  nany  members  of  the  edooated  classes  were  looking  desperately  for  sonething  to  fill  
the  spiritual  void  being  created  by  the  inability  of  the  tra:litional  faith  to  withstand  
rational  criticism.  It  either  i<.Jlored  the  challenge,  condeaned  it,  appealed  to  auti:Drity,  or  it  
sought  the  assistance  of  nEM  ideas  aboo.t  nan  as  a  rational  arumal.  Idealisn  \\aS  a  
self-confessed  theodicy  with  far-read1ing  intellectual  ambitions.  The  self-app:>inted  task  of  
"der  neueste  Philosophie"  was  set  out  by  one  of  Hegel' s  first  and  IIDSt  fluent  translators,  
William  Wallace:  

"To  explicate  religion  is ••• to  sh:>w  that  religion  is  the  truth,  the  canplete  reality,  
of  the  mind  that  lived  in  Art,  that  fowded  the  state,  and  sou9lt  to  be  ciltiful  and  
upright;  the  truth,  the  crowning  fruit  of  all  scientific  kn<Mled~, of  all  ht111an  
affections,  of  all  secular  conscimsness.  Its  lesson  ulti.nately  is  that  there  is  
nothin;r  essentially  c<II\IIOn  or  wclean •••• "5  

Edward  Caird,  whom  we  have  alreaiy  enccuntered  as  an  assiduous  and  tireless  sp:>kesnan  for  
Hegelianism,  found  the  key  to  the  Hegelian  syste:n  in  self-conscimsness  as  the  mify.i.ng  
principle  of  experience.  Just  as  the  sm  re.reals  both  itself  and  the  da:dmess,  so  
self-conscimsness  is  the  li9lt  by  ~ich man  knows  both  himself  and  all  other  things.  'lhis  does  
not  mean  that  the  mind  can  knCM  nature  a  priori,  but  rather  that  the  fact  of  knartled~ implies  
the  wity  of  thought  and  being.  Human  reason  discovers  a  rational  p::inciple  in  experiencing  an  
external  'NOrld.  Hegel's  unity  of  toought  and  being  was,  for  Caird  as  for  other  Hegelians,  the  
solution  to  the  pcoblEm  raised  1:¥  I<ant' s  version  of  idealism,  ~ich could  be  IIB.intained  ''only  
if  self-consciousness  were  found  to  be  a  principle  adequate  to  the  explanation  of  that  1rt!.ich  is  
the  very  opposite  of  self-conscimsness  - i.e.,  only  if  spirit  could  be  shown  to  be  the  ~ 
of  nature,  and  mind  to  be  the  key  to  matter."6  

The  important  feature  of  Caird' s  thought  for  us  at  this  jwcture  is  his  identification  of  
the  unifying  principle  in  experience  lldth  God.  Green's  eternal  conscirusness  is  the  sane  
unifying  principle;  rut  Green  left  its  religims  nature  problematical.  caird  also  locked  on  the  
wity  of  thought  and  being  as  a  p:-inciple  designed  to  overcane  the  I<antian  dualisu  of  subject  
and  object,  experience  and  the  thing-in-itself.  But  for  Caird  that  principle  may  just  as  well  
be  called  God  as  self-conscimsness.  

"  ••• in  the  conscimsness  of  self  is  involved  also  the  conscirusness  of  the  m.iversal  
mity  or  centre  ~ich all  knowledge  implies,  and  in  this  sense  the  conscicusness  of  
self  and  the  conscimsness  of  God  are  essentially  bcund  up  with  each  other. n7  

'lhis  notion  of  self-conscirusness  and  the  conscirusness  of  God  being  "bowd  up  wl.th  each  ot:.Mr"  
is,  if  aeything,  even  nore  imprecise  than  Green's  of  our  bein;r  "partakers  in  some  inchoate  
measure"  of  the  eternal  conscimsness.  In  the  Gifford  Lectures  for  189G-92,  Caird  exp:essed  

4  Jean  Pucelle,  L'I~lisme en  Anjfeterre  (Neuchatel,  1955),  P•  16.  "La  philosophie  atlg'laise  
n'a  janais  ete  pleine~~ent secularis  e."  
5  w.  wallace,  Introduction  to  Hegel's  Philosophy  of  Mind  (Oxford,  1894),  p.  xlvi.  
6  E.  Caird,  Hegel  (Edinburgh,  1883),  P•  132.  
7  E.  Caird,  The  Critical  Philosophy  of  Imnanuel  Kant  (GlaS:JCM,  1889),  vol.  I,  pp.  215-16.  
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himself  110re  forcefully,  if  no  110re  clearly,  on  the  matter  of  linking  the  m  icy  of  trought  and  
being  to  the  idea  of  God.  

"The  idea  of  God,  therefore  - meaning  by  that,  in  the  first  instance,  only  the  
idea  of  an  absolute  p:inciple  of  m.ity  W:lich  binds  in  one  'all  thinking  things,  all  
objects  of  th>ught,'  which  is  at  once  the  source  of  being  to  all  things  that  are,  and  
of  knowing  to  all  beings  that  know  - is  an  essential  p:inciple  of  our  intellig:mce,  a  
principle  which  must  manifest  itself  in  the  life  of  I!Nery  rational  creature."B  

The  question  posed  in  this  statenent  is  ~ther caird  neant  God  or  nerely  the  idea  of  God.  The  
parenthetical  part  of  the  stateuent,  amplifying  "the  idea  of  God,"  sugg:sts  that  he  meant  both,  
that  he  was  talld.ng  about  a  creative  "source  of  being''  as  well  as  a  netaphysical  p:inciple.  
That  would  be  consistent,  as  far  as  it  goes,  with  the  Hegelian  ~or world  spirit.  But  Caird  
apparently  believed  that  Heg:lianisn  was  simply  a  higher  fonn  of  the  old  faith  and  that  the  
Hegelian  principle  was  the  God  of  religion  in  retapf¥sical  guise.  

Caird's  religion  canports  easily  with  his  Hegelianisn.  He  sh:>ws  no  cirrumspection  in  
concluding  that  the  Absolute  is  God  - in  fact,  it  is  less  a  oonclnsion  than  an  assllllption  - and  
that  the  spirit  of  reason  at  work  in  the  world  is  divine  prOITidence.  There  is  a  great  deal  in  
Hegel's  writings  to  support  such  an  identification.  For  example,  Heg:l  mal<es  very  effective  
philosophical  use  of  Christian  rwealed  truths,  su::h  as  the  Incarnation  and  the  Atoneuent.  His  
philosqlf¥  is  intended,  however,  to  "see  through"  Christianity,  not  in  the  sense  of  exposing  
religious  deceit  but  of  understanding  and  making  explicit  the  rational  meaning  of  Christianicy.  
In  the  sense  of  having  been  understood,  Christianity  has  been  "cancelled  and  p:eserved''  by  
Hegelianism.  caird's  identification  of  the  Hegelian  unity  of  trought  and  being  with  the  
Christian  God  is  rather  too  facile.  

caird's  religion  of  Hegelianism  as  a  natural  su::cessor  to  Protestant  Christianity  - the  
Holy  Spirit  rightly  understood  - was  one  way  in  which  idealisn  becane  comerted  into  a  
sulstitute  religion.  Another,  and  intrinsically  110re  interesting,  way  w:1s  that  of  McTaqg;~rt. In  
the  following  discussion  of  McTaggart' s  "religion,"  reference  will  be  made  exclusively  to  his  
Hegelian  phase.  I  am  not  e::J.uipped  to  p:operly  diswss  McTagg;~rt' s  Nature  of  Existence  - W:lich  
is  a  product  of  pre-Kantian  pure  reason,  and  which  has  been  fully  and  fairly  treatai  by  c.o.  
Broad  and  P.T.  Geach  - and  as  already  stated,  McTaggart's  faith  w:1s  fixed  be:fbre  he  abamoned  
Hegelianisn  as  the  meth:>d  to  establish  its  truth.  

The  Hegelian  dialectic  begins  with  the  category  of  being  and  ends  in  the  Absolute  Idea.  In  
between  is  a  series  of  nani.festations  of  the  p:inciple  of  the  mity  of  thcur;tlt  and  being.  Of  
the  whole  dialectical  process,  says  McTaggart,  we  can  kn<M  absolutely  only  the  beginning  in  the  
abstract  idea  and  the  end  in  the  Abs:>lute  Idea.  This  kn<Mlaige  assures  us  on  <J!neral  grounds  
that  "I!Nerything  nust  be  rational,  without  showing  us  J!!?!  particular  things  are  rational. n9  
Facts  and  events  can  only  be  known  empirically,  W:lereas  we  kn<M  the  beginning  and  the  end  of  
the  process  a  priori.  Although  the  intenned.iate  stages  re::tuire  sense  perception  to  be  kn<Mn  and  
sooething  like  intuitive  joogment  to  be  evaltated,  they  turn  out  in  the  end  to  be  constituted  
by  the  highest  category,  the  Absolute  Idea.  One  cannot  deduce  the  existence  of  the  entire  
universe  frau  pure  thought,  but  one  can  dia::over  the  rationality  of  everything  through  pure  
thought.  Hegel,  says  Mc:Taggart,  "endeavours  to  find  the  idea  in  werything,  but  not  to  reduce  
everything  to  a  nanifestation  of  the  idea.n10  The  hir;tlest  category,  the  Abs:>llite  Idea,  is  
present  implicitly  in  all  our  thought  and  draws  us  on  frau  the  incanplete  fom  of  it  which  is  
explicitly  before  us  at  any  one  time  to  its  full  reali:ration,  its  full  explication.  'lhis  is  the  
motive  force  of  the  dialectic.  

8  E.  caird,  The  Evolution  of  Religion  (Glasp,  1893),  vol.  I,  p.  68.  

9  SHD,  P•  250.  
10  Ibid.,  P•  29.  
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The  \Dliverse  as  a  whole  is  in  fundamental  agrement  with  the  hunan  mind.  There  is  hamtony  
of  thought  and  being  - the  real  is  rational  - but  not  identity.  

"[Their  relationship]  may  be  expressed  by  saying  that  Thought  is  adequate  to  express  
Being,  and  Being  adequate  to  enboey  Thousl;lt.  On  the  one  hand,  no  realicy  exists  
beyond  the  sphere  of  actual  or  possible  knowledg:~, and  no  realicy,  when  known  as  
canpletely  as  possible,  p:-esents  any  contradiction  or  irrationality.  On  the  other  
hand,  there  is  no  postulate  which  Thought  demands  in  order  to  construct  a  hannonials  
and  self-consistent  system  of  knowlEdge,  mich  is  not  realized  in  Being. n 11  

The  harmony  of  th::>ught  and  being  does  not  mean  there  is  no  immediacy  - only  contingency  has  
vanished  in  Hegel' s  system,  says  McTaggart.  

Fran  the  p::>int  of  view  af  theory,  realicy  is  rational.  Fran  that  af  ~actice, it  is  
righterus,  "since  the  only  view  of  realicy  which  '\1le  can  consider  as  canpletely  rational,  is  
shown  to  be  one  'lhich  involves  our  own  canplete  self-realiation."12  If  reality  is  ri!jltews,  
if  the  canpletely  perfect  as  '111ell  as  the  canpletely  rational  is  eternally  present,  then  the  
p:oblem  which  all  the  idealists  had  to  face  ~esents itself:  how  to  reconcile  the  Jerfection  of  
reality  with  the  existence  af  manifest  imperfection.  Imperfection  is  not  a  delusion;  if  it  
~«!re, our  being  deluded  would  vitiate  the  Jerfection  mich  Jenrd.tted  such  a  delusion  to  
persist.  Imperfection  is  the  inability  to  see  the  whole  \Dliverse  immediately.  

