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Chapter 2. Naturalism, Plato, Kant, and Hegel on Reason, Freedom, Responsibility, Ethics, and God

In this chapter I turn to a more detailed exposition of how Hegel, and several other major thinkers including the “naturalists” or “empiricists”—Thomas Hobbes and David Hume and their successors—and Plato and Kant, develop the idea of the individual who thinks for herself and is responsible for her actions. What does this thinking for oneself involve, in practice? Do we have reason to regard it as something that can really happen, so that it is truly appropriate to hold people responsible—to praise them or blame them—for their actions? Would the individual’s thinking for herself reduce or increase the likelihood that she would treat other individuals in a way that is in keeping with morality or ethics? And how would a person who thinks for herself relate to “God”? Should she reject the idea of God, as someone whose existence is unproven and who (if real) would interfere with her thinking for herself, or is there a conception of God that is consistent with, and even reinforces, the idea of individual freedom and thinking for oneself—and whose existence might even be provable? 

2.1. Kant and Hegel on the Will

In 1.2.2 I sketched Hegel’s conception of an individual’s practical freedom, which depends on her stepping back from whatever inclinations, desires, or drives she may experience, and asking whether acting on them would fit into the big picture of a life that makes sense as a whole.
 I pointed out how this point of departure seems strikingly individualistic: how it reflects the idea that one should think for oneself, rather than allowing any authority, or any external chain of causes (such as the chain of causes that produced one’s desires, or the chain of causes that produced one’s society, and its influence on oneself), to determine what one will do. Hegel regards the individual’s freedom as the one thing that she cannot rationally consider giving up in exchange for anything else that she herself might enjoy.
  

How can an individual act in a way that is not determined by her desires? She can consider whether it makes sense, all things considered, to act on the desires that she feels, or whether her life would make more sense if she formed a different desire or desires. No doubt it may take some time to cultivate, in oneself, desires that are different from the ones that one feels at the moment. But it seems that it can be done. We can cultivate new desires by putting ourselves in situations that will inspire new kinds of awareness, or by practicing behavior which, when it becomes habitual, produces corresponding new desires. If I find myself wanting to strangle my boss, I can seek out situations in which I can get to know her good qualities, and to sympathize with the difficult experiences through which she acquired her bad qualities, thus creating some desire to express that sympathy in my actions; and in general I can intentionally practice restraining myself from acting in ways that express my anger physically, thus acquiring or strengthening a habit and a desire to act in accordance with that habit (as part of my habitual “sense of myself”). Both of these intentionally acquired desires—the desire to express my new-found sympathy, and the desire to act in accordance with my habit of nonviolence—will tend to counteract my desire, in certain circumstances, to strangle my boss. 

A critic might suggest that in acquiring these desires I would simply be acting on a (second-order) desire to have or to act on a different (first-order) desire, so that it is not really possible for me to act in a way that is not determined by desires of some kind.
 Explaining action always in terms of desires may seem more consistent with a naturalistic view of humans; while explaining it, instead, as sometimes resulting from insight into what would make better sense of one’s life may seem more consistent with the first-person point of view—with our personal experience of what we think of as learning, acquiring insight, and acting on it. “Naturalism” often claims to focus on where the real “oomph” in human action comes from—namely, desires, passion, etc.—and accuses Kant’s and Hegel’s notion that we can and should step back from desires and evaluate them from a “higher” point of view (the point of view of the Categorical Imperative, or the point of view of Hegelian “universality”)  of depriving action of the “oomph” that alone motivates it. David Hume wrote that “reason is and ought to be the slave of the passions, and can never pretend to any other office than to serve and obey them,” and Bernard Williams argued that genuine reasons are all “internal” to the agent for whom they are supposed to be reasons: that a person whose “subjective motivational set” contains no desire, or “disposition of evaluation, pattern of emotional reaction, personal loyalty, or commitment” that could lead him to ‘phi,’ has no reason to ‘phi,’ and there is no reason for him to ‘phi.’
 T. M. Scanlon replies that “If I believe that I would have reason to ‘phi’ in circumstances C” (and that this reason is not a function of any desire or disposition that I feel or possess, but rather simply of the sort of action that’s appropriate in circumstances C), “and that Jones’s situation is no different from mine in relevant respects, then the universality of reason judgments forces me to the conclusion that this reason counts in favor of ‘phi’-ing in his case as well”—so that I must believe that there is indeed a reason for Jones to ‘phi,’ regardless of whether he has in his “subjective motivational set” anything that could lead him to ‘phi’ in circumstances C.
 Here again there seems to be a gap between what is suggested by one point of view (namely, Williams’s third-person contemplation of what reasons someone other than himself “has”) and what is suggested by another point of view (namely, Scanlon’s first-person contemplation of what it means for him to make the judgment that he himself has reason to do something). The third-person point of view suggests that all of one’s reasons depend on one’s “subjective motivational set”; the first-person point of view suggests that they don’t.
 Although Williams makes it clear that he is not primarily concerned with the explanation of people’s actions (which presumably is primarily a third-person exercise), but rather with what it is rational for people to do, he doesn’t consider the question of whether one could maintain his (Williams’s) rejection of “external reasons” in regard to the fully first-person question of one’s judgments about what one has reason, oneself, to do. 

Kant was so concerned about the apparent contrast between the point of view of explanation and the point of view of first-person decision-making that he sometimes postulated a separate “world” for each of them: the “phenomenal” world for the third-person point of view, in which actions are explained by inclinations, and the “noumenal” world for the first-person point of view, in which actions are decided by rational thought. Skeptics naturally wonder what is the relation between these two worlds, and how one could arrive at knowledge of the reality of either of them, from within the other one. Why should a scientist, whose normal domain of knowledge is the “phenomenal,” third-person world, view the “noumenal,” first-person world as, in any sense, real? In his more guarded moments, Kant puts his idea in terms of two “standpoints” rather than two “worlds”; but a similar problem presents itself even for this formulation. Why should the occupant of one standpoint regard the contents of the other standpoint as real? How should we understand the relation between the two “standpoints,” and can such understanding, itself, qualify as “knowledge”? Hegel’s account of the relation between freedom and nature, which I will examine in detail in the next four chapters, argues that when we think carefully about what we can and should mean by “reality,” we find that it requires a systematic combination of both points of view—the naturalistic or “finite” one and the first-person or “infinite” one—and that it will not allow us to promote one of them as more fundamental or more true than the other. (This systematic combination is first articulated, in Hegel’s Logic, as “negativity” and “true infinity,” which I explain in chapter 3, and later as the “Idea” and “Spirit,” which I explain in chapters 5 and 6.) If Hegel’s argument is a sound one, then evidently we can have knowledge of the systematic relationship between the two points of view, so the skepticism to which Kant’s inadequately explained dualism is vulnerable, can in fact be overcome by Hegel’s revised version of Kant’s view.  

In the Introduction to his Philosophy of Right, Hegel gives a brief argument against taking human action to be, in every case and entirely, a response to desire as such. This argument isn’t intended to address the broad skeptical questions about the relation between nature and freedom, and third-person and first-person points of view, that Hegel addresses in his Logic, but it is a revealing argument, nevertheless. The argument is that I seem to seek a standard by which to assess my desires (PR §§ 17–18), that finding such a standard would involve systematizing my desires in some rational way (§19), “purifying” and “forming” them into a life that makes sense as a whole (§§ 19 and 20), and that the search for such a standard or rational system or life that makes sense as a whole is not simply an effort to satisfy as many desires as possible (a “sum total of satisfaction” [§20]); rather, it is an effort to bring something that deserves to be called a will, and freedom, into existence (that is, it turns out that “the will has . . . itself as infinite form, as its content, object, and end” [§21]). For insofar as my actions are simply the results of prior causal chains, originating in my heredity and environment and operating through my desires, without any integrating agency that seeks to make coherent sense of the lot of them, it looks as though it is not really me that is acting; “I” am just the accidental point of intersection of these various causal chains. In such a case, there is no sense in speaking of a “will”: what is going on is simply mechanical causation. If, on the other hand, I think that I have a will, or would like to have a will, then what I have or would like to have is something that integrates these various causal inputs in a way in which they would not, by themselves, be integrated. That is, to have a will in the sense that Hegel has in mind—one that “has itself as its content, object, and end”—is precisely to have something that goes beyond what Williams calls the agent’s “subjective motivational set,” perhaps i n a way that’s similar to Scanlon’s maker of first-person judgments about what he himself has reason to do. 

A defender of the naturalistic project of explaining all action in terms of desire might respond to this argument of Hegel’s by suggesting that if a human being can sometimes seek to have a “standard,” so as to integrate her causal inputs in something like the way that Hegel describes in PR §§ 17-21, this simply reflects another, distinctive desire—a desire to have such a standard, to integrate one’s inputs in this way. The defender of naturalism would have to grant, as well—since this is an essential aspect of the phenomenon in question—that this “desire” is experienced as having an authority that other desires do not have, so that in cases of conflict between it and possible desires (say) to act in ways that are completely unconscious, scattered, and whimsical, it is always clear to the agent which desire she should, in principle, put first. A defence of the desire theory which took this line would concede everything that Hegel is concerned about, since it would grant the reality of the phenomenon that he is drawing attention to. The form of the desire theory that conflicts with Hegel’s view, on the other hand, is the normal one in which an agent experiences a variety of desires, no one of which has authority (though it may have sheer strength) that the others lack. In relation to that sort of theory, the phenomenon that Hegel is pointing to does seem to constitute a genuine challenge, since it purports to embody something—the authority of the rational system that represents selfhood, as opposed to mere scatteredness—that is not on the same logical level as the desires that that rational system seeks to systematize.

Another way to describe Hegel’s challenge is to say that he is asking, why should I regard any given desire as the final authority on what I should do? To the extent that I do that, I am not stepping back from my desires; I am not distinguishing myself from them. The project of having a “standard,” of integrating one’s desires into a coherent picture, is the project of existing as a functioning self distinct from one’s particular experienced desires. Against recent desire theories of the good, Elizabeth Anderson writes:

Naturalists try to substitute for the question: do these facts merit this attitude? the question: do these facts cause this attitude? I believe that no matter how the facts are presented to a person however naturalistically constituted, she always has room to ask whether her resulting attitudes are rational or merited or endorsable. She has no reason to give up evaluative reasoning.
 [last emphasis added]

This is exactly Hegel’s point. To which he adds that only insofar as one is interested in this latter question (the question whether one’s attitudes are rational or merited or endorsable) does one actualize what he calls a “will,” by being interested in whether one’s life really does make sense as a whole (the question that constitutes the “absolute abstraction or universality” that Hegel associates with the first moment of the will [PR §5]). 

