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‘ In order to begin at the hegimning let ug make a brief su of
" the cormon opinlons regarding llegel wlth thilch you are doubtless fame
. 11iar. Thess opinions are never entirely groundless and they rmst be _
spelled out since they are obztacles to the understanding eewe are In- -
" fluenced by them nmore or less inevitably, , :

Now the first view, yhich you will find in much of the presenta= .
tive literature, is that Hegel 1s a "reactlonary metaphysician®, You - =
can also put it into two parts: he 1s both a reactionary and g metas
physliclan =-a metaphysiclan, J.e«, unsclontific, and a reactio * bew .
calise he sold his soul to the Prussian shameconstitutionsl Bonar .

of the early 19th century. E

But there is an irmmedlailely osed position which is equally
well knoyn that starts from the fact that Hegel, according to the exw
plicit statement of Merx, i1s the "spiritual fa of Harxism", TNovu
vhat did lMarx mean vhen he ggid that he had put something in Hegel on
the feet, after llegel had put 1t on the head? It had sonething to do
with Hegel's dialectical method, of vhich we w11l hear scmething later.

How vhat is the practical neaning of dialectics =wwithout going

Into the more abstruse digressions now? It neans that 1ife proceeds
through contradlcilons, but in such a way that the contradictions are
necessarily resolvel. 7You have a thesis and an antlthesls vhich necese
sarily point to a syrthesis yiich solves the contradiction. The pare
ticular syntrssls glven on the wmy, the narticular solution, prove to
be unsatiz‘actory; so then synthesis (A) becomes thesis gﬁa, vhich
calls fur antithesis pgtg, and then for synthesis garma, 80 on,

But 1% 1s understood by both Hegel and Marx that there is evenw .
tuaily jjﬁs_ é%m% the reconclliation of all contradictions., In
other wor s{ he s%orical process 1s essentially ratlonale This 1is
a2 comuon point to both Hegel and iarx. In the words of lMarxs "Mankind
(soclal man, the soclety) does not pose itself any tasks vhich it cane
hot solve." And the moment nan poses himself a task, as distinguished
fron mere dreaming, the meaons for the solution 1s already present,

' This understanding of the historical process is connected with
' vhat one calls Ilegel’s "realism®, Now the formula for that "realism .
- vhich Hegel gives in one of his published works is thist political phie
losophy, vhich had alwnys been =wup to hime- a teaching of vhat the :
best societles, or the just socleties, or the rules of justlce are, nmo .
longer has to 'Eeach an “ought®, but only has to understand vhat ™g",
This is so because the ideal, for the rationaly of the just is neocese
sarily real. Thersfore, whai one has to do 1s to ™understand reality®, ' 1
and then you lmow vhat ought to be done, This gound harsh, and . =3
- there are certain ambiguities, of course, but in this there is full agee-'
tent between Hegel and Marz. In order to Imow what to do, you analyse ¢
“he situation —but broadly, not just 1ittle things, and intelligently, 3
nd then you Imow whaot has to be Jone. The rational 1s the real, and =
uhe real is the rationall This, of course, means in Hegel as as -4
in Marx not the glorification of the estabiished order but likewdse to .«
recognize as real, equally, the dissctlsfaction with 1t to be as real
as the satisfaction with 1% ~-you have to see vhich of the two possible: 2
litles are in order at the time, : ' R
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: Another poin% in vhich Hegel prepared Marx decisively concerns
the relation of thought and socieg‘.; At £irst glance, Hegel looks
Jike the spiritualistic metaphysiclan and HMarx I1ike the materlalist.
I do not wish to mininize this enormous difference, but there is also
this point to consider: according to Negel the philosopher is the son
of his time; there 1s no possibility for man as man, and hence for the
philogopher to transcend the tinmes. This historiclsm or historization
of history, as we nay call 1it, 1s an indispensable condition for Marxtw
i1st vieus because Marx elaborated his thought in the direction that
since thought 1s dependent on the tine, and the time is dependent in
it's turn on the relations of production, then philosophy can only be
ideology. This 1s, of course, a break wlth Hegel but it ias somehow
prepared by Hegel. , :

I mention two other points vhich are important not in connection
wvith Marx but on theilr ovn nerit. TIor Hegel, the state as he presen-
ted it in his Philo is the rational state. The raticmal
state has cane French Revolution, but it is simply
The Rational State. It has two characteristics vhich are of irmediate
importance heres In the first place, the rational state is based on
vhat ve moy call "the recognltion of the rights of man", This is, of
course, a herltage from the older tradition and especially the French
Revolutionary tradition. In the second place, it is The Rational State
because it 1s the state in vhich intelligence rules. Intelligence
does not mean here the rule of philosophers; it means, in practice, the
rule of a very highly educated civil service. Uhen people speak today
about "bureaucracy"” and write books abou’ it, they do not sufficlently
pa;{ attention to the fact that the first phiiosophar vho articulated
this phenomena nov called bureaucracy ims Hegel. He did not call it
wvith this derogatory name but with a more dignified and perhaps more
adequate name, it depends on the circunstances. And it 1s highly edue
cated civil servants vho were not mere technicians, mere administrators.
Thls is a point vhich I would say occurs to us inmediately vhen we
think of the opinions with vhich we are confronted,

Now a word about Hegelf®s writings. There was an amazing contrast
betrean two sets of his writings. One is his writings proper, things
he wrote himylf and published himself. There are very few of these.
If we disregard the essays and artlcles, of vhich there are not very

have his Phenonenolomy of Mipnd, his logie, his clope

( : 88, and >hi hy of Rirht. s 1s
any professor s DO er Hegell!s time
--gnd during it, But there is an amazingly extensive part of his works
vhich consist of his lectures and vhich were published after his death
--partly fron Hegel®s manuscripts and partly from the notes of students.
WYhile the books he wrote for publication are extren difficult, his -
Jectures are falrly easy to understond, ruch easier at any rate '{'.ha.n
his published writings, Hegel apparenfly had this great art that he
could make the distinetion between vhat was good for writing and vhat
wvas good for speaking. Ile thought that vhen you write you do not have
to be so casy-going as you rmust be when speaking, For this reason we
shall concentrate in this course, at least in the first part of it, on
a book vhich 1s really lectures of Hegel vhich were put together and
edited, of course,; on the philosophy of history.

Since I do not imow vhat the different preparations of the dirfer-”' "
ent students is, and since it is wise on such occasions to expect as _
little as possifle, I have to say a few words about the sitmation vhich




:l.mg = + Vhat was tggﬂsit\mtion' thich negei had to face vhen he :
presented his novel thoughts? Iegel is classifiled, usually, as the
last and perhaps the ﬁreatest of that series of ﬂiuatrious nen called
the "German Ideallsts", vhlch began wlth Kant and led via Fichte and
Schelling to Nlegel, and ended with Hegel, There was a ldnd of after-
glow, of course tﬁroughout the 19th century both in Germany and Eni;
Tand} but then Hegells fame completely collapsed after 1870, Only

our cen was there a neo=llegelianism, be in 1910 or so, pri-
narily in ITaly with Croce, and also in Gernany, oo

that was German Idealism? German Idealism, especially in 1its
post-Kantian form, had two different sources, each of vhich was as
irportant as the other. One source was Kant, and the other was Spie
nozaj and we rmust see how these two teachings converged. .

In order to understand this, one rust remind onesclf for a mow
nent at least of the situation in Burope and especlally in Germany
price to the emergonce of Kant and Spinoga. (Spinoza, of course
neans the digcovery of Spinoza.) The two critical years are 1781,
with Kant®s of | R and 1785, vhere a nan vho is pro-
bably wnlnown to nost of you ed a bool on the teachings of Spi-
noza. These were the two epoch-malking events during llegells formative
years. From 1785 on, begins the open and very powerful influonce of
Spinoza. Up to that point, people had talked of Spinoza as a dead
dog; then the open adniration of Spinoza began in 1785,

Prior to 1785, the preponderairi: thing in Germany and to sone exe
tent in the other countrles vas speculative metaphysies., This specus
lative metaphyslcs meant, crudely spealting, a nodified and sin ed
Thordsm, Of course, it was not sn because this was in g Protese
tant environment; but long before the 18th centwury the head Protes-
tants began rowriting Thomlsm for Protestant purposes, if I may say
800 Christian Uolff is the most fanous representative of this 18th _
century scholastlcism; and one could easily trace it back 0 eese/ 7,
the last great representative of Thomisn in the early 17th century,.

This speculative metaphysics was theistiesy it tought the immore
tality of the individual soul. DBut in one respect it was already prow
blematic from the traditional point of view, namelys the status of the
frecdom of the will had become doubtful, That vas Gue to the whole
deterninism of modern science, which had influenced this metaphysics
via Leibniz. The issue in the center of dlscussion in the 18th cone-
tury was vhether reason is selfwsufficlent, or is there a need for
revelation. The Wolffian school was split regarding this crucial ques-
tion, Some saild this speculative netaphysics is the truth about God
and the soulj and others said that revelation is needed in addition.

Thore was, however, another issue uhdch tms more important from
the point of view of fulure developments, but then it looked a bit like
a borderline set., Outside this field of speculative nmetsphysics there
vas sonething coning, chiefly from Frances naterialism, So the intrae

hilosophic issue was the spirituanlism of Wolff or Leibniz vs, the nae
erlalisn of the Fronch e-and these Frenchmen twrere ultinately the pu-
- pils of Hobbes, So, behind these relatively small professors who ﬁ:ﬁ:
1t out, we find the heroic figures of Leibniz and Ilobbes arrayed against
. eachotﬁer in a nortal fight. .