"• •• if  '\1le  can  attain  to  the  p::>int  af  looking  at  the  wl:Dle  miverse  sub  specie  
aeternitatis,  'l1le  shall  see  just  the  same  subject-I!Btter  as  in  time;  but  it  will  
appear  perfect,  because  seen  as  a  single  concrete  wl:Dle,  and  not  as  a  su::cession  of  
separated  abstractions.  
" ••• the  wh:>le  drift  af  Hegel' s  system  is  as  much  a<Jlinst  the  ultinate  reality  af  a  
succession  of  phemonena,  as  such,  as  it  is  in  favour  of  the  ultimate  realit;y  af  
individual  persons,  as  such. n13  

The  logical  p::>ssibility  of  being  able  to  stand  outside  time,  like  some  nwtral  ol::eexver,  and  
survey  the  wh:>le  thing,  past,  ~esent and  future,  contradicts  the  possibilicy  of  "a  su::cess:iDn  
of  phenanena"  past,  present  and  future,  because  past,  present  and  future  are  ascribable  only  
fran  the  standp::>int  of  the  ~esent. The  first  possibility's  reality  ~ecludes the  second's.  If  
time  is  1mreal,  it  would  seEm  that  present  experience  is  no  longer  a  sound  basis  af  knowledg:~. 
'lb  solve  the  p:oblem  of  how  to  reconcile  the  a  ~iori argunents  for  the  eternal  ~esence of  the  
Absolute  with  the  equally  sound  a  posteriori  ones  for  the  existence  of  change,  McTag<Jlrt  
availed  himself  of  Bradley's  maxim  that  "~t .!!!!l  be,  if  it  also  must  be,  assurEdly  is"  - or,  
in  Geach' s  even  m:> re  Bradleyan  wording,  "when  everything  that  is  imp::>ssible  has  been  eKc:i.uded,  
whatever  renains,  however  imp:obable  it  may  sem,  nust  be  true. n14  

The  supreme  cpod,  or  the  Absolute  in  its  ~actical aspect,  is  so  rem:>te  fran  our  everyday  
experience  that  it  would  seem  to  be  irrelevant  to  the  m:>ral  life.  The  Jroral  life  is  lived  on  a  
level  far  distant  frau  that  af  the  Absolute.  Imperfection  is  its  daily  lot,  and  in  
non-philosophical  parlance  sooh  a  life  is  real.  But  its  end  - or  realicy,  in  the  sense  of  its  
reallmtion  or  fulfilmant  - is,  like  that  of  eveey  stag:~ in  the  dialectical  !E"Ocess,  the  
supreme  good  of  the  Absolute.  The  Absolute  is  both  realized  and  to  be  realized,  both  implicit  
and  in  the  p:ocess  of  becoming  explicit.  

Whereas  Hegel  found  the  Absolute  in  the  ~esently 1mfulding  life  of  the  w:~rld spirit  - in  
art,  religion  and  philosophy,  and  in  the  rational  state  - McTaggart  found  it  in  a  timeless  
heaven  of  imnortal  souls  ..tlich  he  was  nevertheless  convinced  would  inevitably  occur  at  sane  
point  in  time.  Perfection  is  not  simply  the  Absolute,  or  the  world  seen  sub  specie  aeternitatis  

11  Ibid.,  P•  119.  
12  Ibid.  I  P•  120.  
13  Ibid.,  PP•  177-78.  
14  P.T.  Geach,  Truth,  Love  and  !llm)rtality,  P•  18.  
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( if  we  could  but  do  so) ,  but  also  the  necessary  outcane  of  the  te:nJ?Oral  process.  The  seaning  
contradiction  here  McTag<}lrt  neatly  eliminated  by  the  p::oof  of  the  mreality  of  ti.rte.  However,  
he  offered  no  reason  why  the  tan]?Orary  delusion  of  a  tanJ?Oral  process  might  not  last  forwer.  
Forever  is  a  long  time,  but  it  is  nothing  to  the  Abs:>lute.  The  sup:ene  cpod,  or  abs:>lute  
perfection,  will  cane  to  be  in  spite  of  humanicy  if  necessary.  Hegel  conceived  of  the  history  
of  the  human  spirit  and  all  its  =rks  as  the  wa::~ of  the  Abs:>lute  Idea.  McTaggut  wts  not  
historically  minded  and  the  purely  deductive  derivation  of  his  Absolute  in  no  way  impaire:l  its  
reality  as  far  as  he  was  concerned.15  In  sketdling  the  =rld's  "p::ogress,"  through  past  pain  
and  despair  and  unimaginable  future  horrors  to  the  perfect  s:>ciecy,  McTag<}lrt  displays  a  
breathtakingly  optimistic  fatalism.  

"The  ideal  is  so  enonnously  distant  that  the  nost  perfect  knowled'i}:!  of  the  end  
we  are  aiming  at  hel,ps  us  very  little  in  the  cmice  of  the  road  by  W:l.ich  we  may  g:~t 
there.  Fortunately  it  is  an  ideal  'llilich  is  not  only  the  absolutely  good,  but  the  
abs:>lutely  real,  and  we  can  take  no  road  that  does  not  lead  to  it."16  

McTag<}lrt's  Abs:>lute  is  not  indifferent  to  pers:>ns  in  the  here  and  now.  Its  realimtion  
will  see  "a  canplete  develcpment  of  our  ideals,  and  a  canplete  satisfaction  of  than  '~!ben 
developed.." 17  

"Every  conscious  being ••• will  ex:press  all  his  individualicy  in  one  end,  'llbich  
will  truly  and  ade;[l:ately  exp:ess  it.  The  fulfil.nent  of  such  an  end  as  this  would  
give  satisfaction,  not  partial  and  tan]?Orary,  but  canplete  and  eternal. "18  

The  Abs:>lute  is  a  supra-or<}lnic  s:>ciety  of  selves  or  pers:>ns  existing  in  a  state  of  mutual  lO'le  
- not  lO'le  of  truth,  or  virtue,  or  beauty,  nor  SeKual  desire,  but  "passionate,  all-absorbing,  
all-consuming  love."19  It  is  a  city  of  God  without  God,  a  timeless  canmmion  of  imnortal  souls.  
McTaggart  defended  his  improbable  Real  World,  the  everlasting  canmunity  of  :inurortal  Platonic  
lovers,  partially  on  the  grounds  that  it  was  the  only  truly  adeqllite  interp::etation  of  Hegel'  s  
statanents  about  the  Absolute  and  the  only  conclusion  consistent  with  the  whole  dialectical  
p:ocess.  The  wb:>le  drift  of  Hegelian  metaphysics,  he  claimed,  is  in  the  direction  of  an  
Absolute  which,  infinite  as  a  whole,  nevertheless  consists  entirely  of  finite  individuals  - and  
these  individuals,  though  finite,  are  perfect.  

Bradley,  Bosarquet  and  their  epig:>ni  ware  IX"Ofoundly  mistaken  in  arguing  fran  the  
incurable  contradictoriness  of  relations  to  the  inevitable  imperfection,  the  ultimate  
mreality,  of  the  individual  self.  There  is,  says  McTag<}lrt,  "no  reas:>n  to  b:>ld  that  a  finite  
person  is  necessarily  an  imperfect  person."20  The  perfection  of  a  person's  lmowledg:~, volition  
and  enotion  is  a  function  of,  but  not  constituted  by,  his  relations  with  others;  it  does  not  
lie  in  his  self-sufficiency.  Self-detennination  is  the  corollary  of  nore  int.»nate  and  canplex:  
relations  with  external  reality.  

"There  can  be  only  one  meaning  in  calling  a  thing  imperfect  wi trout  
qualification  - that  it  does  not  realize  the  ideal  inherent  in  its  nature.  NCM  W:l.at  
necessary  imperfection  in  the  realization  of  my  nature  is  brwght  abwt  by  the  mere  
fact  that  I  an  not  the  universe?  llllat  pa:~tulate or  aspiration  is  involve:l  in  
personality  ..tl.ich  is  incanpatihle  with  external  relations  on  the  part  of  the  
person?"21  

15  McTaggart  was  the  nost  mercilessly  metaphysical  of  the  British  Hegelians,  and  he  lodted  upon  
Hegel's  noral  and  J?Olitlcal  philoscphy,  and  his  philosc:phies  of  history  and  religion,  not  as  
the  explication  of  the  Absolute  Idea,  but  as  mi.slecrling  glosses  on  the  only  peilliB.nently  
valuable  part  of  Hegelianism,  the  dialectic  of  categories.  
16  SHC,  P•  196.  
17  I1ird.,  P•  122.  
1 8  Ibid. ,  P•  96.  
19  Ibid.,  P•  260.  Canpare  G.E.  ~re's ideal,  des:::rihed  in  eh.  13,  PP•  103-04.  
20  oo. , P•  ao.  
21  Ibid.  
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External  relations  do  not  destroy  the  ha.IIllony  of  the . related  object,  nor  is  the  ha.IIllony  of  the  
perfect  society  impaired  by  its  being  made  up  of  externally  related  individuals.  

The  lodestar  of  McTaggart's  life  W!!S  the  p:-oof  that  the  1110rld  11113.S  really  people  loving  one  
another.  One  of  the  chief  obstacles  to  achieving  that  proof  was  the  accamt  of  the  self  given  
by  Bradley  and  Bosan:zuet.  In  an  essey  entitled  "The  Individualisn  of  Value,"  M::Taggart  
explained  his  divergence  fran  other  idealists  over  the  question  of  the  oocial  character  c£  the  
supreme  cpod.  Too  many  idealists  had  failed  to  recognize  the  individualisn  of  value,  partly  
thra1gh  "the  assumption  that  the  value  to  be  found  in  a  \'hole  must  have  as  much  unicy  as  the  
wh:>le  itself  has,"  .and  partly  through  an  over-atphasis  upon  the  relation  as  distinct  frcm  the  
related  objects  in  any  particular  good.  Sane  had  even  argued  that  the  relation  had  intrinsic  
value.  But  the  British  Hegelian  argurent  - \lbich  McTaggart  tentatively  accepted22  - is  the  
organicist  one  that  the  whole  fomed  by  the  relation  and  the  related  objects  has  value  in  
itself:  the  wh:>le  is  greater  than  the  sm.  of  its  parts.  Frcm  there  it  11113.S  concluied  that  the  
whole  universe  enjoys  the  highest  intrinsic  value.  McTaggart  repullated  that  position,  arguin:J,  
first,  that  value  lll.lSt  be  confined  to  cons::ioosness,  and  second,  that  the  universe,  or  any  
number  of  conscioos  bein:Js,  is  not  itself  a  cons::ioos  beirg:  

"If  A  loves  B,  what  is  cpod  is  not  the  relation  bet\lleen  them,  rut  the  state  of  A  
in  bein:J  one  of  the  tems  of  that  relation ••• a  state  of  A  and  a  state  of  B  cannot  (as  
ends)  have  a  different  value  to93ther  than  the  sum  of  the  values  they  would  have  had  
separately.  For  A  and  B  are  not  a  cons::ioos  bein:J,  but  an  aggregate  of  cons::ioos  
beings ••••  

"[The  only  Vcilue  of  an  individual  sacrifice  lies  in  the  p:>ssihility  of  its  
being]  a  neans  to  the  creation,  in  other  individuals,  of  value  EKceeding  that  mich  
was  lost  in  the  self-sacrifice. n23  

McTaggart's  views  on  110rality  have  already  been  dis::ussed  in  the  prwioos  chapter.  All  
110rality  contrib.ltes  to  happiness  as  well  as  self-developnent.  The  suprare  cpod  is  the  perfect  
canbination  of  develcpment  and  happiness.  But  as  we  have  seen,  only  happiness  is  a  practical  
ethical  standard  and  the  felicific  calculus  a  guide.  The  suprare  cpod  milj:lt  just  as  w;lll  not  
exist  as  far  as  the  110ral  life  is  concerned.  We  must,  sub  specie  temporis,  pass  moral  judgnents  
and  strive  to  realize  cpodneaa  in  ourselves  and  in  oociety.  But  perfection  is  comi.ng  to  be  
regardless  of  our  efforts,  whether  they  are  crowned  with  su:::cess  or  not.  The  Ablolute  is  rEillote  
and  human  110ral  effort  ineffectual.  

