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How Hegel Reconciles Private Freedom with Citizenship

Robert M. Wallace

At least since the French made their rapid transition from strenuous civic virtue, under their first Republic, to relaxed civic abdication, under the Napoleonic Empire, thoughtful people have wondered whether and how we can reconcile the burgeoning private freedom of the modern individual with the desirability, for a democratic state, of citizens who can and do concern themselves about the public interest or the common good, as distinct from their personal interests.
 Benjamin Constant contrasted the “liberty of the moderns,” which is the liberty to pursue one’s private interests, with the “liberty of the ancients,” the characteristic activity of the republican elite who thought of themselves primarily as citizens and only secondarily as private persons, and he doubted that the ancient “liberty” could be a feature of a society in which the modern one flourished.
 Karl Marx complained that in the French “Declaration of the Rights of Man and of the Citizen,” of 1793, “the political liberators reduce citizenship, the political community, to a mere means for preserving these so-called rights of man; and consequently . . . the citizen is declared to be the servant of egoistic ‘man,’ [and] it is man as bourgeois and not man as a citizen who is considered the true and authentic man.”
 Nowadays the same issue is the focus of debates between “liberal” and “civic republican” conceptions of citizenship, where the liberals view citizenship as a burden to be minimized, while the civic republicans either view it as a good in itself (as “its own reward”) or at any rate fear that citizens who view it merely as a burden will not exercise it sufficiently to defend their private liberties.
 This fear seems reasonable, since people who view something as a burden are likely to try to let other people carry it for them; but if we are to believe that citizenship is a good in itself, we need to know both how it is that, and how a rational person will think about choices between the goods of private liberty and the good of citizenship. 

The purpose of this paper is to show how Hegel, in his Philosophy of Right,  offers an unusually systematic set of answers to these questions.
 Hegel is not generally thought of as a theorist of citizenship, because of the prominence of the monarch and of professional bureaucrats, and the absence of any emphasis on voting, in his political theory. However, I will show that the unifying thread of his entire discussion of “civil society” is his explanation of how the private freedom of its members logically develops into the kind of citizenship that concerns itself with the common good. As he says,

concrete freedom requires that personal individuality and its particular interests should reach their full development . . . and also that they should, on the one hand, pass over of their own accord into the interest of the universal, and on the other, knowingly and willingly acknowledge this universal interest as their own substantial spirit, and actively pursue it as their ultimate end. (PR par. 260)

In his attempted demonstration that personal individuality and its particular interests in fact do this, Hegel addresses Constant’s and Marx’s issue in a more extended and systematic way than any other leading modern political theorist. However, what he says about it has not been well understood, mainly because it depends upon his theory of freedom, which also has not been well understood.
 

In the process of explaining how Hegel deals with the problem posed by Constant and Marx, I will also explain two other previously unexplained features of Hegel’s account of civil society and the state.  The first is how the state completes the real freedom that Hegel identifies in the market system, in contrast both to the libertarian idea that the state, unlike the freedom of market agents, is at best a necessary evil, and to the leftist idea that the freedom of market agents is only a caricature of real freedom. And the second is how Hegel’s discussion of the problem of poverty can best be understood as part of his overall account of civil society’s relation to the state.
 

1. Hegel’s Theory of Freedom

To understand what Hegel is up to, then, we must begin by looking at what he means by “freedom.” He uses the word to refer to the positive self-direction—as opposed to being directed by things that may have originated outside oneself, like desires—that Kant called “autonomy.” Hegel considers it reasonable to call self-direction “freedom” because it seems to him to have the same point that freedom has in its less controversial “negative” sense as the absence of interference or coercion by other people. If one values not being coerced, Hegel thinks, it will be because one wants one’s life, as much as possible, to express oneself.
 But if one wants one’s life to express oneself, one should also want one’s life not to result from the mere satisfaction of unexamined desires, because such desires—originating, perhaps, in one’s heredity or one’s social environment—do not, as such, express oneself. Or so, at least, Kant and Hegel claim.

They claim this because they have in mind another, more intimate way in which a person’s life can express herself. It can do so insofar as she is able to, as it were, “step back from” her desires and consider, from a broader point of view, which of them it makes sense to act on and which it makes sense to resist. This broader point of view may be, for example, the point of view of her life as a whole. The goal of the self is to have a life that makes sense as a whole and thus expresses the functioning (in it) of a self, as opposed to being an unintegrated “heap” of particular projects or desire satisfactions.
 This is how Hegel interprets the commonly expressed desire to live “one’s own” life, to “be oneself,” as opposed to being a plaything of one’s heredity and one’s environment. A term that he often uses for this is to be “with oneself” (bei sich).

To be “with oneself,” then—to have a life that expresses the functioning of a self—one needs to step back from one’s desires as they are immediately given and consider which of them it makes sense to act on and which it makes sense to resist. Up to this point, Hegel is essentially in agreement with Kant’s notion of autonomy. However, Hegel also has well-known objections to Kant’s way of thinking about autonomy: that it demands guidance from the self and its reason that is more concrete than what they can provide, by themselves, and that it puts them in debilitating conflict with desire, the body, and natural existence in general. Not denying the tension between the self and its reason, on the one hand, and desire, and so forth, on the other—a tension that follows simply from the project of having a self, understood as something that steps back and seeks a broader point of view—Hegel nevertheless maintains that a higher-level reconciliation is possible, one that he sums up in his description of complete freedom as being not merely “with oneself” but “with oneself in an other” (PR par. 7A). One can function as a self, he maintains, in one’s desires, in one’s body, in the physical world, and even—and here we return to the topic of social institutions like the family, civil society, and the state—in other people.