How was this situstion affected by the emergence of Kant in the
first place and of Spinoza in the second place? Kant destroyed the
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basis of the previous discussion of sgpiritualism vs. naterialism by
allegedly proving that the exlstence of God and the immortality of the
soul are invalid. But at the same time and in the same act Kant also
destroyed materialism, IHis crucial thesis --that we have Imouledge on-
1g of the phenomenal world, as he called it, as distinguished franm the
t in itsclf- procisely had this meaning. As far as Inowledge goes,
the naterialists were right, Kant, as it were, says. Dut that is only
Imouledge of the phenonenal world, and therefore it has no significance
as regards the true character of reality. NERS ,

This crucial distinction between the phenamenal world and the -
thing in itself stems from Kant, because the Platonle distinction
neans something entirely different. Sclence as science 1s limited to
the phenomenal worlds but how rmst science be understood? The phenome
enal world, vhich we lmow both scientifically and preescientifl N
is constituted by acts of the mind, by acts essential to the mind,
the g s 85 Kant put it. All kmovledge requiros scnse data, bu
sense data are blind and meaningless if they are not ordered, organ-
ized, and interpreted. This ordered organization and interpretation
1s not arbitrary, is not based on mere convention w=as present=day loe
gleal positivism says, but it is made in en evidently necessogfwayﬁa
according to the essential structure of the understanding ltsclf. t
is the neaning of f ! As Kont put it, "The understanding prew
scribes to nature 1t%s lawse" The nost funaanental laws of nature
 are not based on experience, because experience would never guarantee
uiversal validity, they are due to the spontaneity of the under
ing itself, But on the other hand, the activity of the understanding
itself, by itself, projects the overall plan of a possible nature.
This would never lead to knowledge if 1t were not supplenmented by the
given, by what we can Inow only through sense experience, Thils chrmo
taneif:y of the understanding points to something higher than itself,

The term "spontanelty" was taken from Aristotle, vhere Aristotle
had spoken of the "spontanelty of the understanding™. But Aristotle
spoke of spontaneity in connection with living things and their sponw
taneity, and he distinguished it as sonething lower =-because the brutes
possess 1t alsow than freedom, as ve can sgy. Similarily, the "spone
taneity of the understanding® vhich Kant speaks of points {:o a freedon
vhich is higher than that of the understanding proper. In other words,
the understanding is not selfwsufficlent bscause it needs a supplemene
tation by sense perception., There are acts of the mind vhich are self=
sufficients there 1s sonething in man in wvhich his reason alone 1is
perfectly sufficlent without any experience to glve him concrete gui-
dance, and this is vhat Kant calls "reason"” as distinguished from
"understanding®, The reason wvhich fulfills these gpecifications of
being fully adequate without experlence 1s called "pure reason", There
1s no need for anything giveny and no possibility of anything given
as far as the princlples of human actlon are concerned, both 1ndividuale
ly and collectively. The moral law is not derived from exporience and -
cannot be derived fron experience, There is a gulf between the tis?, :
between reality, as people say w=vhich can only be lnowvm by mteggei- :
ing sense data, and the ‘ought?, regarding vhich our reason is soclfe .
sufficient, As regards nmoraglity, there cannot be anything given, That
is the absolute novelty of Kantl Of course there are many other novele -
tles one could montion, but this is the nmost striking, In other words,
the moral principles cannot be deduced from nant's nature, C

The most important moral doctrine priocr to Kant, a doctrine which
goes back to Plato and Aristotle, and thich still lived in Kant's time



in Gernany in the form of Volffian philosophy, had sald that in order
to establish the moral law, you have to start fron the nature of nan,
i.€0, nan?s natural inclinations. "latural inclinations™ was the key
‘word] Kant rojects that sltogether, and inclinations and morality be-
cone, in a sense, opposites. He argued that traditional nmoral phllow
sophy "at it's best™ (he says that) starts fron man's natural inclina-
tlons and it assumes, therefore, that the natural inclinations are
good. Vhy should they be good, Kant asks, and how do we lknow that?
Ralsing this question neant, coertainly in modern times, answering it
in the negative -~theorctically, at any rate, There is no evideant
necessity for the natural to be good, Kant is very anxious to prove
later in hls systematic exposition that ocur natural inclinations are
good, but he has to prove that, because there is no intrinsic necese
sity for natural inclinations {;o be good.

What Kant achieves in this way and vhat he claims to achleve
--by dlvorcing morality from natural inclinationge~ is that he liber-
ates man from "any tutelage from nature or God" (again his words).
This is the precise meaning of autononmy as Kant meant it., lan's tutee
lage is over! The gulding principles of action and therewith for man's
overall orientation originate entirely in the free acts of his reason.
These free acts of his reason cannot be traced to nature, even to hu-
nan nature. You must not forget that vhen people like the Stoles, for
exanple, speak of the "autonony of nan", this autonory presupposes the
tutelage of nature. Man ig sutonomous :{f he lives according to natures
they are ldentical for the Stolcs., For Kant, the equation of autonory
and living according to nature is no longer valid. A decisive stepl
And 1t is present on every page and every line of Hegel. It is obvie
ous that you do not liberate yourseclf from nature by conquering her
or nastering her, becouse in the act of conquering her you rust obey
her --you must follow her and see how you can vanquish her. The true
liberation of man from any tutelage of nature is achieved through this
moral freedon that Kant understands. ‘ '

I must add a few more polnts regarding the Kantlan position; other=
vise we will not get any access to llegel. According to Kant, the moral
teaching proper, the teaching of pure regson regarding vhat we ought
to do individuaily and socially, needs a supplemont, and this supple-
ment 1s called by Kant "the postulates of practical reason". These
postulates are, to take a more simple example of the formula: God,
immortality of the soul, and freedom of the will. God and immortality
of the soul cannot be lknovm but they must be postulated on the basis

~of our moral cormitment, as we would call it today -

So Kent, then, adnits the necessity of a metaphysiesy and this
metaphysics is not so greatly different from the then common metaphysics,
as far as content 1s concerned. It is‘ however, radlcally different :
from the then cormon metaphysics by it's mold. It is a practical meta-
physicsg not a speculative netaphysics or a theoretical one, It is a

ostulate of God and irmortality of the soul on the basis of norality.
Horality itself cammot be based on anything, either God or nature. But
hov then can it have any content? UHow here Kant's teaching is clear

and very well known, According to Kant, ethics must be formal. The -
only way of knowing our duty or the moral law is as follows: We all =
act on naxims, vhether we like it or not., TFor example, some people =
act on the maxim "I would like to get the most for the least effort."
That would be a maxin, Or you can also take a nore conerete maxin like
"I would like to pay the minimum of taxes", and so on. Kant's famous - -



forrmila of morality called "the categorical imperative" is this: "Act
in such a way that your maxim can be universalized, so that it can bew
come a universal law." For es:mnplei a mari-is prepared to act on the
maxin that he will make fals2 promises vhen he borrows noney to pay it
back. INowr he universalizes that and says that gxgmgg ought to nake
false promises vhen he borrows money, and then he sees immediately that
this universalized nmaxin ig gelf-festructive, You dont have to know
anything about human life «-Kant says sole- even a ten~year-old child
would knov this. You only have to think straight and then you see that
the formal character, the susceptabllity of the maxim to become a unie
~ versal obligatory thought, is sufficlent to see what is and vhat is not
norsl, This 1s the famous formal ethlies of Kant, and it is one of the
najor objections that Heiel had against him, -

This was one of the difficultles, but the most important difficul-
ty vhich Hegel hod with Kant wns that Kant's whole doctrine, both his
moral and his theoretie:l doctrine, rested on the distinction betweon
the phenonena and the tzxin%nin-itself -wthe thing-in-ltself is unknows
able. One can state Hejel's criticisn of Kant ns followss For Kant,
you cannot say the thiug-in-!tself is unknowable; if it is unlmowable,
how do we know that 1% 1s? Ve rmust Imow at least this muchs but if we
knoy this ruch, we a'ready know a lot, and then you cant tell how far
it might go. 'i'hat vag one of the groatest difficulties vhich appeared
before llegel, but ’‘his affair vecome the conter of Hegel., This much
for vhat Kant meart on the most obvious level for Hegel,

I turn now o the second gieat strean or river vwhich entercd into
German Idealismi and that 1s Spinoza, lNow vhat did Spinoza mean, at
first glance? " am not speaking of any profound thing, only the most
superfleial, fSpinoza was regardcd by nost pneople --no% by Hegel, but
by nost people-- and vith some Justice, as a panthelst. Iis God is
not a persona’ God, vhich means i1 plaln English that he does not pose
sess intellirence or will., This ..s sonething dlametrically opposite
to Kant, but in one point it agreans vith Kant, It agrees with Kant as
to this: the speculative metaphysics of Wolff, wvhich is ultimately the
Thomistiec cdoctrine, is rot! 1In this respect ‘Both influences converged.
But there s another point in vhich the agreement was perhaps decper,

I w11l strte it first for Spinoza. Spinoza's nain work is called Ethics
Demonstreced 1 Geometric 1} « "Geonmetric" means, here, scien=-

¢, daxductiv sclen C. e truth about the vhole can and rnust
be presnted in the form of Euclidian deductive system. Spinoza says
quletlr, that we must possess adequate knovledge of the essence ofagoa,
~and sjace we possess adequote lmowledge of the first cause of everything, .
we pecentlally possess knovledge of eve:ything, we only have to go domm
in a deductive nanner until we reach a porﬁmz.’lar point. This is the ~
othelz; a:c‘:i-ucﬂ.al elenent vhich Spinoza contributed to Germen Idealism, as
we s see, ,

How how do these two influences convirge, and vhat do they mean s
1hen they converge? Let me try to state i%, again in a very provisional -
nanners The deductdve system of Spinoza iplies that the world as we . '
lmoy 1t, man included, proceeded necessarily from God. There isno .
choicey no free will Involved; otherwlse a aathenatical deduction would =
be impossible, since nathenatd eal deduction v:eans necessity., So the
world flows from God, this necessity; nay, Gcil is the world, or God is
in the world ——God is not extra-rnindane. This took a non-Spinozan form -
in Gernman Idealism in the following wgz God 1is in the world but espe=
cially in man's actions in history. 8 1s nelter the Kantian theory '



ﬁbr Spinozan
Spinoza

To make a step toward understanding this point, we start as fol-
lowst The tThing-in-ltself cannot be asserted 1f it ig asserted to be
sinply unimowable, That was, we can say, the first point nade by He-
gel agains® Kant, Dut how %hen, do we Imow it, and in vhat 4o we find
1t? Kant has glven an analysis of the phenomenal world and this analy-
sis inplied as it's nost important part an analysis of acts of the mind
through vhich the phenonenal world is constituted --"The understanding
prescriboes to nature 1t's laws.” The understanding is not part of na-
ture., That is implied here, Hature is a constitute, an intellectual
product of the understanding, and not the other way round. The sane
applies to recason and, of course, explicitly to moral recason, So Kant
adrit’ed and even proclaimed tha% an analysis of science and nmorallty
leads to the discovery of a sphere vhich is not phenonensl., Hegel and
sonz people before Hegel took the decislve step:s This is the thinge
in-itself! The subjectivity vhich creates the object, which consti-
tutes the object, ig the thing-in-itself, Hegel's forrula is a modi-
fication of Spinoza's formula. Spinoza called the theme of philosophy
"The Substance", provi§§ in his way that there can be only one "Sub-
stance", Ilegel sald, "Yes, Spinoza is right in that there can only
be one .'Substance'; but he did not know vhat that Substance is." This
becones clear only on the basls of Kant, although Kant himself did not
see that. "The Substance is the subjec%." ~-that is the famous formula
of HNegel for his doctrine. This substance cannot mean (we will see
that) that oy personal sclf is the subject of philosophy, because I an
2 hunian being with all sorts of irreleveoncies like ny bo&y around; nor
can it be my nind, because my mind is extrencly foolish and unreasone
able; but it can only mean I to the extent that I an thinking, Accore
ding to Hegel, this is never the act of an individual, it is alwoys
that of a soclety, to vhat Hegel calls "a nation", Therefore, the sube
Ject can be nore nearly expressed as "the spirit of a nation", The
"spirits of nations™ have an orderly neccessory sequence, That is the
maln theme of his book, This wvhole sequence of national spirits, you
can say spirlts of the hunan race, this 1s the Substance. That is
again, a very provisional and superficial formula vhich we must make
much more specific later.

