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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, 1:149-66/137-50). 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 wvehicles 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

sense that actualizing absolute Geist constitutes their highest voca-
tion.

II. The Doppelsatz

The Doppelsatz (or double dictum) - “What is rational is actual, and
what is actual is rational” (PR, {12) - is one of Hegel’s most famous,
most provocative, and most discussed philosophical slogans.? Its two
brief lines provide an extraordinarily provocative, memorable, and
condensed formulation of three crucial aspects of Hegel’s philo-
sophical point of view. They encapsulate Hegel’s basic (1) con-
ception of reason, reality, and their relation, (2) methodological
approach, and (3) normative outlook. Because of this, the Doppelsatz
provides a wonderful device for exploring Hegel’s thought. Not
surprisingly, the dictum also poses a number of interpretive diffi-

4 Sece, c.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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culties. Written in Hegel’s technical vocabulary, 1t 1s extren;izlt);
.hstract and compressed, richly ambiguous, and,'furthe}‘more, ehow—
in a number of different formulations. Thes.e difficulties c}z}m, )
cver, be turned to our advantage, for worlfmg tl.lroug{; lt) (im ;/::1
help us gain access to Hegel’s thought. My dlS?USSlF{l’l wi . :a 1ooom);
organized around the three aspects of Hegel’s philosop P
"vi tioned above. .

: ;.legertl:)iz turning to the first of 'these tbree aspects (Hegle(Lsacg;
ception of reason, reality, and their relation), I want to m‘a L
remarks about the two main terms of the Doppelsatz: ‘ra

jerniinftig) and ‘actual’ (wirklich). ‘ -

" (‘R;tiﬁni)lfl__a}s Hcg{,lyggé,u;catmmwoman epis tem_a llc]__agt:l__;
nnrmm e aspect; roughly speaking, l.t means _b(_)_th‘_r‘a_tnxg_lr_}z# %ﬁ{iz}}t)
|igi-l_)l_€-:;1d reasonable or good.®In ordmzjlry speech aclt;.lm }ul)iCh -
u‘n?l—"'égii'r;g' (existierend) are often used interchangeably, w o
give rise to the (false) impression. that t%'xe Doppelsatz z)..sstt.trr1 L
cverything that exists - including, In particular, ever)és e)lus i gr =
_is reasonable or good. Read in this way, the Doppelsa iz1 exp e
a horrifically conservative doctrinfe, one that rules qut t ci'etpoether
ity of criticizing existing social institutions and ‘prgct‘mef ?xziemdj
putin Hegel’s technical vocabulary, the words _e:gsaggHe__,éi_a_l 2nd)
nuiiacmauyzirkﬁ@gmnm.mmgch_amw~ Indee l hig S
a sharp distinction between the two. He defines Wirk ij_gz,ist_e;:e
ality’, ‘reality’) as the “unity of essencc; TWesen.] arz ”.ex S, her_e
[Existenz]” (EL, §142). Thg_gmm.gﬁ-shmga.m&ngﬁmn_g'; o
in the broadest possible sense) consists, Loughly_ §Ee%a_g_1£glz ?1_&) heb
inner or underlying ‘I;agipga_l_l_ggjy_g_t_u_rg“(Hege] s assertion tl ::1t uctugr é
gégé;{l—l-)rgpeaking, have an inner or um.:ler.lym_g Tgtlolx.ma. s)rThin i
represents one of the respects in which his view is idealistic.) 111 f_%
are actual (wirklich) only to the extent that they express, manitest,
re_zilizel and correspond to_their inner esse_nce. ﬂhgg_ﬂmmakes. ::1§umt
actual — to the extent that they are a‘g'ty'a}'—’i'lé"gwm‘g”%xﬁ;s_;}
rather that they exist and express their inner essence. e
lfeéel’s terminology, not g_yerythu_;g)hat exists 18 a;tﬁa . ko
extent that things fail to live up to the ir essence, they fall under the

catevories of ‘mere appearance’ (blofe Erscheinung) and ‘illusion
Schein). ' . o

( Althz)ugh Hegel recognizes that the phllosoph1§al distinction l(lje
draws between ‘existence’ and ‘actuality’ is technical, he contends

5 See Inwood 1983, 497.
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that'lt has roots in educated speech, which, he maintains declines
to give the name real (wirklich) poet or real (wirklich) stat,esman to
a poet or statesman who can do nothing really meritorious or r

sonablfa (EL, §1427). Hegel also holds that his technical senseec;;

nal. Hegel says quite explicitly: “ i ichi
y: “everything which is not rational
on that very ground cease to be held actual” (EL, §1427 trarr]is].li:atE

tion .modiﬁed). And so the Doppelsatz does not entail that existing
S0 the Doppelsat =08 HOL entanl that existi)

