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nature. Human beings are finite spirits and nature is not spirit at 
all ( or, more precisely, it is spirit that is not aware of itself as such). 

Hegel maintains that the Judeo-Christian account is correct in 
maintaining that God is infinite (ontologically unlimited and unre
stricted) but wrong in explaining God 's infinity in term of transcen
dence. God's infinity is rather to be explained by reference to his 

immanence within the world as a whole. Nature and mankind, prop
erly understood, are manifestations of God. God, properly under
stood, is wholly manifested in nature and through mankind. The 

complex formed by God-as-manifested-in-nature-and-through-man
kind (which is to say: absolute spirit) is identical to both the world
as-a-whole insofar as it expresses God and God as manifested or 
realized. God (absolute Geist) is infinite, then, in that everything that 
exists is a manifestation of his existence. There is nothing other than 
God that limits or restricts him because there is nothing other that 
could limit or restrict him (see WL, l:149-66/137-50). Absolute 
Geist depends on nothing, needs nothing, and is bound by nothing 
in the sense that it depends on, needs, and is bound by nothing that 
is other than itself.

Human beings are vehicles of absolute Geist, then, in that it is 

through them that absolute spirit actualizes itself and attains self. 
consciousness. They are essentially vehicles of absolute spirit in the 
s:nse that actualizing absolute Geist constitutes their highest voca
t10n. 

II. The Doppelsatz

TheDoppelsatz (or double dictum) - "What is rational is actual, and 
what is actual is rational" (PR, 112) - is one of Hegel's most famous, 
most provocative, and most discussed philosophical slogans. 4 Its two 

brief lines provide an extraordinarily provocative, memorable, and 
condensed formulation of three crucial aspects of Hegel 's philo
sophical point of view. Th.J;Y- enc,!psulate f!egel's basic (1) con
ception of reason, realit>;: aQc;i_thei_r relation, (2) methodological 

fil)proa£h,�fil12i9..Lmm.ative outlook. Because of this, theDoppelsatz
provides a wonderful device for exploring Hegel's thought. Not 
surprisingly, the dictum also poses a number of interpretive diffi-

4 See, e.g., Haym 1857, 365-9; Rosenzweig 1920, 2:77-80; Fackenheim 1969-70 
691-8; Lowith 1941, 153-62, 1964, 135-50; Henrich 1983, 13-17; Wood 1990:
10-11. The term Doppelsatz belongs to Henrich 1983.
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nt!Lies. Written in Hegel's technical vocabulary, it is extrem:ly
:,bstract and compressed, richly ambiguous, and,_furthe�ore, eXJsts
i 11 a number of different formulations. These difficulties can, ho�
cvcr be turned to our advantage, for working through them W1ll
1,clp

,
us gain access to Hegel's tl1ought. My discussion will �e loos�ly

organized around the three aspects of Hegel's philosophical pomt 

or view mentioned above. 
1. Before turning to the first of these three aspects (Hegel s con-

ccpLion of reason, reality, and their relation), I want to m�ke _a fe"':
remarks about the two main terms of the Doppelsatz: rational 
(vernunftig) and 'actual' (wirklich). . . 

'Rational', as Heg�.w;J.!.IW, has both an epis_temic �nd a 

normative aseect; ro�hl JEf<!.\sing, it means both rauo�all� m�el-
1 igil>le and reasdnab!e Q[goop.5 In ordinary speech 'actual ( w

_
irkhch)

;ind 'existing' (existierend) are often used interchangeably, which can
give rise to the (false) impression that �e Doppelsatz ':'s�rts that
cvei-ything that exists - including, in particular, every eXJstmg state

_ is reasonable or good. Read in this way, the Doppelsatz expre�s�s 

:, horrifically conservative doctrine, one that rules o_ut the poss1b1l
i ty of criticizing existing social institutions and p�ct�ce� alt?g:ther.
But in Hegel's technical vocabulacy, the words eX1Stmg (existierend)

aud 'actual' (wirklich) are not interchangeable. 1nde�d, :8eg�l �raws

a sharp distinction between the two. He defines Wirkltchkez� < actu-
1. • • rt • as the "unit of essence Wesen and existence

a 1t rea 1 , i. · , h 
[Existenz]" (EL, §142). The essence ?f tb,ings (taking �1n�s e�e 

in the broadest possible sense) consists, rough!Y_ speakmg, m �heir 

inner or underlying rational structur£!�.(Hegel'� assert�on that thmgs,
generally speaking, have an inner or un�er!yin? �uo�a! struc�ure 

represents one of the respects in which his view 1s idealistic.) T�mgs 

l · kl· h onl ten that the ex ress mamfe t,
are actua wir zc 
realize

1 
and corresQ_ond to their inner essence. What makes_ them

actual - to the extent thatJ!H�Y. ax;s: actual - is not that they eXJst b�t

rather that th,SY, e:i,cist an,.d resuheir inn�r e�sence. Thus, m 

Hegel's terminology, Q.Ql everyJhiug_ that exists is actual. To the 

extent that things fail to live up. to their essence, they fall u�der_ th�
· f ' ere a eara • blo e Erscheinun and illusion 

cate ones o m 
(Schein). . • · · h Although Hegel recognizes that the philosophical distmcuon e
draws between 'existence' and 'actuality' is technical, he contends

5 See Inwood 1983, 497. 



54 AN APPROACH TO HEGEL'S PROJECT
rhar.ir has roots in educated speech, which, he maintains, declinesto give tlre name real (wirklici) poet or re (wirhlich) sratesman (oa poer or statesman who can jo norhl"g *jfy _;l7rri;,;i,;*
:"11*l:.9.t, g I 422).. Heger arso hotds ihat r,i. i..i"""r"**i ".r
acruatrty' corresponds ro what he calls the,._i;;;:;il;i;"ordinary word. This reflects his

rures rhe,p..,ru,iu" .o.,,."#;?T:,,1#"ffliili",i:XI .:::.the^upshotof au this is that the Doppebai< p; -;i; ;;;1r,.::,does nor affirm the rarionatity of e*rything *,ri li*. if,. a?:tum_ma-kes the far more restricted clri_ ,lrri*f,"it r;r;;;;;-nal.Hegel says quite explicitly: .,everyhi"g *hi.h i;;;;;;;;;;l;on that very ground cease io rr" r,lra .,:',,,-i,, ,.i"vol 
t,rulrtdr Irrusl

rion m^.tiG-r\ ^ held actual,,(EL. $1422, rransla_
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his use of Wirhlichheit ard. wirhli.ch (EL, S91Z). Moreover, whereas
Wirhlichkeit is a perfecdy ordinary German word - like 'reality' in
linglish - the English word'actuality' is specialized and learned. It
is far more idiomatic to speak of a real statesman than an actual
$tatesman, Moreover, 'reality' not 'actuality' is the honorific term
in English. We may or may not care whether things are actual, but
we do intuitively care whether they are real. 'Actuality' lacks the
iutuitive force - the ring - of 'reality'.

