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also allow that the individual committed to the duties and virtues of
modetn Sittlichkei, can think ofhis ends and dispositions as rational,
notjust in the sense that they contribute to the realization ofa com-
munity that makes his own freedom possible, but also in the sense

that they contribute to the realization ofa comrnunity through which
God expresses and realizes himself. Finally, the civic humanist read-
ing is compatible with the suggestion that modern Sittlichkeit
enables the flourishing of certain contemplative modes of relating to
God: it enables the freedoms enjoyed in the spheres of art, religion,
and philosophy (ZG tt3.lg5, r24-Slto4-5).

Most complex ofall, perhaps, is the relationship between the civic
humanist and historicist readings. The two readings share the view
that it is possible to step outside existing institutions and practices in
order to provide them with some rational warrant that can reconcile
us to them. However, whereas the civic humanist interpretation
locates this reconciliation in a claim about human freedom and the
institutional conditions of its full actualization, the historicist read-
ing (on at least one construal) emphasizes the ways in which modern
institutions and practices are meant to resolve various problems and
insufficiencies of historically earlier forms of community. Having
said this, the civic humanist reading is in no way obliged to ignore
historical themes that obviously are present in Hegel's thought, nor
is it incompatible with one quite plausible way of reading a histori-
cist story into Hegel's position. It need not deny the obvious truth
that, for Hegel, history is rational and it is plainly consistent with
Hegel's view that objective and subjective freedom appear at differ-
ent historical stages and are jointly realized only in the modern
European, or'Germanic', world. Finally, the civic humanist reading
is also compatible with the thought that the Hegelian view of free-
dom itselfcan ultimately be warranted only by reference to a histor-
ical narrative that draws out the ways in which freedom so conceived
responds to and resolves th€ tensions in earli€r attempts to formulate
a foundational value. The civic humanist interpretation does not
suggest ajustification of freedom itselfbut only seeks to explain why
Hegel posits an intersection between freedom as he understands it
and participation in modern Sittlichkeir.

)
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2,r. Introduction

According to one of Hegel's most important formulations, the free
agent is one who 'limits himself, but in this other is with himself, (r/a/
e-s in seiner Beschriinkung, in diesem Aiderei bei sich selbst seil @R
$ZA). Citing Goethe's dictum that .Whoever 

aspires to great ihings
must be able to limit himself, (pR gr 3A), Hegel deoies tiat un 

"n 
it

is free when he refuses to commit himself to any particular activii or
relationsmp_rvithrtheryfto anf.detemrination'). Moreover, even
when he doesEo-mmifhimTelf toTome deleimination, it does not nec-
essarily follow that he is free. For this to be the case, Hegel insists, the
agent mxst be 'bei sieh s€lb6t'in the determination he chooses, a
phrase that cgn be translated as:with hjmsalf', .self_sufficient., .self_

a]y41{4depgdeia, or even-at homd. i F-reeilom, t.t*.ntm".
says, is 'Beisichselbsisein' eZG Sg+8). - -----

-The 
broadest question that can be asked about Hegel's conception

of freedom, accordingly, is what this condition of .6eins with o;
s"lf' arn_o.lntr-to.. Ulrd"r *hut cir"umrturcqi imi.elf_ 6 . Jif-
u*u.e. indeogoder!. ard ut ho-F". eyen rnhG"o; i;;6;iG
sone pegicular q.ctiqn^ell9lelio.ILsh-lp in th" *orldi ind-i?-

Hegel's most general answer to this question is that an agent
'with himself in some determination if and only if two conditio'ns a
satisfied: a subjective condition and, an obiectiye condition ftr/I

,, 
r Hegel. oflen _directly charscterizes frcedom as Se/Drrdrdlp,terl (self_sufnciencv)

un?.hangtgkert (tnd9ptndencrl. Selbstbewufisein (self_consci6usness). 
"na 

,. *i'"'"zr.rrozy (at home). For good discussions of the phfise bei sich selbst ana it...frii"il
snrp ro rhese other tefins. see Wood. ,/"pel r Erhical Thought.45 6. and Hardimon,Hegel's Social Phibsophy, t t 4.

in the unity of two
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D. i, $8rA; Enz. iii, $5o3).
Hegei is often not very specific about the precise character of the

'r"n"Jtior' inuotu"d in subjective freedom, although, as we shall see'
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most abstract extreme' (IPR iii. 3Io), and an independence from
'every type of restlclion whatso€v€r'(rPi iii. ro9).

-Obiective oi substantial fre€alom can be attributed to an agent if
and only if tEEgentttererininations accor{with reason, something
thai Hegel associates with the virtuous performance of the tasks and
functions ofa good citiz€n ofth€ state: 'suhstantial freedom', he says,

'is the-reason which is implicit in the will {die an sich seiende Vernunft
des lYi ensl,-ard wlich develops itself in the state' ( I/PG I 3y' Io6 cf.
PR $$ 26A, 257-8). Whttheror not a determination accords with rea-
son, on Hegel's view, seems to have two aspects (see $2.3 below). It
dependlpn$g&g tbe content of the de
reasog1ilol erelrp-h.peyioC _klss.-v-drg'etq.I3;rflgl5Ulethe{E
dispeqlligr -!!Btln9!ivgle.! "!hp "-eCen!_ I9-.pgt!]t9_1he-&telm!!ation
accsrfuMlb1scs4 (lbr elsnp-le,pstrjglisqJq_v_er _elc).

Putting this all together, then, Hegel holds that an agent is 'with
himself in some action or relationship, and therefore is fully free, if
and only ift (I) the asent has both reflected on the determination in
question and found some subjective satisfaction in performinglgand
(z) the_S9!!9g!-91!he_-dgtel!sigetion. and the disposition thatlglli-
vates the asent to pursue the dgterminatig4,are both prescrlbe{_by

reason. Another way ofexpressing Hegel's view would be to say that
an asent is freqi-f and onlv iflis de terminallqrls 4re 'his own' both ilr
thg*lgbiectiyg-_SSE!9.*tBt_-.t&y-er9--s!Sqsded_ig_lr!S-re!99!ry9ry
er49r!9d de$re!e&-9yqlc4li-orls-sn4!slhs-9!i99!ilp-c9rs9lhc!-!hpr
ql9.-cl9u!994-lp,bi$.9ru$-"1llp*-{gtr9:!gl.9r-sc,s-e^!!i4!.gs4!!-a!!p!rr-

-ws.
Obviously a striking feature ofthis view offreedom is itsclaim that

freedom has what might be termed a 'particular content'. On the
account that has just b€en sketched, one side of concrete freedom is
objective freedom and this requires that the agent commit himself to
c€rtain determinate activities, relationships, and dispositions--ones
that are in some sense deemed to be rational. Heeel's claim. in effect,
is that one is reallv 'self-determinine'. or'decidine for oneself'. only
whgn one Dicks 9€rtain pa . When other options are
selected, someone or something else is the determining agency.