"Fortunately,  the  attainnent  of  the  good  does  not  ultimately  depend  up:m  
action....  If  the  nature  of  reality  was  hostile  or  indifferent  to  the  cpod,  nothing  
but  the  110st  meagre  and  transito:cy  gains  coold  wer  be  made  by  creatures  so  weak  and  
insignificant  as  we  should  be  in  such  a  universe.  But  if,  as  H~l teaches  qs,  that  
which  we  recognize  as  the  supreme  good  is  also  the  sup:-Erne  reality,  then  it  must  
inevitably  realize  itself  in  the  temlX'ral  p:-ocess,  and  no  mistake  of  ours  can  hinder  
the  advance  and  the  eventual  attainnent.  

"For  this  is  one  of  the  most  profound  and  imlX'rtant  conse:;ruences  of  all  
metaphysical  idealism.  Virtue,  and  the  s::ience  \Ohich  deals  with  it,  imply  the  
possibility  of  sin,  they  imply  action,  and  they  imply  tiJoo.  And  they  share,  
therefore,  the  inade:;ruacy  of  matter  and  the  physical  sciences. n24  

It  followed  for  McTaggart,  with  ricproos  deductive  logic,  that  reality  llUSt  be  denied  to  
eve:r:ything  ex:CEpt  what  can  be  pr01red  witlx>ut  reference  to  experience.  This  doctrine  was  not,  
contrary  to  a  widespread  belief,  the  ccmm::m  property  of  philos<phical  idealists.  Bradley' s  
Absolute  was  timeless,  but  Green's  eternal  conscioosness,  like  Hegel's  Geist,  was  necessarily  
incarnate  as  nature  and  hunan  history.  The  necessity  in  this  p:-ocess  of  incarnation  W!!S  a  bit  

22  See  SHC,  PP•  80-96. 
 
23  J.McT.Eo  McTaggart,  Philosophical  Studies,  PP•  107-09. 
 
24  SHC,  P•  127, 
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like  the  Christian  doctrine  of  predestination:  h\lllan  freedan  lay  in  carrying  cut  divine  
providence  in  all  too  human  ways  - and  for  Hegel  the  greatest  freedan  lay  in  Jmollli.ng  that,  as  
it  were,  fran  the  inside  oot.  McTag<;Jirt  alone  beliwed  that  the  Al:eolute  would  realize  itself  
in  time,  but  not  over  time  - perhaps  we  should  say,  all  in  <pod  time•  The  reality  of  the  
Absolute  was  entirely  indifferent  to  the  teuporal  process,  to  the  history  of  nature  and  of  
nan.  I<nowledge  of  the  reality  of  perfection  may  develop  in  hunan  minds,  rut  the  truth  of  the  
matter  was  canpletely  independent  of  change  of  arq  kind.  

McTaggart's  Absolute,  his  personalist  vision  of  supreue  good  and  reality,  was  an  article  
of  religioos  faith  as  much  as  a  philosophical  conclusion.25  It  had  a  certain  practical  value  
too.  It  gave  consolation  - and  thereby  acme  happiness  - by  asstr ing  hunan  beings  of  the  
ultimate  righteoosness  of  the  universe.  Although  the  Absolute  can  afford  no  explanation  of,  or  
guidance  for,  the  noral  and  political  life,  it  can  supply  canfort,  reconciliation  and  
justification.  

"• •• such  conclusions  as  to  the  ult.imate  nature  of  things  as  wa  hwe  seen  can  be  
reached  by  Hegel's  philoscphy  have  obvioo.sly  a  very  intilrate  connection  llli.th  the  
problems  which  may  be  classed  as  reliqioo.s ••• ,  Any  syste:n  of  philosophy  which  gives  
any  reaoons  for  deciding  such  questions,  in  one  way  rather  than  another,  will  have  a  
practical  interest,  even  if  it  sh:mld  fail  to  provide  us  with  coonsel  as  to  the  
organization  of  s:>ciety,  or  llli.th  explanations  in  detail  of  the  phenonena  of  
science. n26  

The  practical  value  of  "such  conclusions"  lies  in  their  supp::>rt  for  a  loose  collection  of  
quasi-reliqioo.s  beliefs  which  McTaggart  considered  fundamental  to  hunan  happiness  - not  in  the  
sense  of  a  balance  of  pleasure  over  pain,  rut  in  that  of  being  at  peace  llli.th  the  universe  or  
Absolute  Reality.  To  those  lNho  ask,  "ibat  is  the  use  of  philosophy?",  McTaggirt  answers,  first  
in  the  IIBI1Iler  of  Bradley,  that  it  is  an  .impertinent  question  to  ask  aboo.t  the  search  for  truth,  
and  second,  in  a  nore  personal  manner,  that  its  use  "lies  not  in  bein:J  deeper  than  s::ience,  but  
in  being  truer  than  theology  - not  in  its  bearing  on  action,  rut  in  its  bearing  on  religion.  It  
does  not  give  us  guidance.  It  gives  us  'hope. n27  McTaggart  maintaine.i  throoghoo.t  his  
philosophical  career  that  his  theodicy  llli.thoot  God  l.<BS  the  only  correct  interp:etation  of  
Hegelianism.  Those  Hegelians  who  sought  to  apply  the  Hegelian  dialectic  to  religion,  to  
history,  to  110rality  and  the  state  forgot  that  such  phenonena  all  contain  ellpirical  elenents  
and  are  open  to  contingency  and  unpredictable  chan:Je•  In  no  religioo.s  creed,  in  no  noral  code,  
in  no  fonn  of  political  life,  can  we  find  the  key  to  the  Absolute  Idea.  

25  Geach  refers  to  McTaggart's  "mystical  experiences  that  gave  h:lm  an  utterly  satisfying  and  
unshakeable  conviction  that  he  had  penetrated  through  appearances  and  divined  the  secret  of  the  
universe."  (P.T.  Geach,  Truth,  Love  and  Inlnortality,  P•  15.)  
26  SliD,  P•  236.  
27  SHC,  P•  196.  
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R.B.  Haldane:  Hegelianism  With  "Dirty  Hands"  

The  strengths  and  the  -aknesses  of  British  Hegelianism  as  a  school  for  life  are  nowhere  
better  exemplified  than  in  tre  career  of  R.B.  Haldane.  1  Earnest  and  energetic  in  an  eminently  
Victorian  fashion,  yet  cosmopolitan  in  his  tastes  and  interests,  he  came  as  close  as  anyone  to  
being  Edwardian  England's  philosopher-king.  A.J.  Balfour,  Conservative  Prime  Minister  from  1902  
to  1906,  and  more  ( some  have  argued)  a  fhiloso];her  in  his  own  right,  made  much  less  impact  on  
either  tre  philosophical  or  the  political  "WOrld.  Ha  was  skeptical  arrl  fastidiorn  arrl  for  him  
"politics  was  little  more  than  a  seriorn  game."2  By  contrast,  Haldane  struggled  throughout  his  
political  career  to  infuse  the  administration  of  imperial  affairs  - the  War  Office,  the  IDrd  
Chancellorship,  public  education  policy,  whatever  it  might  be  - with  moral  purpose.  His  mastery  
of  tre  details  of  high  office,  his  high  moral  tone  and  his  (s001etimes  devious)  efforts  to  
convert  the  fractiorn  Liberal  Party  to  his  vision  of  social  reform  brought  him  both  rewards  and  
punishments.  

In  spite  of  his  radical  reforms,  several  high-ranking  professional  soldiers  expressed  
their  regret  at  his  departure  from  the  war  Office.  In  1912  Asquith  asked  him  to  be  IDrd  
Chancellor  and  re  was  created  Viscount  Haldane  of  Cloan.  Although  m  was  an  active,  arrl  at  
times  combative,  member  of  the  Liberal  Party  for  many  years  (and  laterally  of  the  Labour  
Party),  Haldane  owed  much  of  his  political  reputation  to  his  discharging  his  ministerial  duties  
in  the  manner  of  those  illustriorn  servants  of  the  Prussian  state  during  the  Napoleonic  era  
upon  whom  Hegel  supposedly  modelled  tre  administrative  class  of  his  Philosophy  of  Right.  EITen  
after  his  political  star  had  fallen  and  fhilosofhical  idealism  had  fallen  out  of  fashion,  m  
was  sought  out  by  distinguished  men  of  letters  arrl  science  such  as  Einstein.  On  tm  debit  side,  
his  admiration  for  German  culture  and  society  made  him  the  target  for  a  press  campaign  of  
extreme  vilification  during  W:>rld  War  I. 3  Ha  was  driven  fran  office  in  1915  in  spite  of  
testimonials  from  such  a  patriotically  unimpeachable  source  as  Field  Marshal  Haig,  only  to  
re-emerge  as  IDrd  Chancellor  in  tm  first  Labour  goverrunent  of  1924.  

While  many  intellectuals  were  driven  by  tre  war's  devastations  to  despair  of  liberal  
democracy,  and  others  of  any  sort  of  political  action  whatsoever,  Haldane  retained  his  

1  Richard  Burdon  Haldane  ( 1856-1928),  like  Seth  (Pringle-Pattison),  was  one  of  a  number  of  
Scottish  ];hilosofhers  who  took  the  cure  for  religi.orn  doubt  at  the  University  of  Gottingen  
under  IDtze.  He  returned  to  the  University  of  Edinburgh  in  1875,  studied  Hegel  arrl  then  law,  
also  finding  time  to  translate  Scbopenhauer.  He  was  called  to  the  English  bar  in  1879.  He  

eventually  became  IDrd  Chancellor  ( 1912-15  and  1924),  but  h3  is  best  known  as  a  reforming  
Secretary  of  State  for  War  (  1905-1912)  - "the  greatest  England  has  ever  had,"  according  to  Earl  
Haig.  He  was  Liberal  MP  for  East  IDthian  from  1885  to  1912.  He  joined  the  Labour  Party  in  1921  
after  gradual  disenchantment  with  the  Liberal  Party,  especially  over  its  neglect  of  educational  
~licy. 

George  Dangerfield,  The  Strange  Death  of  Liberal  England,  1910-1914  (New  York,  1961),  p.  13.  
3  When  the  British  goverrnnent  began  negotiations  for  entry  into  the  EEC  in  tre  early  1960s,  the  
media  credited  one  of  its  diplomats  with  extraordinary  powers  of  persuasion  because·  re  knew  
enough  German  to  rapidly  reduce  complex  German  proposals  to  what  he  called  "Hegelian  fruit  
salad"  or  "Kantian  kitsch."  Haldane  conversed  unaided  in  German  with  the  Emperor  and  Chancellor  
of  Germany  when  on  his  so-called  secret  mission  to  Berlin  in  1912  to  try  to  slow  the  
Anglo-German  arms  race.  
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enthusiasn  for  both  new  theories  and  old  values  and  his  willingness  to  use  the  coercive  P'W'ers  
of  the  state  in  defence  of  liberalism.  He  was  one  of  the  founders  of  Liberal  Imparialism  and  he  
contirned  to  believe  in  the  civilizing  mission  of  the  Imperial  gcwerment.  For  Haldane  this  
mission  was  a  universal  one,  for  the  blprovenent  of  mtroP'litan  subjects  as  well  as  far-flmg  
colonials.  He  was  a  Hane  Ruler,  an  advocate  of  woman  suffrage  as  early  as  his  first  election  in  
1885,  and  a  tireless  1010rker  for  universal  higher  edmation.  He  m.s  also  the  chief  architect  of  
the  British  Elcpeditionaty  Force·  and  the  Imperial  General  Staff,  an  oovocate  of  the  use  of  force  
against  Ulster  at  the  tille  of  the  Curra11J.  Mltiny  (althou<jl  he  trirnnBi  his  sails  rather  
aw~rdly on  that  one),  and  a  strong  anti-Boer,  maintainin::J  that  the  non-Boer  Uitlanders  '<lere  
oppressed  by  the  Boers  and  sup,PJrting  Milner' s  draconian  neasures  against  then.  