For these reasons, then, Hegel’s premise in his ethical writings is that we can step back from our desires (from second-order desires, if we have them, as well as from first-order desires) and ask ourselves which ones it would make the most sense to act on, and which it would make the most sense to resist. It is a premise that corresponds closely to what Kant had assumed in his writings on ethics, where he argued that we judge ourselves, morally, against the standard of a “good will” that seeks only to do what is right, regardless of what its feelings or “inclinations” may be at the time. Kant, too, traced the importance of this standard to the importance of being “free” in the sense of being self-governing: “What else then can freedom of will be but autonomy—that is, the property which will has of being a law to itself?”
 The admirable quality of the “good will,” as Kant conceives of it, is precisely that it is fully self-governing in this way: that it is not governed by mere feelings or inclinations, but by the self, itself. What is admirable is not just that (as Kant is convinced) such a will can only act morally; even more fundamentally, it is that such a will, by rising above the person’s feelings and inclinations, is fully a will: that through it, the person is fully self-governing. Hegel alludes to this agreement between his own approach and Kant’s when he says, in the Philosophy of Right, 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” (§135R).

It’s worth mentioning, before we go on, that Hegel’s conviction that knowledge of the will first gained a firm foundation and point of departure in Kant’s philosophy, through the thought of its infinite autonomy, was not widely shared among the generation of German philosophers that came to prominence after Hegel’s death. Arthur Schopenhauer, for example, who expressed great sympathy with Kant’s dualism of phenomena and things-in-themselves, nevertheless poured scorn on Kant’s idea that autonomy (in the form of the Categorical Imperative) is the fundamental principle of ethics.
 Friedrich Nietzsche likewise entertained himself by making fun of Kant’s Categorical Imperative
; and the twentieth century’s dominant skepticism about ethics in general did not allow a sympathetic return to Kant and Hegel, on this issue, until both existentialism and logical positivism had run their courses.
 Before elaborating further on Kant’s and Hegel’s idea, however, I need to note two forceful criticisms of Kant’s formulation of it that were registered, early on, by Hegel himself.  

2.2. Is this “Freedom” Actually Slavery (for the “Inclinations”)?

In an unpublished essay written in the 1790s, entitled “The Spirit of Christianity and Its Fate,” Hegel commented on Kant’s conception of freedom as rational autonomy (which Kant took to be instantiated in moral duty) that

Between the Shaman of the Tungus, the European prelate who rules church and state, the Voguls, and the Puritans, on the one hand, and the man who listens to his own command of duty, on the other, the difference is not that the former make themselves slaves, while the latter is free, but that the former have their lord outside themselves, while the latter carries his lord in himself, yet at the same time is his own slave. For the particular—impulses, inclinations, pathological love, sensuous experience, or whatever else it is called—the universal is necessarily and always something alien and objective. . . . One who wished to restore man’s humanity in its entirety could not possibly have taken a course like this.

The Tungus and the Voguls are Siberian tribes. All of the examples that Hegel mentions here—with the exception of “the man who listens to his own command of duty,” which is his own ironical addition—are in fact taken from Kant’s Religion Within the Limits of Reason Alone (1793).
 Kant suggests there that both the Tungus and the Voguls, and the European prelate and the Puritans, are ruled by something external to themselves, which they seek to appease; and Hegel suggests, in his turn, that in Kant’s conception of rational autonomy there is an opposition between reason and particular impulses, inclinations, sensuous experiences, and so forth, which renders part of the person alien to and a slave of the other part, so that—to that extent—the person “is his own slave.” 

Is this early critique of Kant’s idea of achieving freedom by judging one’s inclinations from the point of view of a “higher standard”—which is a critique that has been shared by many other readers of Kant, from Friedrich Schiller to the present—also, in effect, a critique of Hegel’s own later endorsement of the search for a “standard” that reflects the self’s freedom better than its desires do? Hegel did not conclude, in his mature philosophy, that his early critique of Kant, on this point, had been mistaken. What he did conclude is that there is a way of appealing to a “higher standard” that doesn’t involve “enslaving” or rendering “alien” what is lower than that standard. He gives his formula for this revision of Kant’s conception of autonomy in PR §11:

The determinations of the difference which is posited within the will by the self-determining Concept appear within the immediate will as an immediately present content: these are the drives, desires, and inclinations by which the will finds itself naturally determined. This content . . . does indeed originate in the will’s rationality and is thus rational in itself; but expressed in so immediate a form, it does not yet have the form of rationality. (PR §11; emphasis altered)

It is only when the will has “itself as infinite form as its content, object, and end” (PR §21) that it is rational (and thus free) not only “in itself”—as its content of drives, desires, and inclinations is said to be, in the block quote—but also “for itself” (PR §21). That is when the content of drives, desires, and inclinations, which “originate in the will’s rationality,” will receive the “form of rationality.” When a single “rationality” makes a transition, in this way, from “in itself” to “for itself,” the resulting “higher standard” emerges from what it governs, and thus is not alien to it, and doesn’t “enslave” it.

But what is this emergence? In what sense could the “drives, desires and inclinations . . . originate in the will’s rationality” (aus der Vernünftigkeit des Willens herkommen), and what is the meaning of the contrast between rationality “in itself” (which they are said to have) and rationality “for itself,” or the “form of rationality” (which they are said to lack)? These key questions are not answered in Hegel’s Philosophy of Right, but only in his Logic and his Encyclopedia of the Philosophical Sciences, first of all in his derivation of “true infinity” and the “Concept,” in the Logic, and finally in his account of how nature becomes Spirit, in the Encyclopedia. The essential message of all of these is that reason is not the polar opposite of the drives, the inclinations, the senses, and nature, but rather something that represents the full realization of a need or a project—the single “rationality” that Hegel refers to in our quotation from PR §11—that is already present in the drives, etc., though only “in itself,” or implicitly, and not yet “for itself,” or explicitly. How this can be, I will explain in chapters 3-6, below. My purpose in this introductory discussion is simply to let you know that Hegel is intensely aware—having made a big fuss about them in his youth—of the issues, about what we might call “polar opposites,” that arise in connection with a rationalism like Kant’s, and although he does not intend to resolve those issues by eliminating either “pole” (as the naturalists, for example, eliminate the pole of the authority of reason), neither does he intend to leave the polarity in its state of “alien”-ness and unresolved antagonism. His entire philosophical system, including his famous “dialectic,” is intended to avoid the two unsatisfactory results that I have just mentioned. 

2.3. Is this “Freedom“ Ethically Empty? 

Hegel’s second forceful criticism of Kant’s understanding of autonomy forms the context of his statement —to which I’ve been directing attention—of his agreement with Kant’s general principle of autonomy (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”):

However essential it may be to emphasize the pure and unconditional self-determination of the will as the root of duty—for 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 . . . —to cling on to a merely moral point of view without making the transition to the concept of ethics reduces this gain to an empty formalism, and moral science to an empty rhetoric of duty for duty’s sake. . . . It is impossible to make the transition to the determination of particular duties from the above determination of duty as absence of contradiction, as formal correspondence with itself, which is no different from the specification of abstract indeterminacy. . .  On the contrary, it is possible to justify any wrong or immoral mode of action by this means. . . . The fact that no property is present is in itself no more contradictory than is the non-existence of this or that individual people, family, etc., or the complete absence of human life. But if it is already established and presupposed that property and human life should exist and be respected, then it is a contradiction to commit theft or murder; a contradiction must be a contradiction with something, that is, with a content which is already fundamentally present as an established principle. (PR § 135R)
Hegel here implies that Kant’s test of whether a person is acting autonomously boils down to whether the person’s will is or is not in “contradiction” with itself. Though in this simple form this is probably not an accurate account of how Kant understands the Categorical Imperative’s “universal law” test,
 Hegel’s passage nevertheless raises an important issue for Kant and for the concept of autonomy, which is, is it possible to be autonomous without concerning oneself about the autonomy of other people? That is, is it possible to be autonomous without concerning oneself about ethics? (Hegel’s term for Kant’s conception of ethics, and others that he associates with it, is “morality” [Moralität], while his term for his own conception is “ethics” [Sittlichkeit], but for present purposes I am using the two words interchangeably.) Kant, as is well known, maintains that immoral autonomy is not a logical possibility; this is a major claim of his Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals (see Ak. 447: “a free will and a will under moral laws are one and the same”) and his Critique of Practical Reason. Hegel evidently is questioning whether Kant has in fact shown this to be the case.
 He is implying that for all that Kant has shown, a person could be perfectly autonomous while showing no respect for “property and human life,” and likewise, no doubt, for ethics in general.  

So here again, Hegel thinks that Kant has left a major issue about the nature of practical individualism unresolved. Hegel doesn’t conclude that Kant was wrong about the importance of autonomy, but he thinks that crucial work remains to be done in order to show that autonomy doesn’t have massively antisocial implications. Before I go into more detail about this issue, I first want to address one more objection to Kant’s conception of freedom as self-government, which is not an objection that Hegel raises but is one that is very often raised, and that certainly needs to be addressed. 

2.4. Is this “Going Beyond . . . “ Really “Freedom”?

Though they differ, as I’ve been saying, about whether to interpret the relation between freedom and nature as a “polar” opposition and about how to demonstrate that freedom and ethics go together, Kant and Hegel both believe that freedom depends upon the capacity to go beyond one’s felt inclinations, desires, etc., and to seek a higher standard to guide one’s actions. An objection that is often raised against their view, could be put as follows. “Freedom isn’t a capacity for a certain kind of thinking;  rather, freedom is simply the ability to act in a way that is not determined by anything but oneself—to act in a way that isn’t caused by the world outside oneself. Surely you couldn’t hold a person responsible for an action that was caused by the state of the world before she was born, and which, with sufficient knowledge of that state and of the laws of nature, could have been predicted before she was born.” Kant himself seems to be strongly influenced by this thought when he concludes that freedom can’t function in the same world, or (at least) be understood from the same standpoint, in which causation and nature function or are understood. This thought, that freedom is essentially simply the occurrence of acts of willing that are not caused by anything prior to themselves, has been argued for by a number of philosophers, including the eighteenth-century Scottish philosopher Thomas Reid and the twentieth-century philosophers, C. A. Campbell, Roderick Chisholm, and Peter Van Inwagen, who are commonly referred to as “libertarian” or “voluntarist” theorists of freedom and responsibility. 