As I suggested in Chapter I, the claimjhat freedom has 'particular
co@!-.afu alr_aEfu g$e- dnucund
vhtues of Sittlichkejlly_gbeJvllglh4j.thev are reouired bv the 'idea
olfrgg&l[l. We can be confident that the duties and virtues of
Sittlbhkeit represent the content of everyday practical reasoning in

this turns out to be quite important to understanding his conc€ption

of freedom. The facithat he sometimes associates subjective freedom

with the satisfaction one enjoys in performing an action suggests that

tie reflection in questionrnai at times be as simPle as stepping back

ii;*o;t; a"t"tiinations ;;d aqkhg whether they can be endorsed

on ihe Uuris ofOn"'s contingently given desires and inclinations This

suggestion finds furthei confirmation in Hegel's view that subjeclive

ir"llo- m. an important role to play in decisions about marriage

und o""rputioo, since these are areas' he thinks, in which the.indi-

vidual's particular desires and inclinations ought to €xert some influ-

ence (P,R $$124, 162, I85, 206). In some passages, however' Hegel

"-ptoyt 
pliutit tuch as'infinite subjectivity' (PR $$Io4' I3lA'.I87;

ipn iii. j+o), 's"ujectivitv as infnite form' (PR $I44), 'subjectivity as

Unnlt" t"i"iion 6 itself (fPG 393/325), and the'infinite greed of

subjectivity' (PR $26A) Here he seems to have in mind a condltron

of iompleie rcflective awareness with respect to one's determinations

and thi reasons underlying them' an awareness that does not stop at

^r,uthins 
'siven'. He charicterizes this more radical form of subjec-

i#tv ut"'""uoitv excluding all others' (yPG 3931325), an'antithesis

wittrin tt e subject itself ihat is 'intensified to its universal' i'e' its

on or trust, or

he means by freedom (he mentions both plus a

in its more concrete determi-
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part because those determinations represent the particular content of
freedom. It is thus ofconsiderable importance for Hegel's project to
explore whether the claim that freedom has 'particular content' is

philosophically defensible.

arc-psEgUg-sbjectiq-4 is that this way of understanding freedom
has little or nothing to do with our everyday or 'common-sense'

understanding of the concept. A!99$i4S-E lhlgl!!9.-gfuICgsgnt'
fteedoqL as ilis ordinarily jS-U9!-U9gl9--any,!@6c
asllsuc,-Leja!9sshisc.9t-4s:ae[qi-oJ:"!gtj!.9!@.jt. lgtt€"t
is-not resrricrgd or*plqde_teJnrqgg- by 3lryqi4g-uullle -tsqt's gwn
er4pgg.!k-dvjg"i*d*"3S-a3d-pgteo-!Cs. Hegel's view might tum out to
be philosophically coherent-so the objection goes-but it is not an

exposition of oar conception of freedom so much as an att€mpt to
redefine the term. A second obiectio4 is that lhe view that freedom

has'particular csnt!!!-!9e!qqjgjlg.qBpSo-S9-e4-u4tCLablg-equ99p-
fiffi of [imq.lpings. a.s qplgiptq.tqp selves- It suggests a picture of
tG;ttni is divided into a true, rational self, whose unhindered

expression represents full liberation, and a recalcitrant 'empirical'
self, which needs only to be swept asid€.

These two objections to the claim that freedom has'particular
content' point to a third apparent problem, which highlights the

ideological danger implicit in understanding freedom this way. [e
sugge,sliqg- that. iq chogsine certain oplLiqus, 34-AgenlLis-4E[9Ally
'deolding far,himself ',laa.dslneyrtagv. it is argcd,"lalhc pqlvfaqe

and il-lrberal,fig to foraeso Once

freedom is associated with a particular content, and the'true' self is

divorced from the 'empirical' self, then the concept of freedom may

no longer be deployable against the oppressive exercise of state

power but may instead offer a means of legitimating authoritarian
rule. A qg3lo-Ui9glaslry9{b-spltisui!8lelh9-vjew-lb4lterd9lq-hss
'particular content' is that it igplqqi!!&Ult to reconcile with qur
practic€ of attributinC lgslgllllulilltto-9yil-dQgrs. If the'parlicular
cont"ntnn qreffiGliiais ttri auties and virtues of Sittlichkeit'
and evil involves a violation ofthese duties and virtues, then how can

we consider evil-doers free and therefore responsible for their

actions?
For reasons that should become apparent, I will call Hegel's con-

ception offreedom 'freedom as rational self-determination'. The aim

of the present chapter is to develop an interpretation of freedom as

rational self-determination. I shall be especially concerned to clarify
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why Hegel thinks that commitment to c€rtain determinate actions,
relationships, and dispositions is an indispensable component of true
or full freedom, why this is not simply a gross confusion, or even per-
version, of our ordinary notion of freedom, and how Hegel might be
defended from objections such as those mentioned above. My inter-
pretation offreedom as rational self-determination involves two c€n-
tral claims. The firqlbjhAl$rere&3Ir important sens

which freedert involves abstractirg ltqr4 one's contingentlv given

dglir"es qtd*irgltl&lliqls.e,4d_,aclitg qq lllg_qqqgol thq!s!!_?4419a-
son alone. Jhe secp4d,is-1hlrlal1.agent-su&led ql:lheugll! anllrelep
alole' ly!!! ttgyg,ai[o-@g!t'
the!{qCd.-qq*q9i?kild$._Chj*9.&9C98* The present chapter
will focus on articulating and defending the first ofthese claims, leav-
ing a consideration of the second claim for Chapter 3.