To' I:t)he extent that institutions conformto the dfrangements de
S - . . i
cri ed. in the Philosophy of Right, they are actual. To the extent that
they fail to conform, they are not.
htl: ;W as we he‘we secn, 1the German word Wirklichkeit can be trans-
" e.thas ?1ther ’acu‘laht): or ‘reality’, and wirklich can be translated
the] erdactual or re-.al. Actuality’ has quite appropriately become
1’stan ard translation for Wirklichkeit, as Hegel uses it, and ‘ac-
:Iua .the statndard translation for his use of wirklich, One rc’:ason for
: ;E) A1§fiha_t,ﬁgg.£ga1_ﬁm§§§m§§ the contrast with potential and unde-
v .-P]:é.._.lh.a.l‘..lS.‘C,l:n.t[,allg.,ﬂﬁgd’S,.QQD_CQPEiQIlQ.ﬁWiZMiChkeﬂ.LﬁElLif_lg
- wir z;@o the ex!fent that it has developed its Qoté;n—tlic:i‘fs-_Another
eason1 or tr.anslatln'g wirklich with ‘actual’ is to respect Hegel’s
(gj;a;};‘g I;n;'aalc{;;f ;:smg the term Realitit to mean something rather
ntirom Wirklichkeit (e g., to contrast with * i
Tre i g st with negation’ or ‘ide-
:'i]lty )- 'If one has to choose one single word to represent Wirklichkeit,
actuality’ is the word to pick. "
B i : . ;

ol g;t(tal:rlnise a:re 2i’}{ot ql(nte as tidy as this suggests. Hegel does, after
; realize’ (realisieren) and ‘realization’ (Reali on) i
terchangeably with ‘actualize’ irkli ) in

1ze’ (verwirklichen) and ‘actualization’

(Vemirk[ichung) And he ici ossibitity o
; explicitly recognizes the possibil;

: . . : ssibility of

employing Realitit and real in a sense that is virtualll; identica}; to

6 Cf, fora differing view, ibid., 502,
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his use of Wirklichkeit and wirklich (EL, §91Z). Moreover, whereas
Wirklichkeit is a perfectly ordinary German word - like ‘reality’ in
Inglish - the English word ‘actuality’ is specialized and learned. It
is far more idiomatic to speak of a real statesman than an actual
statesman. 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
intuitive force - the ring - of ‘reality’.
The most important limitation of the standard translation of Wirk-
lichkeit, however, is that it obscures the crucial fact that when Hegel
talks about Wirklichkeit, he means to be talking about what we would
call reality. I do not mean to suggest here that Hegel's conception of
Wirklichkeit captures our commonsense conception of reality, but
rather that he thinks of his philosophical conception of Wirklichkeit
as providing a philosophical account of the ordinary notion of real-
ity. One point the Doppelsatz makes is that what is rational is real and
what is real is rational - a point that cannot conveniently be expressed
without rendering wirklich as ‘real’. And so, although I will usually
follow the standard practice of translating Wirklichkeit with ‘actual-
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 Doppelsatz is about.

One might doubt this, for one might doubt whether the Dopipelsatz
is about anything other than the use of words. The claim that what
is real is rational can be read as an explication of Hegel's use of
‘real’ (wirklich) - and hence as analytic.” 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 definition real to the extent that they fulfill their essence. The
essence of a thing is defined as its underlying rational structure. And
so it follows immediately from Hegel's definition of ‘reality’ and
‘essence’ that things are rational to the extent that they are real. For
this reason, Hegel's claim that what is real (or actual) is rational has
often been held to be an empty tautology. And by the same token
someone might contend that nothing is gained by speaking of real-
ity rather than actuality: since Hegel stipulates that ‘real’ should be

used in the way he does, no substantive claim is being made. The
Doppelsatz does not say anything about reality after all. All that is at

issue here is words.

7 Cf. Haym 1857, 368.
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But this reading of the Doppelsatz is mistaken. Although it is true
that Hegel defines reality in such a way as to establish a definitional

connection between what is real and what is rational, his definition

of ‘reality’ is philosophically subsequent to his philosophical con-
ception of reality. The real philosophical work is done by the con-
ception (a conception that Hegel defends in the Science of Logic and
throughout his system as a whole), not the definition. Hegel’s pur-
pose in defining the word ‘reality’ is simply to express his philoso-
phical conception in a convenient terminology. The point of the
Doppelsatz is not to establish a definitional connection between the
words ‘real’ and ‘actua1,’,_b_t_l,!:.Hltatb_c‘lzvt_g.aassz;..a,mg@l&siqqi connec-
tion between ; reality and reason. And so Hegel’s claim that the real
is rational is not empty. It instead 1 provides a summary statement
ot his philosophical conception of realit nd as such makes a sub-
stantive claim - a claim_a_lzqv,!.wzhwe_..ga.!uzg.tg_f..l;ll_hgwl:sza"l,,xhigll,. as we
shall see, has important normati implications.

2. I'turn now to Hegel’s conception of reality. The key fact here
is that this conception ascribes an Intrinsically normative or teleo-

~=o0.20.tc real, Things are real, in Hegel's view, to
at they live up to their own underlying norm or end -
~.=35¢hce or concept. This conception of reality differs from the
commonsense view, according to which things can be perfectly real
despite being defective or imperfect. Hegel maintains _that to the
extent that things fail to correspond to their essence they lack real
ity, and he holds more specifically that to the extent that an exist-
ing political staf staL&ﬁa,.il.;,.t.g__gqrxg.spgr;d_LQ...ﬁlls.me,éﬁs_mgg,g,fﬂshgs.._t.a;s:,. it
is not a real state in the relevant_ sense of the term. Moreover, the
defects and imperfections of existing political states lack reality in
his view. They exist and may cause suffering, but they are not real,
What makes things real - to the extent that they are real - is the
fact that they exist and correspond to their essence. This, then, is
the conception of reality that Hegel’s definition is meant to cap-
ture,