2. “With Oneself” in One’s Desires 

How is this possible? How can “stepping back” be “in” what it steps back from—how can it be “in” what is other than the one who steps back? And how can I function “in” other people? In regard to each of these questions, Hegel either takes his cues directly from Aristotle, or thinks about the question in a way that is very similar to the way Aristotle seems to think about it. Take, first, one’s desires. For help in dealing with them, Hegel points out, one can intentionally habituate oneself to certain kinds of behavior, thus making these kinds of behavior one’s “second nature,” alongside one’s biological nature, so that the influence of one’s “stepping back” extends even into one’s body. This process can transform one’s biological desires in ways that render them more consistent with a life that makes sense as a whole.
 Practice in resisting the urge to run away, in terrifying situations, makes one brave; practice in resisting the urge to keep everything for oneself makes one just; and in the end, in many cases, one may not even feel the urge that one once needed to resist—or at any rate one will feel the attraction of one’s virtuous habit more strongly. “Second nature,” then, has taken over. 

This process of generating a unity (a “self”) by generating new motivations is the other side of the coin of the process of finding a unity (one’s “self”) in one’s immediately given motivations by “purifying” them, letting them “become the rational system of will-determination” which is a “whole of satisfaction” and thus reflects one’s unifying selfhood (PR pars. 19-21). Unlike Kant, Hegel thinks that the “immediately present content” that is our “drives, desires, and inclinations . . . does indeed originate in the will’s rationality and is thus rational in itself” (par. 11), as a content—it is just that it has to lose “the form of irrationality which it possesses as drive” (par. 11R), or as immediately given. To return to our two previous examples: one can interpret one’s urge to run away, in terrifying situations, as the urge to avoid danger other things being equal—the urge to avoid unnecessary danger—and one can interpret the urge to keep things for oneself as the urge to keep control of resources that may be needed for one’s legitimate needs and projects. In this way the original urge, in each case, gets recognition as pointing in a legitimate direction, while being “purified” of its raw, uncompromising immediacy: it loses the “form of irrationality” and comes to reflect the rational, unifying project that is the self.

It is in the next three ways of being “with oneself,” which are ways of being “with oneself” in other people, that the relevance of Hegel’s analysis to social issues—to the family, the economy, the state, and social unity in general—emerges. An essential feature of his theory—namely, what it means to be “with oneself in” an other person—first emerges in the case of the family.

4. “With Oneself” In The Family 

A second way in which one can be with oneself in the other is when the other is a person with whom one identifies in such a way that one feels no need to distinguish, in terms of priority or importance, between the other’s needs and one’s own. This is what we do (ideally) in family relationships, and in general in relationships based on love. As Hegel points out, in one way relationships of this kind seem to run counter to a very basic assumption of modern individualism: “Love is . . . the most immense contradiction, . . . because there is nothing tougher than this pointlike self-consciousness, which is negated [by love—RMW] despite the fact that I am supposed [according to a basic assumption of modern individualism—RMW] to have it as affirmative” (par. 158A). Despite this immense contradiction, Hegel maintains that the individual’s true freedom necessarily involves love, in the form of family membership and in the form of marriage, in particular.
 

I find two interestingly different ways of putting the argument for this claim in Hegel’s discussion of the family. The first way of putting it says that humans have sexual drives; that outside marriage the satisfaction of such drives is likely to take selfish, and thus unfree (because merely desire-driven) forms; but a long-term policy of suppressing one’s sexual desires is not free either, because it excludes from consideration an entire category of desires that are not, in themselves, unethical (pars. 161-4). Thus while one’s sexual desires get one involved with other people on a physical level, marriage makes it possible for that involvement to be non-self-centered (not merely desire-driven), so that one is treating the other person not merely as a means by which to satisfy one’s desire, but also as an end like oneself. Ethical love allows one to find one’s rational stepping-back both in the way one deals with one’s sexual desires (as I described under “Desires,” in general, above) and also, more specifically, in the way one deals with one’s sexual partner.
 

Putting the argument this way, however, we have not yet really explained why Hegel describes the family, in his first paragraph on the subject, as a “unity,” in which “one is present not as a person for oneself [für sich] but as a member” (par. 158). In the argument as I have analyzed it so far, Hegel’s point seems to be simply that marriage helps one not to function in a merely desire-driven way—that it helps one to be “with oneself” in the sense of “stepping back,” living a life that expresses the functioning of a self. It certainly does do that, but (and here we come to the second way of putting the argument) the means by which it does so turns out to be an end in itself, an additional dimension of freedom: that of being not just “with oneself” but “with oneself in” another person. For to view one’s spouse’s freedom as important in its own right—as one must in order not to be tempted to use her as a mere means—is not just (abstractly) to endorse the idea that she is and should be free; it is also to take a positive interest in her actualization of her freedom. Having such an interest, however, gives one an opportunity to contribute to the actualization not only of one’s own freedom but also of another person’s freedom; and if others have such an interest in oneself, then one has an opportunity to draw on their help in actualizing one’s own freedom, as well. 