If the intemretation I am proposinq is correct. then it would be
fair to sav that there is a stronq Kantian element in Heqel's con-
cepliag-affrccdam" Like the position I will be attributing to Hegel,
the Kantian view posits a fundamental opposition between an
agent's capacities for freedom and reason, on the one hand, and his
or her empirically given wants, desires, and inclinations, on the
other. For Kant, I am free only if my will enjoys 'independence of
all empirical conditions', an independence that precludes all reliance
on a 'desired object', 'impulse', or 'inclination'.2 To have no pos-
sible basis for one's activity other than the promptings of one's
empirically given determinations, for Kant, is to be in a condition
of heteronomy. Autogomv is a proper s

th" *ill i* ubl" to ubr from aU of its siven determi-
n
it is committed iusl-.itr. vll1}9_-9uts_free49+__qqd_Ie!ign4litv.3
eccoraing'io fant,l" be 

"ble @l
entirely self-determined, rational way is to be subject to one funda- 

|
mental prinsipl€-the moral law. A free will and a will subject tol
the moral law are thus one and the same thing.a

2 Kant, Critiqte of Praclical Reason,29,33-4. All refe.ences to this work arc to the
page numbers of the edition issued by the Royal Prussian Academy in Berlin, which
are included in most standard editioos. I(r!ri,t det praktischen Vemunlt is in vol. v ,

3 Kant, Oound,n)ork of the Metaphyrlcs of Motols, 44o, 446-7. All references io thir
\rork arc to the page numbers ofthe edition issu€d by the Royal Prussian Academy in
Berlin, which are included in most standard editions of that work. Grundlegung zur
Metaphlsik det Sitten is in vol. i\ .

a lbid. 441.
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I suspect that for some readers a 'Kantian' reading of Hegel's con-
ception of freedom will not seem teribly controversial. According to
a fairly traditional view, Hegel agrees with philosophers such as
Kant and Fichte about the relationship between freedom, reason,
and desire and departs from the Kant-Fichte framework mainly in
his insistence on a differe-nt acc4unt of the conrez, of reason: where
Kant, for instance, looks to a formal principle, such as the

Imperativ€, to determine what reason demands, Hegel
sqik_C*qo*!pyel"Sp-e*rpb-e_r..1q9l9-co.n9I9!9 .C!99C4I_9fubSqdC_4!=d

$2.2. Three Models of Freedom

The Remark to $zI sets the issue up quite succinctly. 'It is only as
thinking intelligence', Hegel writes, 'that the will is truly itself and
free.' 'Thinking intelligence', he adds, involves a proc€ss of'super-
seding' (Autheben) one's desires and inclinations and 'raising

lErhebenlthemto universality' (PR $zr). The exegetical problem that
must be addressed for the time being concerns what exactlv this
pr .6 To
what extent. and in what wavs, dees Hegel follow Kant on the rela-
tioq$!p-!E!yp.! fr9949-!S,-f.@!oqa4{ desire, and where does he dif.
fgJ As almost every Hegel commentator points out, the term
e&gbql and its cognates are central to Hegel's logic and usually
refer to a process o{ lqqlanpplliqg Ail!Wg!aaq9!,-!Sggen)_an4
pre*rvinp, (aujbewahren) (Enz. i, $96A). Applied to $zr, this would
suggest that the agent's desires and inclinations are somehow pre-
served in the process of thought and notjust canc€lled.7 We still need
to know, however, in what ways an agent's desires are preserved and
in what ways they are cancelled when he is free in pursuing some par-
ticular determination.

To shed some light on this issue, it is useful to step back for a
moment and notice something about the structure of Hegel's discus-
sion in the Introduction to the PirTasop hy of Nght.In particular, we
can observe that in two separate passages Hegel quite carefully dis-
tinguishes between three different conceptions or models of the will
that he has betn considering (PR $$r5, zr). He calls the first'the will
as determined solelv bv natural drives' or 'the natura! w_ill' (at Pn g2t,
'the will, as drive and desire'); the second the 'reflective will':andthe
third the will that is .i!9ell- or which 'has being in and
for itself'. For ease ofreference, these can be referred to simply as 4g1-
urSLfuedom. renecgve freedott, and rationql freedom respectively. An
examination ofwhat Hegel has to say about each ofthese conc€ptions
shows that there is at least some sense in which he is committed to an
essentially Kantian view of freedom, reason, and desire.

5 This issue is obviously just one instantiation of a more gencral interpretativc
problem arising in the context ofHegel's loSiq the problem ofwhat it is for some rep
tes.nt tion (Vorytelluig) or desire given by exp€ ienc€ to * aulgehoben by the process
of thought. The geoeral question is addressed by Rosen in llegelt Dialectic and its
Ctiticish, 63-70. Many of the texts cited by Rosen in favour of what he terms a 'gpn-
erativc' reading of Hegel's dialectic help to reinforce the case I make in the text for a
'Kantian' interpretalion of Hegel's position on the relatioDship betwecn freedom aod
dcsire.

7 Ct. Pippro, Idealism as Moderaism, rot, and Pinkatd, IIeBelb Phenomenology,
273n, 4.
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.s As we shall
see, however, several recent commentators have argued that Hegel
has much sharper and more p€rvasive disagteements with the
Kant-Fichte conception of freedom than this traditiond view sug-
gests and have concluded that Hegel's conception of freedom takes a
considerably more accommodating stance towards the agent's con-
tingently given desires and inclinations than is usually thought.

The view defended in this chapter is that, although this recent
scholarship forces us to be careful in articulating the precise ways in
which Hegel agrees and disagrees with what he takes to be the
Kantian position, it should not lead us to abandon altogether an
understanding of Hegel's position as having a significant Kantian
dimension. For those who are convinced by the 'Kantian' reading
right from the start, I hope that the chapter will none the less offer a
precise formulation of freedom as rational self-determination, clarify
the intuitive basis of Hegel's position, and show how it might b€
defended from some ofthe standard objections.

z.z. Three Models of Freedom

To understand Hegel's position vis-ri-vrs the Kantian one, the best
place to start is probably the Introduction to the Philosoph) of Right
(and the corresponding lectures). This represents Hegel's most sus-
tained and philosophically sophisticated discussion ofthe concept of
freedom and its relationships with reason, desire, choice, and so on.
The text is difficult and obscure in plac€s, but c€rtain central themes
stand out and can help us to situate Hegel's vi€w.

5 Sec Schacht, 'Hegel orl F]ccdom', 297-303: T.ylot, Eegel, 76,82, 36u75;
lnwoad., Eegel, 417-8j.
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An agsn!-enioys.-na!u$-lt99ds-El-rybpq-b!q39Uouq4!d-d4roa'
tion!-a& g!:qudeAlg-hic.d-r"i-v-e*de-srr-e"s.s-qlll!9!isa!:sJLef -ere
,r:r ",q-g-slren 

as Hegel points out, and to this extent he is rely'

determining in following them (PR $r \ VPRIg 62i VPRrS zt6).'lhe
defect in this conception, in Hegel's view, is that it stops at something
given from outside: it stops at drives, desires, and so forth, whose

cgnlg!]lis determin4 np,t- b:.18-Ag9"g!" but by-9$ure-Cgt!!!Ed
hroadly to include the age4Ls-sosialg!-v-[An-49Dt (PR $I95, A) ). In
this deeper sense, it is not a model of self-determination at all but of
determination by something alien. WitLl,helatudLtd!,JIe89!-lQls,
'I aEr still not free. For the content is still not Dosited as mine. but is

spng!hiqC-C!y9!,3! x {elei!si!3!i9!-S[tE!.ry:' (V P R t 8 zt6).
This argument leads Hegel to a consideration of reflective free-

dom. An agedlsqiqys rels"cluetecdsgrleld-q nlvjlhg-[9!-SdX&l-
lo:ul*.brs--syn -dccirg!"*cs --il'c]i!4tl,onl. .but-hgl-elp-sscaceiin
refl q9!i9n ild--4sllbpt?iio-n -ab.e-u!.!v.ll:9h dcsirsoilnclirauotrlo-fol-
lcy (PX $r5). Hegel intends this model to embrace a broad sp€ctrum