It may be helpful to think of Hegel’s conception of reality as re-
flecting both a step toward and a step away from Platonism. Hegel
takes one (obvious) step toward Platonism in refusing to identifs
the real with what is “palpable and immediately perceptible” (EL,
§142Z, translation modified) and in consigning much of what is
given in experience to the metaphysical status of “transitory exis-
tence, external contingency, opinion, appearance without essence,
untruth, deception, etc.” (PR, §1R). The disdain Hegel sometimes
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sliows for what merely exists certainly has a Pl.atomc feel. But H:ge]
ilso takes another (and somewhat less obvious) step lftway Itizgedm
Platonism in insisting that what is real must be externally rea; : a:
Thin gs are real only to the extent that they have an external, sp
lote 1 existence. '

& ,I; ;(lzlgtglc’): ionceptxo% of reality is thus Ianus-fa.ced: om; mdi lz(!)ll;s-
toward the ideal; the other side looks toward ex1.stence. n fetspis iy
in],; to the objection that he cla‘ims that_ everythm_g tha; f:;?i[ o
tional, Hegel emphasizes the side of his conception oh id(ya -
laces the ideal. But it is crucial not to overlo.ok the ot eI" side, :
side that looks to what exists. The whole point ot: Heqe} s cgncsgt
tion of reality is to bridge the gap between what is ideal and w

cxists. As Hegel understands it, reality is to be identified neither .

with the essence of things consid@tegapa_&ﬁl;(l!_n_ﬂ.l_tﬁi&_i@ﬂ@ r?éoeir
with the existence of things considered apart from t eir esst(f r__;
'I'_I;é_;eality of the state consists in the e.ssc:nce of the .statv.;i inso ztlha
it is realized in existing states and existing states insofar as ! z};
1‘(\gliié‘iﬂg‘E;s?;hc“gmggghq_§;agc_. Realitv,_ for H“egel,_ is tht(ai sinity 3
cssence and existence, It is also the unity of “the inwar . (II'llt‘lEf
rational structure) and “the outward” (the external embodimen
2 ture) (EL, §142). o

lhjl%fi:lcfor I-)figel, §1re:11ity is immane.nt w1.thm t'hE phif;mrtl'g:l?i
world. The phenomenal world is not 1dent1.cal with reali yl,d <k
contains much that is not real. A large portion of tl.'us wor s
sists of mere appearances: appearances that fail to I:re uplti(s) —
essence and appearances that have no essence. Bu!: the real -
Platonic, ontological “beyond[;](]enseafg fi'\llt(l;:;s. gl;srr:;; Z ;‘(a im0
idea are not realized in this world. 3
L(Iliztse:z?ct “beyond”: a thing in itself that lie§ beyonq thle bo;;:;i; r(:lf
human cognition. The real has external existence in the p o
enal world and is accessible to human cognition. One grasp he
reality of things by seeing how their existing features express

embody their essence and how their essence is expressed and em-
bodied in their existing features. ]

Hegel contends that the final and correct way (z,t" co.mpreheglc}
ing reality is to grasp it as what he calls “the idea” (die Idee) (EL,

idea’, i gel’ i bulary, consists of the
. “The idea’, in Hegel’s technical voca - j
fqgigg)gt gdsrlBegg'ﬁ_) (singular) — the underlying rational structure

of the world as a whole - together with j;%ctualizagig. 1 '(Vem‘:itrlk-
lichung) in natu1'e,niiistory, and the social world. .In his view, ‘t 1e
idea’ is real, indeed fully and completely real, and in fact is the only

&
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true reality. The upshot of all this is the familiar point that Hegel’s
basic conception of reality is idealistic. It is not idealistic in deny-
ing the existence of matter or in taking the world to be a posit of
the mind of the individual. It is idealistic in at least the three fol-
lowing respects: (i) it attributes an intrinsically normative or teleo-
logical dimension to reality; (ii) it maintains that things are real only
to the extent that they fulfill their inner essences; and (iii) it con-
tends that ‘the idea’ is the only true reality. It is this idealistic con-
ception of reality that makes it possible for Hegel to say that “the
true ideal [das wahrhafte Ideal, i.e., ‘the idea’] ... is what is real
[wirklich], and the only real” (VGP, 2:110/ 2:95).

From the standpoint of philosophically informed common sense,
the philosophical account of the modern social world that Hegel
provides in the Philosophy of Right will appear to represent an ideal-
ized characterization of the institutions and practices with which
Hegel was familiar because many of the features it includes were
absent in particular cases. Prussia, for example, lacked a constitu-
tional monarchy, a representative bicameral assembly, and public
Jury trials. But it should be clear from the account of Hegel’s con-
ception of reality just provided that Hegel does not regard the Phi-
losophy of Right in this way. To characterize an account as idealized is
to suggest that it is an abstraction, that it abstracts from reality in
certain important respects. And although Hegel recognizes that the
Philosophy of Right abstracts from various existing features of the
modern social world, he emphatically denies that it abstracts from
its reality (Wirklichkeit). He would insist that the discrepancie be-
tween his philosophical account of the social articular
existing institutions do not reflect the failure of his account to cap-
ture reality but instead the failure of those institutions to realize
their essence. Treating Hegel’s account of the modern social world
as an idealization may represent a fruitful, deflationary way of recon-
structing his approach - one that enables us to take his investiga-
tion seriously while ignoring his philosophical conception of real-
ity. But we cannot understand what Hegelis doing in the Philosophy of
Right unless we appreciate the truly remarkable fact that he genu-
inely takes his philosophical account of the modern social world to
be thoroughly realistic.