One can also state llegells solution of this problem as followss
Spinoza had spoken of a Substance which had two attributess; extention
and thinking, Prior to Hegel, Schelling transiformed this doctrine in
the follovwing way: God, the éubstance, nanifests himself on two planes;
- spatially and temporally. The spatial manifestation of God is nature,
and the temporal manifestation of God is history. This is a kind of

crude divination of what Hegel later on saysj but there is another
point of sinmilarly formal character vhich is of crucial importance,
I have rcferred to Spinozatl's book titled E;g%cs Demons&gg&gd %g ? =
Geonetric } -=denonstrated scientifically. The text [¢)

stian lo that 1ion of the German school of the 18th cen ’

are 211 entitled Suc Such, Scientifically Demonstrated, or Scien~
ie Iregteds for instance, his Doctrine of the So Scien -
call e . t 1t would be quite interesting for a nodern-day
scientlist or psychologlist to look at this "science". You see, science
can nean very different things. But this concern with the scientific
treatment, vhich at times meant deductive treatment, was infinitely
‘increased in German Ideslism., then Kant speaks of the "eategories®

one of the great subjects of the Critigue of Pure R y he is cone= .-
fronted with the fact that we have the KFTsttelIan ca%egories. That




vont do! Uhy not ecause s emmerated them, he says,
but the first thing is, of course&-ﬁhe thingein~-itself about vhich we
speak, vhich 1s vhat is meant by "The Substance". And the thing-in-
1tsel? 1s somevhere, and sonetime, and it has qualitles and relations,
and 1t 1s at sone e, That is sol And if soneone should say to
Aristotle, "But look, maybe you missed something."s; he would probably
ansver, "Show ne vhat I missed and I will add 11" Just as in the
Ethies he enumerates these ten or eleven virtues and quite a few are
ssing that one could perhaps think of; yet not the slightest attempt
is nmade to deduce., That is quite sol ,Aristotle would deal with the
objection in this irical manner: "I forgot something? Vhere 1s 1t?%;
and this would then be argued out. For Kantts scientific demands, this
is utterly impossiblej it has to be showm, to be sclentifically demon-
strated that there can only be these and %hese categorlies -=-a deductlion
of the categories in this sense. Somevhat differently stated this bew-
came, after Kant, in FMchte but implied in Kant and reaching it's clie
max in Hegel, a nev dogmatism —-vhich was a word vhich played a great
role throughout the history of philosophy, but it took on an entirely
different meaning after Kant. [Fichte understands by dognatism that
one accepts nothing as given, everything rmust be deduced., TIor exaomple,
Spinoza says the Substance has two attributes: cogitatlion or thinking,
and extension. Ile doesnt deduce extension, he doesnt deduce thoughts
there ig thought, there ig extensiony and he arrived at it presunably
by analysing all phenomena vhich wve ﬂnow and found that they can final-
1y be reduced, in the last analysis, to either thought or extenslon.
That 1s so! DBut, nol That is impossible! That is unscientificl
Uhereas, the scientific method of the 17th century was Buclidian in
the sense that it accepted certain princliples, axioms, you can say, as
irreducible, as no longer in need of any deduction; the German Ideale
ists especlally after Kant, demonded a strictly and literally presupe -
posi%ionyless science --phiiosophy! And Hegelt's logic is the greatest
attompt ever made to do such a thing. To overstate I% for the sake of
clarity, he tried to begin with absolute nothing and to show how out
of nothing, with absolute evident necessity, everything cones into be-
ing, I do not give a caricature, as though it were s sonmewvhat unqual-
ified presentation.

llow I believe it is necessary to rcpeat this statement in a more
concrete way and also in a more narrov way by raising the question of
vhat was the situation facing Hegel within political philosophy. But
before I turn to that, I would like to know if there 1s sny polnt vhere
you think I hould nake it clearer? TYes?

(On the moral teaching of Kant --the postulate of prace
E;ea1?§easonp- I dont quite understand vhat we sald
ere

I wvill try to state 1t as siuply as I can: You have to do your
duty, regardless of any ifs or buts, because it is your dutyl! Period!
One con state Kant'!s view of this point perhaps as followst A man who
asks vhy he should be decent is already no longer decents there 1s no
wray of deducing nmorality from anything outside of norali%y; any deducs
tion from anything outside of norality is already an admission of indew
cency. Kant, in thls respect, really expresses vhat we imply in our
noral judgements. Thls single-minded and absolute dedication ("Between
heaven and earth there is no support", as Kant puts it.) is not enough,
“because we cannot help vondering regarding the relation of duty or vir-
tue and happiness. There is nothing vhatever implled about your happle
ness in the fact that you are morally obliged to act in this way. But




sonehow the question as to happiress or the aspiration to happiness
seems legitimate to Kant, Therefore, vhile we know nothing about the
overall relation of virtue and happiness, Kant thinks that as noral
men we have a moral interest in the agreement, the ultinate agreenent,
of virtue and happiness. The postulate spells that out. In other words,
if there vwere no God, and if there were no irmortality of the soul,

there could only be something like heroic morality in the face of all
odds against it --and this nay be so, but as moral men we cannot wish
it, That is the meaning, you can say, of Kant'!s postulates. -

(And God makes morality necessary?)

No, God makes this convergence of morality and happiness possible
in anotﬁer life =-only that. This Kantefostered doctrine was imnmediae
tely abolished, so to speak, by all hls successors, because they falt .
thot 1f moralily 1s vhat Kant soys it is, then you shouldnt need any..
you shouldnt even want any outside prose. But for Kant himself, this
is true, And there are other deeper reasons, into vhich I will not go
noy, because the question inevitably arises of vhat is the overall rew
lation between the field of our actions, individually and socially, and
nature, the phenomenal world. This great question is, of course -
dispensable to Kant, and one to vhich he developed rmuch of his thought.
This is also very relevant to Illegel, but I have to stop at some polint;
otheriise I would have to gilve a lecture =-five lectures-~ on Kant.

(Do I understand you to say that the postulates of
practical reason ore wvhot a good man would wish to
occur, rather than vhat he knows could occur?)

Yes. The auxiliary verbs are not too good, I admit that; because
it is far nore than a mere vish, it is his duly to wish that. That, I
think, is a fair statement of what Kont means. They are assertions
vhich are theoretically unsupportable but vhich are practically, il.e.,
morally necessary. In simple terms, they are those things wvhich a man
is under obligation to wish that they should be --not more. There is
no demonstration for the postulates. You can put it this way:s lan
lives 1n conplete darknesss; for practical purposes he has light, he
can t111 the soil, he can watch the sun, he can develop o fantastie
science, that Kont Imowss but it 1s still darlmess, because it is only
phenonienal, That is genuine and the thing-inpitseif, nothing else.
That is vhat Kant teaches.

(The significant contribution of Spinozats thought to
Hegel's netaphysics, then, is the primacy of substance?)

Yes, this "monlsn®", as we call 1it,.

Ilow I turn to this other question, vhere I have to be a bit nmore
detalled. Again I renmind you of the situation prior to Kant; again a
confliet betwecn two schools of thought vhich were called at that time
the Socialists and the Antlesocialists. This has nothing to do with
the present age, nothing vhatever ~-they were all strongly in favor of
private property. "Soclallist"™ was a name given to those vho sald that
man 1s by nature social, and the "Antl-soclalists were those vho said -
that man is not by nature sociol. Clearly the Socialists were the old-
fashioned people, At the back of them you see Aristotle and, of course,
Thonas Aquinas, the more conservative people. The Anti-socialists were
chiefly the noneacademic people., Of course in the 18th century that .
had filtered down to the academic floor, but the originators were vhole
1y noneacadenic men --Hobbes, Locke, Rouseau., For convenience sake,
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ond T think vith some foundation in fact, I suggest this distinction:
The two opposged doctrines were the traditional, or pre-nodern, or na=
tural right doctrine, and the specifically nodern natural right doce
trine, I will merely enumerate the most striking differences.

In the traditional doctrine, expeclally in Thomas, it 1s clear
that duty comes before right --rights are derived from duties. Be
faniliar with the view that the "rights of man" understood as a fune
donental fact was repgarded as a nonsonsical distinction, since rights
and dutlies were regardcd as necessarily corelative., That is not so :
sinple. TFor example, if you take the traditional theological doctrines
God has rights —-but cortainly no duties! And there are other cases
of vhich one right think, But however this may be, i1t mskes all the
difference in the world as to vhere you place the emphasis --vhether
you place it on the duties or on the rights. And here there is a

very clear difference between the two schools,

Secondly, the modern doctrine presents itself as a doctrine prie
marily of the "state of natureT....