A person’s “freedom,” in Hegel’s sense of the word, is of course not something that happens automatically; it is a long-term project, an intellectual and practical effort, in which the person can often use help. Insofar as Joe’s actualization of his freedom reflects his interaction (in a spirit of freedom) with Sally, Sally can justifiably feel that what she cares about in herself—namely, freedom—is also functioning, in a way that was positively promoted by herself, in more people than just herself. Joe, then, is not the sole source of his own (actualized) freedom. The other side of the coin is that Sally will also realize that her actualization of her own freedom reflects not only her own personal efforts, but also the example and the input of Joe and other people, so that in that way she is not its sole source, either. Thus the credit for each individual’s actualized freedom gets more widely distributed—not in the sense that anyone but Joe is responsible for Joe’s actions, or that anyone but Sally is responsible for Sally’s actions (since responsibility requires only the capacity for freedom, not its actualization), but rather in the sense that their individual actualization of their freedom reflects the positive influence of a broader, shared actualization. 

Indeed, insofar as we learn about freedom from people whom we may never have met, in a face-to-face way, that sort of influence can extend and can be traced back a long way. Hegel described essentially the same paradoxical unification of independent individuals when he first introduced the “concept of the spirit” in chapter 4 of the Phenomenology of Spirit as “the unity of the different independent self-consciousnesses which, in their opposition, enjoy perfect freedom and independence: ‘I’ that is ‘We’ and ‘We’ that is ‘I’” (PS par. 177 [Miller trans.]). This is indeed a difficult phenomenon to analyze and explain—an “immense contradiction,” as Hegel says (PR par. 158A)—but I think that most people will in fact find it familiar, when they think about it, from family and friendships. Contemplating the accomplishments of other people, such as our spouses or friends, whose freedom we feel is intimately tied up with our own freedom by virtue of our long interaction with them on a basis of actively caring for (and thus contributing to) each other’s freedom, we feel pride, even though we regard our spouse or friend as fully responsible for her actions, and as deserving all of whatever praise is going to be handed out. We apparently feel that credit for the freedom that is reflected in the action belongs partly to us, even though credit for the action itself belongs entirely to our spouse or friend, who did the action. And by the same token we feel humility about our own free accomplishments, knowing how much of the freedom that they reflect is attributable to the influence on us of our spouse’s or our friends’ freedom. This sharing of the credit for freedom is, I think, what leads Hegel to speak not just of mutual aid but of “unity,” both in the family (PR par. 158) and in spirit in general (PS par. 177).
 

Another philosopher who seems to be trying to describe precisely the same phenomenon that Hegel has in mind in his idea of experiencing “unity” by being “with oneself” in other people is Aristotle, with his notion of the friend as “an other self.” The best kind of friendship, Aristotle says, is one in which both friends are primarily concerned with virtue—which, for Aristotle, is practical rationality (and as such is the central, indispensable ingredient in happiness); and through this kind of friendship each is able to contribute to more virtue than she could contribute to—and to be more secure in her own virtue than she could be—in the absence of the relationship. It is this sharing of virtuous (rational) activity that binds the friends together and produces the trust, enjoyment, and so forth that accompany friendship. Since practical rationality, for Aristotle, means seeking the highest, most inclusive good rather than the satisfaction of particular desires, as such, it seems to be the same thing that Hegel calls “freedom,” and thus what Aristotelian friendship is concerned with seems to be essentially the same thing as what the family accomplishes, for Hegel.
 But the crucial fact is that for Aristotle, just as for Hegel, it follows from the possibility of this sort of relationship that the best life must include instances of it. Since “the excellent person is related to his friend in the same way as he is related to himself, since a friend is another himself, . . . he must . . . perceive his friend’s being together [with his own].”
  Shared freedom, Hegel and Aristotle agree, is better than solitary freedom, because it gives one more of this best thing than one could have in solitude—it extends and reinforces one’s freedom. 

Hegel says that “the spirit’s feeling of its own unity, which is love,” is a characteristic of the family (PR par. 158). In what follows, we will see how perhaps not the feeling, but the reality of this unity (of the same “immense contradiction”) extends beyond the family, as far as the state, itself, so that the family, rather than being a “haven in a heartless world,”
 is actually just one embodiment of the more general guiding principle of what is in fact, to a significant extent, a non-heartless world.
 

5. “With Oneself” in Civil Society and the State

The second social realm in which Hegel argues that we can be “with ourselves” is civil society, which includes everything between the family and the central “political state,” and in particular contains the capitalist market system. Hegel makes it clear that he has learned a great deal from the political economists of his day (in PR par. 189R he mentions Adam Smith, Jean-Baptiste Say, and David Ricardo), and it is often suggested that in growing out of the exclusive enthusiasm for the ancient Greek city-state which had been his social ideal in his youth and which persists, in a less exclusive role, in his mature account of the political state, Hegel basically took over the political economists’ conception of the economy and tacked it on to the other two social realms (the family and the state), with which it would then not be surprising if it did not really cohere very well. Karl Marx, for one, in his Critique of Hegel’s Philosophy of Right, thinks that there is no intelligible connection between Hegel’s civil society, in which (Marx believes) individuals are expected to act in purely self-interested ways, and the state, whose citizens must be concerned with the public interest.
 This is essentially the same problem that Constant identified as the incompatibility of the “liberty of the moderns” with the “liberty of the ancients,” and Marx is asserting that Hegel has not solved it. With our general cynicism both about market behavior and about politics, it is very easy for us to suppose that Marx is correct about this, and that in arguing for an intelligible connection between the two, Hegel was trying, in effect, to square the circle. 