The voluntarist position certainly has some intuitive force. Kant, as I say, seems to concede its argument; Hegel, however, as I said in the previous section, goes to considerable lengths to show that we don’t need to think of causation and freedom as incompatible, polar opposites. I’ll lay out his argument on this subject in chapters 3-6. Here I want to address, initially, the simple claim of voluntarism that the crucial requirement, for responsibility, is that the action was not caused by anything other than the agent.  This claim raises the issue of what it is, positively, for an action to be caused by the agent. It is presumably not enough that the action wasn’t caused by something other than the agent; for that would leave open the possibility that the action was purely random, not caused by anything at all. Kant’s answer to this question, which Hegel agrees with, is that the action is caused by the agent if the agent is capable of being guided by a higher standard than her inclinations (by a standard that is, as Kant says, “categorical”), and if nothing prevents this guidance from being effective, in the particular case. Kant’s reason for saying that this capability must be present and potentially effective is that if it is absent, or prevented from operating, there is no point in saying that a responsible “agent” is at work in the action. If uncaused “actions” simply happen, inexplicably, there is no point in holding anyone responsible for them, or in speaking of an “agent,” or of “actions,” at all. What is present is simply these random, inexplicable events. If there is to be a point in speaking of “responsibility,” “agent,” “actions,” and so forth, it must be—Kant and Hegel say—because what produced the “actions” was, in fact, something that is capable of evaluating actions, and in that way of being at work and involved in them, rather than producing them either randomly or automatically. 

At this point I must mention a third, competing view of responsibility, in addition to the voluntarist view (according to which responsibility requires, primarily, the absence of a cause that is other than the agent) and the Kant/Hegel view (according to which responsibility requires the presence of something that’s capable of “evaluating” actions—of being guided by a standard that’s higher than her inclinations). This third view is advocated by the same “naturalists” whom I described as defending the theory that actions are to be explained solely as resulting from desires. Leading representatives of this position are Thomas Hobbes and David Hume, and what they say about responsibility is that there must, indeed, be a point in saying that an “agent” is at work, in an “action,” but that, contrary to Kant and Hegel, this point involves nothing as fancy as a capacity for “going beyond” inclinations or desires, to some supposedly “higher standard”; what it requires is simply that the action was caused by characteristics of the agent, such as her generosity, her greed, or her compassion, and not by some external coercing force, such as a robber holding a gun to her head.
 If the action was caused by these characteristics of the agent, then the action isn’t merely random or inexplicable, and it does make sense to speak of an “agent,” and her “actions”—even if (contrary to voluntarism) these characteristics of the agent may in turn have been caused by circumstances that were outside the agent herself, such as the childhood environment that trained her in a certain way, or the evolutionary history that produced her genes. This naturalistic view is commonly referred to as “compatibilism,” because it defends (against voluntarism) the compatibility of responsibility and natural causation. And it has the advantage, against the Kant/Hegel view, that it requires only a very simple conception of human beings and their practical functioning, according to which humans, like other animals, act simply in order to satisfy desires that they feel, and not in accordance with some supposedly higher standard, the source of whose authority may seem—at least to non-religious people—to be unclear. The naturalistic view seems to show how it can make sense to speak of responsibility and agents and actions, without appealing to the “higher” capacities that the Kant/Hegel view appeals to. 

However, the naturalistic view also has problems. The naturalist grants that for some psychological traits, the explanation of their presence in the agent is simply outside her. For traits of that kind—for which (according to the theory) the agent is not responsible, because her acquisition of the trait doesn’t reflect other traits that she already had—one would like to know, what makes the agent responsible for actions that are caused by this trait? It’s hard to know what the naturalist can say at this point, except that the agent simply is  this trait (and others like it). But this doesn’t seem to agree with experience. However greedy or compassionate I may be, and however unapologetic I may be about my greed or my compassion, it seems unlikely that I would agree that if I lost my greed or my compassion, I myself would no longer be present, or that my presence would be “reduced” proportionately to the weight of these traits in the basket of traits that constitutes me.   

Furthermore, many of the most difficult practical issues in determining responsibility have to do with deciding whether a person who has certain psychological characteristics should, in fact, be held responsible (and praised or blamed) for actions that result from those characteristics. For example, kleptomania and schizophrenia are psychological characteristics that give rise to actions for which the agent is often not thought to be fully responsible. Why is it that the agent is responsible for actions that result from her greed or compassion, but not for actions that result from her kleptomania or schizophrenia? Naturalistic compatibilism doesn’t seem to offer a ready explanation for this difference.
 Kant’s and Hegel’s approach, on the other hand, addresses it directly. Greed and compassion are both traits that the agent might be able to do something about, by efforts of the sort that I described in 2.1, above (self-training), if she evaluated them by reference to a “higher” Kantian or Hegelian standard and concluded that they failed to meet that standard—whereas kleptomania and schizophrenia don’t seem to respond to this sort of treatment. That’s why we say that since a person who is in the grip of schizophrenia “doesn’t understand the difference between right and wrong,” and since although a person who is in the grip of kleptomania may understand that difference, she is unable to bring this understanding to bear on her actions (which seem not to respond at all to what she thinks), such people aren’t fully to blame for whatever they do in these circumstances. The Kantian/Hegelian “higher standard” account explains the relevance of what everyday discussions of responsibility refer to as “understanding the difference between right and wrong,” whereas naturalistic compatibilism, in its classical forms at least, simply doesn’t come to grips with the issue.

Nor does voluntarism address this issue. Kant’s and Hegel’s rationalist approach (“rationalist” because it ascribes to reason the ability to go beyond desires or inclinations, in practical reasoning) is the only one of the three approaches I’ve mentioned that does address it. Voluntarists like to describe their theory as the only theory of “real freedom,” since it focusses on the most abstract characterization of freedom—a characterization that many people are instinctively attracted to—which describes it as the opposite of causation or “determinism.” By excluding actions caused by anything other than the agent, voluntarism seems to focus more sharply than naturalistic compatibilism does on the issue of what makes an action the agent’s “own.” But since the Kant/Hegel approach addresses the way we discriminate in practice between actions for which people are responsible and actions for which they aren’t responsible, where we might say that the latter actions happen “through” the agent, but only the former ones are really the agent’s “own actions,” the Kant/Hegel approach very much addresses the issue of what makes an action the agent’s “own,” and indeed it seems to address it with greater subtlety and realism than the voluntaristic approach does. When we appreciate this difference between voluntarism and the Kant/Hegel approach, we might begin to wonder whether the primary issue, in regard to responsibility, really is the question of whether there were causes outside the agent that influenced her decision; or whether, on the contrary, the primary issue is whether the agent was able to go beyond her feelings and inclinations so as to understand the difference between right and wrong, good and bad. 

If we conclude that Kant and Hegel are right about what the primary issue is, here, we will certainly still need to address the issue of how or in what sense it is possible for a person to go beyond her feelings and inclinations, if she is still subject to causal influences from the world outside her and before her birth. That is, the issue of the relation between the possible truth of natural “determinism,” on the one hand, and responsibility, on the other, will still need to be addressed; which is why both Kant and Hegel do address it, Kant by way of his dualism of the noumenal world versus the phenomenal world, and Hegel by means of his account of true infinity, the Concept, and the nature/Spirit relationship. In Hegel’s case, the same undermining of “polar opposition” by which he overcomes the “alienness” that he criticized in Kant’s dualism of reason versus the inclinations (2.3), also undermines the polar opposition of natural determinism and responsibility.  (I will explain all of this in chapter 3.) But the initial reason why Hegel is able to address the determinism/freedom issue—about which voluntarism makes such a fuss—in a very different way from voluntarism, is precisely that Hegel shares with or derives from Kant the view that the primary consideration, with regard to responsibility, is not the presence or absence of external causal influences, as such, but the agent’s possession of the capacity to go beyond her feelings and inclinations so as to understand the difference between right and wrong, good and bad. 

The advantage that the Kant/Hegel approach seems to have over both naturalistic compatibilism and voluntarism—namely, that it can explain the agent’s “ownership” (of the actions for which she is responsible) in a way that seems more subtle and realistic than either of the other approaches—explains why, despite the Kant/Hegel approach’s relative complexity and distance from some of our first thoughts about responsibility, there is nevertheless a long tradition of theories of human functioning and responsibility that resemble the Kant/Hegel approach more than they resemble either naturalistic compatibilism or voluntarism. Something like Kant’s and Hegel’s approach seems to be implied by, for example, Plato’s account of practical reasoning and the “soul,” in Republic book iv, and Aristotle’s account of practical reasoning in Nicomachean Ethics books i-iii; and something like it has also been influential in recent decades among quite a few Anglo-American philosophers who write about freedom and responsibility—though they often tend to associate their thinking more with the model of Plato than with those of Kant or Hegel, no doubt because Kant’s example is rendered confusing by his simultaneous attraction to voluntarist incompatibilism (and as for Hegel’s example, it simply isn’t understood, so hardly anyone cites it).
 

2.5. Individualism and Ethics: Hobbes and Gauthier

Now I want to return to the issue of the relationship between individualism, or individual freedom, and ethics. Does caring about one’s own freedom give one any reason to care about the freedom of other people, to respect their rights, and perhaps even to aid them when they’re in trouble? Kant and Hegel both think that the answer to this question is yes, and they offer importantly different arguments for that conclusion. Hegel’s argument for it will occupy us in chs. 3, 5, and 6. Before outlining and criticizing Kant’s argument, in this chapter, I first want to survey (as I did in the previous section) a couple of the major alternative proposals, in regard to this issue, that have been made in the history of western philosophy, so as to give us an idea of the “environment” of Kant’s and Hegel’s thinking on this issue. Familiarity with the strategy and the weaknesses of other proposed solutions can help us to appreciate the distinctive character and the strengths (as well as, perhaps, weaknesses) of Kant’s and Hegel’s approaches. 

