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PREFACE
Modern philosophy and social thought are preoccupied with the individual, or (as philosophers often entitle her) “the subject.” We analyze and address ourselves to a person who either does or should think for herself, seek to satisfy her own preferences, seek to be herself, and possess her own freedom and rights. On the other hand, we wonder whether in this preoccupation we might not be missing something of fundamental importance. Empirical scientists tell us that what we call “thinking for ourselves” is really just another causally determined process in nature; postmodernists tell us that the subject or the self, itself, is an illusion; defenders of traditional values tell us that a subject or self that sets its authority above that of tradition risks descending, if other selves act similarly, into a war of all against all; communitarians tell us that the individual’s identity ultimately depends on her social role, so the self’s supposed independence is illusory; socialists tell us that our preoccupation with individual freedom leads us to neglect the less individual but equally serious needs that we sum up under the heading of “welfare”; advocates of the public-spirited “liberty of the ancients” tell us that a community of merely self-interested, private individuals is impoverished and will lose even its private liberties; and religious thinkers tell us that insistence on one’s own freedom and independence can be self-undermining, if it denies one access to forms of nurture that can support a more successful and more satisfying selfhood.  

These critics raise important issues. It is indeed difficult to know how to relate the idea of free thought to nature as we normally understand it; the “subject” or “self” does often seem almost vanishingly abstract; it is not clear that the challenge that rational egoism poses to ethics has yet been effectively met, by ethical theory; people often do seem to flourish when they identify closely with pre-existing social roles; freedom of contract does become a less stirring slogan when people don’t have food to eat or a place to sleep; real public spirit does sometimes seem vanishingly rare in our times; and it does sometimes appear that people with access to religious or “spiritual” sources of nurture can flourish in ways that atheistic humanists may not flourish. In fact, it does not seem unreasonable to imagine that these apparent intellectual and practical failures of modern individualism may contribute to modern people’s  frequent failures to feel “at home” in their social and natural worlds, and to the lapses into selfishness,  ideological idees fixes, violence, and despair that are sometimes associated with these failures. 
The problem is that the alternative modes of life and thought that are projected by these critiques of modern individualism all seem, in their various ways, to threaten individuals’ freedom, which is something that many of us are loath, and feel that we have good reasons for being loath, to give up or to compromise. 

How can we address these issues, intellectually, without merely lapsing into one schematic extreme or the other, or settling for a merely formless and unprincipled “compromise”? The history of modern thought on these subjects contains one major thinker who not only refuses to lapse into any schematic extreme position on these issues but addresses them in a uniquely constructive way. That thinker is G. W. F. Hegel.

To cut through the confusion that, for many educated people, surrounds Hegel’s name, and that results from the great ambition, complexity, and novelty of his undertaking, combined with the religious and political controversies in which it has, almost from the beginning,  been caught up, one of the first things to realize is that the conception of rational freedom that is Hegel’s point of departure in his ethics and social philosophy and runs through his metaphysics and philosophical theology is very closely related to that of his great predecessor, Immanuel Kant. Whatever else they may think of Kant’s philosophy, few people will question his credentials as an individualist. His “motto of enlightenment: . . . Have courage to use your own understanding!” and his identification of rational autonomy—“the property which will has of being a law to itself”—as the foundation of morality are usually sufficient to establish those.
 Interpreters of Hegel naturally devote a lot of attention to his criticisms of Kant, and to the ways in which his theories of reality, God, knowledge, ethics, and society differ from Kant’s; but if we compare Hegel, instead, to really different thinkers like Thomas Hobbes, David Hume, Edmund Burke, or Friedrich Nietzsche, it becomes evident that rather than starting from completely different principles, Hegel relates to Kant in much the same way that Aristotle did to Plato: he is an ambitious and independent student, who wants to avoid what he sees as the errors and build on what he sees as the accomplishments of his teacher.