;f different cases, from the agent who simply chooses which of his

desires to follow (P.R $$14-I5) to the agent who reflects and deliber-

at€s about how to integrate his different desires and inclinations into

a complete life of happiness (PX $zo, A). Hegel clearly feels the intu-

itive pull of reflective freedom, associating it with Kainnan Willkiir
and suggesting that it is 'the common esliderlrorslellung'iwe have of
freedom'(PX $Is; cf . VPRrg 6$.Heis especially drawn towards the

happiness model: 'In happiness, thought already has some power

ovii the natural force of the drives, for it is not content with the

instantaneous, but requires a whole ofhappiness'(PR $zoA).
But in a &9I,€r sense!9-!.oF! qhlt lhe !9&91!v..qlv-tiqe=ag91li! nol

ruUy-setfueterinimn&.bseause the material. of hirrelestion--and
deliLellrli,o-n, the mc4p-fqom whlgh h9 cloosgs, is.-grven bf.Lallrq 'If
we stop our enquiry at the power of choia* lWillkiirl' at the human

being'i ability to will this or that, this does indeed constitute his free-

dom; but if we bear firmly in mind that the content of what he wills

is a given one, it follows that he is determined by it and is in this very

resfct no longer free' (Pi $ISA). Despite his preference for happi-

nesi over other forms of reflective freedom, Hegel explicitly includes

the wilt oriented around happiness in this judgement: 'Happiness

thus contradicts freedom; happiness has as its content drives and

determinations of nature and as such they are opposed to universal'

ity in the form of freedom . . . with happiness I find myself in a circle

$2.2. Three Models of Freedom

of dependency, in a situation of subjugation to change, a change
which comes from outside. The principle ofhappiness is therefore in
contradiction with the higher principle of freedom' ( ZPR iv. t38).

The third model. rational freedom, identifies freedom with
thg!g!!3!4lg!!pnq!!Eit involves the process of 'superseding' one's
desires and inclinations and 'raising them to universality' that was
referrgf-.19_99@[Pi $2r). The fact that Hegel contasts rational
freedom with reflective freedom sheds light on what must be involved
in this process of'superseding' and 'raising to universality'. This
process must require something more than integrating one's choices
into a rational harmony with one's other choices, desires, goals, and
so on, for this is, roughly speaking, what Hegel means by happiness.
It .r!!_!!_!9.!_!gqq,_rnrs.Eg a more cor?rplere abstraction from
one's actual desires, inclinAuguq,-eld-S9 grLp5_49Uo_.{9, o \vrould
beloslsr_a!-a9m9lbi4g-Civen' from_'outsidsl QLd lhiC i! prqCirylylhe
ground on which Hegel reiectsJgfl qqllive frledom,as_a n_o3!Lg!_Se_!!-
determinalDq

Heg€l's distinction between reflective and rational freedom, and
his clear preference for the latter, thus strongly suggest that he
endorses some version ofthe Kantian view that an agent is fully free
only if his determinations can be completely grounded in his own
thought and reason and not at all in his contingently given desires or
inclinations. It is not enough that an agent be abls to ground his
determinations in some degree ofreflection and deliberation if in the
end this involves stopping at his given desires and inclinations: by
rejecting reflective freedom Hegel expressly rules this out. Freedom,
for Hegel, requires a groundinA in reason that goes a// /re way dow4:
it is opposg_d-to,anv proce-slof determining one'lendlthat stops at
conltnC9qlry-Ety9l_d9lil9s",eld-iry.liletion!,lven one that involves a
deerqg-gj$teqion.anddeLberalion.

So attention to Hegel's distinction between three models of self-
determination and a careful reading ofwhat he has to say about each
shows that there is an important sense in which he does endorse the
idea of an opposition in free agency between reason and an agent's
given wants, desires and inclinations. For Hegel, I am free in my
determinations only if my determinations have their source in my
'thinking intelligence', and this means that they must not be
grounded in any merely 'given' desire or inclination.

This picture finds confirmation in the many other passages in
Hegel's writings and lectures that associate freedom with a struggle

5r
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between reason and desire. Consider, for example, the following
characterization of Bildung (the process of education and socializa-
tion in which one becomes free (see Chapter 4 below) ) as consisting
in a process of 'eliminating' (wegafieiten) and 'hard work against'
(die harte Atbeit gegen) one's immersion in needs and desires:

[Reason'sl cnd is rather to work to eliminate notural simplicily, whether as
passive selflessness or as barbarism ofknowledge and volition-i.e. to elim-
iftalr the immediacy ard indtuiduality in which spirit is immersed, so that this
externality may tako on the mtionality o/which it is capabk,na$,f,ly thefom
o/ witerulity or of the uaderstanding. Otly in this way is the spiit at home
and with itselfinlhis extemaliry as strch . .. Within the subject . . . liberation
is the hard work of opposing mere subjectivity of conduct, of opposing the
immediacy of desire as well as the subjective vanity of feeling and the arbi-
trariness ofcap c€. (PR$r87;cf. VPRI9q)

The same idea of an opposition between reason and desire is
expressed even more bluntly in a number of passages in Hegel's
Lectures on lhe Philosophy of History. He says, for instance, that,

Ser,sation lEmpfndungl, sensuality [Srr riciter] and the drives are also ways
of realizing the inner, but in the individual they are temporary, for they are
the changinS content of the will. That which is just and €thical, however,
belongs to the essential, universal will, which has being in itself, and in order
to know what right demands one must abstract froE inclination, drive and
desire, as frorn thc particular; one must know what the lrrl/ is in itself.
(vPG 5241 442)

And he frequently claims that there is an opposition between free-
dom, reason, and spirit, on the one hand, and 'nature', on the other,
a term he often uses as shorthand for an agent's empirically given
needs, desires, inclinations, and so forth. For example, he asserts that
'Man realizes his spiritual essence only when he overcomes his nature

l betwindet seine Nattulichkeitl' (VPG 4531377), andhe talks ofspirit
'liberating' itself from the natural (z16lr7$, making a 'break' with
the natural (4o3l333), and 'negating' the natural (rilger,) (386/319). In
his r8r7...r8 l@tures on Rechtsphilosophie he claims that, whereas
freedom is the 'foundation' (die Grundlage), nature is 'something
dependent'(?iz Unselbstdndiges)(YPRI7 38; cf. YPRrS ztt). And in
his r 824-5 lectures, he asserts that, 'Freedom does not allow itself to
be mixed with nature, but wants to be alone and only recognizes
nature as something that is entitled by it' (ZPR iv. 8o).