The most important limitation of the standard translatior^ of Wi.rk-
I.ichheit, however, is that it obscures t}le crucial fact that when Hegel
talks abowtWirklirh&adl, he means to be talking about what zae would
czll reali.ty . I do not mean to suggest here that Hegel's conception of
Wirhlbhheit captures our commonsense conception of reality, but
rather that he thinks of his philosophical conception of Wi.rklbhkeit
as providing a philosophical account of the ordinary notion of real-
ity. One point theDopprlrarz makes is that what is rational is raal and
what is raal is rational - a point that cannot conveniendy be expressed
without rendering wi.rklich as'real'. And so, although I will usually
follow the standard practice of translating Wirkli.chkcit with'a:ct,ual-
ity' and. wirklich with 'actual', I will at times use 'reality' and 'real'
as alternative translations. Doing so will make it possible to see that
reality is one of the many things the Doppehatz is abo\t

One might doubt this, for one might doubtwhether the Doppekatz
is about anything other than the use ofwords. The claim that what
is real is rational can be read as an explication of Hegel's use of
'real' (wi.rklich) - and hence as analytic.T After all, his definition of
Wirklichkeit establishes a definitional connection between what is
real and what is rational. Within Hegel's technical vocabulary, things
are by dzfinition real to the extent that they fulfill their essence. The
essence of a thing is defined as i* underlylng rq.tional stt'tLcture. And
so it follows immediately from Hegel's definition of 'reality' and
'essence' that tl ngs are rational to the extent that t]rey are real. For
this reason, Hegel's claim that what is real (or actual) is ration2l has
oftj" lgg! l,sld to !. ert.qlSlty tallUolEry. And by the same token
someone might contend that nothing is gained by speaking ofreal-
ity rather than actuality: since Hegel stipulates that 'real' should be
used in the way he does, no substantive claim is being made. The
Doppeba.tz does not say anything about reality after all. All that is at
issue here is ruords.

7 Cf. Haym 1857,368.

["*p-9-!.4IIAq_o_!rLrhat Hegel dges provide a crite.iorrm;;;;ff".__rusuishlns
-r}-o-s91e-4g'9s_9! tllq modern .r,r " ,r,,, .il]ll^-ift#sJ''5,'i-n r,,.-u .-"-lii,";t:";;::"j*: ii?r argaslqd trom those rrLar

,-G;ugg,dfi _;iii*iffiil,illfl -l*l'*r*:i*il*s:.r;ffi "H;,#;t;ii:f:*H##ilt
scribed in rhe p}a?os obhy of Riot
they fail to .o,fo.m,'t(.i,.e' 

11' Ihey are actual rothJextentthat
Now as we have seen, tle G",

[;ffi'1;].;1x'**t;lr;;;t'i*fr}**il1i+:tual' the standard translation fn

'.

I
{l}eral nlacLicl otusing the term.Rralrrd, ,;_;;; r;;I;;;;;*;:.

liiiii:[lL{rt*:*.U:"'^mttl.r.ln#ffi
"r:J;:l'T:1ff i:li;::tr:il,: \is sugges,s. Hege, does, arrer
terchangeabry ;;-.":,;;;::?' 

and realization' (Reatisarion) in-
(veruirhlichung). e,a ne e*or.11 

irhlichen) and 'actualization'

emproynga"iliut;;;,;lf 
",.jliffi,n'.ffi ,it'",:llJ:j

6 Cf., for a differiDg view, ibid., 502.
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But this reading o f the DobbeL

that Hegel defines ,ertiq ir;;c;::.:-mis-taken'Although 
it is true

.o".,..,io,i.i*".ffi;;i,;;i;"Hff Ji:::?3":if, ,:::l,ff :xof 'reality, is philosophically sub
..p,ion 6r."iif. il;ffiffi;:illi# f"I[,i:,]:'."i],,* :ff.ccption (a conception thar Hegel def.rra" i' tfr. i.lJr.i 

"iri,Ar.":ithroughour his syrtem ,, u wh'ot.1. not ,t. a.nniiion;.;.i,;;l;pose i_n def.ning the word ,reality, i. .i_ply ,o .*f..;:;,filr#:phical conception in a convenij,i:,q,s:: ##,#:riffi
'isl.**,..",'.*Eaarffi ,ffi"#ifl |}ffi'ffi ';itrH;
l.rfi illfl ","^1";":f f 

yrul:r$d-prs:iq.r"ur,;;;;';,",''#;";
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rrlrorvs for what merely exiss certainly has a Platonic feel. But Hegel
,rls,, !
l'l,, t , r_,_l '
llrirrgg areJeal only to the el]lgqt that thqv have an external, spa-
tir )t,c-mporal. eiste. nce.

I [cgel's conception of reality is thus Ja$s-faced: one side looks
rouLrrd the ideal: the other side looks tquaJ:d existencte.-In respond-
irrg to the objection that he claims that everything that exists is ra-
tional, Hegel emphasizes the side of his conception of reality that
lrrccs the ideal. But it is crucial not to overlook the other side, the
sirlc that looks to what exists. @-
tion of reality is to bridge the gap b_et:u-eq4_gheqddg3l-andJhAt
r.xisrs. As Hesel understands it. realitv is to be identified neither
\1,ir h rhe cssenceof ft\ing!.C9!_Ls.deted3pa$frqlqlhgllg:d!@ge 4pI
l''irl, lhqlxlslqlre,qf tl.ines co"s .

'l hc reelitx,gfthe-stale-gonsist! ill the_elseBce ofthe state insofar as

i t p..rq.alizsAi!-.ql,lligr$aJ-cs.-,qld-cIlslllcijates-lns9fu-ellb9y
r calizg-th_e esseng llf Srg-qqajg,. Realitv. for Heqel,
(,ssence and existence r
r irtional struqlure) and "the outward" (the externdllqbgdiment of
t hal5ggglsg[EL, $142).

Thus, for Hegel, reality is immanent within the phenomenal
t'olld. The phenomenal world is not identical with reality, for it
( ontains much that is not real. A large portion of this world con-
sists of mere appearances: appearances *rat fail to live up to their
cssence and appearances that have no essence. But the real is noi a
f'latonic, ontological "beyond" (lenseits) either.It is not a realm of
ideas that are not realized in this world. Nor is the real a Kantian, I

2. I turn now to Hie.r:, i;n:;'* 
*'**t-o't"' ''

i;i
l,]::::::".; ;. :.i,..p,. ir,i, .,"i.i;;"";il;iif.rn?:[i:]#"
commonsense view, accordine to
desDire hFino .roF--,:,,^ ^_ : - 

which-thirrgs can be pedectly real

:;,.m**,***;;+,;n:[tr*iffi+f ;

ls.not a real state in th state, it
o.T;ffi ffi;: r slT4rlF!er':9--ol,Jlelsrm. M oreover. r h e

his view. Thev e.;cr -n, *^-. -- 
rting?olitical states lack realiry in

Uiii#,,,;ff :r*:t:u:i:lutitit,llij_{i'*i
[l'.*:*:r:l': al:'1":p:'d,",r,"r', ..*"*. ri; ;:.:'l:
,tl;concention 

or reality,*,,i'H.sJi i"i";iili'iJ .,'.1'i ltl;J
cpistemic "beyond": a thing in itself that lies beyond the borrrds oil
human cognition. The real has external existence in the phenom- 

|

cnal world and is accessible to human cognition- One grasps the 
I

leality of things by seeing how their existing features express and 
I

enrbody their essence and how their essence is expressed and em- 
|

bodied in their existing features.