Indeed, what Hegel attempts to do with Kant’s fundamental ideas—and with individualism in general—is to preserve what is true in them, while reformulating them in such a way as to avoid the problems in which they otherwise become bogged down.
 In this way, Hegel’s project is precisely to overcome the schematic dualism of individualism and its opposites, so as to get at and do systematic justice to the truth both of individualism and of the important objections that are raised against it. If he succeeds in doing this, his structure of thought presents a constructive alternative to, and a model of how to improve upon, a great deal of present-day debate in the philosophy of the will, ethics, social and political theory, and philosophy of religion, and in endeavors as various as scholarship, political debate, personal self-examination, and spiritual life.

Because of the centrality of freedom in all of the issues that I listed, what enables Hegel both to overcome the schematic dualisms into which we are inclined to fall, in connection with these issues, and to avoid mere unprincipled “compromise,” is, precisely, his theory of freedom. The underlying idea of that theory is to understand freedom as finding itself not only in what it directly proposes to pursue and in the thought process that this reflects, but also in what at first seems opposed to these: in (for example) the mechanisms of one’s own bodily existence, or the intentions and desires of other people. Freedom, Hegel argues, is being “with oneself in the other” (paraphrase from PR §7A)—in what initially appears to oppose, conflict with, and detract from one’s freedom. This general idea is, of course, familiar to everyone who comments on Hegel’s thoughts about freedom. However, the background of the idea—what it is based on, how it is developed, and thus what it really means—are not so familiar. This is because that background and development are presented mainly in Hegel’s Logic (I use the capitalized term, “Logic,” to refer both to Hegel’s Science of Logic and to his shorter Encyclopedia Logic, which present substantially the same doctrines). What he develops there is then presupposed throughout his system, including the Philosophy of Spirit (the third volume of his Encyclopedia of the Philosophical Sciences ) and the Philosophy of Right, in which he presents his account of human affairs, including ethics and politics. Hegel’s Logic is notorious both for its difficulty and for the controversiality of many of its prominent claims, and these circumstances deter many scholars from engaging with it in detail. Consequently, many discussions of Hegel’s thinking about freedom, including almost all of those published in recent decades in English, neglect its foundation in the Logic.
 

In the Science of Logic Hegel explains the relationship between freedom and finitude or nature—the problem that Kant’s “two-worlds” or “two standpoints” (“noumenal”/”phenomenal”) account of freedom left, in the eyes of many of us, essentially unsolved—and thus shows what freedom involves and why it is reasonable to regard it as real. When it is understood, Hegel’s position on this issue will be seen to be one of the major historical proposals, in the same league with those of St. Thomas Aquinas, David Hume, Thomas Reid, and Kant, and having apparent advantages over each of them. It is also in the Science of Logic that Hegel presents his most fundamental account of the relationship between individual freedom and social membership—of why social atomism, and the egoism that it regards as paradigmatically rational, are not, in fact, fully rational (but the more rational alternative is not one that submerges the individual in a “collective” existence, either)—as well as the grounds for and the meaning of his famous dictum (with its apparent threat to the importance of the critical thinking, and thus the freedom, of individuals) that “the actual is the rational and the rational is the actual.” It will also turn out that understanding Hegel’s account of the relationship between freedom and nature enables us to interpret his “idealism”—his doctrine that “substance” is “subject,” or that being and thought are inseparable—in a way that makes it a plausible and attractive doctrine: clearly a metaphysical doctrine, but one that cannot fairly be accused of any kind of dogmatism. His argument for his idealism includes, as well, his critique—which is frequently referred to, but has never been well understood—of the idea of a non-conceptual “given” that is essential to knowledge. And finally, Hegel’s philosophical theology (which generations of “left Hegelians” have tried to ignore or to interpret out of existence, and which is founded on his account of “true infinity,” in the Science of Logic) turns out, like his account of the relationship between individual freedom and social membership, not to threaten, but rather to presuppose, the freedom of individual humans—while showing how that freedom connects them with something that goes beyond their isolated, merely individual existences (see chs. 3-6). Thus, rather than being a baroque collection of claims that are so exotic that it’s hard to  imagine taking them seriously, Hegel’s main doctrines in the Logic turn out to illuminate one another and to resolve fundamental issues in a way that lends credibility to all of them.
 