I believe, however, that when we understand the specifics of Hegel’s treatment of “civil society,” we will see that he has not merely taken over a model of purely self-interested market behavior, which might well be inherently and permanently incompatible with his own notion of the state. Instead, he has recast the political economists’ model in a way that radically alters its significance, from the very beginning. That he ought to do something like this is clear from the fact that he introduces civil society as a moment of “ethical life,” which is “the concept of freedom which has become the existing world” (par. 142). The preceding sections of the Philosophy of Right—“Abstract Right” and “Morality”—have made it clear that freedom is not solely a matter of the pursuit of self-interest; so no part of ethical life can be that either. This is confirmed by what Hegel says about civil society in his first paragraph about it. There he says that civil society has two principles. The first is “the concrete person who, . . . as a totality of needs and a mixture of natural necessity and arbitrariness, is his own end” (par. 182); here, then, is the self-interested “homo economicus.” The second principle is “the form of universality” (ibid.). This universality, Hegel goes on to tell us, is the “all-around interdependence” between the individuals (par. 183). On the face of it, this second principle could be read in a purely political economic sense, as saying that the individuals are dependent on each other for the satisfaction of their self-interested needs, through market processes (see par. 199 on this). But everything else that Hegel says about it, as he develops it through the remainder of the “Civil Society” section, makes it clear that that kind of interdependence is the least of what he finds in this principle. Instead, what he sets out to show is how individuals are “formed” or “educated,” by their economic interdependence, to “formal freedom and formal universality of knowledge and volition”(par. 187). Concretely, the way individuals conceive of their needs (pars. 190-195) and the way they develop their understanding and their skills (par. 196-198) are governed by the way they participate in the economic system. And Hegel’s general point about this “forming,” thisBildung , is that although it is experienced as the operation of (economic) necessity upon the individual (par. 186), it is in itself a process of liberation, because (a) it makes it increasingly clear that what the individual experiences as needs in fact reflect social attitudes and expectations, rather than brute nature, thus opening up the possibility of reflecting on them and seeking a higher unity—what makes sense as a whole (par. 194)
; and (b) it enables her to participate concretely in the world (par. 207). These accomplishments correspond to the two primary moments of freedom, as Hegel analyzed it in the Introduction to the Philosophy of Right: the wholeness or “universality” that represents selfhood (par. 5), and concrete particularity (par. 6). Neither of these has anything to do with the pursuit of self-interest, as such. And they are both made achievable, Hegel is suggesting, by the kind of interaction with oneself and the world that is promoted by the market system. In other words, the capitalist market system, as Hegel understands it, makes possible the same positive freedom of rising above one’s mere immediate desires and making one’s life a coherent whole, a concrete universal, that Hegel (following Plato and Aristotle) had originally thought could only be found in the political life of something like the ancient Greek city-state. 

This is clearly a very different “spin” than either political economy or conventional wisdom commonly puts on the idea of the market system. But in Hegel’s view, this is the only justifiable spin to put on the idea, because it is the only one that associates it with freedom as he understands it. As he sees it, the “freedom” to buy and sell what one wishes is a degenerate case of freedom—it is what he calls “arbitrariness” (par. 15)—unless its exercise involves stepping back and considering what purchase or sale (and whether any purchase or sale at all) makes the best sense in the context of one’s life as a whole. This is because, as I explained in section 1, only the latter kind of freedom expresses a self, as opposed to the mere operation of environment and heredity. So the way in which the market system makes a contribution to real freedom is not by giving us many opportunities for arbitrariness, but by helping us—through the Bildung  that it forces on us—to develop the ability to step back and ask these larger questions. 

At this point in Hegel’s analysis of civil society, however, this positive freedom is present only “in itself”: its possessor doesn’t yet see what it amounts to, or make it her explicit goal.  She learns to do that in the remainder of the analysis. First, she comes to see the need for a system of justice, which will give an impartially administered, public protection to everyone’s market activities. Thus, the principle of public authority enters in. From this new, public point of view, she goes on to realize that individuals are subject to contingent accidents that are difficult to provide against. Some of these accidents are most practically provided against by the public authority (Hegel mentions problems involving the prices of basic necessities, consumer fraud, economic cycles, and public goods like street lighting, bridges, and public health) (pars. 235-236,A). Here the argument sounds like a utilitarian one: citizens in general will be better off if the public authority looks after these things. However, Hegel had argued earlier, in pars. 127-129, that “realized freedom” involves welfare as well as abstract right, so this promotion of public welfare is not inconsistent with the principle that civil society, as part of ethical life in general, is an articulation of freedom (par. 142), and not of welfare alone. Other accidents affect the realized freedom of special classes of people: of children, who need education, and of the poor, who need income, health care, etc. (pars. 237-245). The latter groups, Hegel says, deserve the same care that they would have received, in an earlier form of society, from their families. Modern families, however, may not be able to provide this care because they no longer have direct control of natural resources, but instead must do everything through the market, so that “the individual becomes a son of civil society, which has as many claims upon him as he has rights in relation to it” (par. 238). 