It may be helpful ro think ofI
lecring borh a step roward and rr:,qe]'s 

conceplion ofreality as re-

,3r"'."".rou,ro,!)ffi ;;;J;i:p.ilil1f Irli:?,,'J.:".,-fJthe real with whar is "palpable ar
sr< z._,-, ju,i"n ;J;'ffij'"::t l1T;j;fJ_T:T:?,;;llI
grven rn experience to the metar2,.,,"*,.,[J.o,,I"nil:;..*il'r]f j;l:fi:::l,;lffi :ff funrruth, deceprion, etc.', 1Rn,'gtn1. rfiJ aha"i" fr"g;i;"#.J;

Hegel contends that the frnal and correct way of comprehend-
ing reality is to grasp it as what he calls "the idea" (die ldee) (EL,
5236). 'Thejdga:-Ln Hegel's tecbnb e

cortceot (der BemilA (sincular) - the underlvins rational structure
of the world as a whole - tosether with its actualization (Ventirh.

lichung) in nature, history, and the social world. In his view, 'the
idea' is real, indeed fully and completely real, and in fact is the only

ld_
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3. Hegel's conception ofreason has two closely related elements:

of rcason as an active force or n 
: ="-$r*'-s{q-vr/-4-rar:n

h^r:.,^ __r:r:- . ower. Hegel's conception of nor_

true reality. The upshot of all this is the familiar point ahat Hesel,sbasic conception o[ reatity is ideatisric. r, r. 
""i ia."fr"i. r" i?""-rng ttte exrstence oImatrer or in taking the world ,o U. u ooriiJfthe.mind of the individual. It is iaeaus'tic in a;l;fi ;#. ;;-lowing respects: (i) it attributes an intrinsically normai;.;;;;

l:q:1^*.::l'.'.*l?*d^i?:.(jili,:1""il;;,;;;;;'J;;;
::_,j':.:-::",, ,l1,rfy futfil their inner essences; and (iii) it con-rends thar 'rhe idea. is the only true realiry. It is rhis ide;Usl; ;;n-
:_:l],:l "l J:ality 

thlr makes it possible for Hegel ,o,uy,r,"i .:,r,.
rrue rdeal ldas wahrhafle ldeal. i.e.,.the idea.]-. . . i, ,ri,at i, ,.nl
[uirklich], and the only reat', (VGp,2:tl0/2:9bj.

,_ 
j:T^1:_yiqpoint of philosophicatry informed common sense,
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i D ternal criticism: the idea that crlticism must be Aiven in--:..--........-.--------:-.rppeal to principles or practices to which the aqents to whom it
il addressed are alre s

t'",,ghtr,'ia.as,
cssence of ile ihings to]gb q . A norm thqt is rooted in
the essence ofa thing can be said to have a foothold in the thing's
"own rationality" since, in being rooted in the thing's essence, it is
rooted in the thing's rational structure. Roughly speaking, a norm
is 'r'ooted' in the essence of a thing if it figures centrally in the char-
acterization ofthe dring's kind and plays a central explanatory role
in accounting for the thing's normal operation, that is, activities
through which it realizes its essence. Thus to say that the ideal of
providing mutual love, understanding, and support is rooted in the
cssence of the family - a view Hegel holds - is to say that having
Ll.ris end is part of what it is to De a family and that, by realizing this
cnd, families realize themselves as families. A family [a.l the end of
ploviding mutual love and so forth if it is "organized around" this
cr.rd. It is organized around this end ifit exhibits an underlying struc-
ture that, if ideally realized, would realize it. Np11gilhqlg19_:lo!
rooted in the essence ,sd_?Is -:y
owE'or idqalg'.!! Xsggllylgl Being alien to the essence of things
to rvhich they are applied, such norms lack any rational grip or force.

It should be noted tbat Hc lftf
roqlgdjg!!!!!!9gj$A!lglbu norms must be rooted in the actual
in order to be valid. By 'essences' Hegel means reafizad (or actua,l-
ired) essences: his general view being that essences must be actual-
ized in existing features of the things whose essence they are. But
the realized essence ofthings constitutes their actuality (Wirklichkeil).
And so, for Hegel, actuality (or reality) is the source ofvalid norms.
One sense. then. in which the rational is actual is t}lat valid norms
are;gg1g!,!1$91grl.

Hegel's conception of normative validity is illustrated by the dis-
tinction he draws between what he calls "ideals of imagination"
(Id.eale der Phantasie) and "ideals of re ason" (Ideale der Vemunft) (YG,
75/65). Idcals of rearoz are so called because they are rooted in the
reality of things. It is precisely because they are rooted in the real
(existing rational practices) that they are genuine and "binding upon
reality at large" (VG,76/65).Ifuals of imagination d.eive their name
flom the fact that they are grounded solely in individual imagina-
tion or fantasy. Hegel holds that ideals of imagination ar e mne ideafs
- ideals that lack any geuuine claim to be satisfied and whose non-
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the philosophicai accouni of the modern social wo.ta tnat U".lip_rovides in the.phitosophy oIRLglrr will appear to ,.p;;:;;;;;j;;T_
rzed characterization of the institutioni-and p.".ii.., *i,fl *fri.rlHegel was familiar because many of the f."t,.,."" it irr.iui."'*...
absent in particular cases. prussia, f". 

""u*pt., t..t.il;;;.Yil .l"":-ly, a representative bicameral assembly, and oublic
Jury trrals. Bur it should be clear lrom t]re accourr of He".l[ .""-ception of realityjusr provided thar H.g.l ao., noi ,"g;ii ,f" ,r,r.losoph) of Right in this way. To chara'grLg3,3gsq unt as id,ealized. isto_s!899;3_!b4!11jtu' ub.tr".,io.,. ,huiit lf,-ri -iiE =ffit
;

*
r.xlllllgl1glt-rltr.qlt qo-ngr Lel-tgct rhg.,IaiJurq.qthj!.eSgeUalp^_cap_
tuJg_iglllI- EE Ln-sl9_sq_rhe &ilue-afuhoreinslri*tl"rii l"-rl,ari.t[g]rsslence. Trearing Hegel's acco""t or th. -o$il ;;;t.;i;;l:rs a n r deat ! zat ion may represent a fru i tful, dell.ationan wav of ."".r.,_structing his approach - one rhat.nable, ris . ,at:;i,;;"";;;
l].11::dor"ty '"t 

ile ign ori ng his phirosophical .";.;il;;' ;;;;."jrry. r,ut we cannor undersund what Hegel is doinq in Lh ephilonoh\ otReglt unless.we appreciate tt 
" 

trrly rE_r.krbl;r;il;"#;;;-
inely takes his philosophical account ofth. _oae.r, 

"oc;l ;;:il';be thoroughly realistii.

mative vatidity reflects his generai co--t&;;;;;;;;*"j,
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fulfillment does not constitute an objective wrong- Ideals ofreason,
on the other hand, are genuine, or true, ideals. They have a "genu-
ine claim to be satisfied" and their nonfulfillment constitutes "an
objective wrong" (VG, 76/66). This distinction allows Hegel to
recognize that there is a class ofideals that are zo, rooted in reality
(a fact that gives rise to the general impression that there is a fun-
damental split between what is ideal and what is real) while also
maintaining that there is another class of ideals tlat are rooted in
reality (a fact that shows that there is no fundamental split between
the ideal and the real).