The first major proposal that I will consider is Thomas Hobbes’s, whose basic assumptions still make up—in the form of what is now called “rational choice theory”—one of the most influential conceptions of how a rational individual would deal with other individuals. Closely related to the “naturalism” about human functioning that I discussed earlier, rational choice theory is probably the single most influential conception, in the present-day social sciences, of human behavior. In his Leviathan (1651), Hobbes describes the difficult situation of humans in a “state of nature,” in which there is no order imposed on all of them either by external force or by inner conscience, so that each must always be afraid that others will use force to deprive her of anything that has value. (Hobbes recognizes that some people will want to act fairly towards others, but points out that one cannot assume that this will be true of every individual one meets, so fear is always in order.) Assuming that humans fear death and want consumable goods, Hobbes argues that it will be rational for them to agree to obey a sovereign power that will impose some sort of collective order, and thus reduce their fear and protect their enjoyment of those goods.  The question then arises, will it be rational, for humans who have entered the rational “covenant” to obey the sovereign power, to follow through and actually do so—to obey the sovereign’s law even when (for example) it looks as though they might profit, personally, by disobeying it? The person who holds that covenant-breaking can be rational, Hobbes describes as a “fool,” arguing that since someone who is caught breaking his covenant may lose all the benefits of membership in society—may be expelled into the wilderness, back into the “state of nature”—the possible loss is too great to be justified by any possible gain (Leviathan, chapter 15, §5). However, we who run similar risks of violent death every day when we cross the street (the risk of being hit by a truck) or take a shower (the risk of breaking our neck) may reasonably wonder whether it is clearly irrational to run such risks, if the probability of the disaster is small enough and the size and probability of the gain that we have in view are large enough. 

So Hobbes seems not to have shown that obeying the public authority is always the best way to secure safety and other goods for oneself. It is true, of course, that if there are many “fools,” who reason that they can do better for themselves by breaking their covenants when it looks as though their chances of getting away undetected and unpunished are very high, then the public authority may not serve its purpose: everyone, the “fools” included, may be just as unsafe as they were before. If all are equally rational, and if all have only the sort of motives that Hobbes says we can count on humans to have (the desires for safety and for goods that they personally can consume), then the covenant and public order may collapse. So the success of the “fools’” strategy, in individual cases, is likely to depend upon most people either being conscientious covenant-keepers or not being smart enough to see that Hobbes’s argument for keeping one’s covenant is not cogent. In such a situation, the “fool” will be what we nowadays call a “free rider”: one who takes advantage of other people’s support of a public institution, by enjoying its benefits without paying her share of the costs. Opportunities for this sort of free riding seem to be present often enough that the “fool’s” strategy can hardly be dismissed as, in general, an irrational one. 

Thus Hobbes’s argument for obeying a public authority that one has helped to set up seems to be flawed. Recently, however, David Gauthier has shown, based on premises similar to Hobbes’s, how it could be rational to acquire a disposition to obey rules that one has agreed with others to set up—provided that others are also likely to obey them—rather than to take advantage of opportunities to secretly break the rules, as the “fool” advocates.
 Gauthier points out that individuals who acquire such dispositions may be able to participate in societies that are more productive (of the goods that they value) than societies that are composed of individuals who insist on making sure that their particular actions produce the most good for themselves that they could produce. For there will be less need for individuals to protect themselves against being taken advantage of, in a society where people are disposed not to take advantage of one another; and the effort that would have gone into such protection can then be invested in producing other goods. And if the society, as a result, produces more of these other goods, the individual is likely to do better than she could in a less productive society. In this way Gauthier argues that individuals who have dispositions to obey the rules, rather than making exceptions on their own behalf, may do better, and that it can therefore be rational for them to acquire such dispositions. Thus he seems to have answered Hobbes’s “fool.”

In doing so, however, he brings out a feature of the Hobbesian approach to practical reasoning that suggests that what it justifies may not be “morality” as many of us understand that term. Gauthier intends to demonstrate the rationality of morals, as the title of his book—Morals by Agreement—suggests. Hobbes himself did not discuss morality as such; rather than asking whether or not we should obey certain rules, he asked whether or not we should obey a sovereign power. But Gauthier’s approach is like Hobbes’s in the conception of practical reasoning that it employs: it aims to show that the obedience that it considers (which in this case happens to be obedience to agreed-upon rules) can be rational in that it produces, for each of us, more of what each of us values than disobedience can produce. 

In the course of spelling out the details of the bargaining process by which individuals could arrive at the rules that they will agree on, Gauthier (unlike Hobbes) considers the possibility that some participants in the process may be handicapped, in comparison to others. The types of handicaps that he mentions are ideological or psychological factors; historical factors like the community’s customs; and differences in technological knowledge that enable some individuals to employ superior firepower to coerce others (Morals by Agreement, pp. 230-231). Any of these handicaps can cause an individual to accept a set of rules that are unfair to herself, but the best that she can negotiate under the circumstances. In extreme cases they can make it unnecessary for others to enter into any agreement with her at all. Gauthier mentions the case of the Spaniards who overcame the Indian civilizations of the Americas, and who saw no need to enter into any agreement with the Indians that would limit their power to exploit them. He concludes that where there are differences in technology like those between the Spaniards and the Indians, his argument for mutual agreement is inapplicable. “In reconciling reason and morals,” he writes, “we do not claim that it is never rational for one person to take advantage of another. . . . Such a claim would be false. . . . Morals arise in and from the rational agreement of equals” (p. 232; emphasis added)—which the Spaniards and the Indians, with their differing levels of technological knowledge, were not.  

This conclusion, however, must make us question in what sense it is morality that Gauthier’s argument has “reconciled with reason.” Is the fact that a set of rules is agreed upon and obeyed by a group of people, when disobedience in particular cases would sometimes benefit individuals more than the obedience that they in fact exhibit, enough to qualify those rules as “morals”? If there can be people who don’t qualify for participation in such an agreement, because they lack (for example) relevant technological knowledge, then the rules contained in the agreement don’t appear to match the rules that we commonly refer to as “moral,” because the latter rules are generally supposed to protect the ignorant as well as the knowledgeable. 

It is true that most leading moral theories have difficulty accounting for some categories of obligation that common sense morality assumes we have. For example, the Kantian theory has trouble making sense of our feeling that we should not cause unnecessary pain to non-human animals. But the kind of obligation that Gauthier’s theory fails to account for, being an obligation toward what may turn out to be quite a large percentage of one’s fellow human beings, constitutes a particularly blatant problem. If Gauthier’s argument is the best one that can be constructed on the basis of  a conception of practical reasoning as aiming at maximizing the satisfaction of the individual’s desires or preferences, then it looks as though the kind of morals that most people usually think they operate by cannot, in fact, be reconciled with that kind of practical reasoning. 

2.6. An Early Critic of Hobbes and Gauthier: Plato on the Will and Justice

However, despite the current prestige of the rational choice theory, it is not the only conception of practical reasoning that has been taken seriously in our philosophical tradition. There are others, and others which have been thought to relate to morality in ways quite different from the Hobbesian way. One of them was developed almost two thousand years before Hobbes by Plato, in his Republic, in direct response to the weakness of the “rational choice” approach as the latter was exhibited by Glaucon in his famous challenge to Socrates at the beginning of Republic, book ii. Glaucon—speaking not for himself but for the sophists whom he wants Socrates to refute—first sketches a “social contract” theory of the origin of mutual restraint, in which people judge that they stand to lose more by other people’s predatory behavior, in the state of nature, than they stand to gain by their own, and so they “decide that it is profitable to come to an agreement with each other neither to do injustice nor to suffer it” (359a).
 Glaucon goes on to say, however, in the spirit of Hobbes’s “fool,” that someone who had the power to do injustice with impunity would be “mad” not to do it. He illustrates this claim with the story of the shepherd, an ancestor of Gyges of Lydia, who found a ring that made him invisible and thus enabled him to seduce the king’s wife and make himself king. “Someone who didn’t want to do injustice, given this sort of opportunity,” Glaucon goes on, “and who didn’t touch other people’s property would be thought wretched and stupid by everyone aware of the situation, though, of course they’d praise him in public, deceiving each other for fear of suffering injustice” (360d). Having shown in this way the great opportunities that can be open to some who are willing to act unjustly,  and the apparent irrationality of refusing to do so, in favorable circumstances, Glaucon gives Socrates a challenge resembling the one that the “fool” issues to Hobbes: to show that justice (in Hobbes’s case, keeping one’s covenant) is the best policy.

However, there is an important difference between the two challenges, a difference that reflects the fact that Glaucon assumes that no response along the lines of the one that Hobbes attempts can do the job. Rather than asking Socrates to show that just action will yield the agent more goods other than justice itself—as Hobbes tries to show of covenant-keeping—Glaucon asks Socrates to show that justice itself, the quality of acting justly, is so valuable that it benefits the agent more than any goods other than justice could benefit him. This may sound like an even more difficult task than the one that Hobbes and Gauthier have failed to accomplish, but Socrates had invited the request by suggesting initially that this is the way he regards justice (357d), and this view of his in fact provides the framework for the entire, very un-Hobbesian theory of rationality and justice that he unfolds in the remainder of the dialogue. 

There are two kinds of reason that Glaucon may have for assuming that a “rational choice,” social contract approach cannot do the job that needs to be done. One is the problem of would-be “free riders” like the “fool”—the problem that Gauthier addresses (and which is illustrated so dramatically by the story of “Gyges’s ring”). Glaucon may see that an argument for mutual agreement that can convince potential free riders may have to do so at the expense of excluding from fair participation in the agreement many of the people whom we thought justice or morality was supposed to protect (as Gauthier’s argument in fact does exclude them). The other reason Glaucon undoubtedly has is that an argument that seeks to show that justice or morality can yield greater amounts of goods (other than justice or morality itself) to the person who practices it, seems not to explain why people might value justice or morality for their own sake, and why they might not just approve of, but admire a person who values them in that way, and acts accordingly. (Remember Kant’s view that the “good will” is something that we find admirable.) These features of justice as it is understood by many of his contemporaries (though perhaps not by those who favor the social contract theory of justice) are the ones that Plato focuses on as the keys to his own, contrasting view of both rationality and justice.