3. Hegel’s conception of reason has two closely related elements:
(i) an account of the co nditions of normative validity and (ii) a view
of reason as an active force or power. Hegel's conception of nor-
mative validity reflects his general commitment to the principle of
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internal criticism: the idea that criticism must be given in terms tha}t
appeal to principles or practices to which the' agents to whom it
is addressed are already committed. He maintains that norms
(:oughts,’ ideals, principles) are valid only if they are rqoted in tl_le
essence of the things to which they apply. A norm tha:t is roott‘:d 1‘n
the essence of a thing can be said to have a footh.o](% in the thu_]g.s
“own rationality” since, in being rooted in the thing’s essence, it is
rooted in the thing’s rational structure. Roughly spea.kl_ng, a norm
is ‘rooted’ in the essence of a thing if it figures centrally in the char-
acterization of the thing’s kind and plays a cer.nral expk}natm? .r(.)le
in accounting for the thing’s normal operation, that is, a'ctm;lesé
through which it realizes its essence. Thus to say tlllat the 151533 }?
providing mutual love, understanding, and suRport is rooted in t c
essence of the family - a view Hegel holds - is to say thzlxt.havm.g
this end is part of what it is to be a famil).( and that,. by realizing thlsf
end, families realize themselves as fam.ill_es. A fam_lly has the cnc:h o
providing mutual love and so forth if itis ‘.‘o‘rgamzed arot.md is
end. It is organized around this end if it e).ehlb.lts an underlying struc-
ture that, if ideally realized, would realize it. Norms L;hat are not
rooted in the essence of things to which they are applied are mere
oughts or ideals, in Hegel's view, Being alien to th-e essence of things
to which they are applied, such norms lack any rational grip or forct?.
It should be noted that Hegel’s claim that norms are_ valid only if
rooted in essences entails that norms must be rootet-:l in the actual
in order to be valid. By ‘essences’ Hegel means realized (or actual-
ized) essences: his general view being that essences must be act]i;al-
ized in existing features of the things whose essence they are. But
the realized essence of things constitutes their actuality (Wzrklzchkezz).
And so, for Hegel, actuality (or reality) is the source of vallfi norms.
One sense, then, in which the rational is actual is that valid norms
- ted in the real. .
mfi%%f’é?&?ﬁéﬁﬁgn of normative validity is ilIustrat_ed b}f the: chs;:
tinction he draws between what he calls “ideals of imagination
(Ideale der Phantasie) and “ideals of reason” (fdeale der Vemunﬂ? (VG,
75/65). Ideals of reason are so called because they are roc.»ted in thci
reality of things. It is precisely because they are rooﬁec_i in the rea
(existing rational practices) that they are genuine and .bmdlr.:g upon
reality atlarge” (VG, 76/65). Ideals of tmagination d(lzrlwe tht.a1r name
from the fact that they are grounded solely in m_dlvrdual imagina-
tion or fantasy. Hegel holds that ideals of imag.1nat10n are mere ideals
- ideals that lack any genuine claim to be satisfied and whose non-
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fulfillment does not constitute an objective wrong. Ideals of reason
on the.other hand, are genuine, or true, ideals. They have a “ ermi
ine cla_lm to be satisfied” and their nonfulfillment constitutei “an
ob‘]ectlye wrong” (VG, 76/66). This distinction allows Hegel to
recognize that there is a class of ideals that are not rooted in realit
(a fact that gives rise to the general impression that there is a fun)i
dar'nen.tal split between what is ideal and what is real) while also
malptaming that there is another class of ideals that are rooted in
reality (a fact that shows that there is no fundamental split bet
the ideal and the real). PR
I\{ow in c-:'mceiving 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 fan,nilies
must realize this end at least to some degree. In order to be fami-
lies, tl.ley must be organized around this end, and in order to be
?rgan.zzed around this end, they must have some success in realizin
it. If }L.MLcl:ﬁ_liLcLall;L_xrue that a family failed utterly to reaIize_t];iE
end, it could not be said to be a familyv atall. Thus, in Hegel’s view,

valid norms are not powerless. The very conditions that make them

lea.st some tendency to realize them. Another sense in which the
rational is actual, then, is that valid norms are realized at least to
some dfegree. None of this is to say that the validity of a norm guar-
antees its ideal satisfaction - that is, that the things to which ig;ua -
Phes realize the norm in a perfect and complete way. Even if tllpe
?deal of mutual love and so forth is rooted in the family, no exist-
ing fafnily will perfectly realize this ideal, and some exis’ting fami-
lies will diverge ]radically from the ideal. The Karamazov family
represents a real possibili

epRoni te]evis?oni; ty, but the Waltons and Huxtables are
. Now, obviously enough, the claim that valid norms will be real-
ized tosome degree is both vague and weak. How well musta fam;I
jactuahze the ideals of the family in order to be said to realize thi}s’
ideal ‘to some degree’? A possible answer would be: well enough to
})e properly called a family. Deciding whether a given family actual-
izes the ideal of the family well enough to be properly called a fam-
ily is a matter of judgment. And there may be cases - say, with ex-
utemegy dysfunctional families - in which it is not clear u:hel.her 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 2 norm to some
degree is perhaps somewhat less threatening than might first appear.
The worry about weakness is more serious. Whatever the mini-
mal level of success may be, it must be very low, for, presumably,
it is a level that even the Karamazovs can satisfy. There are highly
dysfunctional families that are still families. And so the worry is
{hat the minimal level of success is so minimal as to make the stan-
dard it provides empty or to divest this standard of all value. If the
minimal level of success is a standard even the Karamazovs can
satisfy, one might well wonder whether the standard is worth taking
seriously.
Here it must be pointed out that Hegel also maintains that things
will generally realize those norms that are rooted in their essence
to a significant degree. This idea is obviously vague, but it may be
possible to clarify its force by giving some sense of the range of cases
within which it falls. A family that realized the ideal of mutual love,
understanding, and support only to the minimal degree required
in order for it to be a family would not realize this ideal to a signifi-
cant degree. The Karamazovs provide a literary example of a fam-
ily of this sort. But a family could be said to realize this ideal to a
significant degree without realizing it perfectly and completely. A
family does not have to be just like the Waltons or the Huxtables to
be properly said to realize the ideal to a significant degree. Nor must
a family realize this ideal on the whole. But a normal family - a family
that could properly be called normal - would realize the ideal to a
significant degree. Although it might exhibit serious problems and
difficulties, it would, nonetheless, embody the ideal of mutual love,
understanding, and support in a real and substantial way.