Now in conceiving of valid norms as rooted in the essence or
reality of things, Hegel already conceives of reason as a force or
power- In order for the ideal of mutual love, understanding, and
support to be rooted in the essence of the family, existing families
must realize this end at least to some degree. In order to De fami-
lies, they must be organized around this end, and in order to be
organized araund, this end, they must have some success in realizir.rg
it. If it wcre literally t4ug that Lfamill, failed utterl), to realize rhis
end, it could no! be said to be a famil), at alt. ThUQ, io Hegel's v,ew.
vdid-ngrmg-a*lqg!porcerle$*IhcJsg.sgndl$s$ib4q rsqlsg..tgrn
valid quaraltee that tJre [hi
lsjast so-me _E!}dgn-cy tq-Igjrliz.e*them-Another sense in which rhe
rational is actual, then, is that valid norms are realized at least to
some degree. None ofthis is to say that the validity of a norm guar-
antees its ideal satisfaction - that is, that the things to which it ap-
plies realize the norm in a perfect and complete way. Even if the
ideal of mutual love and so forth r.r rooted in the family, no exist-
ing family will perfectly realize this ideal, and some existing fami-
lies will diverge radically from the ideal, The Karamazov family
represents a real possibility, but the Waltons and Huxtables are
fantasies of television.

Now, obviously enough, the claim that valid norms will be real-
ized. to some d.egree is both vague and weak. How well must a family
actualize the ideals of the family in order to be said to realize this
ideal 'to some degree'? A possible answer would be: well enough to
be ploperly called a family. Decidingwhether a given family actual-
izes the ideal ofthe family well enough to be properly called a fam-
ily is a matter ofjudgment. And there may be cases - say, with ex-
tremely dysfunctional families - in which it is not clear whether a
given 'family' really is a family. But, presumably, most families ac-
tualize the ideal of the family well enough to be families properly
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so called. The vagueness of the idea of realizing a norm to some

, r,..*"-i, o..ttrprlomewhat less threatening than might Frrst aPPear'

in. *Jrry uLor, t eakness is more serious whatever the mrnr-

,,,"t i"u.t o/rr...ss may be, it must be very low' for' presumably'

ir i..l.r"l thut 
"uen 

the Karamazovs can satisfy There are highly

rlvsfunctional families that are slill families And so the worry rs

,ii.i ,rr. --rrna revel of success is so minimal as to make t}le stan-

;t;;;p;;"i;;t 
"mpty 

or to divest this standard of all value' If the

,,li"i-if f.r"f of success is a standard even the Karamazovs can

-,,iir'fy, ."" iigttt 
"ell 

wonder whether the standard is worth taking

scriouslv.''" 
,".i. ii *"" o. pointed out that Hegel also maintains that things

rvill senerally realize rhose no'ms that are rooted in tlteir essence
','" 

^",,*irl", ar*n. This idea is obviously vague' but it may be

,',"."if,i" io claritvits force by giving some sense of the range ot cases

*iit i" ,t i.r, ir ialls. A famiiylhat realized the ideal of mul ual love'

;;.:;;G, ard suppo'i onll to the minimal degree required

r,l'"J"t i.t itLu" u fu^ilily *ot'id t'ot realize tl.ris ideal to a signifi-

cant dcsree. The Karamazovs provide a literary exampJe-of a.fam-

;;;f ,-hi; t;.,. But a familv could be said to realize this ideal to a

;i';tr";;;;";;; withour'realizing it perrectJv and complerely' A

r."l,',;lu does not have to be iust like thc Waltons or the HuxtaDtes ro

i," 
"llr.r".ru "uia 

r" realize ihe idcal to a significant degree Nor musl

. fn'-if^r.."fir" tf.,it ideal on the whole' But a normal family - a lamrly

il;.JJ; ;P.'ly be called normal - would realize the ideal to a

,inni n.rnt'0"cr.". Although it might exhibit serious Problems and

diificulties, it-would, nonetheless, embody the ideal-or mutual love'

,rnd.rrtunding, and support in a real and substantial way'
-- 

In urry.*.,"th. idea that things will generally realize tht:: i::t
that are rooted in their essence to a silrrificant degree flows.outof

IJegel's conception of normative validity' Hegell:is!s+14*!tr, ,:

:p
s@-crdsLloJLa lgllLl"e-bs-u
;86:6'E *&;,l-'eputlerqpf ?strep:hs' nelnrprs:slps:]trs$

[;mt,r o", rel-ulv"..!.d :ale da-ce.&rt-ef]sb4lil4cq4l9r
; iiIE iiiffii-***stiule-althgugerlne! -"opsqti on:isJ or

'iJri"tiia 
"* generally realize this ideal to a significant degree
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Another sense in which the rational is actual is that valid norms arerealized to a significant degree.

Turning briefly from Hegel's conception of reason back to his
conceptlon ofactuality, it is worth nodng that Hegel contends that
existing things exhibit a tendency to reallize valid"nor_r. Ui, .on-ception of the actual entails that, ro the exrent t" ,rfri.f, ttl"s. u."
actual, they will realize - or tend to realize _ tt o...ro.-, tfrii u."rooted in their essences. Hegel conceives of essences 

^ ..,io.r"f
rendencles: tendencies to realize the structures in virtue of which
things are rationally intelligible, reasonable, u"a go"a. Ar,i ,oio
say lhat norms musl be rooted in the essences oithings to which
they apply.is ro say lhal they must be rooted in rhi.g";;;;r;';;
consututed as to exhibit a tendency to realize them."Hesel maiD-
tains -!Eit realirJ is essentially rarional in the sense lhrTliair-of=n*
alL:lyylltendenc\ to realizg \.alid notffE_

-In 
order to appreciate this point, it is crucial ro realize that Hesel

olters two-disrincl Iines ofargument. One line flows out of his c8n-
ceptron ot normative validity:

In order for the rational to be rational (i.e., in order for norms
to be ralid), the actual must be rational; it -r,"t prouiJ" 

-tfr"

foundations for valid norms and realir. afr.r" 
"".or" a ,"*.,

and indeed a significan! degree.

The other line flows out of his conception of the actual:

Since essences are tendencies to realize structures in virtue of
which things-are intelligible, reasonable, and good, th. ;;;i
will necessarily exhibit a tendency to b. i"t.ffigibl., .;";"Li.,
and good.

-Although 
the first line entails that we cannot speciE/ the contenroIvalid norms withour looking ro the reality ofthe thir* i";;;;-

tron, the second line maintains rhat _ quite apart frorrithe Jues-
tion of determining whar rhe content of iaia nlr-ri, l*;;;.;;
that, insofar as things are real, they are constituted so as to realiz!
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irctuality provides a metaPhysical guarantee that the rational will be

xctual.
4. Having now considered Hegel's conception of reason and

lcality, we Jre now in a position to consider variant formulations
ot the Doppebatz,In his 1817-18 Heidelberg lectures, Hegel stated:

What is rational must haPpen, since on the whole the constitution is

only its development. (\IPRW, 157)

'l'hen, in the Heidelberg lectures he gave in the following year, Hegel

asserted:

What is rational becomes actual, and the actual becomes rational'

(VPRHN,51)8

On the face of things these two formulations (which I will refer to

rather inelegantly aJthe 'development' and the 'becoming' versions)

scem ratheidifferent from (what I will call) the 'canonical' formu-

lation we have been considering up until now.
To begin with, the word 'actual' (wirklich) is completely absent

from the development version, which might be taken simply to refer
to what exiss. Thus one might think that the develoPment version

baldly proclaims that the existing constitution (Verfassung) - that
ir, th. i. facto arrangement of the state - is the development of
the rational. But this reading is not plausible. Quite apart from the

fact that it involves attributing a claim to Hegel that is absurd by

any reasonable standard, it clearly runs against the grain of his

thought. The distinction he makes between existence ( Existenz) ancl

actuility \Wirklichkeit) is after all a central feature of the 1812-13

Scimu of Logic lWL,2:786-277 /b47-53). In any case, the develop-

rnentveision does not Provide ablanket affirmadon of what exists'