Haldane  looked  beyond  the  mtlpire  and  the  English-speaking  w:>rld  to  the  establlshnent  of,  
first,  a  European  Sittlichkeit,  and  eventually  a  set  of  m::>res  W'lich  1010uld  be  the  indispenSable  
underpinning  of  an  international  legal  order.  In  his  capacit;{  as  IDrd  Cl!ancellor,  he  WiS  

invited  to  address  the  American  Bar  As9:lciation  in  Montreal  in  Septanber  1913.  His  address,  
entitled  "The  Higher  Nationality:  A  Study  in  Law  and  Ethics,"  brings  to  bear  UPJn  a  tl'Drough  
knowledge  and  practical  experience  of  the  law  a  Hegelian  conception  of  sociecy  and  the  state.  
The  explanation  of  social  conduct  lies,  Haldane  says;  not  in  legal  sanction  nor  in  pri...ate  
conscience,  but  in  Sittlichkeit.  Custcm  or  the  done  thin;J  is  the  canent  of  social  cooesion.  It  
is  also  - and  here  Haldane  is  at  one  with  <keen,  Brailey  and  Bosaxquet  - the  ground  and  
condition  of  the  civil  rights  and  civic  institutions  whose  p3ssession  and  enjoym:mt  provide  
scope  and  opp:>rtunity  for  noral  blprovenent  and  self-realbation.  

"It  is  the  instinctive  sense  of  what  to  do  and  what  not  to  do  in  daily  life  and  
behaviour  that  is  the  source  of  liberty  and  ease.  And  it  is  this  instinctive  sense  of  
obligation  that  is  the  chief  foundation  of  sociecy.  Its  realicy  takes  objective  s~ 
and  displays  itself  in  family  life  and  in  our  other  civic  and  social  institutions.'  

Haldane  sup,PJrted  this  view  with  a  Hegelian  theoty  of  Kn.owledge  - that  is  to  say,  one  
which  holds  that  "behind  knowledge  we  cannot  901  there  is  no  stan:'lard  of  truth  s1117e  in  its  a.m  
p:ocess.n5  We  start  with  knowledge,  not  with  a  theoty  of  knowledge.  We  are  fran  the  beginning  
~rsed in  a  canm::>n  intelligence,  and  "we  cannot  reach  the  intelligence  Qf  oo.r  fellOI'-nen  
except  by  recognizing  our  vety  inmJSt  selves  as  in  them  too."6  If  '<le  1ere  not  part  of  the  
universal  reason,  we  could  not  distinguish  oxrselves  as  individual  selves.  We  1010uld  be  reduced  
to  solipsism  if  '<le  did  not  "recognim  that  even  our  OIIID.  knowledge  is  dependent  for  its  
possibilicy  on  being  not  so  ljmited  [limited,  that  is,  by  'what  the  bodily  self  SUJgests  to  
us'] •••• "  11  [The  mind]  can  recognim  itself  as  identically  p:esent  in  other  selves,  and  
dis:::oo.rse  not  marely  abalt  a  1010rld  rut  abalt  a  universe. 117  Although  the  distinguished  Hegelian  
scoolar,  J.N.  Findlay,  has  said  that  the  British  Hegelians'  universe  is  less  a  concrete  
universal  than  it  is  a  m:>st  un-Hegelian  abstraction,  Haldane  - at  least  in  his  earlier,  
pre-World  war  I  ~rk - addressed  himself  to  actual  l.ll:ldes  of  hunan  experience.  According  to  
T.M.  :Knox,  "the  writer  in  English  who  really  was  a  Hegelian  is  Lord  Haldane."8  His  Giffurd  
Lectures  for  1902-o4,  The  Pathway  to  Realit;y,  1ere  in  part  a  cons:::ious  atte11pt  to  denystify  
Hegelianism.  "The  1010rld  as  it  seens"  has  different  aspects  - life  as  '<iell  as  machanisu,  
110ralicy  as  well  as  art,  religion  as  '<iell  as  norality  - all  af  W"!ich  are  adEquate  in  
thanselves.  

"And  if  Philosq>hy  gives  us  back  Wla.t  Science  threatens  to  take  away  and  

4  R.  B.  Haldane,  Selected  Addresses  and  Essays  (London,  1928),  P•  69.  
5  Haldane' s  preface  to  He gel' s  Science  of  Logic,  trans.  Johnston  and  Struthers  (London,  1929)  ,  
P•  14.  
6  R.B.  Haldane,  Human  Experience:  A  Study  of  its  Structure  (New  York,  1926),  P•  185.  
7  Ibid. I  PP•  193-94.  
8  'T.M."  Xnox,  "A  Plea  for  Hegel,"  New  Studies  in  Hegel's  Philosophy,  ed.  W.E.  Steinkraus  (New  
York,  1971),  P•  16.  
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restores  to  plain  people  their  faith  in  the  realit¥  of  each  of  these  phases  of  the  
world  as  it  seems,  then  Philosophy  will  have  <pne  a  long  W<1ll  to  justify  her  
e:x:l.stence. n9  

In  spite  of  the  sUggestion  that  philosophy  was  being  thrown  into  a  b:>ly  c:ru.sad.e  acp.inst  s::ience  
and  irreligion,  Haldane  was  a  rationalist  and  ortipdox  Hegelian,  a  philosopher  for  \tlcm  
philosophy  is  its  own  justification.  

Haldane  may  have  been  most  at  hone  in  the  rarefied  atroosphere  of  speculation,  both  
political  and  metaphysical.  Nevertheless,  he  ao;ruired  considerable  skill  in  the  parlicmentaiy  
arena  and  risked  the  hCIStilicy  of  both  his  part¥  and  the  electorate  cy  defending  SCJDe  
contr011ersial  public  figures  and  by  identifying  h:lmself  with  sxne  unpopular  causes.  Altl:x>ugh  he  
never  refused  to  dircy  his  hands,  he  developed  a  Platonic  pers:ma,  seeming  to  assune  the  
resp:msibilities  of  public  office  not  for  aey  satisfaction  he  might  derive,  but  rather  to  
ensure  that  the  worse  did  not  govern  the  better.  He  had  a  philosophical  vocation,  rut  he  never  
witlrlrew  frcm  "the  life  of  action  generally,  power,  politics,  su::cess,  wealth  and  ambition,"  
essentially  because  he  felt  obliged  to  bring  li\tlt  into  the  cave  of  unknowi.ng.  

""~mat is  the  good  of  our  reading  to  us  who  are  in  pwlic  life  if  we  cannot  use  
it  in  the  effort,  with  all  the  strength  we  pQSsess,  to  guide  the  clll:'rent  of  opinion  
am:>ng  our  constituents." 1 0  

However  IllllCh  his  approach  to  political  education  may  strike  us  tod:l.y  as  a  species  of  
upper-class  condescension  and  paternalism,  it  is  clear  that  his,  as  it  ~ere, extra-clll:'ricular  
activities  in  the  field  of  public  instruction  cost  him  111\lCh  leis~re time  - and  Hald:l.ne  was  a  
very  convivial  lll:)rt  of  perlll:)n  wb:>  enjoyed  the  pleasures  of  s::>ciety.  Adult  edu::ation  \'aS  a  
lifelong  passion  and  renained  for  him  the  key  to  imprOITing  the  lot  of  the  British  worldng  
class.  Frcm  1881  he  was  an  intermittent  lecturer  at  the  \brking  M:!n's  College,  he  -wntlll:'ed  to  
speak  against  the  theories  of  Marx  and  Lasalle  at  the  Soho  Radical  Club,  and  he  was  a  
consistent  advocate  of  the  expansion  of  a  systen  of  secular  universities  serving  their  
respective  canmunities.  It  was,  he  claimed,  the  Liberal  Pa~' s  failure  to  vigorwsly  pursue  a  
dem:>cratic  policy  of  higher  edooation  ..tlich  nnre  than  anything  else  persuaded  him  to  abarrlon  it  
for  the  Laboor  Pa~. 11  Fran  a  Mar:x:l.st  or  social-revolutioruu:y  point  of  viet~ it.  is  all  too  
clear  why  Haldane  of  Cloan,  Iord  High  Olancellor  and  confidant  of  kings,  should  be  9:)  malws  
in  the  cause  of  adult  education.  He  personifies  the  smooth  transition  fran  classical  liberalism  
to  welfare  state  politics.  Indeed,  Haldane's  letters  contain  several  references  to  the  need  for  
a  "nnderating  conservatism"  and  "a  steady  effort  to  avert  rwolution."  He  might  well  be  used  as  
the  prototype  for  all  those  wb:>  would  daresticate  the  nasses,  training  them  to  take  up  the  
canna.nd  posts  of  liberal-de:nocratic  lli:)Ciecy.  He  beliwed  in  en001ra;ring  advances  in  woxking  
class  power  and  responsibility,  and  he  sou\tlt  to  influence  their  direction;  rut  he  never  
thought  he  coold  do  that  fran  afar,  only  thrwgh  close  cooperation  on  shared  tenns.  

The  problems  atten:Jant  on  trying  to  be  a  practising  Hegelian  are  painfully  apparent  in  
Haldane's  self-appointed  role  as  conscience  of  the  Liberal  Party.  The  Liberals  had  become  the  
embodiment  of  British  respectabilit¥,  and  their  leader,  Herbert  Asquith.  was  (in  Dangerfield's  
words)  "the  Humour  of  l>k>deration."  Unfortmately  for  the  Liberal  Parcy,  there  ~ere highly  
.imnnderate  forces  surfacing  and  a  general  impatience  with  respectabiliey.  Haldane  himself  was  
anything  but  .imnl:>derate  and  was  quite  respectable,  but  he  believed  for  rather  recondite  
philosophical  realll:)ns  that  existing  British  institutions  \oiere  the  necessacy  expression  of  a  
necessacy  stage  in  the  necessa:cy  unfolding  of  the  world  spirit.  'Ibis  'IIBS  not  a  fatalistic  

9  RoB·  Haldane,  The  Pathway  to  Reality  (London,  1903-4),  vol.  I,  P•  119.  
10  Letter  to  Mrs.  Humphrey  ward  from  Gerna.ey,  SI.Uiller  of  1890.  See  F.  Maurice,  The  Life  of  
Viscount  Haldane  of  Cloan  (London,  1937),  vol.  I,  P•  ss.  
11  In  1892,  during  the  fourth  and  final  Gladstone  administration,  Haldme  advocated  sane  
refonning  oove  which  would  gain  the  confidence  of  the  "labour  pa~" in  the  Cannnns.  
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doctrine.  On  the  contrary,  it  canpelled  him  to  supp::>rt  acy  movement  to  expand  the  ran]e  of  
opp>rtunities  for  relatively  deprived  grrups  and  classes.  His  basic  pcsition,  however,  ~as not  
conducive  to  the  structural  cha.IXJes  dEmanded  by  macy  of  those  protestiD;J  social  and  r:olitical  
injustice.  He  looked  ur:on  improved  conditions  and  enriched  lives  for  individual  maobers  of  
sociecy  as  a  contribution  to  the  self-realization  of  the  individual  writ  large,  the  state.  The  
ambivalence  of  Haldane's  position  - one  could  dli>  it  conservative  liberalisn,  dewcratic  
elitisn  or  Hegelian  socialisn  - is  1o1ell  rwealed  in  a  letter  he  wrote  to  a  Liberal  colleogue  in  
1889:  

"To  my  dying  day,  I  thiric,  I  shall  maintain  the  proposition,  based  on  the  
analogy  of  my  own  ml.nd,  that  a  denocracy  has  not  got,  as  is  assumed  in  p:-actice,  a  
body  of  definite  opinion  for  the  expression  of  which  in  Parlia:nent  it  se~s 
delegates,  but  that  it  is  an  assenbly  of  human  beings  earnestly  seeking  guid;mce  from  
those  of  whose  sympathies  it  is  sure. "12  

A  denocratic  aociecy  is  an  anbr:yonic  r:olitical  assaribly  on  this  via<f•  Its  p:Jtential  for  
enlightened  self-govenment  has  to  be  parentally  nurtured  and  then  cultivated  cy  astute  
stateS!len  and  patient  p\i>lic  servants.  