In any case, the idea that things will generally realize those norms
that are rooted in their essence to a significant degree flows out of
Hegel's conception of normative validity. Hegel is committed to the
view that there is a nonaccidental connection between ‘normal’ in
the sense of ‘conforming to norm’ and ‘normal’ in the sense of ‘what
generally transpires’. He thinks that in order for a norm to be in
place - to be valid - the pattern of action the norm prescribes must
generally (but not universally) take place. Part of what it means for
a pattern of action to cg_ggt;;;g;g_a_;,hiﬂr;gigjgg;mg} operation’ is for
that pattern to be a pattern that things of its kind generally exhibit.
Thus the ideal of providing mutual love, understanding, and sup-
port would not be a norm rooted in the essence of the family i
families did not generally realize this ideal to a significant degree.




62 AN APPROACH TO HEGEL'S PROJECT

Another sense in which the rational is actual is that valid norms are
realized to a significant degree.

Turning briefly from Hegel’s conception of reason back to his
conception of actuality, it is worth noting that Hegel contends that
existing things exhibit a tendency to realize valid norms. His con-
ception of the actual entails that, to the extent to which things are
actual, they will realize - or tend to realize - those norms that are
rooted in their essences. Hegel conceives of essences as rational
tendencies: tendencies to realize the structures in virtue of which
things are rationally intelligible, reasonable, and good. And so to
say that norms must be rooted in the essences of things to which
they apply is to say that they must be rooted in things that are so
constituted as to exhibit a tendency to realize them. Hegel main-
tains that reality is essentially rational in the sense that it displays
an inherent tendency to realize valid norms.

In order to appreciate this point, it is crucial to realize that Hegel
offers two distinct lines of argument. One line flows out of his con-
ception of normative validity:

In order for the rational to be rational (i.e., in order for norms
to be valid), the actual must be rational; it must provide the
foundations for valid norms and realize these norms to some,
and indeed a significant, 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, the actual

will necessarily exhibit a tendency to be intelligible, reasonable,
and good.

Although the first line entails that we cannot specify the content
of valid norms without looking to the reality of the things in ques-
tion, the second line maintains that - quite apart from the ques-
tion of determining what the content of valid norms is - we can say
that, insofar as things are real, they are constituted so as to realize
valid norms. Thus the Doppelsatz allows of both an epistemic and a
metaphysical reading. On the epistemic reading, the Doppelsatz
maintains that what is actual is rational because what is rational is
actual: the fact that the conditions of normative validity are met
provides an epistemic guarantee that the actual will be rational. On
the metaphysical reading, the Doppelsatz maintains that what is
rational is actual because what is actual is rational: The nature of
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actuality provides a metaphysical guarantee that the rational will be
actual. .

| 4. Having now considered Hegel’s conception of reason .and
reality, we are now in a position to consider variant formulatlor:ls‘
of the Doppelsatz. In his 1817-18 Heidelberg lectures, Hegel stated:

What is rational must happen, since on the whole the constitution is
only its development. (VPRW, 157)

Then, in the Heidelberg lectures he gave in the following year, Hegel
asserted:

What is rational becomes actual, and the actual becomes rational.
(VPRHN, 51)3

On the face of things these two formulations (‘which I w1’11 ref.er ntsc;
rather inelegantly as the ‘development’ and the b?comlqg ;r!etx:sm )
seem rather different from (what I will c.';lll) the ‘canonical’ formu
ati een considering up until now.
idt};’; I::;Z—i}:la:ztlﬁ, the word ‘act;gjal’ (wi'fklz'ch) is comf?letelly absefnl:
from the development version, which might be taken simply to refer
to what exists. Thus one might think that:h t,hcla development verstll?:t
baldly proclaims that the existing constitution (Verfassung) - hat
is, the de facto arrangement of the state - is tht? developmen 1?
the rational. But this reading is not plausible. Quite apart fromdtbe
fact that it involves attributing a claim to Hegel that is al')surf h_y
any reasonable standard, it clearly runs against the grain 0) 1(5;
thought. The distinction he makes between existence (Exzstlegi;rlxg
actuality (Wirklichheit) is after all a central feature of tl}lle o
Science of Logic (WL, 2:186-217/541-53). In any case, the devel tlz
ment version does not provide a blanket affirmation of what exnii ’
It does not say that the constitution is the‘de\.'eloPmcnt of tlhe ra o;
nal, period. What it says is that the constitution is tl?c df:ve oplmerll
of the rational on the whole (iiberhaupt). The qu‘a]lﬁcauon is abs-o utely
crucial, for it reflects the Hegelian disti.nct{on bet.ween existence
and actuality. Those aspects of the constitution Wl?lCh do m;f repre:
sent a development of the rational are merely existent. T oss ::lsi
pects which do represent a development of the rational z::el gct ube:
Only those aspects of the constitution that are actual ared eh Om-d
a development of the rational. Hegel may not have used the w

8 Wood’s translations (1990, 13).
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‘actual’ (wirklich) in the development version, but his conception of
actuality is there all the same. As far as this point goes, there is no
fundamental difference between the development and canonical
versions of the Doppelsatz.