It does not say that the constitution is the development of the ratio-

nal, period. What it says is that the constitudon is the development
of tie raironalon tlu uholz ( bnhaupt).'Itre qualification is absolutely

crucial, for it reflects the Hegelian distinction between existence

and actuality. Those aspects of the constitution which do not rePre'

sent a develoPment of the rational are merely existent. Those as-

pects which di represent a development of the rational are- actual-

bnly those aspecG ofthe constitution that are actual are held to be

a development of the rational. Hegel may not have used the zuord

8 wood's translations (1990, l3).

valid norms.-Ihrrs the Dn/rlp.lsatz ailows of both an epist._i;;;J
metaphysic-at re.ading on th. "pirt..ii r"idG]fiijrIffi
mainrains that what is actual is ritional becauselirr, i,,,tii"lii.
actual: the fact that the conditions of normative validity are mer
provides an epistemic guarantee that rhe actual will be ;";;"-|. O;the metaphysical reading, the Doppehatz maintains that what isratronal is actual because what is actual is rational: The nature o[
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'actu ' (wirklich) in the development version, bttt}ris nnception of
actuality is there all the same. As far as this point goes, there is no
fundamental difference between the development and canonical
Yersiorrs of the Do?pelsatz.

Now, like the canonical version, the becoming version of the
Doppebatz does wse the word'actual' (wirklich). Butthe 'use to which
it puts this word might suggest that, unlike the canonical version, it
identifies the philosophical categories of actuality and eistence.
After all, it is clear that part of Hegel's point in saying that "what is
rational becomes actual" is that what is r";tio,a comes into exbtence
and that part of his point in saying that "dre actual becomes ratio-
nal" is thatwhat exisls becomes rational. Nonetheless, we should not
conclude that the becoming version identifies existence and actu-
ality in any serious way. Hegel is deliberately speaking loosely in
this version of his dictum so as to mal<e his point maximally pro-
vocative and forceful. He is using the word'actual'to mean'exis-
tent', and hence violating his own self-imposed linguistic strictures,
but he is nol identifiing the existent with the actual. This verbal loose-
ness also allows him to suggest a thesis that gives the becoming
version much of its force: namely, that in coming into edstence,
the rational (the underlfng rational tendencies ofthings) becomes
actual and that in becoming actual the existent becomes rational.
Things are complicated somewhat by the fact that in the becoming
version, Hegel also means 'actual' (in his technical sense ofthe term)
by'actual'. Part ofhis point in saying that what is rational becomes
actual is that r rhat is rational becones more actual in the sense of
coming to be more adequately realized in existing things. And part
of his point in saying that what is actual becomes rational is that
what is actual becomes more ration&l in the sense of coming to ful-
fill its essence in a more adequate way.

This leads us to the truly striking difference between the rwo
variants and the canonical version. Whereas the two earlier versions
speak of what musthappen, whztdsuelaps, and. uhat becom rt, the final
version speaks of what is. The rhetorical effect of this contrast is
enormous. And the contrast might well seem philosophically fun-
damental. Unlike the canonical version, which can so easily be read
as flatly proclaiming the rationality of the presenr, rhe development
and becoming versions seem to suggest that the future - not the
present - is the true locus of rationality, And unlike the canonical
version, which seems to present the rationality of the actual as a
static state of affairs, both the development and the becoming ver-
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sions clearly represent the rationality of the actual zs t process.

Moreover, considered from the perspective of Hegel's immediate
political circumstances, the development and becoming versions can
be read as expressing Hegel's optimism in the Prussian reform era.
Similarly, the canonical version can be read as endorsing the Prus-
siau restoration, Furthermore, the development and becoming
versions can easily be read as generic expressions ofpolitical reform-
ism - as suggesting quite Benerally that social change is necessary
and rational - and the canonical version can easily be read as a
generic expression of political consen?tism - as suggesling quite
generally that the status quo is fine as it is.

But striking as these differences are, their philosophical signilr
cance is, I think, easily exaggerated.s The canonical version is not
meant to deny that rationality or actuality is to be understood in
terms ofprocesses. The canonical version assumes that the actual-
ity and the rationality ofsocial institutions are both realized by the
processes through which the institutions maintain and reproduce
themselves. The family, for example, maintains and reproduces
itself by raising its members to act in such a way (fulfilling their
duties as family members) that they will maintain and reproduce
the family. Hegel believes that it is precisely because social repro-
ductive processes are taking place that the rational r^r actual and
the actual t rational. And although the canonical version does not
empl.rasize this point, it does presuppose it. The development and
the becoming versions may be forward-looking in a way in which
the canonical version is not, but neither version flatly denies the
rationality of the present. The view that the present is not rational
but the future will become rational is fundamentally un-Hegelian.
Hegel is deeply opposed to any suggestion that the rational (or the
ideal or the divine) is to be found somewhere other than in the
present - in some Jmseits, orbeyond. The development and the be-
coming version do express a certain optimism about the future,
but this optimism must be understood to be rooted in a basic faith
in the present. The underlfng image here is not the Marxian one
ofthe present age containing the seeds ofits own destruction (like
capitalism) but ofthe present containing the seeds ofit own devel-
opment. The outlook is reformist rather than revolutionary. And
although the language of the canonical version may be static, the
conception of reason that underlies it is no less dynamic than the

9 Cl Henrich 1983, 13-17; Wood 1990, 11-14.

i

I
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conception of reason that is expressed in the development and
becoming versions.

Indeed the basic conception of reason at work in the develop-
ment, becoming, and canonical versions of the Doryekatz is tt:e
same. Reason is, among other things, the basic tendency ofthe social
world to become more rational. One crucial respect in which the
social world becomes more rational, in Hegel's view, is that its ar-
rangements come to reflect an increasingly more adequate concep-
tion of the human spirir.

Hegel contends that this transformation takes place through the
process of historical development he calls "world history" (Welt-
geschichte). Each stage ofworld history is represented by a determi-
nate national principle (Volksgeist), expressed in the particular order-
ing of the family, economy, and government and in the particular
forms ofart, religion, and philosophy, thar corresponds to the high-
est lev€l ofself-understanding available to human beings at *re ti;e
(VG, 74-5/64). That nation whose principle corresponds to rhe
highest level ofself-understanding available to human beings at the
time will become historically dominant (see VG, 59/b1-2). Its world
historical task consists in the development ofits national principle
(YG,67 /58); in developing this principle, it furthers the self-undir-
standing of the human spirit. Once a historically dominant nation
has fully developed its national principle, it enters a period of de-
cline, and the task of developing a more adequate conception of
the human spirit transfers to another nation (VG, 69/60). The suc-
cession ofstages ofworld history corresponds to the succession of
increasingly more adequate conceptions of the human spirit, de-
veloped by a succession ofhistorically dominant nations. The basic
tendency of the social world to become more rational consists, then,
in its tendency to develop social arrangements that correspond to
increasingly more adequate conceptions of the human spirit. It is
this tendency that Hegel has in mind when he characterizes reason
as an "infinite power" (YG,28/27).One of the many senses in which
the rational is actual, then, according to Hegel, is in its tendency to
actualize itself in increasingly more adequate ways through the
course of world history.