He outlines that view in book iv of the Republic  and elaborates on it in books v-ix. For present purposes, a brief sketch of Plato’s view will be enough.
 Plato proceeds from an analysis of the human “soul.” Though he concludes the dialogue with a story of rewards and punishments in the underworld after death (the “myth of Er”), and he had presented famous arguments for the soul’s immortality in the Phaedo, Plato makes no appeal whatever to immortality in the course of his argument for justice in Republic books iv-ix. This argument is based not on the soul’s possible immortality but rather on the complexity of its functioning—on its “parts,” and their relationship to one another. Plato argues that in view of the internal struggles that we observe in human beings, we must conclude that their psychic functioning has at least three distinct parts:  the appetitive part, the “spirited” (emotional) part, and the rational part. The appetites—drives and desires, we might say—want what they want. Every human has many of them. Sometimes we experience an appetite that we think we should not satisfy, and we may experience a struggle between the appetite and this thought. The thought, and whatever influence it has, represents the operation of the rational part (439b). The third part, the “spirited” part, steps in when we become angry at our appetite for resisting the influence of our reason—or angry at other people for acting in ways that we consider unreasonable (439e-440d). Thus, the spirited part allies itself with the rational part; but we can tell that it is distinct from the rational part because sometimes it is hasty, rushing forward to insist on what it considers reasonable, while the voice of reason itself is raising doubts or objections which it isn’t immediately able to make heard on account of the passionateness of the spirited part (see 441b). 

Now what Plato says about these parts of the soul is that the soul, and thus the person, is not well off unless all three are in harmony with each other, that harmony being the situation in which the rational part is deciding which appetites should be satisfied and which should not, and the appetitive part is complying with the rational part’s decisions, and the spirited part, likewise, is paying attention to the rational part, rather than rushing out on its own. When this is the case, Plato says, the person “binds together those parts . . . and from having been many things he becomes entirely one, moderate and harmonious. Only then does he act” (443d-e; emphasis added). 

When Plato says that “only then does [the person] act”—only when her three parts have reached a harmonious unity—he is pointing to the same capacity for unity, in the self or the will, that Kant and Hegel are concerned with, and which writers like Hobbes and Gauthier do not identify as an issue. Whether they should identify it as an issue is a question that I will come back to. First, however, let us close the circle of Plato’s argument. What does all of this unity in the soul have to do with justice? 

The connection, Plato suggests, is transparent. Plato entitles the soul’s internal harmony “justice” (this seems reasonable to him because he has devoted book iii and parts of book ii and iv to describing a similar harmony in the city, which he also calls “justice”), and it seems clear to him that a person who has this inner “justice” cannot act unjustly in relation to other people. Plato’s reason for believing this is not merely that he has given the internal and external phenomena the same name, but rather that injustice must represent “a rebellion by some part against the whole soul in order to rule it inappropriately,” so that “the turmoil and straying of these parts are injustice, licentiousness, cowardice, ignorance, and, in a word, the whole of vice” (444b). Comparing the appetitive part to a many-headed beast and the rational part to a “human being within,” Plato writes that someone who maintains that injustice profits a person “is simply saying that it is beneficial for him, first, to feed the multiform beast well and make it strong, . . .; second, to starve and weaken the human being within, so that he is dragged along wherever either of the other two [parts] leads” (588e). In other words, Plato suggests that someone who acts unjustly toward other people must be acting under the influence of one or more appetites, uncontrolled by their rational part, and thus not harmonious and unified but full of strife and disunity.  

It is because a person’s interest in acting justly towards other people reflects, in this way, her inner harmony and unity, and because that harmony and unity is (in Plato’s view) an admirable thing, to be valued for its own sake, that Plato thinks he has shown how and why many people are inclined to view justice as something valuable for its own sake, and to view people who care about justice for its own sake as admirable. What they care about, he thinks, is something that is higher than the satisfaction of particular appetites, and which can be seen to have a special value that transcends all such satisfactions. To see that value and to be guided by it is to reach a higher level—the level of “unity,” as I have been calling it—than a person who guided merely by appetites, as such, can attain. 

Is Plato right in thinking that someone who acts unjustly toward other people must be acting under the influence merely of appetites, uncontrolled by their rational part? This view certainly seems plausible in many particular cases. People who take advantage of other people are often acting under the impetus of strong desires or passions, and in ways that they might not approve of if they were able to reflect calmly on whether it is really best for them to satisfy those desires or passions in this case. But can we be sure that all injustice is necessarily like that? Are we sure that it is not possible to pursue what most people would call an unjust course of action—even a course of action that the agent herself would call unjust—in a perfectly calm and dispassionate manner, as a result of the fully rational judgment that she has more to gain from it than from acting justly, in this case?

We can infer that Plato sees this weakness in the position that he sketched in book iv, because he goes on in subsequent books of the dialogue to consider in more detail what the rationality of the “rational part” consists in. If it is merely the ability to calculate how best to satisfy desires that the agent happens to have, or the ability to choose a consistent set of those desires to satisfy, so as to avoid conflict among actions aimed at satisfying one desire and actions aimed at satisfying others, there seems to be no reason to expect it to be incompatible with calculating, dispassionate injustice toward others. If, on the other hand, it revises the desires that it is given, or generates new desires of its own, there might be reason to expect this to have more interesting implications. Plato’s analysis of knowledge, in the famous sections of books vi and vii that use the analogies of the sun, the line, and the cave, is directed specifically at knowledge of the good, with the goal of explaining how we can reasonably revise the conceptions of a good life that are suggested by our desires as they are initially given, and work beyond such simple accounts of the good as those that identify it with (say) pleasure or knowledge, as such (505a-c) (accounts that Plato himself appeared to be attracted to in earlier dialogues such the the Protagoras and the Phaedo). Describing this in the terms that we used in connection with Kant and Hegel, we would have to say that Plato says that knowledge of the good requires us to “go beyond” our initial desires or our initial theories, towards a “higher standard.” In book viii, Plato describes a series of personalities—the timocratic man, the oligarchic man, the democratic man, and the tyrannical man—who all exhibit rationality of one kind or another. For one thing, each finds an inadequacy in the personality that precedes him in the series, which leads him to formulate his substitute model personality. But none of the four of them engages in anything like the comprehensive inquiry into what is good, questioning all desires and all theories, that Plato’s suggested theory of knowledge calls for. At one point or another, they all plunk for an unexamined desire or passion or “theory of the good”—the timocrat for honor, the oligarch for money, the democrat for a fair, but undiscriminating treatment of all of his desires, and the tyrant for a ruling passion that involves the development of demanding desires and ambitious plans to satisfy them.
 Plato’s “philosopher,” on the other hand, seeks to live a truly good life, which involves questioning all of these desires and theories, so as to seek knowledge of what a truly good life would be. 

To suggest how there might be such a thing as a truly good life, and how we could achieve knowledge of what it would be, T. H. Irwin sketches how a person might seek to find out what constitutes a “worthwhile job” for himself:

He may find that some job does not fulfil his ideal, since he finds something lacking when he tries it. The problem is not that the job fails to contribute instrumentally to some determinate end, that, for instance, it produces too small a quantity of some internal glow or feeling of satisfaction, but that, he finds on reflection, it does not satisfy the vague ideal it was supposed to embody. Since the ideal was vague, he may discover what it requires only when he finds that his present job does not match it; he may not have realized that he values peace and quiet, or challenging work, until he tries a job without them. [The method here is that] someone proposes candidates for ultimate end, and, when he reflects on them, expresses demands which he could not have expressed previously, and realizes their deficiencies. This is the process Plato advocates both for gaining knowledge and for rational deliberation to guide the choice of ultimate ends. The elenctic process described in the Cave, and the ascent described in the Symposium and mentioned in the Republic [490b], are the same process, using the same methods. (Plato’s Moral Theory, p. 235) 

This description should remind us of Hegel’s claims that I seek a standard by which to assess my desires (PR §§ 17–18), that finding such a standard would involve systematizing my desires in some rational way (§19), “purifying” and “educating” them into a life that makes sense as a whole, for me (§§ 19 and 20), so that I can have something that deserves to be called a “will,” and “free” (§21). Plato, like Hegel, is trying to describe how we figure out what it is that we aspire to, and he is arguing that what we really aspire to (when we approach the question with the open mind of “the philosopher,” rather than the ultimate arbitrariness of the timocratic man, the oligarchic man, etc.) is not just an accidental fact about ourselves, but reflects something that is defensible as being objectively good for us—a truly good life.

Naturally, this picture invites the objection, from a believer in desire-satisfaction like Hobbes or Gauthier, that all that Plato’s “philosopher” can really find out is what he desires. The searcher for a worthwhile job, a Hobbesian would object, is merely discovering in more detail what he wants, not discovering anything that is defensible as “objectively good” for him in any sense that goes beyond the fact that he desires it. What is good for him is simply whatever satisfies his desires. 

Plato’s response to this objection is that insofar as one takes a mere “given”—any particular desire or passion, as  one experiences it—as the final authority on what to do, one’s rational part is not doing its job, and one lacks the inner unity (harmony) that is the only non-negotiable necessary ingredient in a good life. As Elizabeth Anderson says, “no matter how the facts are presented to a person however naturalistically constituted, she always has room to ask whether her resulting attitudes are rational or merited or endorsable.”
 To which Plato adds that only insofar as one is interested in this latter question—the question of whether one’s felt attitudes are rational or merited or endorsable—is one’s rational part doing its job. And only insofar as one’s rational part is doing its job, does one “from having been many things . . . become entirely one” (443d-e; emphasis added); only then, as Hegel would say, does one’s will “have itself as infinite form, as its content, object, and end” (PR §21): only then (as I put it) does something that deserves to be called a will (or, indeed, a self, or freedom) come into existence. Inquiry into what is objectively good—the famous Platonic theme of the “Forms,” of which the Form of the Good is the supreme instance—is important for Plato precisely insofar as it makes it possible for a person to become “one,” or (as Kant and Hegel put it) to become self-governing, and thus free. 