Now, like the canonical version, the becoming version of the
Doppelsatz does use the word ‘actual’ (wirklich). But the use to which
it puts this word might suggest that, unlike the canonical version, it
identifies the philosophical categories of actuality and existence.
After all, it is clear that part of Hegel’s point in saying that “what is
rational becomes actual” is that what is rational comes into existence
and that part of his point in saying that “the actual becomes ratio-
nal” is that what exists 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 make 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 isnot identifying 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 existence,
the rational (the underlying rational tendencies of things) 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 of the term)
by ‘actual’. Part of his point in saying that what is rational becomes
actual is that what is rational becomes 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 rational 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 two
variants and the canonical version. Whereas the two earlier versions
speak of what must happen, what develops, and what becomes, 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 present, the 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 as a 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-
sian restoration. Furthermore, the development and becoming
versions can easily be read as generic expressions of political reform-
ism - as suggesting quite generally that social change is necessary
and rational - and the canonical version can easily be read as a
generic expression of political conservatism - as suggesting quite
generally that the status quo is fine as it is.

But striking as these differences are, their philosophical signifi-
cance is, I think, easily exaggerated.? The canonical version is not
meant to deny that rationality or actuality is to be understood in
terms of processes. The canonical version assumes that the actual-
ity and the rationality of social 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 is actual and
the actualis rational. And although the canonical version does not
emphasize 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 Jenseits, or beyond. 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 underlying image here is not the Marxian one
of the present age containing the seeds of its own destruction (like
capitalism) but of the present containing the seeds of it 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 Cf. Henrich 1983, 13-17; Wood 1990, 11-14.
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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 Doppelsatz is the
same. Reason is, among other things, the basic tendency of the 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 spirit.

Hegel contends that this transformation takes place through the
process of historical development he calls “world history” (Welt-
geschichte). Each stage of world 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 of art, religion, and philosophy, that corresponds to the high-
est level of self-understanding available to human beings at the time
(VG, 74-5/64). That nation whose principle corresponds to the
highest level of self-understanding available to human beings at the
time will become historically dominant (see VG, 59/51-2). Its world
historical task consists in the development of its national principle
(VG, 67/58); in developing this principle, it furthers the selfunder-
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 of stages of world history corresponds to the succession of
increasingly more adequate conceptions of the human spirit, de-
veloped by a succession of historically 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” (VG, 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 becoming version of the Doppelsatz
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
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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 of reason as a developmental
power in this version as well. He clearly believes that the circum-
stance of the present the canonical version describes, in which the
rational #s actual and the actual s rational, is the result of the his-
torical process through which the rational has become actual and the
actual has become rational: the process of world 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 becoming versions, does
not emphasize the developmental character of reason, this is a dif-
ference of emphasis, not doctrine. The upshot of all this is that the
development, becoming, and canonical versions of the Doppelsaiz
do not offer competing accounts of the fundamental nature of rea-
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 of the Doppei-
satz, there is one further aspect of Hegel’s conception of the social
world’s becoming more rational that [ would like to explore. The
final way in which, according to Hegel, the social world has become

world realize their essence to a far greater degree than the institu-
tions of the ancient world realized . World history, in Hegel's
view, is marked by a : gap between the ideal and the
existent. Indeed, Hegel’s conception of world history can be un-
derstood as the story of the 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 the status and limitations of Plato’s Republic in the Pref-
ace to the Philosophy of Right. It is in the Preface that Hegel makes
his famous and remarkable claim that the basic character of the
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Republic and the Philosophy of Right are the same: each of these works
is “its own time comprehended in thoughts” (PR, 113). Far from being
an “empty ideal,” as is commonly thought, the Republic is “essen-
tially the embodiment of nothing other than the nature of Greek
ethical life” (PR, {12, translation modified). Commentators have
understandably had difficulty in taking this claim seriously,!® for two
main reasons. First, this interpretation is radically at odds with
Plato’s own understanding. It is generally recognized that Plato took
the Republic to represent a repudiation of the polis of his time.
Second, the social world Plato describes in the Republic diverges
radically from the existing Greek polis of his time. It is, for example,
a social world without marriage, a world in which the two upper
classes lack private property, and a world in which no one enjoys
freedom of occupation. And so the question that naturally arises
is: How could Hegel have seriously maintained that the Republic was
its own time comprehended in thought? Presumably, the difficul-
ties that make Hegel's interpretation problematic are too obvious
for him to have overlooked them. How then could Hegel have seri-
ously maintained that the Republic was “its own time comprehended
in thoughts” given that he recognized that his interpretation faced
these difficulties?