Both the development and the becomingversion of theDoppebatz
express this conception of reason more or less on their face. In
saying that the rational must happen in the development version,
Hegel means that it must happen in the course of world history. By
the development of reason, he means a development that occurs

GErST AND THE DOPPELSATZ 67
in world history. Similarly, when Hegel says that what is rational
becomes actual and what is actual becomes rational in the becom-
ing version, he is thinking of world history as the arena of these
transformations. Although the canonical version makes no explicit
reference to the dynamic character of reason and so may appear
static, it is clear that Hegel is thinking ofreason as a developmental
power in tl-ris version as well. He clearly believes that the circum-
stance of t}Ie present the canonical version describes, in which the
mtional ir actual and the actual i., rational, is the result of the his-
torical process through which the rationalhas become actual and the
actualt,as become rational: the process ofworld history. Historically
speaking, the fact that the rational is actual (the fact that the social
world has exhibited a tendency to become more rational) explains
why the actual (the present) is rational. Although the canonical
version, in contrast to the development and becomingversions, does
not emphasize the developmental character ofreason, this is a dif-
ference ofemphasis, not doctrine. The upshot ofall this is that the
development, becoming, and canonical versions of Lhe DoppeLsatz

do not offer competing accounts ofthe fundamental nature ofrea-
son, reality, and their relation. Rather they express a common fun-
damental conception and differ only in the particular aspects of this
common fundamental conception they happen to emphasize. The
real value of looking at the different versions is that doing so en-
ables us to see what these aspects are and so better appreciate the
richness of Hegel's view.

Before going on to the methodological implications oftheDoppel-
sarz, there is one further aspect of Hegel's conception of the social
world's becoming more rational that I would like to explore. The
final wav in which- accordins to Hesel. the social world has become

worlfuealire lllgil e-trc egre
tions o_f tlg-aacient wq4d Lealizgdttherls.. World history, in Hegel's
view. is marked bv a closins of the sao between the ideal and the
existent, Indeed, Hegel's conception of world history can be un-
derstood as the story ofthe process through which this gap becomes
progressively smaller.

I would like to approach this point by turning to one extremely
illuminating context in which Hegel addresses it namely, his dis-
cussion of tlre status and limitations of Plato's Rtpublic in the Pref-

^ce 
to lhe Phi.losophy of Ri.ght. It is in the Preface that Hegel makes

his famous and remarkable claim that the basic character of the
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P,epublic and the Philosophy ol Right are the same: each of these works
is " i5-eWjly9.cg$releaded-l! lhoushts" (PR, Xl3). Far from being
an "empty ideal," as is commonly thought, the Republi,c is,,essen_
tially the embodiment of nothing otheithan the nature of Greek
ethical life" (PR, fl12, translation modified). Cpgmenratoni_lBye
un4erstandablvlad diffrculty in takins this claim;;;;8fi6;;o
main reasons. First, this interpretation is radiii$ii-odds *ith
Plato's own understanding. It is generally recognized that plato took
the Republic to represent a repudiarion of Ge polis of his time.
Second, the social world Plato describes in the-Republic diverges
radically from the existing Greek polis ofhis time. It is, for.*.-p"1.,
a social world without marriage, a world in which the two uooe.
classes lack private properry, ind a world in which no "";;;:;;freedom of occupation. And so the question that naturallv aiises
is: How could Heqel have seriouslpraintained that the.Re Oibli, was,'-,
rJs oWn ume comprehended in thought? presumably, the difficul_
ties that make Hegcl's interpretatiorproblematic are too obyious
for him to have overlooked them. Ho\.rr then could Hegel have seri-
ously maintained tha:t theRepublh was ,,its own time coirprehended.
in thougtrts",givan thar he recognized that his interpreta$on faced
these difficulries?

. Hegel 
_himself does not provide an explicit answer to this ques-

tion, but I believe it is possible to construci the sort ofreply he would
give. Hegel would presumably concede that his account of the real
import of the Republic is radically at odds with plato's self_under-
standing, but he would argue that his understanding ofwhat plato
was.doing in_rhe RepzDlir is superior to plato's. Hegil follows Kant
in thinking- that it is possible ro understand a phil-osopher berter
than that philosopher has understood himself, and he would note
that he, Hegel, has the advantage of writing at a time when philoso-
phy has come to a full understanding of iL own historical nature.
A]llo"Sl for Hegel philosophy has always been historical _ all
philosophy is its own time comprehended in thought _ it is onlv in
the present age (in Hegel's time) thar rhe hisror;al character of
philosophy has come lo be recognized. Hegel would also concede
that the arrangemens ofthe social world plato presenB in the Fa-
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and, ineffect,does-@
stance. a reflection of
rcflection of the defect!
'fhis point bears elaboration.

Let us begin by observing that Hegel rejects the common view
tlrat the reason the Rc?ublb radically diverges from existing social
arrangements is that the social arrangements it depicts are too good
Ibr the world. Writing in the Lectures on the History of Philosophy,
Flegel maintains that the Republi.c is a chimera "not because excel-
lence such as it depicts is lacking to mankind, but because it, this
cxcellence, falls short of man's requirements" (VGP, 2:110/2:95).
That Hegel shouldjudge that dre Platonic ideal is defective should
come as no surprise, given his understanding ofthe actuality ofthe
lational. Indeed his criticism of this ideal flows from his concep-
tion of the actuality of the rational. "The true ideal," Hegel main-
tains, "is not what frnerely) ought to be real [uirhlithl, but what i.t
real, and the only real; if an ideal is held to be too good to exist,
there must be some fault in the ideal itself, for which reality
lwirhlichheit) is too good" (VGP, 2: I10/2:95, translation modiFred).
But ho* car.r Heeel both rn ideal plgylde-d. in-the
Re?uh!!g.was_detggfiye_be_qeylg*@
Rebublic is a rellection of the substance of Greek ethical li[e?

Before we can answer this question, we need to look more closely
at tlre reasons Hegel gives for maintaining that the idealthe Repub-
llc offers is defective. In addition to holding that this ideal is defec-
tive because it is unrealizable, IJegel also maintains that it is dcfcctive
because it fails to include the "principle of-g9l_t-s1fblE!g4g_p34&y
laj1y." And, indeed, he contends, these two defects are related. It
is ptecisely because P,laLo-Sidqalslats fajls to includg the principle
of sg!fuubd$ent pgljleul4{ilJ*tMllt gannot be

We can begin to get a grip on the idea that the Re?ublit is z re-
flection ofthe substance ofGreek ethical life ifwe recall that Hegel
maintains lhat the social arranEements ofancient Greece orovided
no room for human subiectivitv or Darticularitv- lndeed- he con-
tends that, from the standpoint ofGreek ethical life, 'the principle
of self-subsistent particularity, which had suddenly overtaken Greek
ethical life in [Plato's] time" (PR, S185R), could appear "only as a
destructive force" (PR, fl12). Hegel maintains that the R epublic rep-
Iesented Plato's response to the appearance of this "deeper prin-
ciple." Plato, Hegel tells us, 'absolutely excluded [this principle]
from his state, even in its very beginnings in priv-ate property . . . and

public differ radically from the existing institutions of plato's time.
Indeed, the word'concede' here is something ofa misnomer since
this is a point that Uege In aiy case Hegel would _

l0 See, e.g., Inwood 1984, b3-4.
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the family, as well as in its more mature form as the subjective will,
the choice of a social position and so forth" (ibid.).