Why should civil society, in the form of the public authority and of the citizens who finance its activities, accept this quasi-parental responsibility? I interpret Hegel’s assertion that civil society plays the role of the family as an implied argument: that the freedom of one’s fellow citizens extends and reinforces one’s own freedom in the same way in which (as we saw in the previous section) the freedom of one’s family members does this, so that a society cannot be called fully free unless it helps its less fortunate members to develop the ability to support themselves, by giving them access to education and to the means of honorable self-support (pars. 239-244).
 For it to be true that the freedom of one’s fellow citizens extends and reinforces one’s own freedom in the same way in which the freedom of one’s family members does, it must be true that one shares with one’s fellow citizens something more than just mutual non-interference or mutual usefulness. Hegel has in fact shown that one does share something more with them, which is the freedom-promoting experience of Bildung and justice. When one sees that this sharing expresses not some sort of bargain that one has struck (“I will ‘form’ you if you will ‘form’ me”), but a shared project, in which the other person’s success is, in a way, my own success, because it both extends and reinforces the freedom that I care about in myself, one sees that it is appropriate to help to provide whatever practical assistance (education, jobs, income support, health care) will in fact promote that shared project, through the freedom of its participants. Therefore, Hegel parts company with the libertarian account of freedom, according to which one’s freedom is respected as long as one is not actually coerced, and advocates, in the name of respect for freedom, a kind of welfare state.

As is well known, Hegel then goes on to note that welfare state measures against poverty may conflict with other aspects of freedom, such as the honor of self-support (which will suffer from direct provision of income support) and the capitalist economy’s tendency toward over-production  (which he thinks will frustrate programs of public employment for the poor) (par. 245), and he leaves the topic of poverty without any specific practical resolution. He then turns his attention to voluntary organizations of the private sector, which he calls “corporations,” and which he describes as serving their members’ needs both for welfare guarantees (par. 252) and for the “honor” of a social role whose recognition gives them a sense of self that goes beyond mere selfishness (par. 253).
 Since these corporations will not provide for the welfare or self-respect of the professionless and only intermittently employed “rabble” (as they are described in par. 245), the corporations seem not to solve the problem of poverty, either, and many readers wonder whether Hegel has not in effect admitted that the problem cannot be solved, under modern conditions. 

What such readers do not take seriously enough, in my opinion, is the immediately following transition to the “state.” Hegel says that “the end of the corporation, which is limited and finite, has its truth in” the state (par. 256, emphasis added), and he goes on to describe the state as “the ethical spirit as substantial will, manifest and clear to itself, which thinks and knows itself and implements what it knows in so far as it knows it” (par. 257). What all of this implies, when taken together with the preceding analysis of civil society, is that through the corporation, citizens address not just their own personal problems, but the problems of their society. They find a “universal activity in addition to [their] private end[s]” (par. 255A). They need such an activity because civil society from the beginning, in the ways that I listed (namely, through theirBildung, and through justice and the “police”), has led them toward a point of view that is not merely selfish. The corporation allows them to act on such an unselfish point of view, in relation to their colleagues in their particular line of work (or religion, or municipality).
 But the “truth” of such activity, as Hegel suggests, obviously extends further: the citizen is concerned not merely about her colleagues but about her fellow citizens in general—about everyone whose freedom is actively interconnected with her own. Having discovered, through the features of civil society that I mentioned, the centrality of freedom, both her own and that of others, the citizen has now made that freedom her explicit goal.

Since this is the citizens’ goal, it is likewise the state’s goal; and since the state has no other goal that could conflict with this one, the problem of poverty, in particular, has—in principle—been solved when citizens and state become fully aware of what their goal is. If the state is the ethical spirit that “thinks and knows itself” (that is, knows what ethical life is about, namely freedom) and “implements what it knows” (that is, works to actualize that freedom) (par. 257), the solution to the problem of poverty is, precisely, such a state. What practical measures such a state will take, are for it to work out in practice. The point is that insofar as a society collectively forms and supports such an agency, such a state, it has decided that, as affecting its citizens, the poverty that robs a person of full freedom is unacceptable. And since that full freedom is the sole, overriding goal that such a society is setting itself, for its citizens—and the sole overriding goal that its citizens, as citizens, are setting for themselves—it can hardly fail to achieve something very close to it.

6. Conclusion: Private Freedom and Citizenship

I return, now, to the general issue of the relationship between private freedom and citizenship. By showing how citizenship, and the goal of the freedom of all of one’s fellow citizens, are logical developments of the private freedom of individuals in civil society, Hegel shows what Marx mistakenly denies that Hegel has shown: the intelligible link  between civil society and the state, and between the modern freedom of “homo economicus”—when that freedom is properly understood—and the ancient Greek freedom of the active citizen.
 If Hegel is right, the choice between the activities of private liberty and those of citizenship is not between two incommensurable sui generis goods, between which only random “preference” can determine one’s choice, but between one aspect and another aspect of the same good. To have the whole good (once we understand it), we will naturally seek to combine both aspects. Thus when Will Kymlicka and Wayne Norman write that “we [moderns] no longer seek gratification in politics because our personal and social life is so much richer than the Greeks,’”
  Hegel would reply that when we understand what our personal and social life is fundamentally about—namely, the pursuit of rational freedom—we will see that political participation is not just one taste, one source of gratification, among others that a person might have; rather, it is a necessary part of the pursuit of rational freedom, because it carries it out on the most comprehensive and explicit level. Similarly Hegel would say to an extreme civic republican (if there were such a person) that a life of citizenship without a private life is equally incomplete, because it lacks the implicit, biological, physical side. Thus on Hegel’s account, when a real person faces choices between citizenship and private activities, she does not see them as incomparable, and thus see the choice as boiling down to an issue of mere preference; rather, she sees them as parts of a whole picture that must and can make sense as a whole.