From the Logic I then proceed—after brief comments on the Philosophy of Nature—to the Philosophy of Spirit and the Philosophy of Right, in which Hegel elaborates the implications of his analysis for human life: the mind, ethics, politics, and economics, where again I will try to show that his main doctrines articulate the content and implications of individual freedom in a way that is very helpful in getting beyond the schematic oppositions that pervade our thinking and debate about these matters. 

Thus my investigation of Hegel’s theory of freedom, while it doesn’t attempt to clarify all of the major controversial issues in Hegel’s philosophical system, will clarify many of the best-known ones, and will deal with most of the major texts that expound the system. I hope that by doing so it will encourage readers to take Hegel’s philosophy as a whole more seriously than it has been taken, for almost a century in (at least) the English-speaking world, by anyone except a relatively small number of specialists. Where by “taking Hegel’s philosophy  seriously,” I mean: taking it not merely as a major historical influence on all sorts of other thinkers, but  as a major candidate for truth. 

As I mentioned, two main obstacles to a sympathetic reception of Hegel’s thought, since the 1830s, have been the political and religious controversies in which it has been involved. The last several decades of scholarship have done a lot to remove the political misunderstandings that afflicted the Philosophy of Right, especially in the English-speaking world, up through the 1960s—though there is certainly still room for productive clarification, to which I have tried to contribute in chs. 7-9. On the religious and “metaphysical” side, despite valuable recent work, there is still a major lack of understanding. “Left Hegelians,” who hope that what Hegel has to offer is compatible with atheist or agnostic humanism, do their thing, while “Right Hegelians,” who see Hegel as continuing the theistic tradition, do theirs, and the general intellectual public can be excused for being thoroughly uncertain about what Hegel’s position, if he even has one, really is. This book doesn’t examine the full range of Hegel’s writings that are relevant to theology and religion (it barely touches on his important lectures on the philosophy of religion). But by presenting a comprehensive interpretation of the philosophical theology that Hegel presents in his Logic and his Encyclopedia, it aims to put readers in a position to understand how the controversies about Hegel’s philosophical theology, from C. H. Weisse, Bruno Bauer, and Ludwig Feuerbach, in the 1830s and 1840s, down to Charles Taylor’s Hegel (1975) and Michael Theunissen’s Sein und Schein (1994), have arisen, to a large extent, from a failure to understand the subtle and powerful way in which Hegel’s philosophical theology, beginning with his conception of “true infinity,” goes beyond the traditional opposition between theism and atheism. It also aims to show how Hegel’s metaphysics and philosophical theology are intimately linked to his ethical, social, and political thinking, not in the way that his “left” critics fear (namely, by imposing an order on humans that originates in a power that is separate from and opposed to them), but rather in that  they provide his argument for the thesis that full freedom and individuality require ethics. 

It seems to me that the spiritual and intellectual progress that the world has made, through all of its travails, in the last century or so should make it possible, in our time, for Hegel’s proposal to be understood and to be appreciated more for what it is, and less for the stereotypes to which it is easy to assimilate isolated parts of it. The destruction of logical positivism or logical empiricism (which was the dominant program in Anglo-American philosophy in the twentieth century) by its own self-criticism; the renewed interest  in other philosophical and theological traditions that resulted, and the great work that has been done by historical scholarship on them; together with the ongoing self-examination and self-criticism of European and American politics, culture, and religion that has occurred, spurred on by painful experience, in the same period; has made us open to learning about new ways of thinking, and new ways of understanding our habitual ways of thinking. Hegel has a lot to offer to people in this situation. If I have contributed something to the appreciation of what he has to offer, I will be happy. 

NOTE: In order to be able to use the references to Hegel’s texts that I give in the course of my discussion, please consult the headnote under “List of Abbreviations,” above. This will enable you to interpret a system of reference which, though I think it is effective, is definitely not self-explanatory. 