Hegel himself does not provide an explicit answer to this ques-
tion, but I believe it is possible to construct the sort of reply 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 of what Plato
was doing in the Republic is superior to Plato’s. Hegel follows Kant
in thinking that it is possible to understand a philosopher better
than that philosopher has understood himself, and he would note
thathe, Hegel, has the advantage of writing at a time when philoso-
phy has come to a full understanding of its own historical nature.
Although for Hegel philosophy has always been historical - all
philosophy is its own time comprehended in thought - it is only in
the present age (in Hegel’s time) that the historical character of
philosophy has come to be recognized. Hegel would also concede
that the arrangements of the social world Plato presents in the Re-
public differ radically from the existing institutions of Plato’s time.
Indeed, the word ‘concede’ here is something of a misnomer since

this is a point that Hegel wants to assert. In any case Hegel would -

10 See, e.g., Inwood 1984, 53-4.
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and, in effect, does - argue that this discrepancy is, in the first in,
stance, a reflection of the defects of the Republic and, ultimately, a
reflection of the defects of the Greek social world of Plato’s time.
This point bears elaboration. -

Let us begin by observing that Hegel rejects the common view

that the reason the Republic radically diverges from existing social
arrangements is that the social arrangements it depicts are too good
for the world. Writing in the Lectures on the History of Philosophy,
Hegel maintains that the Republic is a chimera “not because excel-
lence such as it depicts is lacking to mankind, but because it, this
excellence, falls short of man’s requirements” (VGP, 2:110,/2:95).
That Hegel should judge that the Platonic ideal is defective should
come as no surprise, given his understanding of the actuality of the
rational. 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 [merely] ought to be real [wirklich], but what is
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
[ Wirklichkeit] is too good™ (VGP, 2:110,/2:95, translation modified).
But_how can Hegel both maintain that the ideal provided in th
Republic was defective because unrealizable and maintain that the
Republic is a reflection of the substance of Greek ethical life?

Before we can answer this question, we need to look more closely
at the reasons Hegel gives for maintaining that the ideal the Repub-
lic offers is defective. In addition to holding that this ideal is defec-
tive because it is unrealizable, Hegel also maintains that it is defective
because it fails to include the “principle of self-subsistent particu-
larity.” And, indeed, he contends, these two defects are related. It
is precisely because Plato’s ideal state fails to include the principle
of self-subsistent particularity that it cannot be realized.

We can begin to get a grip on the idea that the Republic is a re-
flection of the substance of Greek ethical life if we recall that Hegel
maintains that the social arrangements of ancient Greece provided

_______ y. Indeed, he con-g
tends that, from the standpoint of Greek ethical life, “the principle
of self-subsistent particularity, which had suddenly overtaken Greek l
ethical life in [Plato’s] time” (PR, §185R), could appear “only as a
destructive force” (PR, 12). Hegel maintains that the Republic rep- |
resented 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 private property . . . and
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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.).
Now Hegel holds that this response was fundamentally condi-
‘tioned by the character of the social world in which Plato lived. It
was because the principle of self-subsistent particularity could only
appear as a destructive force from the standpoint of Greek ethical
life 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 the Republic. Indeed, Hegel contends that it is precisely the
Republic’s success 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
the Republic captures - the ideal that was in fact embedded in an-

cient Greek life - was a defective ideal. It was defective precisely
because it provided no room for the principle of particularity. And
50, according to Hegel, the deep reason why Plato’s ideal was de-
fective was that it reflected the actuality of his social world - a world
whose arrangements provided no place for human subjectivity or
particularity. In Hegel’s view, the strengths 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 are the weaknesses of a purely sub-
stantial state. Thus, Plato’s state was its own time comprehended in
thought.

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 the 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 Republic and the existing social world was enormous;
the gap between the Philosophy of Right and the existing social world
was small. Hegel holds that there is a substantial degree of corre-
spondence between what he calls “the more advanced [ausgebildeten]
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-
phy of Right (PR, §258Z; VPRG, 632; VGP, 2:36/2:25-6). He thinks
that these states on the whole 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 the 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
substantial 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 self-suf-
ficient extreme of personal particularity, while at the same time bring-
ing it back to substantial unity and so preserving this unity in the
principle of subjectivity itself” (PR, §260). We shall return to this
extremely suggestive passage in Chapter 6.

5. Let us now turn to the methodological implications of the view
of reason and reality the Doppelsatz 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 very relation of philosophy to actuality which is the subject of
misunderstandings, and I accordingly come back to my earlier obser-
vation that, since philosophy is exploration of the rational, it is for that
very reason the comprehension of the present and the actual” (PR, 112).

The starting assumption of this passage is that the aim of philoso-
phy, including, in particular, social philosophy, is to explore “the
rational.” Hegel’s concern is to explain why, since social philoso-
phy has this aim, the philosopher is committed to comprehending
what is present and actual in the social world. The Doppelsatz pro-
vides a summary statement of his answer: it is because what is ra-
tional is actual and what is actual is rational that social philosophy
must look to the actuality of the social world. “To comprehend what
is is the task of philosophy, for what is is reason” (PR, {13).

But what does comprehending “what is” come to for Hegel?

It is not a matter of grasping the existing world as such. To the
extent that existing social institutions or their existing features fail
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tomanifest the underlying rational essence of the social world, t th_ey

are of no philosophical interest. Considered in themselves, the “in-

finite wealth of forms, appearances, and shapes” that surround “its
[rational] core are not the subject-matter of philosophy” (PR, {12).
This might give the impression that comprehending “what is”
a;gounts to comprehending the inner essence of things as such,_ancl

well. He contends that “phllosophy is concerned with the rational-
ity of the social world insofar as it is actualized in existing institutions
and practices. Hence philosophy does care about eﬁstingarrange-
ments; it cares about them as mamfestatlons of the rational. For
Hegel, comprehendmg “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 manifest
the essence of the 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 approach
is to look to those features of the social world (i.e., the modern 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 of the results of this investiga-
tion. His background conception of reality 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
actuality of the present. The philosopher identifies what is actual
by looking reasonably at the world.