/ Some omitted due to change of reel,/

ssosState of nature, and state of grace. And there are other states,
too, into vhich I will not go. The state of nature is cither the state
of pure nature or the stote of corrupt nature. That was the tradie
tionsl distinction. IHobbes replaces 1t, and Locke and Rouseau simply
follow him --and quite a few other lesser men. There is a state of
nature and then there is a state of civil society, Do you see the rae
dical distinction? MNen living 1ln society --not Christians, but pagans
of one Ikind or another-- would live in a stote of noture, according to
the older cCoctrines, becouse they do not live in a stote of graces but
they would of course live in the state of civil society, according to
the moderns. You see the difference irmediately. Illobbes abolishes

the difference between pure nature and corrupt nature, and for this
reason he doesnt need the state of grace --there is no corruption,
there is only inconveniences, and these inconveniences are taken care
of by the individual's entry into society. In other words, the doce
trine of the state of nature is only a nolite way of expressing the
break with Biblical ond theological understanding and is characteristic
of thls school. I Inov that historians are putting tolk of "states of
nature" into Lpicurus and Lucretius and I dont Imow vhere else; but
they do this out of thoughtlessness, they dont read, becsuse there is

. nothing about the state of nature in Lucretius, of course. The staote
of nature according to Lucretius would be the state in vhich an Enie
curisn philosopher finds himself. That would be Lucretius?! state of -
nature, And this, of course, is not vhat the moderns nean by "state
of nature", because the Enicurian philosopher presupnoses the existence
of a clvil society of vhich he is a somevhat dublous nember.

The third differcnce between the two types of natural right is
this: The traditional doctrine wns not mathematical or geometric or
deductive, vwhile the modern doctrine was mathematical or deductive.
Thls was very clear to see in liobbes himself, and if one rcads Locke
vith some care, and especially i1f he considers the passages on this
subject in Locke's Tssay Toncerning Hunan Understanding, one will see
that Locke, too, took it for granted that the proper forn of presente
ing the na%ural lav teaching is deductive or geometric.

The fourth and last point, wvhich is perhaps the nost important



point, 1s thist The modern natural right doctrine includes and cul-
minates in the doctrine of natural constitutional law. There is no
natural constitutional law in the tradition. Such doetrines as the
doctrine of sovereignty of the social contract in Rouseau's develop-
ment, and, of course, Locke's C;g;; Governneni;, and Ilobbes® L@gia&hgg
are 21l doctrines of the just order of political soclety, of the rights
and duties of governors and subjects, of the people as people and the
citizen. These political problems %hese constitutional problems, are
the chief content of the modern na%ural lav teachings., Theme were, to
guttgg nildly, not the chlef concern of the traditionsl natural right
octrines. »

Now this fight was fought out in the 18th century and ended, ex=
ternally, in a victory for the modern school. The proof of that vic
tory was, of course, the French Revolution, This was only of the ex-
ternal victory,\ nd you, because we are not entitled to any infer-
ence from the victory that the victory was deserved, Now Kant accepts
the modern doctrine,- He takes over from Rouseau, you can say, with
minor modifications. But he is trying to do sonething entireiy new,
lle 1s trying to integrate that modern doctrine into the context of g
generally noral teoching,

I should have soid one little thing before I stopned. The doce
trine of natural law or natursl right is not one little province, ac=
cording to the thought of the classics, it is ldentical with moral
philosonhy. Let us not go, now, into %he niceties vhich are of no
importance, the nodern natural right tenching is, of course, a teach-
ing of morality as a wvhole --as you see very clearly in llobbes and
also in Rouseau and Locke, vhere it is a bit obscure but fundamentally
the sone thing., But it is a moral tecching of a hedonistie or utili-
tarian kind, as I believe 1s generally admitted. The traditional nae
tural lawv teaching is not hedonistic nor utilitarien, it is guided by
the iden of the perfection of nan's nature. 'hat Kant tries to do is
to integrate that modorn natural right teaching, a teaching of hedo-
nistic or utilitarian provenance, into a genuinely moral context, I,
€., non-=hedonistic and non-utili%arian context of norality. And the
formula for this is his "categorical imperative". That has nothing to
do with nleasure and utility, it doesnt depent on human nature or anye
thing given, ond it inplies 21 nust really rush, now, through inpor
tant thingsi that the categoricol inmperative gives a justification for
vhat 1s cnlled "the dignity of man". TFor Kant, morality consists ale
nost completely in recognizing the dignity of man in every man, inclue-
ding one's self? so that one rust behave decently for the soke of the
"dignity of man®" in one's self. This has, perhaps, much to do with
the religious tradition ~~that 1s a long questiony it certainly has :
nothing to do with the hedonistic and utilitorian tradition, which can
sperl of the "dignity of man™ only in a purely figurctive or shane
poetic vay, not in a serious woy.

To 'respect every man becnuse of the dignity of humanity in him* -~
leads to grave political consequences vhich can be reduced to one for-
nula --republiconism, republicanisr? akin to Rouseau's., This republican
society is the only Just soclety, and this means it is a morsl comnand.,
But here there 1s an enormous difficulty for Kant., Kant has a vision =
of a globrl federatlon of republles, o League of Hations, or a United
Nations, but each of then are consti tutional republics as a demand of
porality, not of convenience or so, Alright, but we try to be honest
nen and we live in Rumonla of the 18th century, vhat do we do? We v =
vill nake a revolution! Io! Kant says "llo, the just soclety is a mor-
al duty, but to obey the powers that dbe 1s also a moral duty"”. Kant's




construction is very neat! If you want to malke a revolution you nust
conspire, but you cannot conspire without lylng, so vhen you are asked
vhere you are going you sa{i "I am going to a neeting of the conspiracy."
Hardly! You rather say, "I'n taldng ny dog for a walk." Dut this is
norally spealking, a lle, and since lying 1s absolutely forbidden, Khnﬁ
makes revolution morally inpossible.

Ve start from this problem in order to understand Kant's moral
philosophy. The conclusion seems to be clear: the jJust soclety, this
globnl federation of republics, can be actuslized only by the accident
of wise princes vho abolish themselves, as 1t were, in favor of repub=
lics. In other wrds, the consequence would be, to use nresent-day
longuage, u:historicai Platonisn --you hope and pray that this wvill
happen. HNHot so, Kant! Kant is rmich too rnodern to be satisfied with
this. Ilow then do we get the just soclety, 1f we can never get it by
moral neans? (By the way, this is not too bad a formula for the pro-
blen which llegel tries to solve in his ggglggeggx;gzigigjggz.) Prior
to Kant, people like Ilobbes had said that we will get the rational soce
iety by enlightemment. The ratlonal society, the Just society, has
its foundation in the foar of violent death; if all the necessary cone
clusions are drawn fron the fact that every hunan being fears violent
death, we will get the rational or just soclety. The fear of violent
death is very powerful, but it is threatened by the fear of wvhat llobbes
colls "powers invisible™, But to state this is alrendy to state a sole-
ution, l.e., get rid of the fear of the "powers invisible". And how
do you do thnt? That's sinple! Inlighten people! Tell them that the
"vowvers invisible" are not so powerful as they think., Tnlightennent
will solve the problen.

Yet thls was a very superficial view, The difficulty was scen
especlally by Rouseau in the followving way: Rouseau agrees with Hobe
bes that nen enter sociecty out of fear of violent death, or, vhich is
only the other formula, for the scke of selfwpreservation. And the
right soclety 1s the one vhich is fully in accord with the fact that
our fundancntal urge, and hence our nost fundamental right, is, of
course, the right to selfwpreservation and nothing else. ﬁut he trou-
ble 1s, Rouseau thinks, that as soon as men enter society they becone
cgiggeés\ Self love, gg§%§g gor sel£~preserVation, cedes to wvhat he
c s ggOgﬁ pIopre, Vv esire for powver, prestige, unnecessa
luxury, and so onl. Societ&, in other words,’is dialytic, it mak.els'y
nen oblivious of the end for the sake of which they entered society
for vhich they nade it. Society will noke nmen willing subjects of desw
. pots vho supply men with brend and circuses. TIrom this point of view,
that 1s the nlstolke of these earlier thinkers. You can have self-pre-
servation, vhich of course means bread; but 1n addition, since men are
easily bored, you also need circuses. You can have a kind of low and
desplcable despotlisnm, but no nan in his senses would say thet this is
a satisfactory solution -~-enlightenmont is not enough. Therefore, the
povers which deternine social man: love of goin, desire for dominion,
and so forth, must corpel man to move toward the just society. Only
under such conditions 1s a just society real or in the process of reale
ization, Please understand the problem. There is alwnys the simple
solution of Plato vhich lingered on until the 18th and 19th centuries
vhere you have the renl life and the ideal and the main point is that
it is accident as to vhether or not the just order is realized; you can
only hope or pray, in the words of Plato, for the actuslization of the
ideal, there is no inhercnt necessity for it. But these modern men
wanteé to have a guarantee for this, and the first formula was "en- '
lightenment", Once people Imow vhat the ideal is, this knowledge will



actualize the ideal, because men act on their Imowledge, and the knowe
ledge spreads and becomes public opinion, and public opinion is already
soclal reality e-the gulf is bridged. t 1s too sinple, according
to Rouseau, and especinlly according to Kant, because society itself
prevents, {n a way, its own improvement; soclety produces things in
men vhich nake men lazy, unwilling to change. Ilow 1s 1t then possible?

How let us see vhat Kont says. Kant says we have these passions
vhich are the reason of all the nlsery we do to one anothers the
- propre, love of glory, love of wealth, and so on, so let us look a
ﬁow E% vorks, In the first nlace s ggg;g ‘E_:mgg (How should I
translate this, so as not alwvays {o use a fore gn word? Vanlty is a
bit too narrow, nerhaps 'desire for wealth and power'.), desire for
wealth and power, leads to the generation, to the production of wealth
and confort and all the refincments or elegonclies of civilized life,
That is one part. But the same power also leads to discord, to crime,
and to all the terrible things. Illow is a solution possible% Kant says
that thls is very sinple because this very discord neans, of course ‘
war, and wars becone ever more costly, so people become ever mire cIvin
lized, nore humane, become ever more adverse to soldiering, Furthere
more, the glow becomes too snnall., Kont knew, already, these things;
he developed thls. In other words, nere selfishness, the same thing
vhich inspires a man t0 corner the market or to drive his competitor
to jump fron the Rockefeller Building or wvhatever 1t may be, these
sone nmotlves of shrewd nean calculation will leesd, say lr, khrushchev,
ot a certein point, to be in favor of nernetusl peace. Ve dont need
noralitys; that is a cruclal point in Kant, of course, and you will ree
cognize it in 2 nodification in llegel. But dont forget that this per=
petual peace, this global federation of republics, are the goal of a
Compulsory process, morality doesnt enter in here at eoll.