Chapter 1. Introduction

1.1 Our Commitment to Individualism and Our Problems with It

1.1.1 We tend to think that a person’s decisions about what to believe should be based on her own thinking, rather than being a result of just taking things on authority. The idea of thinking for oneself is a major ingredient in the ideal of individual freedom. However, when we attempt to think objectively about the world as a whole, including ourselves as parts of that world, we may find reasons to wonder whether the idea of thinking for oneself is compatible with what we seem to learn about ourselves as parts of the world. Representatives of empirical sciences such as biology and psychology regularly tell us that there is no such thing as freedom. Even philosophers for whom freedom is an absolutely central concern, like Kant, despair of explaining how it could be compatible with a scientific view of reality. Nor is this scepticism or despair about freedom limited to thinkers who are preoccupied with empirical science. Thinkers in the Continental European philosophical tradition that derives from Nietzsche and Heidegger often associate freedom with the modern “problem of the subject,” and almost as often suggest that the only way to solve that problem is to abandon the notion of the “subject” (and the notion of freedom along with it).

1.1.2 In the realm of “practical” thinking, we tend to think that a person has good reason to seek to meet her own needs, satisfy her own desires, and defend her own rights. Like thinking for oneself in deciding what to believe, concerning oneself with one’s own needs, desires, and rights is part of living one’s own life—part of taking oneself seriously. These are the things, it seems, that one has immediate reason to seek. 

However, if what I have immediate reason to seek is to meet my own needs, satisfy my own desires, and defend my own rights, what reason (if any) do I have to help others to meet their needs or satisfy their desires, and what reason do I have to respect their rights? Of course, to the extent that helping others or respecting their rights increases the probability that my own needs (etc.) will be met, the case is no different from the initial one. Likewise if I happen to want to help others or to respect their rights.
 But what if, in a particular case, helping others or respecting their rights will not increase the probability that my own needs (etc.) will be met—and I don’t happen to want to help them or to respect their rights? What if, in a particular case (and taking reasonable calculations of all long-term consequences into account), theft, fraud or coercion seem likely to serve my needs and satisfy my desires better than helping others or respecting  their rights will?

This is the issue of the relationship between “rational egoism” and ethics, which philosophers since Plato have tried, in various ways, to address. None of their attempts is widely agreed to be successful or even promising, though each has its advocates. In chapter 2 I will canvass several of these attempts (Plato, Thomas Hobbes and David Gauthier, and Kant) and I will give reasons for thinking that none of them are fully successful. 

1.1.3 Then there is the issue of the relation between individuality, on the one hand, and common needs and social relationships, on the other. Even assuming that theft, fraud, and coercion are (for whatever reason) out of the picture: If each person seeks, initially, to meet her own needs, etc., it looks as though interactions between people are likely to take the form of bargaining over possible exchanges between them, in which each seeks maximum need or desire satisfaction or the maximum success of her freely chosen life-plan. Then the question arises, what about the value of welfare, which it seems may sometimes need to be purchased at the cost of some reduction in freedom (for example, of freedom of contract, or of the freedom to dispose of one’s own property as one wishes)? And what about the value of  participating in non-self-centered relationships like love, family, friendship, or fellow-citizenship, as these are (one might say) “traditionally” conceived? At first glance anyway, it looks as though a society of “self-actualizing” individuals—who live their own lives, think for themselves, seek to meet their own needs, and so forth—may not be able to ensure (except by compromising their guiding ideal) that their unlucky members don’t sometimes just fall by the wayside. This is the issue that has set libertarians, who present themselves as the advocates of individual freedom, against welfarists and socialists for a century and a half now. And it also looks as though a member of such a society may not be able to participate in relationships like love, family, friendship, and fellow citizenship, because her point of departure, in thinking about her relations with other people, will always be herself—her own life, her own needs, and so on—so that the closest she will be able to get to other people will be negotiating about trade-offs between their self-centered concerns and her own (and about how the rights of each will be respected). The suggestion that the individual may need or desire to have non-self-centered relationships just underlines the issue: How can she arrive at such relationships by negotiating with others about how everybody’s needs (and rights)—for these things among others—will be satisfied? For negotiation itself seems to involve a self-centered approach to one’s life. Something like this issue has been on the minds of romantic critics of Enlightenment individualism from the first reaction against the French revolution down to present-day “communitarianism.”
 And thirdly, will a society of self-actualizing individuals support a functioning democracy? Can we expect people who pursue their private interests in the manner of the so-called “liberty of the moderns” also to be active citizens, concerned with the public interest, in the manner of the republican tradition (the “liberty of the ancients”)?