Assuming that we grant Plato this important anti-Hobbesian point—that a good life must involve this oneness, via inquiry into the Good—will his argument for justice go through? According to Plato’s more sophisticated account, in Republic books v-ix, a person’s motivation is not just given to her; rather, she can give new shape to her desires, and perhaps generate brand new ones, in response to the insight that she achieves into the good. Thus, it is possible that she might shape or generate desires for the welfare or virtue or just treatment of others, even if she starts out with no such desires. As far as the Republic goes, however, we do not discover why she should shape or generate such desires. In his reconstruction of Plato’s argument, Irwin turns at this point to the speech of Diotima in Plato’s Symposium (to which he thinks Plato alludes at Republic 490a8-b7).
 In her speech, Diotima (as reported by Socrates, who no doubt is speaking, as usual in the later dialogues, for Plato) gives reasons why a true lover of “virtue” in the sense of excellence—which is certainly one thing that a “philosopher,” as described in the Republic, must be—will wish to “give birth” to virtue in others (209c). This, Irwin suggests, is how Plato argues that a person whose rational part is doing its job must be concerned with the welfare of others (by being concerned about their virtue, which, insofar as it reflects their rational functioning, will be a major part of their welfare). If fellow-citizens influence each other’s virtue, to some degree, and thus can be concerned about each other in the same way that Diotima’s lover of virtue is concerned about others—as opportunities to “give birth” to more of what they value in themselves—that may be a sufficient basis for the ordinary duties of justice between fellow-citizens.

This highly suggestive, but undeveloped argument is spelled out further by Aristotle in his account of friendship, and of civic friendship in particular, in his Nicomachean Ethics. Even there, however, its relevance to the rationality of acting justly is still not made fully explicit, so that it is only a minority of Aristotle’s readers who take him to be addressing that issue at all.
 In chapters 5 and 6, I will suggest some affinities between what appear to be Plato’s and Aristotle’s arguments for the rationality of justice, and the extended argument for the same conclusion that Hegel presents in his Logic and Philosophy of Spirit (and presupposes in his Philosophy of Right). The main thing that I wanted to draw attention to here is the continuity between Plato’s and Hegel’s accounts of practical rationality, in contrast to the Hobbesian/empiricist approach. To finish setting the stage for Hegel’s argument in his Logic and Philosophy of Spirit, the indispensable final step is a sketch of Kant’s account of practical reason, and the argument for morality that he bases on it, to which I turn in the next section. 

2.7. Kant on Autonomy and Ethics: The Apparent Failure of a Great Argument

As I indicated in 2.1, Kant is in basic agreement with Plato and Hegel on the relationship between rational self-government and desire. In Kant’s view, a person (Sally, for example) who aims to be self-governed will fail if she is governed by the desires that she happens to have, for these desires—as they initially present themselves—are not herself; they are given to her by her biological inheritance or her environment, and she (on the other hand) is the one who has to decide, in each case, whether this desire is a desire that she has reason to act on, or not. This is the idea underlying Kant’s “Categorical Imperative”: an imperative that is “categorical” is one whose relevance does not depend upon the person in question having any particular desire. But if a person is not to be governed, ultimately, by her desires, and if her actions are not to be purely arbitrary (because “self-government” can hardly be government by nothing at all), there must be something else that governs her. And the only candidate for filling this role that Kant could think of was the moral law (Groundwork, Ak. 446-7). This is his argument, then, for the conclusion that a person cannot be fully free without caring about morality, and other people. 

But Kant seems to have overlooked another possible way of being governed by something other than one’s desires. Sally could be governed not by the moral law but by prudence—by considerations of what is best for herself—as long as those considerations do not reduce to the satisfaction of her desires. If there are some things that are objectively good for people—good for them regardless of what they happen (subjectively) to want—and if Sally is governed by considerations having to do with getting those things, then she will have just as much claim to be “self-governed,” it seems, as someone who is governed by the moral law.
 And a person who is governed only by objective prudence could, presumably, be entirely immoral: could pay no heed to what is good for other people, what is fair, and so forth. In this way, Kant’s argument seems to run into exactly the same counterargument that I mentioned in connection with Plato’s argument for justice in the Republic: that it seems that a person needn’t care about morality or justice—about the rights of others—in order to be guided by a rationality that goes beyond the calculation of how to satisfy her given desires. 

Probably the reason why Kant did not think of objective prudence as another possible way of being self-governed is that, like many modern philosophers, he tended to think of what is good for people as their subjective happiness, which presumably mostly reflects the extent to which their desires are satisfied. Or more precisely, like many modern philosophers, he did not really address the question of what is “good for” people, assuming that nothing will interest them, subjectively, except pleasure or the satisfaction of their desires. It seems not to have occurred to him that what is good for a person might be, at least in part, just as objective, just as nonreducible to the satisfaction of their desires, as he thought morality was, and that people might have reason to live a life that is really good for them (and not just one that is pleasant or that satisfies the desires they happen to have) in the same way that they have reason to obey the Categorical Imperative of morality (also not because it is pleasant or because it satisfies a desire they happen to have). In this respect Kant differs from the Platonic tradition, including Aristotle and Joseph Butler, and follows, instead, the empiricist tradition of which Hobbes and Gauthier—and David Hume and Frances Hutcheson, by whom Kant was strongly influenced—are representatives.
 

To see why one might think that what is good for a person does not always depend on what the person wants, imagine Sally as a person who never thinks for herself, who has no interests and forms no plans of her own, but always takes her cue from other people, and other people’s interests and plans. The latter way of living seems to make her, as it were, less of a person. Many people would probably agree that if Sally has the capacity really to be a person, then not being one, or being less of one than she could be, makes her worse off, regardless of what she wants or desires, or how much she enjoys her (as it seems to us, truncated) life. Many of us do seem to think of certain kinds of functioning as essential parts of any really good life for a human being.

2.8. Hegel’s Reformulation of Kant’s Argument from Autonomy to Ethics

Would accepting this idea—that a significant part of what is good for an individual may be objectively determined, not dependent on her subjective desires—require us to abandon Kant’s project of deriving the obligatoriness of ethics from our autonomy (thus confirming the suspicions of critics of modern individualism that in the end it undermines the relation between the practical reasoning of individuals, on the one hand, and morality, on the other)? I mentioned the possible objectivity of the good as a problem for Kant’s project, because it suggests that being guided by morality need not be the only way to be self-governing (not governed merely by one’s desires). But Hegel gives us a version of Kant’s argument for which the possibility of objective prudence—the possibility of being governed by what is objectively good for one—creates no problem. I call it a version of Kant’s argument because it gives a central role to the conception of freedom or autonomy in which, as I indicated earlier, Hegel’s thinking is very close to Kant’s; but in other respects, Hegel’s argument diverges considerably from Kant’s, which is why it isn’t vulnerable to the objection to Kant’s argument that I have been developing. Hegel’s argument begins by challenging something that Kant treats as essentially uncontested, which is the “reality” of finite things (among them, human moral agents). (I will explain what Hegel means by “reality,” here, and his argument as a whole, in Chapter 3.) It then reestablishes finite things’ reality, but in a necessary relationship to an infinite that goes beyond them; and then it derives the nature of the relationships between finite things—that is, the nature of the relationships that affirm their selfhood, and thus are fully free—from their relationship to this infinite. This outline of Hegel’s strategy no doubt suggests a parallel—which is, in fact, a genuine parallel—between Hegel’s treatment of this issue, and theological treatments of it, including the “divine command theory” according to which humans’ ethical obligations derive from their relationship to God. However, Hegel’s conception of God or the infinite does not focus on commands (still less on the idea of God’s rewarding or punishing us for obedience or disobedience), and it is based neither on religion, as such, nor on “faith.” What it is based on is an extended metaphysical argument, comparable to the arguments of Plato and Aristotle that I mentioned—and on a conception of moral, religious, and mystical experience as coinciding with and confirming, in important ways, the conclusions of this metaphysical argument. And despite the different trajectory that Hegel’s argument takes, its first step is intimately linked to the first step of Kant’s argument, because it is a defense of the reality of the rational freedom or autonomy that (as Hegel agrees with Kant) is a central feature of human existence, against skeptical criticisms to which Kant’s conception of freedom or autonomy, in its original form, is vulnerable. Hegel’s challenge to the reality of finite things, and his reestablishment of that reality in a necessary relationship—through freedom and autonomy—to an infinite that goes beyond their finitude, are his way of defending the reality of freedom or autonomy. But this reconception of our reality, as free beings, is also his solution to the problem of the rationality of ethics. Chapter 3 (3.8-3.17) gives a preliminary overview of this reconception, in the form of “true infinity,” and the full argument is analyzed in chapters 3, 4, 5 and 6. 

2.9. Kant and Hegel on God and the World

It will be clear from what I have just been saying that the theological aspect of Hegel’s project—which I signalled in the title of my book—is not a negligible one. Hegel’s theology is not based on Biblical revelation, as such,
 and it is not a traditional Christian theology, but neither is it a humanism with no serious metaphysical commitments. Hegel is just as sincere in his objections to Enlightenment deism and atheism as he is in his objections to the traditional Christian theologies that he criticizes as embodying an “unhappy consciousness,” for which the “one-fold unchangeable” and the “multifold changeable”—God and the world, in effect—are “beings that are alien to one another” [einander fremde Wesen] (PhG § § 208; emphasis added). This talk of “alien”-ness reminds us of  Hegel’s complaint, in “The Spirit of Christianity and Its Fate,” of the “alien”-ness and enslavement that are produced by the polar opposition of reason to the inclinations, in Kant’s conception of practical reasoning (see 2.2, above). But just as Hegel doesn’t simply reject Kant’s dualism of reason and the inclinations, when he finds that it makes the inclinations alien to and a slave of reason, so also he doesn’t simply reject the traditional Christian dualism of God and the world when he finds that it creates a similar alienness and servitude. Unlike the Enlightenment’s anti-theological humanists, Hegel thinks that there is a significant truth in this Christian dualism, a truth that he undertakes to preserve in his own conceptions of “true infinity,” of the relation between nature and “Spirit,” and of God as “absolute Spirit.”