To understand the issue between private freedom and citizenship in the way that Hegel proposes, then, is to escape the twin cynicisms of our day—our “libertarian” cynicism about politics and the state (which sees them as, at most, necessary evils) and our leftist cynicism about private life in civil society (which sees it as a trivial caricature of true freedom, which can best be seen in citizen assemblies, communes, or what have you). Civic virtue theories promise to save us from the first cynicism, and anarchism promises to save us from the second, but each does so at the cost of trivializing or abolishing the variety of freedom that it does not particularly favor. Hegel, on the other hand, says that both political freedom (citizenship) and private freedom (freedom in the family and the market) are genuine freedoms, both are aspects of the real thing, so we must have both. And insofar as politics (the “state,” and the citizens’ activity in and through it) is aimed at promoting freedom that is understood in this way—that is, in its full complexity—there seems to be no reason why we can’t have both.

�Actually Rousseau, writing before the Revolution, had already been preoccupied with this issue. Because, as he says, the modern Frenchman, Englishman, or bourgeois is “always in contradiction with himself, always floating between his inclinations and his duties, he will never be either man or citizen. He will be good neither for himself nor for others” (Emile, trans. Allan Bloom [New York: Basic Books, 1979], p. 40). Later, Rousseau seems to concede the defeat of his own strenuous efforts to resolve this problem, when he writes in the Lettres écrits de la montagne (Oeuvres complètes de Jean-Jacques Rousseau [Paris: Gallimard, 1964], vol. 3, p. 706n.) that “Le patriotisme et l’humanité sont . . . deux vertues incompatibles dans leur énergie, et surtout chez un peuple entier.” On Rousseau’s efforts, see Karl Löwith, From Hegel to Nietzsche (New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, 1964), pp. 232-235. 


 �Benjamin Constant, The Spirit of Conquest and Usurpation (1814), Part II, secs. 6-9, and “The Liberty of the Ancients Compared to that of the Moderns” (1819), both in his Political Writings, ed. Biancamaria Fontana (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988). In fact, Constant concludes that through a system of representative government, the moderns will be able to govern themselves (Political Writings, pp. 326-328); but his argument for this conclusion—that “it is not to happiness alone, it is to self-development that our destiny calls us; and political liberty is the most powerful, the most effective means of self-development that heaven has given us” (p. 327)—seems at odds with much of his initial analysis (as on p. 317: “the aim of the moderns is the enjoyment of security in private pleasures”), so that his contribution is more that he posed the issue than that he resolved it in any systematic way. 


�Karl Marx, “On The Jewish Question,” in The Marx-Engels Reader, second edition, ed. Robert C. Tucker (New York: Norton, 1978), p. 43. 


�For references to representative liberal comments about citizenship, see Will Kymlicka and Wayne Norman, “Return of the Citizen: A Survey of Recent Work on Citizenship Theory,” Ethics 104 [1994]: 352-377, at p. 362. A theorist who asserts that political participation is “the highest form of living-together that most individuals can aspire to” is A. Oldfield, Citizenship and Community: Civic Republicanism and the Modern World (London: Routledge, 1990), p. 6. One who doubts that people who view citizenship merely as a burden will succeed in defending their private liberties is Quentin Skinner, “On Justice, the Common Good, and the Priority of Liberty,” in C. Mouffe, ed., Dimensions of Radical Democracy. Pluralism, Citizenship, Community (London: Verso, 1992), pp. 211-224. 


�Translations are my own, but are largely dependent on standard ones—in the case of the Philosophy of Right, the H. B. Nisbet translation (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991). Citations of the Philosophy of Right are abbreviated: PR.


�Marx, in particular, apparently understood neither Hegel’s theory of freedom nor his account of civil society. (See note 19, below.) Karl Löwith, who gave the “problem of bourgeois society”—that “the modern bourgeois is neither a citizen in the sense of the ancient polis, nor a whole man”(From Hegel to Nietzsche , p. 232)—a prominent position in his “studies in the history of the bourgeois-Christian world,” treated Hegel’s theory of freedom in a very cursory manner and did not examine the systematic sequence of Hegel’s development of civil society, and consequently failed to identify the connection between them (see esp. pp. 239-241). I know of no commentator who has examined this connection in systematic detail. 


�I will also explain the systematic relevance of Hegel’s account of the family to civil society and the state (a relevance that is indicated by, for example, PR par. 238). Both of the previously unexplained features of Hegel’s account of civil society and the state that I mention in the text involve a rejection of the libertarian conception of the relation between private freedom and the state. I discuss Hegel’s implied critique of libertarianism in more detail in chapter 5 of my I Recognize You, Therefore I Am: How Hegel Supersedes Individualism in Mind, Ethics, and Society (unpublished book manuscript). 


�When Isaiah Berlin contrasted “the desire to be governed by myself” with the desire for “a free area for action,” in his famous “Two Concepts of Liberty” (in his Four Essays on Liberty [Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1969], p. 131), and went on to sketch the snares of the former, “positive” concept of liberty, he neglected this point. Hegel traces the relation between negative freedom (“being able to do as one pleases”[PR par. 15R]) and positive self-direction in PR pars. 15-21. In his Republicanism. A Theory of Freedom and Government (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1997), Philip Pettit argues for a version of  republicanism that is based on what he calls “non-domination,” rather than self-mastery through citizenship. It will be clear from what follows why Hegel would not be satisfied with this as an ideal of freedom, but he agrees with Pettit in not drawing strenuously populist conclusions from his political ideal. 