All ofthese passages have a strongly Kantian flavour to them: they
sugepst that there is an important sense for Hegel, as for Kant, in
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which one's freedom and reason are radically opposed to one's con-
tingently given desires and inclinations and require something more
than integrating one's desires and choices into a coherent whole.

23. Hegel's Conception of Freedom: A Formulation

a-nd lectureq? In one of Hegel's early theological essays, for instan@,

he argues that the divided Kantian self simply internalizes the
bondage to positivity characteristic of most established religions,
replacing obedience to external religious authority with obedience to
an inner command of duty that remains alien to the agent's experi-
erce (ETW 2tt).ln his mature philosophical work, Hegel goes on to
develop a clear statement ofthe objection that th€ Kantian view of
freedom and morality is incompatible with our understanding of
action. Against a morality of'dut], for dutv's sake', he argues that
impulses. inclinations, and subiective interests are an indispensable
condition of there_bj!!C arryCdr.o! atdli
An action is a purpose of the subject, and it is his activity too which exeautes

this purpose: unless the subject were in this way [even] in the most unselfish

action, i.e. unless he had ao interest in it, there would be no actio[ at all.-
The drives and passions are on the onc hand contrasted with the empty
reverie of a natural happiness, where needs are supposed to frnd their satis-
faction without the subject doing anything to produce a conformity between
immediate existence and his own inner determinations. They are on the other
hand contrasted with the morality ofduty for duty's sake. But drive and pas-

sion signify nothing but the liveliness [Izrendigkeitl of the slbject and they
are needed if hc is really to be himself in his purpose and its execution.
(rrz. iii, $475; cf. VGP iii. 3o4-5l4oo; VG 9t-zllo\

Hegel also thinks that the Kantian view of freedom underestimates
the ethical significance of various emotions and feelings.s One aim of

3 For a good discussion of this point, see Wildt, Aulonomie uhd A erkennotg,
l5-r9 and part I (especially sections 3-5). For the argument that Ka can go much
fu her than is generally supposed by Hegelians in accommodating thes€ kinds of
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the doctrine of ^Sirrlicrlcei, is to inteqrate dispositions sugh as love,
honqCfj4_Sne's estate..Cgd_p4triorism intg a the
iq!9.98i99-m9l9sc+. rrell Fiqally,-E*4!-!4rre.lsyidglx-essgeialed

. q$lhejtEplylumauEp[Sbjegti."o"n" As we shall consider in detail in
Jch"et" rt tlrni i, not r"""essful at explaining how

I 
the autonomous agent. abstracted completely from all of his empiri-

lcally given determinations, would have any determinate reasons or
j principles ofaction left ar all (PR ggr33-5).

Considerations like these have convinced some commentators that
there is a much more fundamental and comprehensive disagreement
between the Hegelian and Kantian ways of understanding freedom
than my observations above would suggest. Allen Wood sums this
view up as follows:

Fichte identifies the self with reason, so freedom is acting from one's own
reason rather than acaording to the authority of someone else. Following
Ka[t, he identifl€s the self more properly with pare reason, so mere nature is
also other, including one's empirical desires and natural inclinations. To be
absolutely self-active is to act solely from duty or respect for the moral law
given by pure reason. British idealist ethics (especially Bradley and
Bosanquet) carried or the Fichtean tradition, identifying freedom with the
triumph of the active or rational self over the supine, empirical, or irrational
self. Because the British idealists are supposed to be 'Hegelians', Hegel's
name has sometimes been associatd with such views in English-speaking
philosophy. In fact, Hegel rejects this entire conaeption of aulonomy along
with the conception of s€lf and other on which it r€sts.e

For Wood. Heqel's notion of rational self-determination treats an
agent's emoiricallv qiven needs and desires as constituent elements of,
the self that is actualiz n. To be
rationally self-determining in the Hegelian sense, an agent must
strive to integrate his choices into a rational harmony with his other
choices, his desires, and other asp€cts ofhis situation.to

j This last proposal sounds a lot like Hegel's notion of happiness

I 
and to this extent, as we saw in the previous section, it is quite explic-

I itly rejected by Hegel as a characterization of freedom. Having said

Ithis, it still seems imporlant 10 try 1o reconcile the obviously anti-

I Kantian themes in Hegel's writings and lectures with the claim, being
ldefended here, that there is an important Kantian dimension to

considerations, see Ameriks, 'The Hegelian
Pippid.t, Idealism a.s Mode ist r, ttt-24-

e Wood, Hegel's Ethical Thought,44.

Critique of Kantian Morality', aDd

Io lbid. 49, 70.
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Hegel's own conception of freedom. What is needed is a more refined
formUlelrln _qt_U9ge1S_!91S9plrp!*91-fu9dggl_hag I have so far
o&t9g;3!h9r!h_crr._the.wlrp-!elaLe--s11pplg$!.ol.r_911!9.X3ntje!_!g4!qs
irl br.s-.pqslt!.o_g We-Lej[Lt-o-i"oj.9rpl9l-H.gcaliedreg4oni&ilua$har
bqd-ask!9w.l34SeS lbq qppo-sitio4 h-e-i-e9q-iggb9^fteqtulll^belyeelllla:
son_q1d dcsire a]4jy-orsiqtenl yi$11!rp {gnlE9q:fdleegrge-ments he
task-hirqs"e-lf lg.-ha.v'e.ly.i!h.K,4rrt.

In formulating such an interpretation it is helpful to return to
Hegel's distinction between 'objective' and 'subjective' freedom as
the two dimensions of full or 'concrete' freedom. An agent enjoys
objective freedom, we saw earlier, if and only if his determinations
are prescribed by reason and, more specifically, if and only if they
have a rational content and are pursued from a motive or disposition
that is appropriate, or reasonable, under the circumstances. Let us
begin by asking whether this notion of objective freedom can be
understood in the Kantian sense outlined above without conflicting
with Hegel's objections to the Kantian position.