1.1.4  Finally, there is the issue of “nurture” and God. Can a person avail herself of all of the effective forms of nurture that may be available to her, while at the same time being systematically skeptical about the motives and the claims of purveyors of purported divine revelation and comfort? Does the ideal of thinking for oneself (and thus preserving, at least, one’s freedom), together with reasonable assumptions about knowledge, lead to the conclusion that one can’t have knowledge about God—knowledge that could free one from a debilitating scepticism—and that one must simply choose between such scepticism, on the one hand, and blind (and therefore unfree) “faith,” on the other? Would the ideal of thinking for oneself entail rejecting such a God’s love, in any case, on the grounds that one should stand (like Lucifer) on “one’s own two feet”? Is Freud right in his view that religion is essentially a form of psychic infantilism, so that a true adult will have nothing to do with it?

1.2 Hegel Endorses Individualism—as a Point of Departure

1.2.1 Hegel is well aware of the challenge to human freedom that seems to be presented by the empirical sciences. He was so concerned about the apparent flimsiness of Kant’s defence of freedom that in an early phase of his own thinking, he sympathized with F. W. J. Schelling’s complaints, against Kant, that Kant underestimated the significance of nature. However, the point of departure of Hegel’s mature philosophical system, in the Science of Logic and the Encyclopedia of  Philosophical Sciences, is the concept of a determinate being, the “something” (Etwas), which is what it is by virtue of itself rather than by virtue of its relations to other somethings: that is, the point of departure is self-determination.
 Hegel finds major problems with this point of departure, problems that are summed up in his concept of “negation,” or being what one is by virtue of one’s relations to others; and those problems propel the unfolding of his philosophical system. Some of the things that he says in the course of that unfolding, such as that “what is rational, is actual, and what is actual is rational” (EG §6), may raise questions about whether Hegel does in fact adhere to the idea of freedom as thinking for oneself, in the sense of being free to criticize the actual world. But it’s clear that at least in his point of departure, Hegel could not give self-determination a more central role than he does; so we will have to see how this thought unfolds, in his system, and what the doctrines that appear to conflict with it actually mean. 

1.2.2 Like Kant, Hegel approaches ethics, and the issue of egoism and self-interest, by way of the idea of the self and the idea of being oneself or governing oneself—which he usually refers to as “freedom.” He assumes that an organism that is capable of being itself or governing itself cannot “gain” anything that would compensate it for a failure to do that. The key element in being oneself or governing oneself as Hegel analyzes it in the introduction to the Philosophy of Right (§§ 5 and 11-21) is stepping back from whatever inclinations, desires, or drives one may experience, and asking whether acting on them would fit into the big picture of a life that makes sense as a whole. Simply to act on one’s desires, as one happens to experience them, is to be governed by something that has nothing to do with a self, as such, but derives—through non-rational, causal processes—from whatever environment and biological heritage one happens to have been born into. To be oneself, on the other hand, is to examine these “givens” from the higher point of view of a life that makes sense as a whole, and to accept or reject them on that basis. This idea of being effectively self-governed, rather than being governed by what is other than oneself, was what Kant formulated with his contrast between the “hypothetical imperatives” of desire-satisfaction, on the one hand, and the “categorical imperative,” on the other hand, whose authority is based not on any felt desire, as such, but on thought, which goes beyond desire and thus makes it possible for the agent to have an effective self (whose dictates Kant identified with those of morality). Declaring that “knowledge of the will first gained a firm foundation and point of departure in the philosophy of Kant, through the thought of its infinite autonomy” (PR §135R), Hegel unambiguously endorses this Kantian conception of freedom as creating a self that can govern itself. 