�Hegel describes what I call “making sense as a whole” in his discussion of the “judgment of drives” (PR par. 18), of the drives’ becoming “the rational system of will-determination” (par. 19), and of Bildung and the “whole of satisfaction” (par. 20). Par. 21 points out how these amount to a demand that one’s life should (as I put it above) “express the functioning (in it) of a self.” Incidentally, I use the word “functioning,” here, not to suggest that the self is in any way mechanical, but to underline the fact that the self, as Hegel thinks of it, is not a preexisting thing but a capacity that needs to be actualized. 


�This is the process of Bildung: of culture, cultivation, or education, which Hegel introduces in par. 20 of the Philosophy of Right. On how it creates what is often called a “second nature,” see Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics 1103b20-25, 1152a32, and Hegel, PR  par. 151, and Hegel, Enzyklopädie der philosophischen Wissenschaften, vol. 3 (1817, rev. 1827, 1830) (translated by William Wallace and A. V. Miller asHegel’s Philosophy of Mind  [Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1971]) (abbreviated, in future references, as EG), par. 410. 


�This process is the counterpart, in Hegel, to the “ascent of desire” that Plato describes in Diotima’s speech in the Symposium (210a-212b) and which also seems to underlie Aristotle’s thinking about motivation in his writings on ethics. For helpful analysis of these, see T. H. Irwin, Plato’s  Moral Theory (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1977), pp. 167-71, 234-6, and Aristotle’s First Principles (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1988), pp. 332-8, 375. 


�See PR par. 153: “The right of individuals to their subjective determination to freedom is fulfilled in so far as they belong to ethical individuality”—which is composed (par. 157) of family, civil society, and the state; and par. 162: “Their [marital] union is a self-limitation, but since they attain their substantial self-consciousness within it, it is in fact their liberation.” 


�Hegel is very aware that injustice can be perpetrated in the name of “family” and “feeling” (see PR pars. 171, 174A, 175, 179, 180R,A), which is why family, in his account, is only the first, most elementary form of “ethical life.” That it nevertheless is such a form (and not, for example, a purely biological formation) is due to the relationship that I have sketched in the text. In note 18, below, I mention one well-known feature of his analysis of the family that is less defensible than the rest. 


�Some readers may find my talk of sharing the “credit” for the other person’s freedom excessively self-centered or calculating, and prefer to speak (say) of “identifying with” the other person’s action. I have two problems with the latter way of speaking. First, as a metaphor, it fails to convey the rational cogency of what is going on—“identifying with” others seems to be something that one could do, or not do, on the basis of particular inclinations or tastes, whereas Hegel clearly thinks that  if one cares about freedom at all, and understands its nature, then one must care about the extended and reinforced freedom that one can have in society. And second, it omits the whole dimensionof concrete interaction between the two would-be free people, again making the issue seem more subjective than Hegel seems (with good reason) to regard it. For the same reason, it is not clear to me how the “identifying with others” account could explain the humility that I mentioned in the text as expressing one’s awareness of the way one’s freedom is reinforced by the example of the freedom of others. As for the “self-centeredness” of my way of putting it, the irony is, of course, that one receives this benefit (partial credit for the other person’s freedom) only by concerning oneself with the other person’s freedom just as though it were one’s own, so the argument couldn’t be further from recommending a self-centered attitude..  


�On the friend as an other self: Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics 1166a31, 1170b6.  The best kind of friendship: 1156a6-1158a1. Virtue defined in terms of reason: 1107a1. Contributing to more virtue than one could contribute to in the absence of the relationship: 1170b5-15. More secure in one’s virtue than one could otherwise be: 1172a11-14. Practical reason as seeking the highest good: NE i, 7. The most comprehensive analysis of Aristotle’s argument that I know of is provided by T. H. Irwin, Aristotle’s First Principles (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1988), ch. 18 (pp. 389-406). 


�Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, trans. T. H. Irwin (Indianapolis: Hackett, 1985), pp. 260-261 (1170b5-11).


�Christopher Lasch, Haven in a Heartless World: The Family Besieged (New York: Basic Books, 1977).


�Although the theory that I have sketched above occupies the greatest part of Hegel’s discussion of marriage and the family, readers are often distracted from it by the two paragraphs (pars. 165 and 166) in which Hegel gratuitously inserts his views of the respective psychologies of men and women (“man . . . has his actual substantial life in the state, in learning, etc., . . . . Woman, however, has her substantial vocation in the family” [par. 166]). He offers a justification for this division (“spirituality that divides itself up” versus “spirituality that maintains itself in unity”[ibid.]) that seems not to follow from anything that he says elsewhere, and is thus hard to perceive as anything but a lapse from the logic that governs most of the rest of his exposition. 


�“In virtue of its character, civil society, or the private estate, does not have the universal as the end of its essential activity. . . . In order to achieve political significance and efficacy it must rather renounce itself as what it already is, as private estate. . . . This political act is a complete transubstantiation. . . . The individual must thus undertake a complete schism within himself. . . . The existence of the state as executive is complete without him, and his existence in civil society is complete without the state” (Karl Marx, Critique of Hegel’s ‘Philosophy of Right’, ed. Joseph O’Malley  [Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1970], pp. 76-8; translation revised). Marx develops essentially this one point for about ten pages (pp. 70-80). I have found no discussion of Marx’s point in the published commentaries on his Critique; 


�Hegel writes that in “social needs,” there is an “aspect of liberation, because the strict natural necessity of need is concealed and man’s relation is to his own opinion, which is universal, and to a necessity imposed by himself alone” (par. 194). The reader who wonders how having socially defined needs could be liberating for an individual, is raising what is also a more general question about Hegel’s account of ethical life: how can individuals be free through “custom” and “habit” (PR par. 151)? The answer, briefly, is that full freedom involves both custom and habit, and the ability to revise them rationally. I explain Hegel’s account of these matters in detail in chapter 4 of I Recognize You, Therefore I Am. How Hegel Supersedes Individualism in Mind, Ethics, and Society.  