@ was fundamentally cond!
tioued by the eharacler oflhe social world in which It

lwas because the principle of self-subsistent particularity could only

lappear as a destructive force from the standpoint ofGreek ethical
llife that Plato regarded it as a threat. And it is because Plato regarded
it as a threat that he felt the need to exclude it. Moreover, the un-
derlying ideal of the Greek world, according to Hegel, was that of
a "purely substantial state" (i.e., a state that provided no room for
subjectivity and particularity), and it was this ideal that Plato cap-
tured. in theRepublia Indeed, Hegel contends that it is precisely the
Republi.c's swccess in capturing this ideal that accounts for its "deep
and substantial truth."

This brings us to the key point. Hegel contends that the ideal that
t}:.e Republic cvptrres - the ideal that was in fact embedded in an-
cient Greek life - w35_4_g!9fu9!yqig!93! It was defective precisely
because it provided no room for the principle ofparticularity. Ancl
5-
feqtive was that i-t lelected thq aqtuallg' of hiuoqial world:anuqrld
whose arrancements provided no olace for human subiectivitv or
pqrlLiculq4g-In Hegel's view, the strengtis and weaknesses of Plato's
Republic reflect the strengths and weaknesses of the social world
within which he lived. The strengths of the state described in the
Republic are the strengths of a purely substantial state, and the weak-
nesses exhibited by the Republic vre the weaknesses ofa purely sub-
stantial state.
thousht.

We can now return to the point that motivated this excursus.
Although Hegel maintains that the Republic and the Philosophy of
Right are alike in that both capture the underlying aspirations of
the social worlds they depict, they differ in the following respect:
The gap between t}le arrangements described in the Philosophy of
Right and the institutions that existed in Hegel's time was much
narrower than the gap between the arrangements described in the
Republic and the institutions that existed in Plato's time. The gap
between the rRdp?rblic and. the existing social world was enormous;
the gap between th e Philosophy of Righl and the existing social world
was small. Hegel holds that there is a substantial degree of corre-
spondence between what he calls "the more adranced I ausgebi.lleten)
states of our time" (by which he means the most advanced Euro-
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pean states of his time) and the structures described in the Philoso'
ptly of Ri.ght (PR, $2582;WRG, 632;YGP,2:36/2:25-6). He thinks
that these stztes on the wholz do fulfill the aspirations of the mod-
ern state.

According to Hegel, the closing of the gap between ideal and
existing social arrangements is to be explained in part by dre devel-

opment of the ideals of human social life embedded in social ar-

rangements over the course of world history. The ideal that was

rooted in the arrangements of Plato's time - the ideal of a purely
subshntial form of social life - was defective. It failed to meet "man's
requirements" because it provided no room for human subjectiv'
ity. And this defect led to the decline of ancient Greece. World
history is, among other things, the story of the development of an
ideal that meets human requirements, incorporating subjectivity and
unifying it with substantiality- Thus Hegel says, "The principle of
the modern state has enormous strength and depth because it al-
lows the principle of subjectivity to attain fulfillment in the ser'suf

ficient extreme ofpersonal particularity, while at the same tilne bring-
ing it back to substantial unity and so presewing this unity in the
pr-inciple of subjectivity itselfl' (PR, 5260). We shall return to this
exremely suggestive passage in Chapter 6.

5. Let us now turn to the methodological implications of the view
of reason and reality the Doppekatz expresses. Hegel Presents the
dictum in the context of a discussion of the proper aim of philo-
sophical investigation and the relation of philosophy to actuality:
"It is this aery relation ol philosophy to actualit! whic}:. is the subject of
misunderstandings, and I accordingly come back to my earlier obser-

vation that, since philosophy is exphrati.on oJ the rational, it is for that
vefy reason the co tnprehension of the ?resent and the achnf' (PR, fl12).

The starting assumptio-qof this pSgp4ge !s thallhe aim ofphiloso-
p@-philosoph].jl!o lxP,lare, l:the

I4ig!al." Hegel's concern is to explain why, since social philoso-
phy has this aim, the phitosopher is committed to comprehending
wlrat is present and actual in the social world. ^fhe Doppebatz pro'
vides a summary statement of his answer: it is because what is ra-
donal is actual and what is actual is rational that social philosophy
must look to the actuality ofthe social world. "To comPrehe\duhat
ir is the task of philosophy, for ra[at is is reason" (PR, 113).

But what does comprehending "what is" come to for Hegel?
It ,s 

"rl 
. -ut!.. of q.a

c_xtent that existing social institutions or their existiDg-f-ealufis fail
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toflanifesrlht-u-ltdsdEqg_tirtior1al_ qs!ence__qf Se*socid warld_ !hey
ars aha phtls$qphtc.a!,tnlerest. Considered in themselves, the "in-
finite wealth of forms, appearances, and shapes" that surround "its
[rational] core are not the subject-matter ofphilosophy" (PR, fl12).
This might give the impressign !ha!. -col!plqhC!-dbC...:1y!at Is"
amoUnlq to', gqrlplehending the inner essence of things as !U.qbr. aLd
ignoring existing arrangemenrs. But Hegel rejects this position as
well. H-e_cgntendr that philosophy is concerned with rhe ratiqnql-
ity oflhe sgcial world irxofar as it is actualized in existing institutions
and practices. Hence philosophy does care about existi_ng arrangc-
rncnts; it cares abo-ut them a,r manifestations of the rational. For
Hegel, comprehending "what is" is a matter of grasping the inner
essence of the social world insofar as it is manifest in existing insti-
tutions and grasping existing institutions insofar as they manifcst
the essence ofthe social world. It is in this way that one grasps what
is actual.

As to how concretely the philosopher is to grasp the actuality of
the social world, Hegel has fairly little to say. His general approacl.r
is to look to those features of the social world (i.e., the modem social
world) that are most central and reasonable (e.g., the most reason-
able features of'the more advanced" modern European states) and
to construct an account on the basis ofthe results ofthis investiga-
tion. His background conception ofreality guarantees that in iden-
tifying the most central and reasonable features of the present
age (i.e., those corresponding to the most adequate available self-
understanding of the human spirit) one will thereby identify the
actualiry of the present. The philosopher identifies what is actual
by looking reasonably at the world.

Hegel's research progmm, if we can call it such, then, is surpris-
ingly empirical. Although he maintains that we know more or less a
pnori that the actual s C-rariq43Lhg-gqn!q!df-t}4!_!le
only way in which we can y
,aorttry ,o fhe sociilwe oreovq
comlrehrndd llegri&enl the ralonelitLof the.social world whg! we
t gSgSeg4Al:"-g{e.gits, And while disceming the actuality hid-

iden within existing social institutions and practices does require the
(employment of norrns - the goal is, ifter all. to idenrify those fea-
Itures of the social world that are mostreatonable - the norms we are
ito employ are norms that are rooted in the social world. We are not
ito approach the social world from the standpoint of our own ind!
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vidual and private "ideals of imagination" but from the standpointl
o[ "ideals ofreason" - ideals that are rooted in existing institutions I
lnd practices. And to find these ideals we must look to the social 

I
rvorld, Thus the normative dimension of Hegel's research Program I

is iself empirically grounded. But it would be a mistale to conceive
of this program as purely empirical. Irl ItEf oItg4l4g$q4ti"-

"aliw 
of the actual dso i

rhe 
"q.), 

t]rut it, the hisb
n"d th. hi"t".ic"IlygE!@ - 4td this, in turn, requires
interpretation. Thus, the sort of investigation Hegel proposes also
includes a central and indispensable hermeneutic comPonent.