Dut, one could say, is not man endowed with a free will? Could
he not resist a progress toward this final state? Could he not resist
that on grounds of inherlted loyaltles and vhatnot? To vhich Kent says,
"o, men cannot resist that, becouse even if he is a low calculator, a
conpletely anorsl man, his calculation will tell hin that he rust give
in." (As people argue that vhatever Southern people may thin': about
segregation or desegregation, the international situation of the United
States forces the United States to give equal rights to the colored
people, and, therefore, it has nothing to do with morality, it is sine
?1y a calculatien of how to keep the United States as strong as possible.)
ion cannot resist this trend, because freedom is moral frecdom, vwhich
meons it is freedonm for morality and not for irmorslity. Forality come
mands the publlic to pernetual peacel It is a real beauty! The just
soclety, which is dcmanded by morality at all times =-like this Platone
ic schene-- is necessitnted in our age intelligent imorality. The
imnoral fools (this 1s vhat Kont implies) can be ignored becouse they
will alwoys be fooled by their betters, meaning, by the clever irmoral
men. Innmoral man 1s conmanded in the-&irection of the Jjust soclety.
Every honest mon, Kont says, must wish this developnent in the direction
of the Unlted Ha%ions glorified, and irmmoral man is driven into it by
his very irmorality. Isnt that a beauty?

We are alnost to Hegel ~-one more step., There is a little diffi-
culty for Kant which has disappeared for Hegels: the necessary and come
pulsory progress is only the progress of institutions, of the external,
of vhat Kant calls legality; it 1s not a progress of morality. Karushe
chev doesnt become a bit more decent if he sees that the nuclear war
doesnt pay, he 1s the same crook but he acts a bit more rationally, ex-

ternally. lorality is always the free chirice of the individual. There




exists a possibility =-this is the culmination of this thesiges of a
erfectly just society in vhich not a single member is a just man.

t says so! Tor the extablishment of a ratlonal or Just soclety you
dont need a nation of angels, as people traditionally sald, a nation
of devils would do, provided they were shrewd calculators. In other
words, institutional nrogress, progress towards these united republics,
is of the greatest moral relevance, Therefore, Kant could sketch a
philosophy of history, a writing of fifteen pages or soy but he could
only sketch it, not elaborate it, because he felt that the institution=
al progress uhlle being of the greatest moral relevance is something
radically different from moral progress, and moral progress is the only
thing vhich ultimately countse. o

llow here we are at the step of Hegel's E%%lgggghﬁzgi_ﬂggﬁg;zo
One can state llegel's criticisn of Kant as followss nt is the most -
severe norslist that ever was, but his very moralism drives him into
irmornlity. Think of the stalement sbout the nation of devils. 1Is it
not shocking that thls should be a moral soclety? Another example is
his definition of marriage which verges on the obscene. Hegel rightly
soid that if this 4s morality... But most important, perhaps, is this
consideration vhich Kant admitted, ond not entirely by accident, that
this norality is not entirely a nmatter of the isolated man in his little
room, it has something to do with the society in wvhich he lives, liore
precisely, Kont went so far as to say that pure norslity, without any
caleculation of divine or human compensotion, presupposes moral phle
losophy, ond more particularly, Kant's moral philosophy. And on the
other hand, he also snid that once his moral phllosophy spreads, it is
bound to influence the actual norality of the peonle. There is nothing
irmorel about that3 but it means that freedom, in this case intellec-
tual freedon, Kant!s thinking, but also moral freedom beccuse it is
not only wise but moral to publish his moral books, is a part of that
necessary process. You do not nmerely have the foxes and tigers fighte
ing 1%t out in the narket place, there are the phllosophers there also,
there are even ordinnry men there., Ordinary men are a part of this
process, and each nskes his free choice morally, surely; but this come
ing together is no longer a matter of this or that man's free cholce
but of an oversriding and intelligible necessity. And freedom is a part
of that necessity, an essential part; ~nd that is vhat Hegel says.
Therefore, Knnt's hesitation regarding a philosophy of history 1s based
on his distinction regording legelity and morality, according to vhich
the two things are olmost entirely separate; and Hegel denles that., 1If
it is true, as Kant scys, that on the way of institutions the Just socCe
.1ety 1s necessary, then éont bother about mornlity, the morelity will
alvays be there becouse there have always and there will alwvays be men
vho ore decent, and the thing to change is rmch less the individual
private morality thon the institutions in vhich they live. And therec-
fore there is a harmonious and not a disharnonious solution as there
@as in Kant., Hence, the historical process is a necningful rotlonal
process.and llegel wrote three thousand pages in order to prove 1t,.

I add one nore remark as a kind of suggestion. TIrom Hegel's point
of view Kant wns still too close to the philosophy of the Lnlightenw-
ment, to the philosophy le-ding up to the I'rench Revolutlion. llegel
wos Inspired by Mlato nnd Aristotle's political philosonhy nuch nore
than wos Kant, ond 1t wes ultinotely Plato ond Aristotle vho taught
him of this reconcilistion between mornlity and polities, of this kin-
ship betwreen the good man and the good cltizen., That is very true, but
we nust not forget for one monent the enormous gulf between Hegel on '
the one hand, and Plato and Aristotle on the other, Hegel repeats, in-




y What P1 md Aris . ~on the basis of the nodern de=
velopnient, ~There had been a contradicting opposite doctrine vhich was
developed by llobbeseLocke=-Rouseau, and fron lHegel's polnt of viev his
doctrine is the synthesis of Plato-Aristotle on the one hand, and of
llobbes-Locke-Rouseau on the other, B _

One could indicate the difference in various ways. Of cour
llegel pointed out, he shouted aloud in his books, about the ...[ag
rights of mon in f’lato-Aristotle and the rights of nman in nodern es,
. buf for the moment I would like to mention somet rmach less visible
ond less consplcuous, and that is thiss In one of his earlier writings,
an essay, Hegel transloted relativoly long pnassages fron Plato's
%tﬁ_e_mig, and with great sphroval and great admiration. The transe
atlon is alright, but there is one change vhich he constantly nakes.
herever Plato speaks of the mi;a, or the city, Ilegel nokes him speck.
of dag Yolk, the nation. This is settled to begin with for Ilegel withe
out any questions without any question the political soclety cannot be
a polig, 1t must be a nation, a cormunity united by a language, and,
of course, government, nnd so on.

I think there are many more points vhich one could make, but I
believe I will leave it at this, Our time is up =-vhich, of course,
is not sufficient reason for closing the meeting, so if ‘tzhere are any
qﬂtggtions which you would like to bring up, we can stay here for a
T eo

Tnd of tape and end of Lecture #l._/
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LECTURE ## 2 = HEGEL

eess8nl externalization of the reconciliation to the Host (yes?) b{ma
priest who does not have to have any faith or any morals, nerely im-
posed sacred character. The character of his office cas for that
external, This culninates in the Crusades (we have discussed this
last time), and then Luther discovers the principle of inwardness, of
falth alone. But thls imsardness remalns in the first stage mere ine
wordness, ond therefore the old distinction betwecn tho worldly and
the umrorldly recurs on the Protestant level in spite of the abolition
of celibacy, and the distinction between the worldly and the umrorldly,
the laity and the priesthood, and the power spiritual and the power
terporal, It comes, but it comnes in the individual, nanely, vhether .
he is saved or not saved, vhether his intentions are good or bad, conw
cern with the purity of intention, a fear of the tricks of the devil
or vhatnot, Thls kind of thing 1s characteristic of the pre-enlighte
enmment developnient. And according to Hegel this question of the pure
ity of intention is undecidable; it 1s absolutely impossible to declde
by introspectlon vhether you are gulded by virtue or vice, by God or
the devil, In this respect he 1s a very tou%h Aristotelian., As Arige
totle puts it, "The intentions are nanifest.” You can only see vhat

a mon is worth by his actions, hls vhole course of life, sis s
true ond necessnry externallzation of the inward. Ilot that the imsard
should depend on the externsl ~wthat wgs Catholicismts interpretatione
but that the imsord should issue in the external, in such externals

as are fully intelligible in terns of the internals, neaning the soc¢=
iety in vhich the reasonnbleness of the instltution of the laws is
accentable in princliple to everyone, in fact only to those vho take
the necessary trouble to understrnd it. A complicated legal provision
cannot be intelligible to a man vho recds it once and soys "llo, I dont
like 1t.", that's clenr. That 1s the general character of the nodern
develonment, according to Hegel.

I wvould like to rend o you a passage we should read on page 420
in the Gernman on page 885, Here he discusses a question, “"Why did no
the vhole of Germany becone Protestant?" Certsin parts, soy Bavaria,
Austria, and Bohemla becone Catholic agsin, after having becn almost
Protestont, How vhat does he soy? Let us read that.

Mie must further observe....
esosCarnot be rooted out again."

And nov a few lines later, about the Romanic nations also.

"But the Ronenic nations 2lSOeees
sssethe desired object.™

Perliod! So nowv vhat about Bavaria and Austria? That's a real
problem. In other words, liegel's ontinmisn, i1f we may call it that, is
put to a somevhat severe test, Vhy did the Reformation lose out in
Frence and In Austria and Bavaria? The rensons given nre entirely dif-
ferent in the two cases. In the onc case it wuns nore accident.

(Couldn't)you say that the "spirit of the nation" didnt
Craveees

But what about Austria..




(.!goyes’r in .Austl_'ia.)

Oh no, but it 1s quite clear that the state and the city.. That
wns absolubely touch and go. No, that is the old question uhich ve
have discussed so frequently, the problen of chance, vhether Hegel
makes sufficient nllowance for that. I read to you a passage vhich

is not in the Inglish, at the beglmnning of this chapter. ‘/hen he
speaks of Luther, he sgays, "The reformation as such, vhen it is truly
a reformation, is not bound to an individual, as for example to Luther.
The grent 1nddviduals are generated by the e, by the epoch vhich de-
nends 1t.” Dut vhat if Luther had died as a child, for example? How
can we noy that? Ilow this, of course, is the same thing vhich the
Marxists say. You know that 1f 1t had not been for Lenin, it would
have been soneone else. Ilow in this case we have a very good detailed
discussion in Trotsky's t};e_m_gg_}'&gﬁm, vhere he -
goes on at some length & 8 honest enough to a if Lenin had
not been available in Petrograd in 1917 the thing would not have

pened, I mean 1t was not necessary that he dled; if Ludendorf sin

had not sent hin through that famous sealed train (Trotsky knew quite
wall the distribution of forces at the time), he could not have made

1t stick -«-only Lenin could. He asserts, of course, the same thing
would have happened after ten or twenty years; but %hat, of course, 1s
an unsupportable assortion. That the Czarist Russia was probably &ead
before, one could belleve; but that 1t should tske the form of a com-
mnist dictatorship, that was touch and go. And therefore I think
that in order to ge'T: the necessary condition for judging these things
one must really go very much into the detnils of the time. I found
thls discussion of Trotsky's particularly illuminating because he is,
after all, committed to this view; and when he goes into such detolls
he admits that he 1s false to 1%, that there 1s such a thing as touch
and go, and that no one can know even after the event that 1t had to
be g0 =-not to méntion before the event.