�Hegel certainly implies, in par. 238 especially, that civil society is responsible for helping its less fortunate members because civil society itself creates poverty, as a status, by abolishing the direct relation to nature that families and individuals had in pre-modern societies. What I describe in this paragraph is how individual members of civil society have such a responsibility, because of what they gain through civil society’s existence and their opportunity to participate in it. On the relation between the family principle and these other domains, see also EG par. 535: “The state is . . . the unification of the family principle with that of civil society. The same unity, which is in the family as a feeling of love, is its essence, receiving, however, . . . the form of conscious universality.” 


�As I indicated in an earlier note, I discuss Hegel’s implied critique iof libertarianism in more detail in chapter 5 of I Recognize You, Therefore I Am. How Hegel Supersedes Individualism in Mind, Ethics, and Society.  


�These Korporationen are not profit-making enterprises, but more like trade associations, unions, churches, and municipalities: self-governing participatory organizations that aim to include a whole sector of the society and to provide welfare services to its members. 


�The young, republican Marx, and others who think of citizenship primarily as participating, through public argument and elections, in the control of state power, tend to view Hegel’s “corporations” as throwbacks to medievalism (see, for example, Jürgen Habermas, Strukturwandel der Oeffentlichkeit. Untersuchungen zu einer Kategorie der bürgerlichen Gesellschaft [Neuwied am Rhein: Luchterhand, 1965], pp. 133-136). They do not see how participating in the practical welfare-oriented activities of non-state organizations provides an avenue for an expanding sense of community—or how, in doing so, it connects private freedom with a kind of citizenship that takes responsibility for more than just arguing and voting. Hegel’s “corporatism” has affinities, in this respect, with anarchism and with the council socialism that Marx admired so much in the Paris Commune of 1871. (Of course, Hegel’s concerns for state unity and rational administration clearly distinguish his model from these. That does not remove the affinity.) Habermas interprets Hegel’s corporatism as a response to his fears of social disintegration resulting from class conflict. Before that, however, it is a logical development of Hegel’s conception of freedom in civil society, and it is crucial (in that way) to his resolution of the private/public, bourgeois/citoyen problem that neither Marx nor (as far as I can tell) Habermas resolves. 


�Thus, the attitude that Hegel seems to me to be adopting toward the problem of poverty is different from any of the possible attitudes canvassed by Allen W. Wood in his survey of theories as to what Hegel’s real attitude was (Hegel’s Ethical Thought [Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990], pp. 248-50). Wood himself emphasizes Hegel’s view that “The emergence of poverty is in general a consequence of civil society and on the whole arises necessarily out of it” (Philosophie des Rechts: Die Vorlesung von 1819-20, ed. D. Henrich [Frankfurt: Suhrkamp, 1983], p. 193), and that, as Wood summarizes the lesson of PR par. 245, “it is the basic principles of civil society itself that stand in the way of the state’s attempts to prevent poverty or remedy it” (Hegel’s Ethical Thought, p. 249). It is certainly true that some of the basic principles of civil society stand in the way: in particular, the self-regulating character of the economy, which produces the problem of overproduction and underconsumption which Hegel says will prevent the use of public employment to remedy poverty. However, civil society has other principles—namely, the interest in freedom that it exhibits in its promotion of Bildung, justice, and welfare—which the state can build on in its efforts to remedy poverty. So solving the problem of poverty need not entail simply abolishing civil society. Rather, civil society will have to be transformed: aufgehoben. Hegel does not pretend to know just how this could be done, but his conception of the state itself requires that it be possible, and nothing that he says about civil society shows it to be clearly impossible. For concrete suggestions about how it could be done, consistently with all of Hegel’s requirements, see Alexander Kaufman, “Community and Indigence: A Hegelian Perspective on Aid to the Poor,” Journal of Political Philosophy 5:1 (1997): 69-92.


�When Marx says that “civil society, or the private estate, does not have the universal as the end of its essential activity” (note 19, above), he ignores the “second principle” of civil society (PR par. 182), and the unique spin that Hegel puts on it. (Karl Löwith, in the treatment that I mentioned in note 6, makes the same mistake.) In his later work, Marx never produces a constructive theory of the state, or of private freedom’s relation to it, and thus he leaves his followers impaled—insofar as they wish to approach either topic in a constructive manner—on the same dilemma that he accuses Hegel of leaving us impaled on. As for Rousseau and Constant, the failures of their admirable attempts to reconcile private freedom with citizenship can be traced to their insufficiently developed conceptions both of individual freedom and of the ways in which it can be extended and reinforced through interaction with others. 


�Will Kymlicka and Wayne Norman, “Return of the Citizen: A Survey of Recent Work on Citizenship Theory,” Ethics 104 (1994): 352-377, at p. 362.


�For helpful comments and objections in connection with various versions of this material, I am grateful to my wife, Carol Roberts, to Bruce Merrill, and to two anonymous referees for the Journal of Political Philosophy. For their guidance, their teaching, and their writings, I am especially indebted to Allen Wood and Terry Irwin.