Here again, Hegel will have a great deal to say about the way in which this sort of “freedom” needs to be articulated, concretely. That is the subject of the entire Philosophy of Right, as well as of the preparatory argument presented in the Science of Logic and the Philosophy of Spirit. But by taking this conception as his point of departure, Hegel makes it clear that—as it is for modern individualism in general, and certainly in its Kantian form—thinking for and being oneself is, in his view, not something to be rejected, but something the “truth” of which must be preserved throughout the subsequent development of his philosophical system.  

1.2.3 Turning to the issue of the relationship between individuality, on the one hand, and common needs and social relationships, on the other: the first topics that Hegel takes up, in elaborating the concrete implications of “freedom” in the Philosophy of Right, are property and contract. It is clear to him that exchange, and the ownership that it presupposes, are primary features of a world in which people are free. Later he tells us that one of the major domains of ethical life, “civil society,” is intended, as a system, to allow “private persons who have their own interest as their end” (§187) to go about their business.  That is, the mature Hegel—who has not studied Adam Smith and the other political economists for nothing—is very aware of the central role, in developed societies, of bargaining and exchange, and thus of contract, and of individuals who act (in certain contexts, at least) in “self-centered” ways.  Once again, that central role is far from being his last word on the subject of social life. But it is something that he endorses just as clearly as he does each of the other individualist principles that I have mentioned. So Hegel is going to have to show us how the apparently non-“individualist” social institutions that he will also endorse—in particular, the family, public welfare-promoting institutions, and the state—are consistent with the germ of truth in this idea of the “self-centered,” contracting individual: how love, family, friendship, welfare, fellow citizenship, and indeed active citizenship itself (the “liberty of the ancients”) can be reconciled with modern individualism. 

1.2.4 Finally, regarding the question of spiritual nurture that might support a more successful and more satisfying selfhood than atheistic or agnostic humanism can support: Hegel’s discussion of God, and God’s relation to the world, is identical with his discussion of freedom. This has led more than a few commentators to suppose that for Hegel, only God is free, and we finite human beings are only “vehicles” for this freedom that actually belongs to God, and not to us. However, as I said above (1.2.1), Hegel begins his system not with God, but with self-determination. God (as “Absolute Spirit”) is the system’s final concept, not its starting point. Hegel’s discussion, from its beginning, is aimed at finding out what it would be for something—initially, a finite thing—to belong to itself. He does indeed conclude that belonging to oneself (being self-determining) necessarily involves going beyond one’s finite characteristics, and he calls the result of that going-beyond “infinite” and divine. But he also says that this infinite or divine thing is not “a power existing outside” the finite (WL 5: 160/GW 21:133,39-1/145-146); rather, it is the finite’s going beyond itself. Thus, there is reason to think that he takes very seriously his starting point, in the idea of something that is self-determining: that he does not regard us merely as “vehicles” for something that is other than us, but rather as having a very intimate relationship with the infinite or the divine. He certainly doesn’t assert that God simply is us, finite humans. But neither does he assert that God is something simply other than us (“a power existing outside”). However it is to be understood (on which, see chapters 3-5), this intimate relationship is where Hegel thinks we find the possibility of nurture that is not the abandonment, but rather the full realization, of adult thinking-for-oneself. Since he presents this relationship and this possibility as subjects of (philosophical) knowledge, rather than of mere (individual) “faith,” his claims go well beyond what can be found in most modern philosophers—though not (as it happens) beyond what pre-modern philosophers, such as Plato, Aristotle, and St. Thomas Aquinas, thought that they could offer. The novelty of Hegel’s claims, in this area, is simply that the route by which he arrives at them starts, as I have been saying, with a full and explicit endorsement of the modern emphasis on individuality and thinking for oneself. 