I assume that readers have some acquaintance with Enlightenment attitudes toward God, exemplified (for example) in Diderot’s and Voltaire’s deism and in Bayle’s and Hume’s apparent atheism. In general, the eighteenth century’s leading thinkers, being skeptical about “revelation” and about traditional metaphysical arguments for God’s existence, seek ways in which human beings can, if necessary, get along without God. Kant’s position, in the Critique of Pure Reason, is that the metaphysical proofs of God’s existence are all fallacious: they claim to prove things that cannot be proven, because human knowledge can only extend to “phenomena,” to objects of possible experience, of which God is not one. However, Kant does assign a significant “regulative” role to the idea of God (along with those of freedom and the whole of the world), in the same Critique, and in the Critique of Practical Reason he argues that although God’s existence cannot be known, God’s existence (together with freedom and the immortality of the soul) is a necessary “postulate” of morality—the object of a necessary “practical faith” (cf. B xxx). Hegel, however, objects to Kant’s polar opposition of theoretical and practical realms (as well as to his other polar opposition between “noumena” and “phenomena”); he sees these as creating the same sort of “alien”-ness that he saw in the relationship between reason and inclinations, in practical reasoning as Kant described it, and he argues that this sheer alienness prevents us from understanding not only the relationship between the alien domains but also the relata themselves, as realities. So he sets out to show, contrary to Kant, how theoretical and practical thinking intertwine, at a deep level of our thinking and being, and how our knowledge of ourselves and the world likewise intertwines with our knowledge of freedom and of God, so that we have just as good reason to claim to know the existence and nature of freedom and of God as we have to claim to know the existence and nature of ourselves and the world. 

In arguing this, however, Hegel does not intend to reestablish the kind of theology that was prevalent before the Enlightenment —the “unhappy consciousness” of alienness. The “God” whose existence Hegel aims to establish is not the polar opposite of the world, because a polar opposite doesn’t truly transcend what it is opposed to—rather, it is defined by what it is opposed to: “flight is not a liberation from what is . . . fled from; the one that excludes still remains connected to [in Verbindung mit] what it excludes” (WL 5:196/GW 21:163,10-13/175; emphasis added), and therefore doesn’t really go beyond and isn’t really liberated from what it excludes (or “flees from”). Such a “God” isn’t really free, and hence isn’t really God. The only way for God to truly transcend the world, be free, and be God, Hegel maintains, is for God to be the world’s self-transcendence (as God, in turn, is the full realization of the world). This is Hegel’s conception of “true infinity,” which I will lay out in chapter 3, and which underlies his notions of the “Concept” and “Spirit” as well (chapters 5 and 6). It’s the same conception by which he thinks we can overcome the alienness of reason vis-a-vis the inclinations (as I indicated in 2.2, above), the apparent incompatibility of responsibility and natural determinism (2.3), and the apparent disconnection between individuals and between freedom and ethics (2.5-2.8). 

Interpretations of Hegel’s attitude toward theology tend to assimilate what he offers either (1) to the Enlightenment model (which continues to be very influential, especially among academics), or (2) to the traditional Christian theology that Hegel himself criticizes as embodying an “unhappy consciousness,” or (3) to various late-antique or occultist sects (Gnosticism, Hermeticism). I think that a systematic interpretation should enable us to avoid all three of these tendencies—or to combine the virtues of all of them—by seeing how Hegel does justice both to traditional theology and to the Enlightenment, without fully agreeing with either of them, and without being guided by any sectarian occultist tradition, though he certainly is interested in those traditions insofar as they anticipate his own efforts to supersede, critically, the opposition between traditional theology and the Enlightenment.
 

From what I’ve said in this chapter about the major problems that Hegel’s theory of freedom addresses—the nature of practical reasoning, the nature and reality of freedom, the relation between individual freedom and morality, and the relation between the world and God—and about the way in which Hegel approaches them, it will be evident that in every case, the nature of the relationship between particularity and “universality,” or the “higher standard”—how to overcome their apparent “alienness” to each other, without collapsing one pole into the other—will be central. Hegel’s account of how to do this, and of the consequences of doing it, begins in his account of the relation between the “finite” and the “infinite,” to which we will turn in chapter 3.

�This idea is expressed in PR §5, in which Hegel describes “the element of pure indeterminacy or of the ‘I’’s pure reflection into itself, in which every limitation, every content, whether present immediately through nature, through needs, desires, and drives, or given and determined in some other way, is dissolved; this is the limitless infinity of absolute abstraction or universality,the pure thinking of oneself.” Note that I said in the text that an individual’s practical freedom depends on this abstraction; it has other necessary ingredients as well, which we will come to. See note 14  to ch. 1 for more detailed quotations.


�She can consider giving up her life—to be able to consider giving up one’s life is itself part of one’s freedom (PR §5A). But to consider handing over control of her life to other people or to her desires or her environment is to consider abdicating her freedom, ceasing to function as a free agent while she still possesses the capacity to function in that way. In PhG §189 Hegel describes self-consciousness coming to the realization that “life is as essential to it as pure self-consciousness”—that “staking one’s life” (§187) in order to win freedom is not sufficient; one must also live, in order to exercise that freedom in the world. So (we can infer) it can make sense to accept external constraints, in order to preserve one’s life—but only in the interest of living free, in the long run. This is not to say that it could not be rational to accept one’s own death if that might help, for example, to secure the free living of others. In any case, it is clear that “individualism” in the sense that we have been understanding it, as based on the idea of thinking for oneself, prohibits abdicating freedom as Hegel understands it, since that freedom is simply a systematic attempt to think for oneself. 


� The importance of “second-order” desires was emphasized by Harry Frankfurt in his influential paper, “Freedom of the Will and the Concept of a Person,” Journal of Philosophy 68 (1971): 5-20, reprinted in his The Importance of What We Care About. Philosophical Essays (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1989), pp. 11-25.


� David Hume, A Treatise of Human Nature, ed. L. A. Selby-Bigge (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1978), p. 415; Bernard Williams, “Internal and External Reasons,” in his Moral Luck (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1981), combining pp. 101, 102, and 105 (quote). 


� T. M. Scanlon, What We Owe to Each Other (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1998), p. 372.  Scanlon gives a detailed critique, in his ch. 1, of the theory that the ultimate reasons for action must be desires. This theory has also been criticized in recent Anglo-American philosophy by (among others) Thomas Nagel, The Possibility of Altruism (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1970), ch. 5; Christine Korsgaard, “Skepticism About Practical Reason,” Journal of Philosophy 83 (1986): 5-25; Elizabeth Anderson, Value in Ethics and Economics (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1993), ch. 6; and G. F. Schueler, Desire: Its Role in Practical Reason and the Explanation of Action (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1995).


� I don’t mean to suggest that this particular allocation of “first-person” and”third-person” status is the only one that could fit the disagreement in any way. The naturalist could claim to be describing her own “first-person” situation (“I have no reason to phi if my subjective motivational set doesn’t move me to do so”), and could accuse her critic of speaking from a “third-person” point of view insofar as the critic wants all cases to be subject to the same rule. But describing the disagreement in that way would overlook the fact that Scanlon is describing a consequence of making a judgment about what one should do, oneself, while Williams, in describing what is involved in judging that someone else has a reason to do something, seems not to address all of the implications of the kind of first-person judgment that Scanlon discusses. 


� The eighteenth-century British philosopher and divine, Joseph Butler, distinguished between the “authority” of reasons and the “strength” of desires: Fifteen Sermons, ed. T. A. Roberts (London, 1970), sermon II, paragraphs 13-17. 


�Elizabeth Anderson, Value in Ethics and Economics (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1993), p. 139. 


�Groundwork of the Metaphysic of Morals , Ak. 447. 


� See Arthur Schopenhauer, On the Basis of Morality, trans. E. J. F. Payne (New York: Bobbs-Merrill, 1965).


� Friedrich Nietzsche, Beyond Good and Evil (1885), sections 5 and 187. Beneath his mockery of Kant, Nietzsche acknowledges that Kant isn’t entirely foolish: “What is essential and inestimable in every morality is that it constitutes a long compulsion,” which actually yields a certain important kind of “freedom” (section 188, first two paragraphs). But he doesn’t explore the meaning of Kant’s claim that morality’s compulsion is rational, or its connection to being oneself.  


� For a few of the philosophers who have engaged in this sympathetic return to something like Kant’s conception of rational autonomy in recent years, see note 5, above. 


�“The Spirit of Christianity and Its Fate” (written in 1798 or 1799), inEarly Theological Writings, trans. T. M. Knox (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1948), pp. 211-212; TWA 1:323-324 (emphasis added). The phrase, “pathological love”—meaning love as a feeling—is taken from Kant, KprV, Ak. 83: “Love to God as inclination (pathological love) is impossible. . . .” 


� R, Book IV, Part 2, section 3 (p. 164 in the T. M. Greene and H. H. Hudson translation [New York: Harper, 1960]).


� See Marcus G. Singer, Generalization in Ethics (New York: Knopf, 1961), pp. 251-253; Honora Nell (O’Neill), Acting on Principle. An Essay on Kantian Ethics (New York: Columbia University Press, 1975), chapter 5, “Applying the Categorical Imperative”; Christine Korsgaard, “The Formula of Universal Law,” in her Creating the Kingdom of Ends (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996), pp. 86 and 95. Hegel’s earliest statement of the general criticism of Kant’s Categorical Imperative that I’ve quoted from the Philosophy of Right was in his early (1802/1803) essay, Natural Law, translated by T. M. Knox (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1975)/TWA 2:434-530, at pp. 460-463.


� This interpretation of Hegel’s “emptiness” charge is advanced, and the so-interpreted charge is defended, by Allen W. Wood in his Hegel’s Ethical Thought (Cambridge, U.K.: Cambridge University Press, 1990), pp. 161-167. 


� Thomas Reid, Essays on the Active Powers of Man (Edinburgh, 1788); C. A. Campbell, On Selfhood and Godhood (London: Allen and Unwin, 1957), pp. 167-179; Roderick M. Chisholm, “Human Freedom and the Self,” The Lindley Lecture, 1964, Department of Philosophy, University of Kansas, reprinted in Gary Watson, ed., Free Will (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1982), pp. 24-35; Peter Van Inwagen, “The Incompatibility of Free Will and Determinism,” Philosophical Studies 27 (1975): 185-199, reprinted in Gary Watson, ed., Free Will, pp. 46-58.