Althou(j:l  Haldane  WlS  not  a  product  of  Oxford  Universicy,  and  therefore  not  exposed  to  
classical  Greek  stOOies  to  the  extent  that  other  British  Hegelians  1o1ere,  the  roots  of  his  
political  philosophy  clearly  lie  in  the  I!2!!!!.'  even  if  it  ..as  plucked  fran  Hegel' s  Philosophie  
des  Rechts  (which  his  biographer  tells  us  Hald!ine  kept  by  his  bedside  and  rea:!.  nnre  than  a  
dozen  tines).  Haldane  was  one  of  mmy  Victorians  who  IOZI.shed  to  hellenize  British  pd:>lic  life  to  
cOI.Ulteract  the  native  philistinisn.  One  of  the  leading  =tives  IOZI.th  him,  as  IOZI.th  others,  was  to  
head  off  a  ~eral condition  of  middling  prosperity  coopled  IOZI.th  medi.ocricy  and  canplacency.  
The  goal  of  life  was  the  good  life,  pretcy  much  along  the  lines  to  be  found  in  Aristotle's  
~· When  Haldane  broke  IOZI.th  the  Lilieral  Party  in  1920,  he  made  it  clear  that  his  departure  
was  caused  primarily  by  disappointment  with  Liberal  failure  in  "soul  rulture."  

"Fifcy  years  ago  Matthew  Arnold  warned  the  Liberal  Party  of  the  certainty  of  the  
caning  of  the  trooble  ...mich  has  actually  wrecked  it  today.  He  asked  in  so  many  wor<B  
whether  mterial  prosperity  would  perl!Bnently  reconcile  nen  to  living  in  places  like  
St.  Helen's."13  

12  Ibid.,  volo  I,  PP•  49-50.  
13  Ibid.,  vol.  II,  P•  75.  



CHAPI'ER  13  

The  Decline  of  British  Hegelianism  

British  Hegelianisn,  like  the  British  Empire,  was  mortally  "I!Ounded  by  the  First  World  war;  
unlike  the  Ehlpire,  Hegelianisn  did  not  linger  long.  Philoscphical  idealisn  continued  to  shoo  
vital  signs  in  the  philosophies  of  art  and  of  history,  but  British  Hegelianisn  rapidly  becane  a  
me110ry  with  very  fEM  defenders  outside  soma  Oxford  colleges  and  the  Scottish  miversities.  It  
is  still  regarded  as  somethii¥J  of  a  period  piece.  

There  is  some  justification  for  its  beii¥]  so  regarded.  It  owed  its  brief  ascendancy  as  
much  to  its  association  with  social  refom  tendencies  in  late  Victorian  and  EdYBrdi.an  tines  and  
the  quasi-religious  quest  for  metaphysical  consolation  as  it  did  to  intrinsic  phllosophical  
merit.  Re};resentative  figures  such  as  G!:'een,  Ritchie  and  Haldane  entered  into  the  w:>rld  of  
political  action  at  some  risk  to  their  philosophical  credentials.  There  was  the  dalble  danger  
of  being  seen  as  merely  irrelevant  or,  alternatively,  expedient.  Theirs  ms  not  p:inarily  a  
political  doctrine,  however,  and  such  political  .impact  as  it  had  was  largely  the  indirect  
result  of  its  role  in  the  political  educa'ttion  of  scma  leading  l!lellbers  of  the  British  ruling  
class.  The  greatest  threat  to  the  reputation  of  British  Hegelianisn  was  its  a.m  phllosophical  
inadequacy.  Radical  departures  fran  received  truth  in  nany  fields  of  intellectual  endeavour  
particularly  in  social  science,  the  philosophy  of  natural  science  and  mathanatical  logic  - in  
the  years  .immediately  };receding  World  war  I,  canbined  with  the  denoralizing  effects  of  the  wu  
itself,  drOITe  British  Hegelianisn  into  a  philosophical  backwater.  Bosarquet  and  the  Halc'hne  
brothers  tried  especially  hard  to  ass.im.ilate  the  nEM  ideas.  In  spite  of  their  effbrts,  British  
Hegelianisn  failed  badly  to  convince  the  nEM  wave  of  philosophers  that  it  had  1111.¥::h  of  
continuing  interest  to  say.  Its  lasting  cla.im.  to  fame  was  as  a  Wl.ipping  boy  -the  IID3t  favo~red 
example  of  how  not  to  philosophize.  

Witlxlut  wishing  to  liken  the  British  to  the  Ranan  Empire,  it  cculd  ne.rertheless  be  said  
that  the  Hegelians  were  Stoics  in  a  clinate  of  cpinion  whose  p:evailing  wind  YBS  ·  Epic~rean. 
They  were  no  enenies  of  individual  creative  freedan  and  social  exper:iment,  but  their  <;J!nerally  
Platonic  attitude  to  art,  their  missionary  zeal  for  civic  uplift  through  nass  education,  and  
the  classical  republican  gravitas  with  which  they  treated  the  pressing  social  problems  of  the  
day  served  to  isolate  then  fran  advanced  and  fashionable  thinking.  It  is  tempting  to  Sllg<;J!St  
that  they  were  the  ants  of  the  fable,  whose  prosaic  efforts  to  put  the  societal  b:>use  in  order  
before  the  winter  stonns  of  m.civil  disturbance  and  dis::ontent  were  sonehoo  less  engaging  than  
the  grassb:>ppers'  displays  of  intellectual  virtoosit:;y  and  art  for  art's  sake.  

Sanethi.ng  of  the  qualit:;y  of  that  fom  of  life  which  has  becane  a  stereotype  of  the  
Edwardian  age  has  been  captured  by  J  .M.  Keynes,  wlD  is  one  of  those  wlD  took  · the  peace  and  
securit:;y  of  the  Edwardian  order  for  granted.  Writing  in  1938,  he  ranarked:  "One  cannot  live  
today  secure  in  the  undisturbed  individualiBIII  Wl.ich  ms  the  extraordinary  achievenent  of  the  
early  Edwardian  days."1  Keynes  was  a  praninent  member  of  the  intellectual  circle  whose  Socrates  
was  G.E.  Moore.  "We  were,"  says  Keynes,  "living  in  the  specicus  p:esent,  nor  had  we  begun  to  
play  the  game  of  consequences.  We  ex:isted  in  the  world  of  Plato's  dialogues;  we  had  not  readled  
the  Republic,  let  alone  the  ~· .. 2  They  were  the  ardlet:;ype  of  ivory-tower  intellectuals,  so  
otherworldly  that  they  quite  ignored  "not  only  social  action,  but  the  life  of  action  generally,  

1  J.M.  Keynes,  "~Early Beliefs,"  Two  M:!moirs  (Iondon,  1949),  p.  95.  
2~. 
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power,  politics,  success,  ,,;ealth,  ambition,  with  the  economic  motive  and  the  economic  criterion  
less  prominent  in  our  philosoI;hy  than  with  st.  Francis  of  Assisi,  WID  at  least  made  collections  
for  the  birds .... ,,3  Keynes  vividly  evokes  the  trood  of  Platonic  contemplation  of  that  small  
group,  which  included,  in  addition  to  ])bore  and  Keynes,  Bertrand  Russell,  Lytton  strachey,  
Leonard  \\bolf  and  G.  Lowes  Dickinson.  

Although  they  ,,;ere  a  small,  isolated  group  disdaining  influence  and  oblivious  of  practical  
affairs,  they  represented  an  intellectual  attitude  which  was  peculiarly  in  keeping  with  the  
seeming  timelessness  of  Edwardian  life  - an  illusion  produced  by  historical  hindsight  perhaps  
and  which  has  continued,  with  the  assistance  of  the  eminence  attaine:l  by  many  of  the  group's  
members,  to  exercise  a  powerful  attraction  for  the  intelligentsia.  It  would  be  an  extremely  
difficult  and  hazardous  operation  to  make  detaile:l  connections  between  the  highly  
intellectualized  life  of  the  M:lore  circle  and  Edwardian  life  as  a  whole,  but  one  can  sense  an  
affinity  even  if  one  cannot  trace  any  exact  causal  relations.  There  is  a  quality  of  suspended  
animation,  of  Arcadian  calm,  about  both.  '!he  ])bore  circle's  intellectual  idyll  owed  much  to  a  
social,  political,  and  economic  stability  of  woose  origins  and  conditions  they  were  blissfully  
ignorant  or  which  they  coose  to  ignore.  '!his  indifference  to  their  political  and  socio-economic  
environment  did  not  survive  the  war.  One  has  only  to  look  at  the  subsequent  career  of  Keynes.  
Nevertheless,  the  social  concern  and  p:Jlitical  involvement  of  Keynes,  as  of  Russell,  never  
completely  lost  its  cloistered,  academic  air.  

The  source  of  the  Moore  circle's  splendid  isolation  is  to  be  found  in  Moore's  philosophy.  
Although  Keynes  talks  of  the  group's  adherence  to  "M:lore'  s  religion,"  he  hastens  to  add  that  
they  did  not  accept  all  that  ])bore  offere:l.  For  one  thing,  they  "discarde:l  his  morals,"  which  
included  a  good  deal  of  "Sidgwick  and  the  Benthamite  calculus  and  the  general  rules  of  correct  
behaviour.,,4  But  Moore's  Principia  Ethica  (1903)  - the  p:Jint  of  departure  for  much  of  the  moral  
philosophy  of  the  English-speaking  world  in  the  twentieth  century  - was  their  bible,  in  
particular  the  last  chapter,  entitled  "The  Ideal."  Keynes  sumnarizes  their  "religion"  as  
follows:  

"Nothing  mattere:l  except  states  of  mind,  our  own  am  other  people's  of  course,  
but  chiefly  our  own.  '!hese  states  of  mind  ,,;ere  not  associated  with  action  or  
achievement  or  with  consequences.  They  consiste:l  in  timeless,  paSSionate  states  of  
contemplation  and  communion,  largely  unattached  to  'before'  and  'after'....  '!be  
appropriate  subj ects  of  passionate  contemplation  am  cOllillunion  were  a  belove:l  person,  
beauty  and  truth,  and  one's  prime  obj ects  in  life  ,,;ere  love,  the  creation  and  
engoyment  of  aesthetic  experience  and  the  pursuit  of  knowledge.  

"OUr  religion  closely  followed  the  English  puritan  tradition  of  being  chiefly  
concerned  with  th:l  salvation  of  our  own  souls.  The  divine  resided  within  a  closed  
circle.  'l'here  was  not  a  very  intimate  connection  between  'being  good'  and  'doing  
good'  •••• 1I5  

'l'he  tendency  of  those  who  fell  under  M:lore's  spell  to  divorce  being  good  from  doing  cpXl.,  to  
neglect  rightness  as  an  attribute  of  actions  in  their  enthusiasm  for  goodness  as  an  attribute  
of  states  of  mind,  protected  them  from  "the  game  of  consequences"  and  made  them  impervious  to  
Benthamism.  Their  "escape  from  Bentham,"  as  Keynes  calls  it,  was  outdone  by  that  from  
philosophical  idealism,  by  which  they  ,,;ere  untouched  - apart  from  Bertrand  Russell's  brief  
flirtation  with  it. 6  All  the  two  schools  of  toought  had  in  cOlllllOn  was  their  aboorrence  (with  

3  Ibid.,  pp.  95-96.  
4  Ibid.,  p.  82.  
5  Ibid.,  pp.  83-84.  
6  Russell  was  briefly  converte:l  by  M'JTaggart,  the  British  Hegelian  with  the  least  appreciation  
of  Hegel's  historicism  and  social  rhilosophy.  M'JTaggart' s  ideal  bears,  in  certain  respects,  a  
striking  resemblance  to  that  of  the  Moore  circle  - it  is  characterized  by  the  same  timelessness  
and  emphasis  upon  personal  love.  It  is  a  curious  and  perhaps  significant  fact  that  M::Taggart,  
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the  notable  exception  of  McTagqirt)  of  the  felicific  caloolus  and  the  definition  of  goodness  as  
a  surplus  of  pleasure  over  pain.  