It is worth emphasizing that Hegel's philosophical approach is

fundamentally historical. Hegel contends that "since Philosophy is

tl;e explora.tion of the rational, \t is for that very reason the cornprehen'

ion ofthe present" (PR,'tll6). This renects hls view rhat reason ha! an

css€.8!blulig!9d94-di!99!gi9lr.' *hel-is.I3lhqal b.-qomes actu4l and
wh3!SI!Jg*-|-bSg9.-Ug&[h]ALAs we have seen, the rational struc-
ture that underlies the social world is subject to a Process of his-

torical development through which it comes to reflect an increas-
ingly more adequate conception of the human spirit. This sructure
actualizes itself through a series of historical stages. These stages
constitute the actuality ofthe rational. At any given time, the rado-
nal is actual only as actualized in the social arrangements of that
rime. Graspjng the ralio-ng!-.l1er! is a maner of graspinq the his'
roricallv snecific form of rhe rational structure of the social world
th"!_he!.!99glgg'#lH l*i**thg.g{gsg!

When H.eggl.says tlr ilp))\t9g9ilty}\ #9pllg9-9rytlfu4!41!-
tho@!-lSBJLl-3J",hg msans-tha"t philssaphlcqnaistr-iultu-as,lts-
ity of compr_4cr-r*ing"illth"o-ughlthp*Ce.JualiesilJaliaual$rJJflure
o t r h e cen tral.soc.i g!_{r3qtlytggrp qt l! s,oi{n-billqriqal p-e5icd- Th e

reason philosophy cannot "transcend its contemporary world" is

t.hat the rational is available to cognition and actual only to the extent
that it is actualized in the present. Hegel does not, however, con-
clude from this that philosophical accounts ofthe social world can
never lay claim to any absolute standing, that they are "true" only
relative to the histoiical situation in which they are written. He I
maintains that there is a form of social life that reflects the final I

and correct understanding of the human spirit and is realized in 
I

human history: the form of social life that is realized in the modern I

social world (see PR, S273R).
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of the categories of the descriptive and the normative.u It is nei
ther purely descriptive nor purely normative. It is not purely de-
scriptive, first ofall, because articulating the norms that are rooted
in the modern social world is a fundamental component of com-
prehending its actuality. T"he Philosophy of Ri.glt b, among other
things, an account of the underlying ideals and normative aspira-
tions of the modern social world. Moreover, inasmuch as the Plri,
la..lrlry ,lf Rrg[, is suppos the norms rhat
are rooted in the ac.!ual!!y-9f"!b9_Iq9-q9p_social worl4it also pro-
videunaeEsunl-qf"hw-th,e_+pd-e.su_qqeial !y.o.dd..sgclIlo_-bg"_But,
q I course. _IlegeJ g_4p819.49[!-s"4otJqr{1a!-.p_or.r14iye. He mainrai ns
thg!.lhg.:)9_Ilq1.!IA! t!9 r !t!osqp,t11 of !]gr, articulates are _r,q !_e4jfr
thc _e4p-ting 9J1119J}- es.9f !h g t+gdeln._s,Sq!al_rv91!{ alp 9gb$!1iquy
realized. Hence the Philosophy ofRigh, does "distance itselfas far as

possible from the obligation to construct astate as it ought k be" (PR,
!113) in the sense ofproviding an account ofthe state as it ought to
be that is different from what the (actual) state is. It pu{pgl6 to
sh-oy hotvthe-q9g:3!-w9d4-Sggr.r.-!g!9.b.f .lhq ing what tbe acruality
of _!h9-1-orl4lyelld_q. Hegel's approach, then, is both descriptive
azd normative. It flows out of his normative conception ofthe reaL
(the actual is rational) and his realistic conception of the norma-
tive (the rational is actual). Let us turn now to the basic normative
o\\tlook Lhe Dfuelrarz expresses.

6. The Dorrelsarz maintains that the modern social world is as it
ought to be. There are two key respects in which this is supposed
to be so. First, the modern social world is 'as ir ought ro be' in that
its essence or underlying rational structure is as it ought to be..Its
essence is as it ought to be, and, indeed, is absolutely as it ought to
be, because it reflects a correct understanding ofthe human spirit.
By contrast, the essence ofPlato's social world was as it ought to be
l,lerely teLotiae to its stage in worw history because it reflected the most
adequate understanding of the human spirit arailable at the time,
one that recognized the importance of "substantiality," or commu-
nity. It was as it ought to be mzrely relative to its stage in world his-
tory because the most adequate understanding ofthe human spirit
available at the time was limited, inasmuch as it failed to recognize
the importance ofsubjectivity. Stricdy speaking, the essence ofboth
Plato's and Hegel's social worlds were as they ought to be relative

1l Ct, for a differing view, Walsh 1969, 7-8.
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ro their stages in world history, for both reflected the most adequate

understanding of the human spirit available at the time' What was

special about ihe essence of Hegel's social world was that it was as

ii ought to be both relative to its stage in world history and' abso'

lutely. Hegel holds that it was as it ought to be in these two resPects

L"cause th1 most adequate understanding of the human sPirit a\rail-

rrble at his time was correct: it recognized the importance of both

substantiality (community membership) and subjectivity' Second,

rhe modern social world is 'as it ought to be' in that its essence is

substantially realized: the more advanced states in modern Europe

conform to it on the whole, This is one of the features that Hegel

takes to distinguish the socia! world of his time from the social world
of Plato's time.

It will come as no surPrise that the claim that the modern social

rvorld is as it ought to be is grounded in Hegel's concePtion of
actuality. His conieption ofactuality entails that, to the extent that

things are actual, thiy are 'as they ought to be' in the sense ofcon-
forriing to their essence. Reality, in Hegel's view, is necessarily as

it oughi to be in that there is an intrinsic, metaphysical connection

betwien reality and goodness (things being as they ought to be)'

Indeed, Hegel holds quite generally that the actuality ofthe social

world is neiessarily good. Obviously, this is a srong and Provoca-
tive claim. What is less obvious is that it is extremely abstract ln
particular, the claim abstracts from the question of how "mature"

Lr well developed the essence ofthe social world is at any given point

in history. It ilso abstracts from the question concerning how well

at any given point in history the social world realizes its essence'

The aniwers to tiese questions cannot be derived from an analysis

or explication ofthe concept ofactuality. And so Hegel's claim that

the essence of the modern social world reflects the correct under-

standing of the human sPirit and that this essence is substantially

realized transcends what can be said on the basis ofhis concePtion

ofactuality. It derives from his philosophically informed investiga-

tion of the state of his social world, which involves, among other
things, a detaited political assessment ofthe more advanced states,

that is, the more advanced European states.

Hegel's claim that the essence ofthe modern social world is sub-

stantially realized because the more advanced EuroPean shtes con-

form to it on the whole bears comment. Hegel does no' think that

all existing or even most existing states must conform on the whole

to the ess;nce ofthe modern social world in order for that essence

L