On tlre Kaqlian inlgrJreB$on. we can s
minations have a r4!to44 cp4tqlrt ifapd onlv if the p
d" -aBp-".at".to

agd.jgg!ig#"k+$ This interpretation of objective freedom, it should
be clear, involves an opposition between reason and desire, since the
criterion of rationality it invokes abstracts from the agent's contin-
gently given desires and inclinations. But it does not raise the prob-
lems of motivating or explaining action that Hegel associates with
the Kantian position, nor does it conflict with the idea that certain
ethical feelings and dispositions have special value, since it does not
say anything at all about the agent's actual desires, motives, inten-
tions, and so forth, nor about the character of his actual delibera-
tions or practical reasoning. We need not examine the agent's
motives or intentions, or the character of his practical reasoning, to
reach a judgement about the rationality of the content of his deter-

or not-an action or
what his

55

desires and inclinations happen to be.rt

lr The Kantian equival€nt would be acting confomity with dury. See Kant,
Groundwork,398.

mination. We iust need to
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Hegel does, however, impose some requirements on the kinds of
desires and motives from which one can act in different circum-
stances, and, as I suggested earlier, this is probably best seen as part
of his notion of objective freedom. An important doctriqe
exSg_qlg*-_ly_IlggelAlrat ttrcre q.e particu s
(cc!r*tggd,t94[C$-Ag(gg9lr:va[oJg.1!eli!-is-el4priat€_&L?n
asenJ (9.hay.9 itu'a_(r-qllp"Lli!rg1io"$_s-+'It is required not only that we
know God, right, and the like, that we have consciousness ofand are
convinced about them', he says, 'but also that these things should be
in our feeling, in our hearts. This is ajust requirement; it signifies that
these interests ought to be essentially our own-that we, as subjects,
are supposed to have identified ourselves with such content' (LPRi.
39rtcf. LPRi.274). Within the context of the family, for instance, it
is appropriate to perform one's duties with a 'consciousness of [mar-
riagel as a substantive end' and a sense of'love, trust and the sharing
of the whole of individual existence' (PX g163). The member of an
estate and corporation should have dispositions such as rectitude,
honour, loyalty, and fellow-feeling (P,R 90207, 253, 255) and the citi-
zen should be motivated by patriotism (PR gz68) and civic virtue (PR
$zzl).

Hegel's characterization of what makes these dispositions appro-
priate or reasonable again invites a Kantian interpretation. It is
approDriate to have a certain feeling in a pa4ieular situation. he savs,
if thelsogce' (Oael/e) (Erz. iii, $nzr) of that feelins-that which 'ius-
tifies--QssbtelfiEg!)lhqfglb3lEnz. iii, g4oo; cf. IPR i. 272,39-51
is n:

It is silly [rdriclr4 to regard the intellect as redurdant [given the necessity ofl
feeling, heart and will or even as harmful to them. The truth, and, what is the
same thing, the actual rationality of the heart and will, can only reside in the
universality of the intellect and not in the individuality of feeling as such.
When the feelings arc of the right kind, it is b€cause of thet doterminacy,
that is, thei content, and this is only the cas€ when the content is universal,
that is, when it has its source in thinking spirit. (Enz. i.J.i, g47r; cf. LPR i.
2n4,392-6)
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then Hegel calls thtt motive a, virtuei'We call it virtue when the pas-

sions (inclinations) are so related to reason that they do what reason
commands' (ZGP ii. z4lzog.

Once again, however, the Kantian opposition between reason and
desire that is central to Hegel's account ofwhat makes a feeling or
disposition appropriate in a particular situation does not conflict
with the objections Hegel makes to the position he associates with
Kant. Hegel clearly reiects the idea. which he atlributes to Kant. that
an action ca4 be mgtivated b by
som€
th@s sake' not only makes-itl
dilficult to understand how there could be any action at all but also I
seems to underestimate the ethical significance of certain feelings, I
emotions, and dispositions. But the Kantian account ofwhat makes I

a desire or disposition reasonable or appropriate does not conflict
with these commitments. Hesel' glgtU1:b]q!!!A!]!!99ugg!iyg!!be
agent is motivated by reason but tha]! be is-m9!iyg!9d-by-q-dgsti!9jr <_
di.poritioo thut it E .
cir3gglg4gg.This point is consistent with appealing to a 'criterion'
(KriteriumJ @nz. iii, g4oo) of appropriateness or rationality that
abstracts from the agent's contingently given desires and inclinations
and looks only to pure thought and reason.

So Hegel's notion of objective freedom helps us to see how he can
both posit a sharp opposition between reason and desire in the free
will and still make certain strong objections to Kant's apparently
similar position. A conception of reason that abstracts from all desire I
is the criterion for determining whether an agent enjoys objective 

I

freedom, because it is the criterion for deciding whether the content 
I

of an agent's determination, and the desire or determination that I

motivates him to pursue that determination, is prescribed by reason I

or not. 4!d-Do!ii!41j!lbEE9e jglglE one to thinking thar a free 
I

agent is motiy4gl_.lbEq!9ryI to und-Fa-lu-il-g-rre SignifiGffiEe of I

Things become a little more complicated when we turn to subjec-
tive freedom. Subiective fredom, as we kno
agent who reflects on the dft
sorne subjectivg sqtisfacti The complications arise in
trying to specify the €xact character of the reflection involved here
and in trying to relate it to Hegel's claims about reason and desire.
As should become clear, there is no real danger ofa conflict b€tween

a-
texts. to be motivated bv dispolitions such as love, fellow feeling, and
putrioti.. 

"o,ta 
nndlE6ii6l Giliifiafiid-i6i-ipFliffi.

snntingenrly given desires and inclinations but only to purely ratig-
natggncidelaig.gr-wt,en ii is ratioiir f;an acent fi-frAG som6-e par-
ticular motive or disposition (for example, patriotism) in this way,
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Hegel's notion ofsubjective freedom and his objections to Kant. But
it will be useful to set out Hegel's notion ofsubjective freedom as pre-
cisely as possible in order to move to a summary statement of free-
dom as rational self-determination.