M;)ore  naintained  that  good  was  just  <}Ood,  no  IlDre  definable  than  ~110l1, and  any  attenpt  
to  define  it  he  called  "the  naturalistic  fallacy."  To  be  intrinsically  good,  a  thirg  I1Ilst  hasTe  
no  quality  beyond  that  of  bare  goodness.  M;)ore's  attempt  to  strip  goodness  of  all  but  purely  
ethical  \leanings  was  subverted  by  his  0I1n  definition  of  "the  ideal."  The  sur;ranely  good  he  
alIoost  casually  defined  as  consisting  of  the  contemplation  of  and  canmmion  with  beauty,  truth  
and  a  belO'led  person.  Each  is  an  intrinsic  good  and  an  inseparable  part  of  the  ideal,  altlDugh  
a  type  of  love  for  \'hich  the  adjective  "Platonic"  should  be  reserved  seems  to  ocoopy  a  special  
place  in  this  trinity:  "  ••• the  10'le  of  10l1e  is  far  the  most  valuable  good  we  know •••• "7  

Moore's  accoont  of  virtue  in  chapter  5  of  Principia  Ethica,  "Ethics  in  Relation  to  
Conduct,"  is  an  essentially  utilitarian  one,  in  'lhich  virtue  is  nerely  a  neans  to  the  supra:ne  
good.  Virtue  is  a  displsition  to  perfollll  duties,  Which  are  on  a  par  with  interests;  an  action  
performed  out  of  a  sense  of  duty  and  an  "interested"  action  are  both  juiged  entirely  on  their  
results.  The  only  ethical  distinction  between  then  is  the  utility  of  sanctionin;J  duties,  "since  
they  are  actions  \'him  there  is  a  teuptation  to  omit."B  With  this,  M;)ore  disposed  of  
intuitional  ethics  and  the  problEm  of  the  moral.  will.  

Moore  disnissed  "netaphysical  ethics"  - the  ethics,  for  him,  of  both  Kant  and  the  
idealists  - as  examples  in  supernatUt:'al  guise  of  the  naturalistic  fallacy.9  M;)ore's  own  
description  of  the  ideal  canmits  a  supernaturalistic  fallacy  as  much  - or  as  little  - as  do  
idealist  theories.  He  was  driven  to  identify  goodness  IIIli.th  sonething  other  than  goodness  and  to  
try  and  soow  that  there  is  some  sort  of  rational,  i.e.  non-accidental,  relationship  between  the  
quality  of  goodness  and  '>hat  we  attribute  it  to.  At  the  same  time,  he  strove  to  detach  (free?)  
it  fran  dependence  on  Whate.rer  it  is  Which  it  qualifies,  so  that  it  ~uld not  be  qualified  in  
its  t=.  None  of  the  "netaphysical"  llDralists  advanced  an  ideal  to  mtch  M::lore's  in  its  
othexworldliness  and  remoteness  fran  life  in  the  terrestrial  city.  Moore's  ethic  was  more  
suitable  for  ancoorites  than  for  active  members  of  8)ciety.  He  acknowledged  the  s:>cial  utility  
of  conventional  morality  but  toak  organized  pllitical  society  for  granted,  or  implied  that  it  
was  superfluoos.  The  good  life  according  to  M::lore  could  be  lived  in  no  s:>ciety  larger  and  lIDre  
diversified  than  a  kind  of  pantis:>cracy.  Keynes  rana.:rked,  revealirgly,  that  Moore's  fm~ntal 
intuitions  "fUt:'nish  a  justification  of  experience  wholly  independent  of  outside  events."  

Although  M;)ore's  eocially  detached  ethics  never  attracted  much  attention  fran  the  British  

Moore,  Keynes  and  Russell  were  Cambridge  men  and  toose  who  applied  Hegel  to  moral.,  social  and  
-rlitical  r;roblems  all  Oxford  men.  

G.E.  Moore,  Principia  Ethica  (cambridge,  1962),  p.  204.  Bradll¥  neiTer  reacted  to  Moore's  
lIOral  philosophy  in  pdnt,  but  it  I1IlSt  sUt:'ely  have  been  an  earlier  example  of  the  thinking  of  
fuore  and  his  circle  Which  praupted  the  memorable  phrase  in  Ethical  Studies,  "star-qizing  
virgins  with  souls  above  their  spheres."  M::lore's  ethic,  1IIi.th  its  utilitarian  notion  of  virtue  
and  its  beatific  vision  of  a  timeless  sup::El1Ie  good,  ~uld have  been  in  Bradler/' s  eyes  the  worst  
possible  ccmbination  of  hard-headedness  and  high-mindedness,  the  elevation  and  rarefication  of  
his  ideal  serving  only  to  enccurage  casuistJ:y  in  a  creed  alrecrly  prone  to  minute  cal.wlation  
~nd the  cost-benefit  analysis  of  IIOral  action.  

G.E.  Moore,  Principia  Ethica,  p.  170.  
g  In  an  essay  entitled  "The  Refutation  of  Idealisu"  and  collected  in  his  Philosophical  studies  
(London,  1922),  Moore  cla:imed  to  have  destrqyed  the  Cal\llDn  and  sacred  groond  of  all  
philosophical  idealisu,  the  doctrine  that  to  be  is  to  be  percei~. That  doctrine  has  very  
little  to  do  with  an  objective  idealisu  su::h  as  Hegel's.  Unfortmately  its  refutation  is  still  
used,  and  reqirded  as  sufficient,  to  dispose  of  Hegelianisu  and  idealism.  of  all  kinds.  
10  J  .M.  Keynes,  "My  Early  Beliefs,"  p.  95.  
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Hegelians  - perhaps  because  of  that  sane  social  detachment  - it  IX'esented  a  m:>re  p:>tent  threat  
to  Hegelian  IIDral  and  p:>litical  philosc:phy  than  the  old  eneny,  utilitarianism,  ever  had.  '!he  
individualism  preached  and  practised  by  Moore  and  his  ccmpanions  Qltdid  that  of  ary  of  the  
utilitarians.  The  latter  at  least  had  a  social  the0IY,  and  one  \\bich  ~s closely  integrated  
wi th  their  m:>ral  the0IY'  The  Moore  circle  did  not  recognize  societ?{  at  large  as  haTing  lIDral  
significance  at  all.  Following  that  lead,  the  most  influential  British  noral  philosq>hers  of  
the  twentieth  century  have  put  forward  canpletely  a9:>clal  theories  of  m:>ralit?{.  No  natter  lDW  
far  they  have  travelled  fran  the  rarefied  ideal  of  M:>ore,  they  all,  like  MJore,  treat  ethics  in  
abstraction  fran  social  and  p:>litical  theoz:y.  They  haY'e  been  preocOlpied  with  the  
classification  and  analysis  of  lIOral.  ju:1gnents.  They  have  examined  the  logic  of  IIOral  
judgnents,  or  even  the  netaphysical  presupp:>sitions  implicit  in  making  m:>ral.  judgnents,  but  
never  their  full  social  context.  Since  Wlrld  War  11,  British  noral  philoscphers  h~ shown,  
partially  under  the  influence  of  existentialist  writings,  a  special  concern  fbr  the  autonany  of  
individual  lIOral  ju:1gnent  - for  the  individual's  lIOral  freedan  and  independence  fran  external  
causation  - which  is  reminiaoent  of  both  Kant  and  the  "impervirusness"  of  hllllan  personality  
insisted  on  by  Pringle-Pattison  and  the  per9:>nal  idealists.  As  with  lC"ant,  the  individual  is  
depicted  freely  obeying  the  m:>ral  law  in  defiance  of  social  pressUl:es.  Morality  is  treated  as  
sonething  'lhich  has  its  centre  of  gravity  within  the  individual  conaoience.  

The  idealist  tradition,  with  'lhich  Hegel  is  identified,  places  the  noral  centre  of  gravity  
outside  the  individual  in  the  social  whole,  in  the  social  canpleK  of  laws,  custans  and  IlDres.  
It  is  a  fundanental  tenet  of  philosc:phical  idealisn  that  no  philosc:phy  can  be  coherent  W1.ich  
does  not  attEmpt  to  explain  all  the  facts  of  experience;  certainly  a  theoz:y  of  values  cannot  
neglect  a  set  or  range  of  value  ju:1gnents  and  expect  to  be  taken  as  adequate.  The  IIOral  
pbilosop:hy  of  G.E.  Moore  ignored  altogether  an  imp:>rtant  area  of  the  hunan  experience  of  
values  and  evaluational  conflicts:  the  IX'litical  life,  and  the  life  of  man  generally  in  IlDdern  
cannercial  and  industrial  societ?{.  It  was  unattached  to  ary  social  or  IX'litical  theoz:y.  
Although  the  IlDral  life  and  the  p:>litical  life  can  be  distinguished,  each  involving  jmgmmts  
which  are  in  no  way  dependent  for  their  validity  uIX'n  tIDse  of  the  other,  a  IIOral  theoty  'olbich  
disregards  the  social  conditions  of  the  IlDral  life  is  deficient.  In  this  respect,  as  well  as  in  
matters  of  metaphysics  and  epistEmology,  there  was  no  real  IX'int  of  contact  between  Moore  and  
the  nain  strecm  of  British  Hegelianism  (the  most  notable  eKception  being  Bradley,  who  WiS  at  
least  regarded  as  a  'lDrthy  opIX'nent  by  Russell).  On  the  other  hand,  Moore' s  philosophy  did  not  
lack  for  that  hi<jl  IlDral  tone  and  suggestion  that  knowledge  (of  the  IX'eaoribed  kind)  ~s in  
itself  virtue,  which  can  be  readily  detected  in  some  of  the  110re  widely  read  woJ:k.s  of  British  
Hegelianism  and  \\bich  partially  accomts  for  their  rather  d:lted  appeal.  Although  philoscphical  
idealism  satisfied  1IBI1¥  pecple's  spiritual  yeamings,  its  social  and  p:>litical  theoz:y  also  
spoke  to  and  for  its  generation.  It  ~s in  ha:rnony  with  the  great  dlanges  ocmrring  under  the  
surface  of  Edwardian  life  - changes  'olbich  haY'e  contiIued  110re  or  less  in  the  sane  direction.  It  
_s  a  philosophy  conaoirus,  as  we  have  seen  with  Bosan;ruet,  of  its  peculiar  fitness  to  explain  
the  predaninantly  urban,  heavily  industrial  and  increasingly  dEmocratic  state  Which  ~s 
developing  and  asserting  itself  during  the  late  Victorian  and  EdWirdian  :rears.  '!his  view  of  
itself  was  not  entirely  justified,  if  only  because  idealism  frequently  stressed  the  identit?!  of  
social  interests  at  the  expense  of  the  subjective  elenent's  role  in  IDciety.  Rowe...er,  it  stands  
in  maIKed  contrast  to  the  social  detachmant  of  m:>st  British  philosophy  since  Moore.  