In conclusion, I would like to read to you tvo sentences from He
gel's Higg%gz of %;%opm vhich indicate the problem, to me at least,
very clearly. e discusses there the older histories of philosophy of
the eighteenth century and he blames the author (Brukker was his name)
because his presentation was unhistorical in the highest degree; it was
not taken purely fron the sources, 1t was alwoys mixed up with 'i:he wri-
ter!s own reflections, and the conclusions vhich he draws are meant to
be historical. 1If oniy the main proposition vas known of a given phlw
losophilc system (For example, if Thales sald the principle of all is
wator,), Brukler deduces from this simple proposition twenty or thirty
- other propositions of which there Is not a single true word --meaning
that Thales never said 1t and in all probability never thought of 1it.
This 1g absolutely unhistoricel! I think we would all agree to that. '
Yes? ile%el had just commentary here. Now let us read a statement two
pages later, : '

"The ancients hod a differcnt point of view., Thelr conw-
cepts are radicnlly different, and therefore they are
more difficult to understand. Also, one does not know
ruch of thenm and it requires morm combination, more come
binatory power to transform the thought of the anclents
and their systems into a modern thought, tn present them
in a modern style and yet to render them purely, meaning
not to nlter it."

The conceptlons of the anclents nust be tronsformed into differenf' |
expression, and yet in this process their thought must be preserved.



-1 think onc can say 1t 1s absolutely impossible to do. If you rewrite -
‘Aristotlo in the languapge of nodern philosophy, it 1s no longer Aris-
totle. And that is, I think, on the onerating level, becousc 1n the
Wh@_dmsnt nalte historiezl s es of his own, he

elces the welle m broad facts and interprets them, DIut in his
{_f_gglg_;_ggjn.z, of course, it 1s all based on his own rending, and 8

s a historical work proper. That is, I think, an inmpossible procoedure,
vhile legel dcmands, very sensibly, that in un&erstanding earlier thought
wo must reslly try understand 1t as 1t weos noanty and 1f ve know that
ve rmust also see vhethor it wrs true or false, pnd the final interpreta-
tion would be the judgenent on the truth or falsity, or the place which
it occuples in the vhole historical process. And the first place step,
of course, 1s to understand it as it wng neant ..by Plato, for ingtance.
in fact, ﬁe never does that --he never does that. 8o fron the point of
view of the strictly historical, it is propor to say that Hegel is not
historical enough. And this is bound t0 have grave consequences in pare
ticular as rogards the mggggm_%%. That is quite clear. One
eon sny that this "doing violeace @ phenoniena® enablos hinm to pre-
sont history as rational, of course, and that therefore 1t is really ine
portant to his oun centerprise. Yes? I dont wvish to leave any doubts at
this (that I camnot agree with this vhele proccdure); but on the other
h:z[md wve rmust never forget vhot we can really learn fron liegel's penetra-
tion.

Then therc 1s sonething ulse vhich we can ensily forget: llowever
inndequate quite a fov things nay be vhich llegel sald about earlier tines,
vhat hapnened between 1715 and 1800, this absolutoly crucisl epoch, pol-
itically and intellectunlly, he lnew, of course, first hand and un&erstood
it in a wvay that perhops no other individual un&erstooc‘l it. And so if
we want to find out gonething about the so-called enlighterment and its
transition there to German philosophy, llegel 1s a very great authority,
the authority of rn extrenely intelligent contenmporary. You nmust never
forget that, I believe the history of the Enlightenment also rmust be
reuritten becruse llegel looks at it too much from how it appears fron
Gerrany after Kant; but still, at that tinme quite a few things were still
visible vhich today have to be dug out with very great effort and to vhich
one has sone guldance through Ilegel., Thls 1s the reason, in ny opinion,
vhy even vhet liarz himself says about the 18th century is in many cases
nore profound than vhat we gencrally read in western countries. This
has not puch to do with larxist doctrine, but sinply because liarx's doce
trine was forned in a tine vhen these Opinions were rnore present and liv-
ing. Uhen we read today such people as Ilobbes and locke, for exanmple,
and even Rouscou, it is really ancilent historys; we know nothing of 1t,
so to speok, beforc we open the book, But that wvms different a hundred
years ago, and especlally a hundred and twenty years ago‘ and especially
for soneone who had been trained by such a mind as llegel's, It certaine
1y wasl Ve have to leave 1t at this., Ilext time we will hear a report

on the Logigc.

Up to now you did as well as it wes possidle. Have you studied Ilew
gel before? :

(Yes, I had one course of about three weelks.)

'lell, I think we can discount that. Ilow vhen you use the word “his- -
tory", here, saying that on the one hand history and on the other hand
phenonenology were appealed to in the introduction? Phenonenology neans,

~of course, the book of Hegel, Phenomenology of the Mind. What history
meant was not quite clear to me? '



(Oh, 1t means history of phiiosophy. ,
History of philosophy, but nore speciﬁeally, b:lstory of log:lc.
(Yes, particularly referring to Kant.)

Yes, but not only Kant,
(NO|)

How uhich are the stages of logle, dlsregarding any attempt at dia-
lectdeal constructlon? Yerely emraf:e; first, second, and so on? -

(Yell, the first one, as I understand it, is the distinetion
between nind ond o'bjects.)

But more .superﬁcially, how 1s it lmmm, this first stage of logle?
(Cormon sense.}

Ilo, I dont belleve it would ever be called that. Either you use a
proper nane ond say Aristotle, or else you say formal loglc. Second in
llegel's enuneration? that comes after?

(‘lell, Plato comes next.)

Yes, but he doesnt play any role here, 1 mean the most massive
events :I.n the history as mentioned by liegel here.

(Kant.)

Kant. And how is his logic called?
(inaudible)

llo, as 1t calls itself?
{Transcendental logic.)

Transcendental logie! And third?
(Dialecticnl logic.)

' Dialectlical loglic, Good. Ilow we have to understand that. The
characteristic difference hetween llegelts logic and nll earlier forms of
logic is that loglc is identical wvith metaphysliecs - and we must try to une
derstend vhat this neons., Ilow in order to understand it from cormon sense
notlons, without going into the subtiltles of Hegel, lot us start from

a s:l.nple definition of philosophy. Philosophy 1s an attompt to undere
stand all things. That is vhat Plato sald, it is uhat Descartes sald,

ond 1t is vhat they all meant if they didnt soy it. The vhole. Now
thls presuppdses, in order to be meaningful, that the vhole is intelli-.
gible otherwise it would not be mdorstandable intelligible. Ilow, if

s 1s so, it would scen that by understfznding the intellect one uould
undorstond everything, If the vhole 1g understandable, then by undere
standing the understanding one would secn to understam?l everything, Does
this have a certain plausibility? : o

{Inaudidble,)



(Inguditle.) |

1 ) \ '
l'o, Ilo, Hlegel would admlt it, in his way. For example, could one
not say tha%-ﬁhatever-we understand rust go through that thlef if I nmay
say, the understanding? So, if I know the thlef, I lmow eve ;7 vhich
can go through that thief -wand that 1s the whole. That th t plays

a very great role in rodern philosoohy long before Hegel and is, in

very sophisticated way, implicd in Hegel. But we must proceed step by
step., llow, first of s to cone back to the characteristic assortion
of Heogcl tﬁat "ogle is netaphysics", the understanding of umderstanding,
let us provisionally say, is the overall understanding. The traditional
view denied that. e older view distinguished botueen loglc and metae
physics., Ilegel refers to that old distinction. Iow, from this point of
view, vhat was logiec? From this older, say traditional point of view,
the Aristotelian point of view?

(Inaudible.)

o, that is too Hegelian. We must try to see it as it presonts it
self, What ie formal logic? Hegel lmew that very well, yes?

(Inaudible.)

Yes, that is vhot people sny, and the most especially important
part was syllogistic reasoning. fes? Yhich kind of combinations of
judgenents or propositions supply a conclusion, c~nd vhich do not., Fore
mal neant (vhatever it may have meont in Aristotle is a long gquestion)
in the ordl view that formal loglc is indifferent to naterial truth.
So if you say "all nen are angels, and angels have wings, therefore =all
nen have wings"i that is a formally sound conclusion. That the prerises
are wrong is not the business of logles; that would be the business of
the "doctrine of angels", that is %o say, a part of metanhysics. Yes?
You can tonke any other examples you want.

So now the question arises that 1f loglec is only the forns of legle
tinate re=soning, vhere do we get the content?

(Fron other aspects of philosophy.)

But I mean wvhat nre the sources of philosophy? If logiec, strictly
speaking, 1s not & source of knowledge but only sonething vhich is enline
ently helpful, howv do you get these propositions that "all men are angels®™
-=1if it were %rue? |

(Inaudible.)

Yes, that was one school of thought; but the sensualistlie was the
least interesting to llegel. The other view, say the Platonic-Aristotele
isn view, nade o distinction between reasoning and understonding e-under=
standing, or intellection,or poug in Greék, It could be tronslated into
the langunge with vhich Hegel was fonlliar as "intellectusl intuition®,
perception by the intellect. The simplest exnnple 1s thist ‘’hen you
make on empirical study of sonething and you have all kinds of data which
you know, brute factsg and then at a certsin noment, as people say, a pate-
tern appears, our knovledge of the pattern is not simple senge perception
of 1solated things, but it takes them together, glves then the unity.
Percention of this pattern, intellectual peiception, something of this
kind is vhat Plato and Aristotle meant by intellection, and reasoning is
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the ‘connection which we made befween the different data and such patterns.