Some of Hegel's commitments seem to suggest that the actual
reflection and deliberation necessary for freedom are fairly minimal.
As we have seen, freedom in Hegel's view is most fully actualized by
participating in the'ethical life' or 'customary morality' ( Sittlichkeit\
of one's community, and this, it is sometimes argued, means that
freedom is compatible with unthinkingly or habitually adopting the
customs and mores ofone's social environment.t2 Although there is
some textual evidenc€ to support this interpretation, the preponder-
ance of evidence suggests that Hegel would not accept it and would
instead claim that freedom involves a significant degree of rational
reflective awareness.r3 In the Preface to the second edition of the
Science of Logic, for instance, he writes that,

The broad distinction between the instinctive act and the intelligent and free
act is that the latter is performed with an awareness ofwhat is being done;
when the content ofthe interest in which one is absorbed is drawn out ofits
immediate unity with oneself and becomes an independent object of one's
thinking, then it is that spirit begins to be free, whereas when thinking is an
instinctive activity, spirit is enmeshed in the bonds of its categories and is
broken up into an infritely varied material. (Sf 3?)

ln the Lectures on the Philosophy of World History he asserts that 'no
truly ethical existence is possible until individuals have become fully
conscious of their ends' (YG 9tl1). And throughout his discussion
of Sittlichkeit in the Philosophy of Right he emphasizes again and
again how 'the good' and 'the universal' (the duties and virtues of
Sittlichkeit) are present in the agent's self-consciousness and self-
awareness (e.g. Pn $$ r42, t 46*7, t52, 257-8,260, 268). He says, for
instance, that 'the ethical character knows that the end which moves
it is the universal which, though itself unmov6d, has developed
through its determinations into actual rationality, and it recognizes
that its own dignity and the whole continued existence ofits particu-

12 See e.g. Tugendhat, Self"Consciot&tess and Self-Detetminarion, 3t 5-16.
13 Good discussions of this poi[t that I have drawa upon can be found itr Wood,

Hegels Ethical Thought, 2t7-18; Hatdimon, Hegel's Social Philosophy, 324; and
Siep,'The Auflrebung of Morality in Ethical Life'. S€e aho Schacht, 'Hegel o,
Freedom', 29f3oo, rvho emphasizes that HeSplian freedom consists in 'seV-consciour
ratiooal self-determination' (emphasis added).
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lar ends are based upon and actualized within this universal' (PX
$r5z; cf. YG 9tl7).

The importance that Hegel attaches to achieving a rational reflec-
tive awareness with respect to one's determinations is perhaps most
apparent in the distinction he draws between the 'immediate' or 'nat-
val' Sittlichkeit (which he associates with the ancient Greeks) and
modem Sittlichkeit ra In both cases, individuals are assumed to have
the 'right' ends (for example, serving their state) and the'right'
motives and dispositions (for example, patriotism). qg-diffel*g.
U"t*eeo tte cases ninges
conscious awareness that ind!yr@e!g-hgl9_-ylilb_-t9gp9S!19_!&lr
*
in an essentially unthinking and unreflective relation to the customs
and mores of their community, modern Europeans refuse to recog-
nize any demand or obligation as valid that they do not perceive as
ration (Enz. iii, $5o3). 'While customs and mores lSitte und
Gewohnheitlrre',for the Greeks, 'the form in which the right is willed
and done, that form is a stable one, and has not yet admitted into it
the enemy of immediacy-reflection and subjectivity of wrll' (VPG
308/252). 'Of the Greeks in the first and genuine shape of their free-
dom, we may assert, that they had no conscience; the habit
lcewohnheitl of living for their fatherland without further reflection
was the principle dominant among them' (VPG 3ogl2fi). Although
Hegel often refers nostalgically to the harmony and integrity of
Greek life, there is little unc€rtainty about which of the two forms of
Sit ichkei, he takes to be the freer: the Greek spirit, he says, 'is not
yet absolutely free and not yet compl€ted ,a, of itself, not yet stimu-
lated by itself' (yPG 2%148} It is only with the advent of
Christianity-with its principle of infinite subjectivity'-that
'absolute' or'concrete' fresdom becomes fully possible (PX $r85, A).

It is tempting to think that Hegel excludes actual reasoning and
deliberation from freed om and Siulichkeit because there is an impor-
tant sense in which he does think of reflection as a kind of illness,
manifesting the 'self-wlll' (Eigenwilligkeit) (P.R gr52; yPRrS 248-9,
and'vanity' (Eitelkeit) (PX gr39; YPR|T gt) of theindividual. But he
is quite careful to point out that his objection here is not to reflection

'a Hegel also associates 'irnmediate Si,r/icr&er'r' with the mode of livilg of those
belonging to the 'substantial estate (Srary')', in which ,refl€ction arld the will ofthe
individual play a le6s€r role' and the dirposition is 'bas€d on the family rclatioiship
and or trust' (Pn g2o3).
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and conscience as such but to the suggestion (which he associates
with philosophers such as Fries) that the criterion for determining
what is good or right coosists in whatever principles and convictions
the individual happens to find, upon reflection, in his conscience (PR
$$r52, r37 4o; YPR| g 124). lt is the$gbjectivist view that something
]!-C-oeq gllSght iU$LUer4ClgJ_b+yg-d9libglqlg{-abo]lt i! qnd 4m con-
virseS--tkl_11_t!,es-q *-o"rdclt.!tpj-"tlscsl-esu+.s!.yl!b:X$y:!!:-and
'vanity'.andnol-1pfleeti0&a1detibnral:gemg-r9-C9n94l1 I s There is
an 'ambiguity associated with conscience', Hegel thinks, which 'con-
sists in the fact that conscience is assumed in advancr to signify the
identity of subjective knowledge and volition with the true good, and
is thus declared and acknowledged to be sacrosanct, while it also
claims, as the purely subjective reflection of self-consciousness into
itself, the authority [Berechtigungl which belongs only to that iden-
tity itself by virtue of its rational content which is valid in and for
itself' (PR $r 37). The state, he says, cannot recognize conscience as
authoritative conceming what the true good consists in 'any more
than science can grant any validity to subjective opinion, assertion,
and the appeal to subjective opinion' (PR $r37). Nevertheless, con-
scieneas 'the unity of subjective knowledge and that which has
being in and for iself '-is 'a sanctuary which it would be sa crilege to

lviolate'(PR $137). For Hegel, then, reflection, deliberation, and

I conscience are always in danger of turning into the 'self-will' and

l'vanity' of a private, self-validating reason, but, so long as they

I recognize an objective rationality in ethics, they remain indispens-
I able components of freedom.