The  Great  war  and  its  effect  on  Haldane's  p:>litical  career  have  been  noted  in  the  IX'eY"irus  
chapter.  It  had  equally  damaging  consequences  for  British  Hegelianism.  '!his  WiS  due  in  part  to  
a  'olbolly  unwarranted  association  with  Prussian  militariSll.  The  preposition  that  Hegel's  
philosop:hy  was  one  of  the  JIOtive  forces  of  the  Reich  ~s ludicrcusi  yet  it  energed  ag:t1n,  with  
even  less  justification,  in  literature  abrut  the  Nazi  regime  (although  not  in  the  Nazis'  own  
justificatory  writings);  and  there  are  still  learned  debates  abrut  ~ther or  not  Rege!  loBS  a  
proto-faa::ist  or  in  some  _y  connected,  however  rEmOtely,  with  totalitarian  IX'litical  
doctrines.  In  1918,  L.T.  Hobhruse,  a  distinguished  sociologist,  philoscpher  and  one  of  the  "New  
Liberals,"  directly  linked  Regal's  p:>litical  philosophy  with  Gennan  war  ~ilt in  his  attack  on  
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what  he  called  the  "oetapl'wsical  theo:z:y  of  the  state. "11  Apart  fran  smh  crode  rut  effective  
discrediting  tactics,  British  Hegelianiem  'leS  damaged  by  the  widesp:ead  loss  of  faith  indmed  
by  the  war  e>cperience  - faith  in  God,  in  church,  in  state  and  in  civilization  itself.  

Generally  speaking;  the  Hegelian  faith  WiS  a  faith  in  hunan  reaa:m  and  in  the  rationality  
of  human  institutions  - ~ich meant  having  faith  in  the  real  world.  The  lOgos  or  meaning  of  
things  was  in  all  things,  so  there  'leS  no  p:>int  in  lOOting  hE¥ond  thin3s  as  they  were,  or  
wishing  they  were  different,  in  order  to  satisfy  hunan  aspirations  for  freedau  and  justice.  "To  
live  in  Main  Street  is,  if  one  lives  in  the  right  spirit,  to  inhabit  the  holy  city."  This  may  
be  something  to  chew  on  for  the  IIOralist  who  thinks  that  liberal-capitalist  IDciety  is  be:l'Ond  
redemption,  but  it  is  difficult  to  discOl7er  the  Hegelian  "cunnin3  of  reaIDn"  in  some  of  the  
starker  horrors  perpetrated  by  twentieth  century  mn.  

As  we  have  seen,  those  British  Hegelians  who  \/ere  not  orthodox  believers  tended  to  be  at  
least  looking  for  some  kind  of  metaph;ysical  cOnlDlation  in  Hegel's  philosopl'w,  if  not  a  
substitute  religion.  One  of  the  best  illustrations  of  this  cast  of  mi.nd  - and  of  its  
persistence  well  after  the  war  and  the  dispLlcement  of  idealism  by  rore  p:>sitivist  and  
empiricist  philosqphies  - can  be  found  in  J.s.  Hald:me,  brother  of  RoB.  Haldane  and  a  
distinguished  natural  scientist.  He  first  appeared  in  print  as  a  contribltor  to  Essays  in  
Philosophical  Criticism  (1883),  along  with  his  brother,  Bosarquet,  Ritchie,  Seth,  and  a  nooiJer  
of  other  (mostly  minor)  figures  loosely  aSIDciated  with  British  Hegelianiem.  He  becane  an  
expert  on  respiratoty  physiology,  ~ile retaining  his  faith  in  the  intelligible  p:incip1.e  of  
the  universe,  which  he  called  "SUprane  Active  Reality."  

"The  conclusion  forced  upon  ne  in  the  course  of  a  life  devoted  to  nat\X'al  
science  is  that  the  universe  as  it  is  assured  to  be  in  physical  science  is  only  an  
idealized  w::>r1d,  Irtlile  the  real  universe  is  the  spiritual  uni-verse,  in  'thich  
spiritual  values  count  for  evetything.,,12  

It  is  our  actual  everyday  experience,  he  argued,  ~ich guarantees  the  spiritual  mity  of  life,  
because  we  cannot  perceive  a~hi.ng or  conscioo.sly  direct  oo.r  behcuioo.r  in  aIW  Wiy  wi trout  
encountering  shared  values  and  shared  interests.  W3  strive  to  create  then,  rut  we  cannot  do  
a~hi.ng in  their  absence,  so,  to  put  it  ve:z:y  s:lmply,  there  is  scmethin3  there,  and  it  is  not  
outside  us  or  above  us  or  beyond  us.  

In  political  philoscphy  the  British  Hegelians  had  to  canbat  perIDnaliEm,  anarchisn,  
internationalism  and  other  varieties  of  doctrine  directed  against  the  state  and  scme  or  all  of  
its  IIIOrks.  They  chose,  by  and  large,  to  fi<j1t  on  the  ground  that  the  state,  fur  all  its  
imperfections,  was  the  only  vehicle  for  realizing  the  cannon  <pOd,  and  that  "every  moral  good  
is  a  caunon  <,POd.lOn  They  confronted  the  p:'Ob1en  of  p:>litical  obli9'ltion,  as  they  did  the  
problem  of  knowledge,  as  a  problem  in  philosophical  psychology.  Bosarquet's  treatment  of  the  

11  L.T.  Hobhoo.se,  The  Metaphysical  Theory  of  the  State:  A  Criticisn  (IDndon,  1918).  Another  
wartime  production  Irtlich  found  Hegelianism  guilty  by  as!:Ociation  with  Ge:nuan  political  and  
milita:z:y  eKcess  WiS  George  Santayana's  Egotism  in  Germm  Philosophy  (london,  1916).  'nlis  
hostile  accamt  of  Hegel's  notion  of  objective  mind  creates  a  caricature  oo.t  of  elements  dram  
fran  Fidlte  and  Nietzsche,  as  well  as  fran  Hegel  h:l.mgelf.  "The  exi.stent  did  not  really  concern  
him,  but  only  'knowled9'l, ,  that  is,  a  circle  of  present  and  object1ess  ideas.  •••  Egotisn  cOlld  
hardly  receive  a  IIOre  radical  exp:-ession  than  this:  to  declare  the  ego  infinite  because  it  can  
nerer  find  ~hing that  is  hE¥ond  its  range"  (po  75).  Sant.<vana  oaintained.  that  Ge:nuan  
philoscphical  idealisn,  by  attempting  to  bring  the  w:>r1d  ..zI.thin  the  ego,  had  made  the  external  
IIIOr1d  philosophically  insignificant  and  idealiem  a  philosop~ ol:eessed  with  externals.  The  
1iIIOrld  thus  conceived  'lliaS  the  plaything  of  individual  and  national  egos.  
12  J.S.  Haldane,  The  Sciences  and  Philosopb,y  (London,  1929),  p.  273.  This  WiS  first  delivered  
as  the  Gifford  Lectures  (University  of  Glasgow)·  for  1927-28.  
13  Henry  Jones,  The  Principles  of  Citizenship  (London,  1919),  p.  70.  
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general  will  can  be  taken  as  their  paradigm.  Their  ,p)int  of  departure  11188  the  phenanena  of  
individual  volition.  That  s:>ciety  is  "p:-ecipitate  with  instincts,  habits  and  dispa:litions  
which,  fran  the  first,  are  not  merely  individual,  but  point  bE!iond  individual  and  exclusive  
interests  to  an  interest  in  the  wb.:>le,"  is  explained  on  the  analogy  of  an  individual  pers:>n  
referring  "a  particular  object  to  a  whole  of  interest,  which  in  turn  is  overshadcwed  and  
penetrated  in  normal  cases  l:!Y  the  sense  of  the  individual's  interest  as  a  whole.  ,,14  The  p:'oblem  
of  reconciling  man  to  organized  society,  or  justifying  the  ways  of  the  state,  WiS  partioolarl¥  
acute  during  and  after  World  War  I,  because  nany  'Writers  in  nany  fields  ~re arcping  very  
forcefully  and  effectively  for  a  sharp  division  between  the  rationality  of  individuals  or  goall  
groups  of  people  and  the  atavistic  irrationality  of  nass  s:>ciety.  Although  they  drew  different  
conclusions,  Grahan  Wallas  and  Vilfredo  Pareto  are  prnue  e>tamples  of  how  ,p)tent  the  case  for  
collective  unreason  could  be,  and  several  of  the  British  Hegelians  felt  catpelled  to  take  
Wallas'  Human  Nature  in  Politics  into  accamt.  They  hen  to  sh:>w  that  the  seEmingly  inexplicable  
nass  of  inherited  custans  and  folkways  lIBS  "instinct"  with  a  noral  purpose  in  lIhich  the  
individual  pursuing  a  cd:lerent  fonn  of  life  for  himself  cmld  be  at  hane,  and  furthelll\ore,  that  
the  state  was  both  the  chief  agent  of  this  p:-ocess  and  d:!.ief  bulllBrk  agiinst  any  relapse  into  
barbarisn.  

Individuality  WiS  a  process  of  canprehension  in  both  senses  of  the  w:>rd  for  Bosarquet  and  
all  those  lesser  Hegelian  lig:,.ts  wb.:>  IIDre  or  less  fullowed  his  lead:  Henl:Y  .:bnes,  J  .H.  
Muirhead,  H.J.W.  Hetherington,  J.S.  Mackenzie,  Ernest  SaIker,  A.D.  Lindsay  and  E.J.  UrwicK.  The  
crux  of  their  psyclDlogy  of  the  general  will  WiS  the  individual  self  seen  as  the  foms  of  
collective  m:>ral  energy.  There  is  no  S\.Ch  thing  as  the  individual  standing  over  against  s:>ciety  
or  the  state.  He  or  she  ocmpies  a  place  in  the  s:>cial  order  - a  "station"  with  "d.:tties"  
which  mayor  may  not  change  but  \'Ihich  either  way  affords  the  only  point  fran  which  to  "foealize  
and  assimilate"  his  or  her  w:>rld.  "M:ln  is  neasured  l:!Y  his  w:>rld,"  says  .:bnes,  and  "he  helps  the  
w:lrld  at  the  level  on  which  he  finds  it,  and  he  finds  in  its  needs  his  fulcIUIII  for  raising  
it."15  It  was  an  activist  p:>int  of  view,  and  it  r8lUired  a  IIDrally  active  state.  Just  as  the  
individual  mamber  of  a  society  must  put  himself  out  into  the  world  and  make  as  much  of  it  a  
part  of  himself  as  he  can,  so  the  state  !lUSt  seek  to  canp:-ehend  and  identify  ..u.th  - make  a  part  
of  its  m:>ral  life  - m:>re  and  different  experiences  of  life.  