From this oldsr point of view, the Plato-Aristotle point of view,
there was not possible a system. '/e have such patterns, very many such
patterns, intellectunlly perceived, ond we can observe a certein order
ationg thems but we cannot take one pattern and, noving merely among pate
terns, so to spealt, exhaust the vhole realm of petterns. Yes? Plato
catches this as a possibility in thB‘BEDthéf, ut that is re a Iind
of utopian proposal. 'hat 1s in fact possible i1s that we get, alwys
these patterns by looking down to sonse datn,and then grasping the pa
torns we knov there 1s another patteran. If you would read% for example,

the s or the s vhere Plato gives a somevhat caricatured -
prescntation of his procedure, you would see that vhenever Plato gives

a distinction between patterns, they look around and then they see, for
exarple, that there are aquatic animals also, and then they rise to that,
There is no novement merely among patterns., Yes? 5o, therefore, no sys-
tem, properly speaking,

Tiowr how do we go from here? Let us first congider Kant's transcene
dental logic. I would like to mention in passing that for history of
logie, rnother greant event would have to be nentioned which legel does
not nentiony and that 1s an attenpt nmade at the reforn of logic in the
17th century. A word used at that tine by Bacon and such people for
Aristotle?s logic, forn logle, uhich was indeed necessary, but "arid®".
That was the conpiaint. And we need a new kind of logie. Does anyone
Jnow how they called that?

(llaterirl lopgic?)

Ilo, Ho; inventive logie! Thot 12 a very complicoted and difficult
story. %ecause invention vas originally a great topic of rhetorlie, and
how this came to be c¢nlled logle is a very corpliesnted gquestion. Dut
we dont have to go into that,

low we cone to Kant's logic, vhich accepts formal logie. And Kant
snrys he didnt nale sny step beyond Aristotle in his perfect system. DBut
this is the true philosophy, the true substitute for the inpossible meta-
physics. The true substitute, we could alnost soy, according to Kent,
is the transcendentel logic. llow vhat doos thet mean?

(Inaudible, )

Yos, one could put it that woy. But starting from the sirple schena
vhich I sketched, the first step, we can scy, of Kant, is (Of course, pre=-
ceded by the Bri%tish philosophers) that there is no Intellectual percep=-
tion. Intellectual perceptinn is possibly that vhich God possessesi bu
that wve do not know, Then, if man has no intellecturl perception, %he
only perception vhich nan nossesses is sensible porception, This thesis
is also Tlegel'sl Let us never forget that! The only way in vhich we are
perceptive, or percelive recentively ls through scnse perception. Or, if
you nlease (thnt is not a fundrmental differcnce), if you perceive your
anger, you lkmow you do not perceive i1t by the external senges, but it
has the scne status cognitively -~~that would not be a fundanentsl diffi-
culty. So, to come back to Knant, howv can there be such a thing as objece
tive sclence if the only given things are sense data? '

(Insudible.)

In other words, by the activity of the hunan mind, an order is ine
rosed on the sensec éata. Or to use the extreme formula of Kant, "The
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understending prescribes to nature it's laws." And transcendentael loglc
i3 the doctrine vhich shows the production, the creation of the cbject
of the understanding, generally speczking, %he phenononel world, The
fundanental structure of the phenomenal world is a free creation of the
hunsn nind, and of its essential charactor. This 1s vhet Kant calls
“understan&ing“. Kont chsnges the nocning of the term radically. lle
calls this "understending¥ but vhat is reasom, then, for Kant?

(Inaudible,.)

Yes; but that doesnt exist. Ilow let us try to understand this,
Fronm Kentts point of view, the rure understanding produces a form, a
fremevork; but never the content. The content is supplied by sense pere
ception, DBut this faculty of man, pure thought, which shows 1tself pri-
narily as pure understonding (Tha% is vhet Kant means by the‘g,%géggi), ‘
tries to know without the help of any sense porception. Yes? (=7
standing is slways essenticlly in need of sense perception to be com-
pleted; reason i1s not in need of it, he doesnt show that. Differcntly
stated: Thoe understanding supplies us with relative lmouvledge (This is
the couse of that, snd so on), and the question arises agsein sos to vhat
is the eonuse of the next thing, and that goes on infinitum. You never
get the infinites; you only get finite or rclative lmowledge. Reason is
concerned with the infinite, absolute knowledge. DBut this l1s inpossible,
1% fulfills a certain secondary function for the human understonding (ine
to vhich we do not go now), but it is in itself not cognitive. It ful-
fills the function of reminding us all the time of the linited character
of the knovledge we pogsessy but thot 13 almost all it offers. How can
one prove that pure reason, as distingulshed from pure understondlng,
cannot supply us any knovledge?

{Inaudidble.)

Yes. VWhile the antinonies are only a part of thls dialectie of pure
renson {There are other things, Tor exasmple, the demonstrations of the
existence of God, wvhich is not an antimonﬁég the antinonies are certain=
1y the most importent things for Hegel. L, as it vera, says that if
pure reason tries to know, it fails nacessariiy, because it rmst prove
that A 1s B, as well as thet A is non-B. Pure reason can and nust prove
that the worid nust have a begimning in time and that the world canmot
have a beginning in time. S0 Ksnt calls this "the dinlectics of pure
reason®: "dialectles® in the cormon Aristotelian and Platonlic sense in
vhich i1¢ neans "wvulgarized", an art of delusions affected by erguments.
Yes? Delusions! It has no cognitive character vhatever, I'rom this
schene of Kant, 1t follows that Inovledge 1s possible only where we have
sensc perceptiong although lmovledge is always much nore thon genge perw
ception, wvithoult sense perception wve do not get ony content. There canw
not be ﬂnowledge of spiritual things, vhich by definition would not dbe
perceived by sense perception., And %he cornon notlon, the vulgar notion
of nmetaphysics wns that 1t was the science of spiritual belngs —-anong
others: God and the angels. That is altogether iInposgsible! Ve have
knowledge only vhere we have sensc poerceptiony »nd this knovledge is re~
lative to the hunan understanding., It is knovledge only of the phenonenw
al world ~the phenonenal vorld in this sense is distinguished fron the
thing in itself, thet agbout the thing in ltself, according to Kont?

(ell, it cant be lmowm.;
One cen spy, simplifying matters, that the impossidbility of kmow-

ledge of the thing in itself 1s nproven by the dinlecties of pure recson.
Yes? The fact that pure resson necesgsarily contradicts itself in speaking
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at the absolute, or, in Kant's terms, "the
thing in itself"! cannot be Imowm, R

Ye have now cone to the point vhore Tle el's, again very "formal®,
schema comes in., "hat does liegel reply to t?

(Inaudible.)

In other words, he turns the tables on Kant. Dialectics, far fron
being an objection %o the possibility of Imowvledge, is a sign of true
knovledge, Yes? That 1s surely vhat he says. llow llegel accepts the
Kantian distinctlion betwesn understanding and resson. The understanding
is ruled by the principle of contradiction, let us say, and, thorefore,

1t arrives overywhere at opposites cnd everywhere at antinonies. There
is no possibility of a unity, no possibility of a metaphysics. Dut vhat
if this sntinonian character of our understrnding reveals to us precisee
ly the unity of the vhole? Vhat if A and the opposite of a are the vhole?
You see, then metaphysles would be possible.

One could also start as follows and say, "Kant, you talk all the
tine of this transcendental subjectivity, this pure eggo cogito in whieh
the categorlies are rooted, or wvhich works sccording %o the categories.
Yhat Iind of knovledge 1 that?"™ In other words, vhat is the state of

the Imowledge embodlied in the Critique of Pure Regson? Is this lmow=
ledge of the phenonenal world?
(Inaudible.)

Ilo, not according to Kant. But it is not Imowvledge of the phenomene
al world. You do not need sense nercention for that. It is alsc said
not to be lmovledge of the noumenal world or of the thing in itself.

But vhat is the status of this transcendental knowledge of the creative
subjectivity, which, according to Kant, is the chief content of philoso-

phy?
(Ingudible. )

You indiecate by these remarks the subject matter of Kant's Critique,
but not its cognitive status. It is neither sense perception, obviously,
nor is it mathematics or theoreticnl physies. It is not in any way that
Idnd of imowledge which Kant adnits to be possible and thich he analyses
in the Critiques. One con sinply, as well as Hegel's words, say as fole
lows: Kant discovers the true thing in itself without knowing it ~ethe
transcendental subjectivity. In other words, the old metaphysics with
the transcendental objJects —-God, angels, imnortal souls, and vhatnots |
that is indeed inpossible, although perhaps not always on Kantian grounds.
That 1s uninteresting. Dut the true metaphysics, 1ts field, 1s discove
ered by Kant in the transcendental subjectivity. Then, of course, all
thziother elenents have to be ftoken in, and then we arrive at the Kantian
notion, . _

Vhat is inportant in the present context is only this seemingly
nerely terninological point. Hegel accepts the Kentian distinction bee
tueen understonding and reason. Understanding is that corprehension,

that abstract conprehension, vhich remains within the limits of the prine
¢iple of contradiction., I mean by this, our ordinary understonding., Reae
son transcends the linits of that understanding ond becames, therefore,
concrete; 1t becones aware of the concreteness, of the g together, .
of the opposites, But it is definitely Teasons there is no intellectual



parceptl eat Tlegolian femarks "Intulition is possible only
~ of gensible things.!- .The legelian "reason®™ 1s not tho Platonic-Arise ‘
totellian "g%ﬁ". One must alimys be awvare of that! Therefore, the sube
Ject of logic was, fron olden times, logic in the sense of the Greek
word 19_%&;1:_@._ -=nutting two and tvo togother. Yes? You have a core
tain patteorn, and here's another pattorn, and you put them together. You
do not got a now pattorn by that, you ge% the conposition of these two
ratterns. As Ilobbes put it: "To reason neans to recloon." --to ndd or
subtract, compute, putting together, figuring out, and all these kinds of
things arc neant that. And thls wvas radicolly inferior to noug which
neant intellectual porception, intellection, or understanding -——tnderw
standing in the sonse of 11":era1- translaﬁon of the 0ld word., For He-
gel, the highest science, netaphysics itsolf, is logiec, A logic, however,
transcending *he linits of the principle of contradiction., This rmuch

about the goneral mesning of Hegol's "ogie™,

(Could you give an exanple of the transcending of the
understanding «... of the prineiple of contradiction?)

Hegel would say "everything®s: but I have not mastored Hegel suffice.
iently to be able to do that, so 1 take the nost sinple exarple, If you
thinkt of "beconing™ «-coming into being, vhat do we think in that? Hegel
soys we must analyse it. Coning into being is not beingz., Dut the oppo-
site of being is nothing. (That is an old Platonic story, by the woy.)