Hegel’s research program, if we can call it such, then, is surpris-
ingly empirical. Although he maintains that we know more or less a
priori that the actual social world is rational, he contends that the
only way in which we can ascertain the details of its rationality is by
looking to the social worl oreover, he thinks that we have only
comprehended [begriffen] the rationality of the social world when we
have grasped these details. And while discerning the actuality hid-

{den within exlsnng “social institutions and practices does require the
temployment of norms - the goal is, after all, to identify those fea-
‘tures of the social world that are most reasonable — the norms we are
\to employ are norms that are rooted in the social world. We are not
ito approach the social world from the standpoint of our own indi-
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vidual and private “ideals of imagination” but from the standpoint
of “ideals of reason” - ideals that are rooted in existing institutions
and practices. And to find these ideals we must look to the social
world. Thus the normative dimension of Hegel’s research program
is itself empirically grounded. But it would be a mistake to conceive
of this program as purely empirical. In his view, grasping the ratio-
nality of the actual also involves grasping the Zeitgeist (the spirit of
the age), that it, the historically dominant social and political trends
and the historically available possibilities. And 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
the exploration of the rational, it is for that very reason the comprehen-
sion of the present” (PR, 116). This reflects his view that reason has an
essentially historical dimension: what is rational becomes actual and
what is actual becomes rational. As 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 structure
actualizes itself through a series of historical stages. These stages
constitute the actuality of the rational. At any given time, the ratio-
nal is actual only as actualized in the social arrangements of that
time. Grasping the rational, then, is a matter of grasping the his-
torically specific form of the rational structure of the social world
that has become actual in the present,

When Hegel says that philosophy “is its own time comprrehended in
thoughts” (PR, 113) he means that pmlgﬁgp_ny consists in the activ-
ity of comprehen ught the (actualized) rational structure
of the central social mstltunons of its own historical period. The
reason phllosophy cannot “transcend its contemporary world” is
that 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 of the social world can
never lay claim to any absolute standing, that they are “true” only
relative to the historical situation in which they are written. He
maintains that there is a form of social life that reflects the final
and correct understanding of the human spirit and is realized in
human history: the form of social life that is realized in the modern
social world (see PR, §273R).
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Hegel’s philosophical approach involves a self-conscious blurring
of the categories of the descriptive and the normative.!! It is nei-
ther purely descriptive nor purely normative. It is not purely de-
scriptive, first of all, because articulating the norms that are rooted
in the modern social world is a fundamental component of com-
prehending its actuality. The Philosophy of Right is, among other
things, an account of the underlying ideals and normative aspira-
tions of the modern social world. Moreover, inasmuch as the Phi-
losophy of Right is supposed to provide an account of the norms that
are rooted in the actuality of the modern social world, it also pro-
vides an account of how the modern social world ought to be. But,

of course, Hegel’s approach is not purely normative. He maintains

that the norms that the Philosophy of Right articulates are rooted in
the existing structures of the modern social world and substantially
realized. Hence the Philosophy of Right does “distance itself as far as
possible from the obligation to construct astate as it ought to be” (PR,
113) in the sense of providing an account of the state as it ought to
be that is different from what the (actual) state is. It purports to
show how the social world ought to be by showing what the actuz_glify
of the social world i5. Hegel’s approach, then, is both descriptive
and normative. It flows out of his normative conception of the 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
outlook the Doppelsatz expresses.

6. The Doppelsatz 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 it ought to 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 of the human spirit.
By contrast, the essence of Plato’s social world was as it ought to be
merely relative to its stage in world history because it reflected the most
adequate understanding of the human spirit available at the time,
one that recognized the importance of “substantiality,” or commu-
nity. It was as it ought to be merely relative to its stage in world his-
tory because the most adequate understanding of the human spirit
available at the time was limited, inasmuch as it failed to recognize
the importance of subjectivity. Strictly speaking, the essence of both
Plato’s and Hegel’s social worlds were as they ought to be relative

11 Cf, for a differing view, Walsh 1969, 7-8.
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to their stages in world history, for both reflected the most adequate
understanding of the human spirit available at the time. What was
special about the essence of Hegel’s social world was that it was as
it 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
because the most adequate understanding of the human spirit avail-
able at his time was correct: it recognized the importance of both
substantiality (community membership) and subjectivity. Second,
the 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 social 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
world is as it ought to be is grounded in Hegel's conception of
actuality. His conception of actuality entails that, to the extent that
things are actual, they are ‘as they ought to be” in the sense of con-
forming to their essence. Reality, in Hegel’s view, is necessarily as
it ought to be in that there is an intrinsic, metaphysical connection
between reality and goodness (things being as they ought to be).
Indeed, Hegel holds quite generally that the actuality of the social
world is necessarily good. Obviously, this is a strong and provoca-
tive claim. What is less obvious is that it is extremely abstract. In
particular, the claim abstracts from the question of how “mature”
or well developed the essence of the social world is at any given point
in history. It also abstracts from the question concerning how well
at any given point in history the social world realizes its essence.
The answers to these questions cannot be derived from an analysis
or explication of the concept of actuality. 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 of his conception
of actuality. It derives from his philosophically informed investiga-
tion of the state of his social world, which involves, among other
things, a detailed political assessment of the more advanced states,
that is, the more advanced European states.

Hegel’s claim that the essence of the modern social world is sub-
stantially realized because the more advanced European states con-
form to it on the whole bears comment. Hegel does not think that
all existing or even most existing states must conform on the whole
to the essence of the modern social world in order for that essence