"The  sovereignty  of  states,  like  the  liberty  of  individuals,  depends  not  up:m  their  
privacy  but  upon  their  canprehension;  not  up:m  being  free  fran  the  w:>rld  rut  on  
finding  the  w:>rld  to  be  bone  of  their  bone  and  flesh  of  their  flesh." 16  

As  a  political  theo:r.y,  the  ethic  of  "canp:-ehension"  has  distinctly  aggressive  overtones.  
'iftlat  might  have  been  defensive  in  the  heat  of  battle  - Ha  state  that  does  not  advance  goes  
back,"  said  A.C.  Bradley  in  addressing  the  ethics  of  international  conflict  - can  appear,  nn  
hostilities  have  ceased,  to  be  nothing  so  lIIIlCh  as  a  version  of  what  was  bein:J  fought  against.  
However,  the  advance  referred  to  is  spiritual,  and  the  canp:-ehensive  state  is  not  a  closed,  
totalitarian  state  but  one  that  contributes  to  the  "total  w:>rk  of  hllllanit;y."  The  state  is  0Jr  

"nearest"  obligation  and  our  only  sclDol  of  civility,  rut  "insofar  as  the  state  is  the  guardian  
of  the  right  on  the  part  of  its  citizens  to  be  put  in  full  p:>ssession  of  thElllselves,  its  
highest  function  consists  pr:ecisely  in  the  extension  of  their  interests  to  mat  lies  bepnd  
itself.u17  

Those  men  who  learned  their  Hegelianisn  directly  fran  Green  at  Oxford  or  Caird  at  GlaS]ow,  
and  whose  thief  theoretician  WiS  Bernard  Bosanruet,  mir;l1t  be  called  the  second  <J!I18ration  of  

14  H.J.W.  Hetherington  and  J  .H.  !llirhe<rl,  Social  Purpose  (London,  1918),  pp.  84-85.  
15  H.  Jones,  The  Principles  of  Citizenship,  p.  72.  
16  Ibid.,  p.  64.  
17  ~ington and  lohirhead,  Social  Purpose,  p.  95.  
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British  Hegelians. 1B  There  was  a  loss  - perllaps  it  was  inevitable  - of  philosophical  p:>Wer  and  
sheer  intellectual  eKciteIrent.  The  enthusiaS'll  renained  high,  but  it  _s  sp:-ead  p:-etty  thin.  
Attempts  were  made  to  ass.imil.ate  new  intellectual  specializations,  in  some  cases  with  
disappointing  results,  and  a  welter  of  s:>cial  refonn  and  relief  activities  vere  entered  into.  
Bosan;ruet  himself  was  conscious  of  a  loss  of  concentration  on  the  "citizen  spirit,  the  
pulse-beat  of  the  s:>cial  heart,"19  and  of  a  dangar  that  philosqlh.ical  idealism  would  lose  sane  
of  its  adherents  to  other  refonn  creeds  witlDut  its  cdlerence  and  c:<mprehensiveness.  He  was  all  
in  favour  of  p:actical  applications  of  the  ethic  of  self-realiation,  of  decentraliation  of  
effort,  and  of  a  measure  of  local  control  over  the  organization  and  administration  of  
education,  public  w:>rks  and  even  sone  inwatry.  He  seized  ulPn  neigli:>ourrood  imp:-ovenent  
studies  both  at  home  and  in  America,  and  he  tried  to  srow  how  they  and  philcsophical  idealism  
could  be  mutually  enriching.  However,  Bosall:luet's  p:-imary  and  distinctive  purpose  was  to  impose  
sane  kind  of  order  on  all  this  activity,  to  relate  it  to  a  cannon  s:>cial  purpose.  

The  nost  canprehensive  unifying  fOlIllula  was  universal  education,  and  the  source  of  this  
app:-oach  could  be  traced  to  Green  - if  no  further  back.  The  ideal  lPlity  envisaged  l:¥  G!:'een  was  
dubbed  the  "educative  state"  by  Klaus  Dockborn.  One  of  the  undoubted  su:::cess  stories  of  British  
Hegelianism  was  orgmizing  adult  education  and  the  beginnings  of  a  national  system  of  edu::ation  
which  integrated  universities,  technological  institutes  and  canmunity  colleges.20  Of  COlI'se,  
the  educational  refolIll  lI\OVeIrent  p:-echtes  the  advent  of  Hegelianisn  in  Britain;  but  earlier  
advocates  such  as  Matthew  Arnold  and  Benjamin  Jowett  were  not  totally  unrelated  to  the  grCMt.h  
of  philosophical  idealism.  Its  success  "on  the  ground"  owed  a  lot  to  the  political  pover  and  
perseverance  of  some  of  its  idealist  pranoters.  R.B.  Halchne  in  the  camIhell-Banne!!llan  and  
Asquith  governn:ents  (not  to  mention  his  tenure  in  the  slDri::-lived  MacD:>nald  Labour  governnent)  
and  R.  L.  Morant  in  the  civil  service  are  the  two  IOClSt  notable  examples.  

Bosan;ruet  saw  his  own  role  as  primarily  educational.  TbrOlgh  such  organizations  as  the  
!ondon  Ethical  Society  and  the  Charity  Org:miation  Society  (in  ..nich  his  wife,  Helen  Denqy,  
was  very  active),  he  hoped  to  be  able  to  pranulgate  a  doctrine  of  refonning  patriotisn.  \mile  
he  could  s;q  that  "of  p:-actical  s:>ci all sm,  i.e.  the  w:>rkne.n's  OlI«le:rship  of  the  neans  of  
production,  we  cannot  have  too  much, "21  it  was  IOClre  typical  of  him  to  s8!j  that  he  anticipated  
an  increase  in  the  number  "of  men  and  wonen  of  the  wage-earning  class  who  have  had  soIlBthing  of  

1 B  The  two  who  have  been  IOClst  qwted  in  this  chapter  are  Heru:y  Jones  and  John  Heru:y  fuirllea:i.  
Henry  Janes  (1852-1922)  was  a  Welsh  sclDolteacher  who  entered  GlasgCJi/'  Uni versi ty  in  1875  and  
became  a  convert  to  the  Hegelianism  of  Edward  caird.  There  he  earned  a  fellcwship  in  
philosophy,  returning  to  teach  the  subject  at  University  College,  Aberystwyth  (18B2-84).  He  was  
successively  Professor  of  Philosophy  and  Political  Econany  at  Bangor  (18B4-91) ,  ProfesSlr  of  
Logic,  Rhetoric  and  Metaphysics  at  St.  Andrews  (1B91-94),  and  caird's  success:>r  as  Profess:>r  of  
Moral  Philosophy  at  Glasgow  (1B94-1922).  He  was  knighted  in  1912.  

John  Henry  Muirhea:l  (1855-1940)  was  another  caird  dis:::iple  at  GlasgCJi/'.  He  lect1.red  
successively  at  Holloway  College  (1B89-91),  Bedford  College  (1B91-97),  and  Mas:>n  Universit;y  
College,  Binningham  (1897-1900).  He  was  Profess:>r  of  Philosophy  at  Birmin<j:lam  Unive:rsity  £ran  
1900  to  1922.  A  founding  member,  with  Bos~uet, of  the  !ondon  Ethical  Societ;y,  he  was  also  
active  with  Janes  in  the  Wor1!ers'  Education  AsSlciation.  He  is  best  known  in  academic  circles  
as  the  general  editor  of  The  l>hirllead  Library  of  Philosophy,  whose  catlDlic  list  of  titles  
reflects  the  cairdian  ideal  of  reconciling  divergant  lPints  of  view,  ..nich  inspired  
corrupted,  some  would  say  - the  work  of  so  many  second-ganeration  British  Hegelians.  
19  B.  Bosall:luet,  "The  Duty  of  Citizenship, n  Aspects  of  the  Social  Problem  (london,  1895),  p.  
26.  
20  This  story  has  been  well  told  by  Peter  Q)rdon  and  John  NUte,  Philo60:@ers  as  Educational  
Reformers  (London,  1979).  
21  Quoted  in  W.S.  Fowler,  "Neo-Hegelianism  and  state  education  in  En;Jland,"  Educational  'lbeory  
(January  1959),  p.  59.  
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a  humanizing  and  fonnative  training •••• "22  Whether  the  mambers  of  the  "Great  Societ¥"  ~d be  
servants  of  the  state  or  its  IIOral  trustees  was  an  open  question  for  Bosayquet.  As  we  have  seen  
in  chapter  9,  he  emphasized  grrup  values,  even  at  the  expense  of  individual  values;  and,  like  
Haldane,  he  admired  the  national  efficiency  of  Germany.  It  would  be  instructive  to  caIp'lre  his  
position,  as  a  species  of  pluralism,  with  the  democratic  control  philosophy  of  the  C}lild  
socialist  G.D.H.  Cole.  In  IJOlitical  theory  the  British  Hegelians  ¥ere  reoolutely  p:-es::riptive,  
and  their  goal  was  to  heighten  the  sense  of  canmunit¥  purpose  in  order  to  \lOre  effectilrely  
canbat  entrenched  privilege  and  IIOre  confidently  drive  the  engine  of  sxial  refonn.  Fran  one  
perspective,  their  objective  was  a  oociet¥  of  self-fOssessed  individuals,  and  the  state  was  the  
principal  maans  to  that  end.  However,  they  ¥ere  the  artists  and  the  architects;  they  pa;lsessed  
the  vision  of  the  1IIh0le,  knew  the  grand  design.  In  the  design  of  the  world  spirit,  the  state  
was  not  destined  to  wither  away,  and  for  the  foreseeable  future  it  had  an  eld::ensive  
llIOral-educational  role  to  play.  \\bat  had  to  be  learned  was  the  necessit¥  of  somethiI¥]  which  can  
act  for  us  in  a  way  we  would  not  if  left  to  our  own  devices,  and  through  thich  we  can  translate  
impotent,  perhaps  conflictiI¥],  aspirations  into  rational,  because  realizable,  policies.  

" ••• for  a  true  canpcehension  of  grrup  life  it  will  always  be  necessary  to  refer  its  
inward  and  spiritual  side  to  somethlI¥]  like  the  general  will,  and  its  rutward  and  
visible  fonn  to  a  canplex  of  institutions,  and  thereby  to  set  its  rutward  and  inwrrd  
aspects  in  their  true  relation  to  each  other  and  to  the  oocial  unit¥."23  

It  is  the  task  of  the  state  to  expcess  that  relation,  and  only  the  state  can  accanplish  it.  It  
canbines  the  widest  extent  with  the  greatest  intensit¥  of  IIOral  force.  Smaller  units  lad!:  its  
objectivity,  larger  ones  its  cohesion.  

'lhis  theory  of  the  state,  drawn  fran  "lesser  and  IIOre  clear-cut  objects"  (i.e.  the  Greek  
polis),  deepened  and  eKpanded  by  Regel,  was  applied  to  late  nineteenth  and  earl¥  twentieth  
century  British  sxiety  by  the  philoscphical  idealists  with  SCllle  su::cess.  As  they  rere  the  
first  to  admit,  the  size  and  canplexity  of  the  IIOdern  state  - its  vast  wealth  unerenly  
distr1hlted,  and  its  retDteness  £ran  individual  lives  - made  it  extremely  difficult  to  explain  
in  tems  of  sharing  a  cannon  interest  and  IIOral  experience.  They  beliered,  however,  that  the  
persistent  fact  of  the  state  could  be  explained  only  in  these  tenus,  and  that  those  who  failed  
to  perceive  its  underlying  rationalit¥  and  nnral  purfOse  were  incapable  of  seeiI¥]  the  wood  for  
the  trees.  The  British  Hegelians  drew  encouragem:mt  in  this  belief  fran  the  mounting  evirence  
that  the  state,  far  £ran  wittrlrawing  or  atrcphying,  was  assllDing  nnre  and  \lOre  oocial  functions  
and  responsibilities.  The  First  w:>rld  war  put  their  theoJ:Y  of  the  state  to  a  test  thich  it  
apparently  failed,  because  it  was  widely  felt  that  the  war  demonstrated  the  nnral  badtruptcy  of  
the  nation-state  and  marked  the  end  of  its  era.  That  feeling  of  IIOral  revulsion  fuelled  mu::h  
wishful  thinking,  su::h  as  can  be  foWld  in  Bertrand  ~ssell's Principles  of  Social  
Reconstruction  (1919).  Few,  however,  did  not  renark  on  the  extraordinaJ:Y  l1Obilimtion  of  man,  
material  and  nnrale  effected  by  the  belligerent  states.  This  great  fact  of  the  twentieth  
century  has  still  to  find  an  adEquate  theo:r:y,  one  mich  seeks,  as  the  British  Hegelians  did,  to  
humanize  political  power  in  a  manner  free  fran  nnralistic  illusion.  

22  B.  Bosanquet,  Essays  and  Addresses  (london,  1889),  p.  28.  See  also  H.  obnes,  The  Principles  
of  Citizenship,  p.  117:  "The  State  is  an  educational  institution,  and  in  the  last  reoort  it  has  
to  teach  only  one  thing  - the  nature  of  the  'Fad."  
23  !!!!,  p.  xxxi.  
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