� See Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan, ch. 21, paragraphs 1-4, and David Hume, A Treatise of Human Nature, Part III, sections 1 and 2, and Enquiries Concerning Human Understanding and Concerning the Principles of Morals, ed. L. A. Selby-Bigge (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1902), pp. 80-103. An influential recent statement of substantially the same position is A. J. Ayer, “Freedom and Necessity,” in his Philosophical Essays (London: Macmillan, 1954), pp. 271-284, reprinted in Gary Watson, ed., Free Will (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1982), pp. 15-23.


� A. J. Ayer, in the the paper cited in the previous note, mentions kleptomania as a psychological trait that produces actions for which we don’t hold the agent responsible, but he doesn’t explain why our attitude toward it differs from our attitude toward greed or compassion, in this way.


� When Isaiah Berlin, following in the footsteps of Hobbes, Hume, and Bentham, advocated “‘negative’ freedom”--“liberty from; absence of interference”--as against “the ‘positive’ conception of freedom as self-mastery” (“Two Concepts of Liberty,” in his Four Essays on Liberty [Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1969], pp. 122, 127, 134), he overlooked the fact that madmen aren’t free, so evidently some portion of rational self-mastery is an essential ingredient in the freedom that we value.


� For recent Anglo-American rationalist theorists of responsibility, see Gary Watson, “Free Agency,” Journal of Philosophy 72 (1975): 205-220, and Charles Taylor, “Responsibility for Self,” in A. O. Rorty, ed., The Identities of Persons (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1976), pp. 281-299 (both of these are reprinted in Gary Watson, ed., Free Will [Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1982]); Susan Wolf, Freedom Within Reason (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1990); and John Martin Fischer and Mark Ravizza, Responsibility and Control. A Theory of Moral Responsibility (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000). Watson identifies Plato as the main antecedent of his theory. On the rationalism about responsibility that seems to be implied by Aristotle’s analysis of practical reasoning, see T. H. Irwin, “Reason and Responsibility in Aristotle,” in A. O. Rorty, ed., Essays on Aristotle’s Ethics (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1980), pp. 117-156.


�“In Hobbes we find the true ancestor of the theory of morality that we shall present” (David Gauthier, Morals by Agreement [Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1986], p. 10). For a sampling and overview of contemporary “rational choice theory,” of which Gauthier’s book is an instance, see Jon Elster, ed., Rational Choice (New York: New York University Press, 1986).


�Plato, Republic, trans. G. M. A. Grube, rev. C. D. C. Reeve (Indianapolis: Hackett, 1992), p. 34.


�For contrasting interpretations of Plato’s argument for justice in the Republic as a whole, see T. H. Irwin, Plato’s Moral Theory. The Early and Middle Dialogues (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1977), chapter 7 (Irwin gives a more elaborate account in his Plato’s Ethics [Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1995], chs. 12-18), and Richard Kraut, “The Defense of Justice in Plato’s Republic,” in R. Kraut, ed., The Cambridge Companion to Plato (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992), pp. 311-337. My interpretation is more influenced by Irwin’s than by any other.


� Here I’m drawing on T. H. Irwin’s summary description of the “deviant men” in Plato’s Moral Theory, pp. 227-234.


�Elizabeth Anderson, Value in Ethics and Economics (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1993), p. 139. 


�T. H. Irwin, Platos’ Moral Theory, pp. 234-5, and Plato’s Ethics, pp. 302-3. Chapter 18 of Plato’s Ethics analyzes Diotima’s speech, and its relevance to justice, in detail. 


�See T. H. Irwin, Aristotle’s First Principles (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1988), chapter 18 (pp. 389-406), for a detailed reconstruction of (what Irwin takes to be) Aristotle’s argument. Another very interesting treatment of some of these issues is A. W. Price, Love and Friendship in Plato and Aristotle (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1989).


�A similar point  against Kant’s argument is made by Bernard Williams when he states that “standing back in reflection” (as required by Kantian autonomy) does not of itself “convert [us] into being[s] whose fundamental interest lies in the harmony of all interests,” nor does it give us “the motivations of justice” (Ethics and the Limits of Philosophy [Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1985], p. 69). Again, Allen Wood points out that Kant seems not to distinguish between rules that are “universal” in the sense that they apply to all agents (as would be the case, say, with considerations of what is objectively good for every agent), and rules that are “universal” in the sense that one could rationally will that all agents obey them (as in the first formula of the Categorical Imperative) (Hegel’s Ethical Thought [Cambridge, U.K.: Cambridge University Press, 1990], p. 164). The will of an immoralist could perfectly well abide by rules that are universal in the first sense, though not by rules that are universal in the second sense. Kant needs to demonstrate that a fully rational will must abide by rules that are universal in the second sense; but he seems only to have demonstrated that it must abide by rules that are universal in the first sense. It seems that Kant has not fully come to grips with the issue of the multiplicity of agents, which creates the distinctions that Williams and Wood are pointing to. (In his Kant’s Theory of Morals [Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1979], pp. 29-30 and 86-89, Bruce Aune raised what is essentially the same issue that Wood raises.)


�In defending Kant’s argument for the thesis that a fully rational agent must be moral against Wood’s and Aune’s objections (which I cited in the previous note), Henry Allison says that “to adopt a maxim such as false promising in virtue of its asssumed universality of applicability is not to adopt it because of its conformity to. . . an unconditional practical law. On the contrary, such a policy is deemed reasonable in the first place only because of certain presupposed ends, which derive whatever justification they might possess from the agent’s desires” (“On a Presumed Gap in the Derivation of the Categorical Imperative,” Philosophical Topics 19 [1991], p. 12; reprinted in his Idealism and Freedom [Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996], pp. 143-154, at p. 153). The latter statement presupposes, and Allison does not further justify, the premise to which I am objecting, here: that the relevance of ends having to do with what is good for an agent can only be due to the agent’s desires. It is difficult to see how Kantians, who insist on the possible relevance of non-desire-based reasons in the case of morality, can reasonably exclude them in the case of rational prudence. To say that such reasons are a feature solely of morality would be to beg the question that is at issue here. I first presented this argument against Kant’s position in my “Mutual Recognition and Ethics: A Hegelian Reformulation of the Kantian Argument for the Rationality of Morality, “ American Philosophical Quarterly 32 (1995): 263-270, at pp. 263-264 andp. 268, note 3. T. H. Irwin makes the same point against Kant—that he assumes without sufficient argument that only moral imperatives can be categorical—in his “Kant’s Criticisms of Eudaemonism,” in S. Engstrom and J. Whiting, eds., Aristotle, Kant, and the Stoics. Rethinking Happiness and Duty (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996), pp. 63-101, at pp. 75-79. (It was Irwin’s earlier writings and lectures that put me onto this issue.) Irwin points out that Joseph Butler and Thomas Reid, two important eighteenth-century British philosophers and moral theorists, both agree with Plato, Aristotle, and the Stoics, and disagree with Kant, on this point. I am not aware of any published response, in defense of Kant’s position, to my statement or Irwin’s statement of this point. It has been suggested to me that Kant relies, not on the idea that prudence reduces to the satisfaction of inclinations, but instead on an insight that we can have, that although happiness is an appropriate end for human beings, it isn’t always an overriding end, because morality sometimes requires us to subordinate it to moral considerations, and thus happiness is not an unconditionally necessary end. However, I don’t see how Kant does or can demonstrate the truth of this supposed insight, with the means that he develops in the Groundwork or the Critique of Practical Reason. What reason can he give for his claim that morality overrides prudence, except for his argument (summarized at Groundwork, Ak. 446-447) that only morality achieves genuine autonomy? It’s precisely the cogency of this argument, that is challenged by Irwin and myself when we point out that prudence is not necessarily a heteronomous end. Thus, the suggested defence seems to involve a petitio principii. 


� Robert Nozick makes this point vivid with his thought-experiment of the “experience machine,” in his Anarchy, State, and Utopia (New York: Basic Books, 1974), pp. 42-45.


� What I mean by this is that Hegel thinks that we can know God’s nature and existence without appealing to the authority of the Bible as a supposedly divinely inspired revelation. 


� Ludwig Feuerbach, in his influential early critique of Hegel’s metaphysical system, took Hegel to be a theist of the traditional kind, and rejected him as such (see, for example, his “Preliminary Theses on the Reform of Philosophy,” in The Fiery Brook. Selected Writings of Ludwig Feuerbach, trans. Z. Hanfi [Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1972], theses 12, 16, 22, and 23). Karl Ameriks, on the other hand, takes Hegel’s critique of the “unhappy consciousness” to show that Hegel rejected traditional theism almost as flatly as Feuerbach did (p. 260 in his “Feuerbach, Marx, and Kierkegaard,” in Karl Ameriks, ed., The Cambridge Companion to German Idealism [Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000]). Alexandre Kojève, in his Introduction à la Lecture de Hegel (Paris: Gallimard, 1947), translated by James H. Nichols as Introduction to the Reading of Hegel (New York: Basic Books, 1969), split the difference between the Enlightenment and Christian orthodoxy by praising Hegel’s Phenomenology of Spirit as atheistic while condemning his Logic and his Encyclopedia of the Philosophical Sciences as theistic (Introduction to the Reading of Hegel, pp. 146-147). Ferdinand Christian Baur, Die Christliche Gnosis(Tübingen: Osiander, 1835), diagnosed Hegel as a representative of the Gnostic heresy (in which Baur seems to be prepared to follow him). Cyril O’Regan, The Heterodox Hegel (Albany: State University of New York Press, 1994), identifies Hegel more specifically with Valentinian Gnosticism (p. 20). Glenn Alexander Magee, Hegel and the Hermetic Tradition (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2001), argues that “we must understand Hegel as a Hermetic thinker, if we are to truly understand him at all” (p. 2), and presents extensive evidence of Hegel’s interest in the Hermetic ideas of Jacob Böhme, F. C. Oetinger, the Masons and Rosicrucians, and so forth, and structural parallels between Hegel’s ideas and theirs. None of these authors consider how Hegel might resolve the ongoing modern dispute  between religion, or supernaturalism, and the Enlightenment’s naturalistic atheism or deism, by finding mutually compatible elements of truth on both sides (see 3.17, below; and for a more detailed response to Magee, see 3.18). 