So freedom. for Hesel. does involve a siCnificant form of actual
reflective awareness with respecl to one's determinations- But does it
require that the astual reflection and deliberation ofa free aqent go
'a!!*t!g.t-y.d9yn'? Does it require, in other words, that the agent
reflects and deliberates to the point where he actually perceives and
understands that his determinations have ajustification that is inde-
pendent ofhis contingently given desires and inclinations? Or, to put
this in language introduced earlier, does it require that the agent
enjoy 'infinite subjectivity' with respect to the determination (a com-
plete or full rational awareness with respect to th€ determination,
one which stops at nothing'given') or is it enough that he enjoy ordi-

tt k SiEp,'Tha Aulheb,/ng of Morality in Ethical Life', r 53: 'What [Hegel] rejectg
is simply the vcneration for the decisions ofconscience as being bayond criticism'. Soc
also PiFf'in, ldealism os Modernism, to8j.
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nary subjective freedom with respect to his determination (where he

reflects on the determination and sees that it is continuous with his

particularity[
It seems to me thallH9gqlvavers on this point. (A good example

of the ambiguity in his position is the curiously worded P.R $I47.)
There is, I think. a genuine tension in his conception of freedom

between the emphasis on thousht and p!!19!9ph!gellglE!n
(whish hs-aluo$.4$sss!a!9q.wIb freedom). o.q..lftcpqq haulqnd..lhe {-
desire to attribute frqgdjlt tlgrdingrv aqents liYlns out the cgstop-
arv moialitv of tbqirss-c-iq!.institulLigns, iq all oglv parliall)LreflEctivg

waJ.gllbg.gt-h.q,l6 Most of Hegel's explicit statements on the issue,

howevii, iomerrhat surprisingly lean towards a full reflective aware-

ness requirement. In a text quoted above, for instance, in which he

suggests that 'the ethical character knows that the end which moves

it is the universal' (P-R $I52; cf. YG gtl77, r r r/93), the implication
seems to be that the fully fre.e agent in Sittlichkeit does achieve a full
reflective awareness concerning the basis of his determinations and is

notlr, reflectively attracted to his determinations on the basis ofhis
particularity. And, when Hegel characterizes the concrete freedom

achieved through citizenship in a rational state, he again insists that
that freedom involves a rational perception and understanding that
one's activity as a citizen has its basis in a'universal' or'substantial'
interest (PR $$ 260, 268).

So let us now try to bring together some of these different obser-

vations and specify what the conditions are under which Hegel takes

an agent to be rationally self-determining and free. By doing so, it
should become clearjust how Hegel can insist on an important opPo-

sition between rcason and desire in the free will without running foul
ofhis own objections to the position he associates with Kant. From
what we have seen.legel seems to hold that the fqlowing conditions
mlst he satEi.gd for Lo'lgirubiectl to berationally self-determining
in pursuigg so-me .eq E ft_9T 

1 q"liry 4i
(I) , must be prescribed by reason: there must be reasons for S to

have E as his end that are independent of Ss contingently
given desires and inclinations.

(2) D must be the desire that it is appropriate for S to have in the
situation: there must be reasons to think it is appropriate for S

f6 For texts in which Hegel s€ems to play down the role ofreflection in Siulichkeit,
see e.g. Enz. iii, $5I4 and VPRITgo-t.
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to be motivated by D that are independent of ,ys contingently
given desires and inclinations.

(3) ,S must perceive and understand the rationality of pursuing.E
from D: he must be aware ofthe reasons for having f as his
end and D as his motivation that are independent of his con-
tingently given d€sires and inclinations.

Consider, for instance, the case ofa husband who performs one of
the duties of his position out of love for his family. Barring unusual
circumstances, Hegel would, I think, hold that conditions (I) and (z)
are satisfied in this case: the man would be performing an action pre-
scribed by reason with the desire that it is appropriate for him to have
in th€ situation. Whether or not he can be judged fully free would
then rest on condition (3). Ifhe performs his duties unreflectively, or
with only a limited awareness ofthe rationality of what he is doing,
then Hegel would rule that he is not fully free. But if, in addition to
performing the right action with the right disposition, he has an
awareness of the rationality of his activity-an awareness that does

not appeal to any contingently given desire-then Hegel wouldjudge
that he is rationally self-determining and free.

Note that, although this account of rational selfdetermination
does assert an important opposition between freedom and reason, on
the one hand, and an agent's given set ofdesires and inclinations, on
the other, it does not conflict with Hegel's rejection of the idea that
an agent can be moved to action by reason. In the examplejust men-

tioned, for instance, there is no claim that the man is motivated by
reason rather than his contingently given desires and inclinations: to
the contrary, he is motivated by love. But this does not mean that
Hegel is retreating to a very weak conception of rational self-
determination requiring only that the agent pursue the ends pre-

scribed by reason. Freedom as rational self-determination also
requires that the agent have an appropriate or reasonable motive and
that he have an awareness of the rationality of his determination: an
awareness that he has a reason to act as he does, with the desire that
he has, that is independent ofhis given desires and inclinations. Nor
does Hegel's notion of rational self-determination conflict with his
thesis that certain feelings and dispositions have ethical significance.
Far from undervaluing such feelings and dispositions, or requiring
agents to struggle against them, Hegel's idea ofrational freedom pos-

itively requires agents to have them in certain situations. In some
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contexts, enjoying freedom as rational self-determination means act-
ing from a particular disposition such as love or patriotism that is

reasonable or appropriate in the circumstanc€s.
The problem with attributine a thorouehlv anti-Kantian position

to Hesel on the basis of his_cn!9tsrn! it-Kelllrl!4fjUgh a.li!! ef
argument fails adequately to distinguish between the motivational
co!C!l!9!!_9f frgdglL{wLete- Hcssldoq$ake what he lhink$
anli-Kantian positlqn) qnd_lLb!-question ofwhat the 'criterion' or
]ustifying' "onsi 

g. t
motive and in dgljberat r
beligyL V,/tttr resirct -to id6t6; q-."stion, Hegel ctearty doe.]
endorse the Kantian view that rational self-determination requires 

l
an independence of one's contingently given desires and inclinations I

and an appeal only to one's own thought and reason.

2.4. Freedom, Authority, and Desire

My main objective so far has been to formulate the conditions under
which Hegel is willing to grant that an agent is 'with himself', and
therefore free, in engaging in some particular action or relationship.
The upshot of the discussion is that freedom, for Hegel, entails a
complex set of conditions involving both subjective and objective
requirements. The agent's activity must be grounded in a process of
justiflcation that does not stop at his given desires and inclinations
(even if it is necessary that he find satisfaction in his activity) but
seeks a basis in pure reason alone, where tlis is taken to mean that
his determinations need to be (a) prescribed by reason, (6) done from
a motivation prescribed by reason, and (c) performed with a con-
sciousness of their reasonableness.

In the remainder of this chapter I want to explore why Hegel thinks
that this is a correct understanding of freedom and to argue that his
account is more plausible than it might look. This task will have two
main parts. In the present s€ction the focus will be on showing how
Hegel's conception of freedom as rational self-determination is con-
nected with an everyday intuition we have about freedom: the idea
that freedom and authority are opposed to one another. I begin by
investigating and analysing Hegel's views on the relationship between
freedom and authority and then proceed to argue that agreeing with
Hegel about this relationship commits one to accepting at least a