 �Immanuel Kant, “An Answer to the Question, ‘What is Enlightenment?’” in Kant’s Political Writings, ed. Hans Reiss (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1970), p. 54; Groundwork of the Metaphysic of Morals, trans. H. Paton (New York: Harper, 1964), p. 114 (Ak. 447). It is true that some jaundiced observers have thought that they saw in the notion of autonomy the germ of later totalitarian developments, but I am not aware of anyone who thinks they can show such developments taking place within Kant’s own thinking. There are limits, of course, to Kant’s grasp of the practical implications of autonomy in connection with “marginal” groups such as women, non-Europeans, and people who possess no property, but these limits do not follow from his conception of autonomy itself, nor does he make a serious effort to show that they do.


�Hegel didn’t literally study with Kant, but Kant was the single most important influence on every student of philosophy in Hegel’s generation in Germany. Here are a couple of Hegel’s strong endorsements of Kantian ideas: “It is one of the profoundest and truest insights to be found in the Critique of Pure Reason that the unity which constitutes the nature of the Concept is recognized as the original synthetic unity of apperception, as unity of the I think, or of self-consciousness” (WL 6: 254/584); and “knowledge of the will first gained a firm foundation and point of departure in the philosophy of Kant, through the thought of its infinite autonomy” (PR §135R). I discuss Hegel’s controversial doctrine that “the actual is the rational” in chapters 4 and 5, and his critique of Kantian “morality” in chapter 8, and  in that chapter and chapter 9 I clarify some of the controversial statements by which Hegel is often taken to advocate the exact opposite of individualism, especially in politics. For an account of Hegel’s theories of freedom and ethics that makes clear their close affinity to Kant’s conceptions of autonomy and of morality, see Kenneth Westphal, “How ‘Full’ is Kant’s Categorical Imperative?” Jahrbuch für Recht und Ethik 3 (1995): 465-509, in particular pp. 491-509. On the side of theory of knowledge, Robert Pippin’s Hegel’s Idealism. The Satisfactions of Self-Consciousness (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1989) focusses on the continuity between Kant’s project and Hegel’s.


�Hegel has a favorite term, aufheben (translated as “supersede,” “sublate,” etc.), which has the dual meaning that I have just sketched. 


�The exception is Will Dudley, Hegel, Nietzsche, and Philosophy. Thinking Freedom (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002), which connects Hegel’s ethics in the Philosophy of Right to his analysis of the Concept, in the Science of Logic. Allen Wood’s Hegel’s Ethical Thought (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990), Alan Patten’s Hegel’s Idea of Freedom (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999), Paul Franco’s Hegel’s Philosophy of Freedom (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1999), and Frederick Neuhouser’s Foundations of Hegel’s Social Theory. Actualizing Freedom (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 2000) interpret and defend a good deal of what Hegel says about freedom in the Philosophy of Right and in parts of the Phenomenology of Spirit and the Philosophy of Spirit, but they neither interpret nor defend his discussions of freedom in the Logic. Likewise, Peter J. Steinberger, Logic and Politics: Hegel’s Philosophy of Right (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1988), does not examine Hegel’s treatment of freedom in the Logic; nor does Robert Pippin’s “Hegel, Freedom, The Will,” in L. Siep, ed., G. W. F. Hegel. Grundlinien der Philosophie des Rechts (Berlin: Akademie, 1997). Among scholars writing about the Logic in particular, Justus Hartnack, An Introduction to Hegel’s Logic (Indianapolis/Cambridge: Hackett, 1998), Clark Butler, Hegel’s Logic. Between Dialectic and History (Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 1996), and Pirmin Stekeler-Weithofer, Hegels Analytische Philosophie. Die Wissenschaft der Logik  als kritische Theorie der Bedeutung (Paderborn: Schöningh, 1992) touch on freedom more often than most do, but none of them consider the relevance of the Doctrine of Being, and of “Quality,” in particular, to the topic. Bernhard Lakebrink, Die Europäische Idee der Freiheit: I Teil, Hegels Logik  und die Tradition der Selbstbestimmung (Leiden: Brill, 1968), and Emil Angehrn, Freiheit und System bei Hegel (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1977), give extended attention to the discussions of freedom in the Logic, including the Doctrine of Being; and Brigitte Bitsch, Sollensbegriff und Moralitätskritik bei G. W. F. Hegel (Bonn: Bouvier, 1977) elucidates important aspects of Hegel’s relation to Kant on this issue. But none of the writers I have mentioned in this note, including Will Dudley in the book that I mentioned initially, brings out the train of thought by which Hegel links determinate being to true infinity; nor do they show how that train of thought serves to defend Kant’s basic conception of freedom against the criticism that it leaves us without an understanding of the relation between freedom and nature; nor do they show how Hegel’s argument to the Concept and the Idea serves to defend true infinity and ethics against the challenges posed by scepticism and “atomism.” Nor do Dieter Henrich, in his publications on the Logic, or Michael Theunissen, Sein und Schein. Die kritische Funktion der hegelschen Logik (Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 1980), or John Burbidge, On Hegel’s Logic: Fragments of a Commentary (Atlantic Highlands, NJ: Humanities Press, 1981), or Klaus Hartmann, Hegels Logik (Berlin: DeGruyter, 1999), or Christian Iber, Subjectivität, Vernunft und ihre Kritik. Prager Vorlesungen über den Deutschen Idealismus (Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 1999), or Andreas Arndt and Christian Iber, eds., Hegels Seinslogik. Interpretationen und Perspektiven (Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 2000), or any other work on the Logic that I have found.


� I should note, however, that the Science of Logic contains a couple of main doctrines that I have not been able to consider in detail, namely, its analyses of “judgment” and “syllogism.” Since these are areas where the book deals with the topics of the traditional discipline of logic, my neglect of them means that I also have little to say about the relationship between Hegel’s Logic and the formal logic of Frege, Russell, et al. 


�An influential recent argument along these lines is Richard Rorty’s Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1979). Rorty claims to find similar conclusions in the writings of John Dewey and Ludwig Wittgenstein, as well as in Heidegger.


�Thus, to act on one’s own desires is not necessarily to be selfish, since some of those desires may be desires that the needs or desires of other people should be satisfied. But of course it may be the case that one does not desire these things; and then if one is guided only by one’s own desires, the result will be selfishness. 


�Early critics of the Enlightenment who had some thoughts along these lines include Johann Gottfried Herder, Edmund Burke, Novalis (Friedrich Hardenberg), Friedrich Schlegel, and Joseph de Maistre. For references to present-day communitarians (Robert Bellah, Amitai Etzioni, Alasdair MacIntyre, Michael Sandel, Charles Taylor), see the footnotes to 9.2, below.


�This question, much discussed recently under the heading of “liberalism versus (civic) republicanism,” was a central issue for Rousseau and was posed in these particular terms by Hegel’s French contemporary, Benjamin Constant. For references to Constant and to present-day civic republicans (A. Oldfield, Quentin Skinner), see 8.3, below. One of the most fundamental challenges to Hegel that Karl Marx raises in his Critique of Hegel’s Philosophy of Right, ed. Joseph O’Malley (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1970), a manuscript that he wrote in 1843, is the charge that Hegel has not shown how or why the self-interested bourgeois would be able to concern himself with the public interest: “In virtue of its character, civil society, or the private estate, does not have the universal as the end of its essential activity. . . . In order to achieve political significance and efficacy it must rather renounce itself as what it already is, as private estate. . . . This political act is a complete transubstantiation. . . . The individual must thus undertake a complete schism within himself. . . . The existence of the state as executive is complete without him, and his existence in civil society is complete without the state” (op. cit., pp. 76-8; translation revised). I discuss Hegel’s anticipatory response to this challenge in 8.8.2.


� Sigmund Freud, Civilization and Its Discontents, trans. J. Strachey (New York: Norton, 1961), pp. 20, 21, 22.


� Actually, the Logic’s point of departure is in the concept of “being,” as such. Determinate being, and the “something” that is what it is by virtue of itself (has “reality” [Realität¨] and “being-within-self” [Insichsein]), are specifications of what is supposed to be implicit in being, as such. Details on this are given in chapter 3, below.