S0 vhenever we have any interesting concopt =-for example, 'cat as cat!
is not phixalosophically interesting, but any of these fundanentel con-
cepts-~ according to llegel they inply such a contradiction necessarily,
Talkke the infinite vs. the finite, If you rialke a distinction betveen the .
infinite and the finite, you delinit the infinite as excluding the finite,
1.804 you conceive of the infinite as something finite, having a limit,
andl so on, And according to llegol, 1t is inpossible to have any fundae~
noental thought which does not have these contradictions. legel doesnt
nean to sny that I can say wilth equal right that this cat is green and
that it is not green w~that’s clear; because in these finite linited
things the principle of contrandiction rules, of course. And aven on the
highest lovel these contradictions nust 'ultinntely lcad to a vhole systen
vhich by 1t's completeness resolves the contradictions. tell, you Imow
thls thesis fron connon liarxisn that every socisl order has contrrdictions
vithin itself. Yes? And, for exsmple, capitalism ig a controdiction,
feudolisn a contradlction; you cannot define them except in the form
of a contradiction, and therefore contradiction is soncthing resl. You
Imow that according to superficially understood notions of formal loglc
vhat contradicts itsclf cannct be. Karx or Hegel say that contradictions
,g;g, and therefore, to take this more sirple Marxist case, they all point
eyond thenselves I:o an ordey in vhich all contradictions have been rew
solved. I mean that contracdictioh is a noving thing, contradictiom 1is
real, contradiction is that vhich mowves, the "nerve of reality"; but it
is that vhich finally leads to the state beyond whero the comiradictions
have been resolved. You Imow the controversy between Mat and Khruschev?
Are thore contradictions i1 present=-day cormunism? You lnow, where Mau . o
vas willing to adnit that “here are and Khruschev denied 1t? Thig is a
very late and sonevhat funny consequence of the Ilegelian assertion. e :

I have spoken up to now very provisionally about the relation of tho 3
two forms of logic, formal oF transcendental,and dialectical or Hegelian o
logic. Tow this is releted to another question to vhich lHegel rofers, -
especially in this section. Vhat is the beginning of history? And let -
us first try to understand this section and ses vhether we can link it
-up with this point that I nade before. ith vhat rmust the beginning of
the science be made? 'MNhat is the problen here? Let us rend on page 203




"It hasonly i‘écently..u- (1nandible)
seoe < ]

llow first one word about the substantive issue, Vhy cant the be=
ginning be a nmedlate or an irmedliata? .

(Becausc both of them are cuntained wvithin.,)

But Hegel says 1t is ensy to show, so it shouldnt be too difficult.
Noy vhy can it not be something mediate? That is really very easy.

(Inaudible.)

llo, but mediate prosupposes soncthing has becn nediated, sonething
hg.s %oiletbefore. And vhy can it not be something inmediante? He speaks
of 1 atelae :

(llo reply.)

Then he doesnt have a reason? Wienever you begin, a question arises
as to vhy you begin with that. Bu’ more inoportant for our purposes is
the first scntence. Hegel doesnt say "recently", he says,"lore recent
tines have become conscious that ‘t is o difficuity to £find a beginning
in philosophy.” Ilow this 1s a reasonative speech. lhy did not the dif-
ficulty cxdist in olden times? That vill itirow sone light on Hegel. Let
us read the next naragraph.

"It is trus thateseo
os)e (1na'udible)

Vell if you take it more stmerficially,' gr&natically& the Greel word
for principle, arche, means rwre primarily "the tsginningh, Yes.

",eobut this 'beginning. 1oe
esso(inaudible)

So in other yords, in sre-modern philosorhy the -oncern was, to take
the sinplest case, with vhet legel calls "the objJect e beginning”, the
heginning of all {':hings, the highest prineiple, the Jir.+ cause. ies?
And vhy was the beginning no problen then? 1 mean “he Pri“lem was, then ’
to establish vhat are the first ccuses, the highest causes, .+ vhy was
the beginning, therefore, no problem? Yhat was understood bY ' ~ginning"?

(The principles.)

No. A distinction was mode between the beginning as principles and
«.Which beginning?

(Vell, the actusl begimning,.)
that do you mean by "actual beginning™? It is sorething very simple‘.
(Oof philosophy.) |
a of aiggmx Yes, So 1n other words, pre-nodern j)hilosophy nade a
stinction between the beginnings of inquiry and the beginnings of the

things thenselves. Therefore, Hegcl says, the beginning of inqulry was
not a problem, You begin anyvhere you please. Anyvhere! You observe



strange artifacts, you observe an eclipse of the sun, you observe an atro-
clous crine, or a :urprising revolution ~-anyvhere, you can beglne- or
sone stronge contrsdictions vhich all men cormdtt, and so on. The begine
ning 1s irrelevant, you can begln snyvhere,

The fundanental distinction here, to vhich llegel only glludes, 1s
thigs 'hat 1s £irst by nature is not vhat is first for us. We seek vhat
is first in itsclf, first by nature, but we live entircly in the deriva-
tive, not in the prineciples, ond we start anyvhere in the derivative vhere
we are incited to thinking., Hegel overstotes, I belleve, the case cone=
sidernbly vhen he soys it does not noke ony dlfference hore one bogins,
bacruse therc nmay be a very great question vhether one should not make
a right beginning, in spite of the fact that the beglnning of inquiry is
surely the heginnlng only and not the end, And one can say thist 1In pro-
portion that it 1s doubtful vhethor full Iknouvledge of the principles, of
vhat 1s first in 1tsclf, 1s possible, the nore responsible does the ques-
tion of the true begimning of inquiry become, And that is probably why,
for Ploto, this question of the true beginning is so important, and the
dlalopgues are, as dlalognes, one could say, a developrent of the problem
of the true beginning -~-becouse we have here, in most cases, real beglne
ners. Think of the old gencrals vho never tﬁought about anything except
their professional Jobs and maybe how to nanage thelr wives and childrens
they nake a beginning gulded by Socrates, and so on, DBut I do not want
t0 insist on this polint.

So we draw one conclusion: If in modorn tines the question of be-
ginning has becone so inportant, in nodern tines the distinction between
the first in itscelf and the first {for us has becone questionable, Over-
stating 1it; the first in itself 13 the first for us. And then the ques-
tion of the beginning becones all-lmportant, Ilowv how could this be? Let
us first £ind out vhat sense it nakes to sny that we begln at the absol-
ute. How can we do that? I nean, we are sitting hore or naybe we ore
sitting in a drugstore, ond so e are not at the sbsolute beginning. Iow
could we come into a position that the dbeginning of our inquiry would be
the beginning of everything, the principle of everything?

(V’lell, if we decidad that the principle of evorything
iz here.. )

Yes, but thet 1s too lofty to be intelligible at the present stage.
Ve live entirely in the derivative, to rcopeat, in the caused rather than
the cruses. The ancient thinkers sald, "Alright, let uvs ascend fron the
caused to the causes," Iut let us assume it 1s possible to Junp fron
vhere we are to the highost principle, to the couse of evoerything. Then
the boginning of inquiry would be wha% happons innediately after that jump.
Yes? ‘hen we are at the top. llow I gquote to you a passcge from Spinoza.
Dont be rcpelled by the theological formulation, because this could very
woll be exprossed non-theologically but tho cormnon word for the highest
cause 1s God. Spinoza scoys we possess adequote Imowvledge of the essence
of God ..adequate lmowlecdze of tho essence of Godl Tow if we possess
adequete Imotvlodge of the esscence of God, we con, of course, begin vith
God and descend fron God to hls creations. Yes? So iAf you Imow the es-
sence of God, you Just proceed deductlvely fron there. Yes? I mean
that 1s a very schonatic prosentotion of vhat Spinoza 1s trying to do,
but sorething of this kind happened,

llow the classic coxample of the jump --no, it is ruch rore than an
exanple=- the elassic event of the jump 4is Descartes' ™mniversal doubt®,
Ilere you doubt everything, wvhich neans you breank completely wvith your
ordinary understanding. Yes? This is a human being? --~you dont Imow.



You see mnbrellas in the street zmd your older ha'bit nakes you assume
that those arce human beings under thomi but how do you know vhether they
are not robots or dlisgulised monkeys or God knous vhat kind of thlng
virgua?of this universal doubt, you discover vhat? ..acrording to es-
cartes

(Inoudible,.)

Yes. One could say this is the absolute beginning. Vhat in Desge
cartes 1s still not so clear.. I mean vhon you read Descartes! official
argunent, you arrive at the %gfgﬂ,&g and it's ideas. And there i1s one
1dea of speciol importonce: ea of God, And then, starting from
that, you restore the original certalnty of scnse perception and so on,
by the voracity of God, vhatever this nay be. DBut the philosophors pre-
ceding llegel tried to uas fron the g_%u s by the understanding of
the y to construct or reconstruc everything beginning at the
absolute be n.ningo llegol criticised this boginning trlth the ego, as we
have secen, later. And he thinks it 1s not good enough. Ye nay tale this
up later, but the formal charactor 1s the same, only Hegel dlgs mmch
deeper, as we ill see.

Tloy let us read on through the third parrgraph of this remark,

ﬂ‘ coo (inaudi'ble. )

/Tnd of tape. Lecture /2 contimued on
tape #2.



LRITURE # 2 = IWGEL  (conte)

eeselt neans also sone innovation., Yes? Same innovation! Ile says 1t
exnlicitly. The first principle, meaning the first in 1tsclf, is also
the beginning, neaning the first for us. And it appears to be first, in-
nediately, on the basis of the Certesian doubt, because then the visible
world and the hunan beings in it cease to be the first for us bocause
they are still questionable, And then you discover thngﬁ% s thich
in Descartes 1s still very crude, but vhich reaches in t's a=-
nental clarity, and has, then, to be developed on this basls,.

(Ssir, there is sane fuzzyness in my nind about vwhy he
would say Aristotlc is not concerned with the problem
of beginnings., I felt that the vhole idea of arriving
at a first principle, for Aristotle, is through his
Organon, there he is concerned with how you ever get
to first principles —cognitively, anyway. Ile seems
pretty concerned with this prodlen,) |

Yes, well I am sure that 1s a gross overstatement of Iegel. But Hew
gel peans that it is not "The Problen® for the ancients, I vould also
question this in regard to Plato., But we are now concerned only wvith
trying to undorstend, first of all, vhat Hegel is driving at.

low let us see vhether we can put these two conslderations togother.

llow 18 this connected, this consideration, with Hegel's notion of logic
as distinguished fran both formal and transcendental loglic? Do you see
a clear way of stating it? I dont, bubt maybe some one of you can help
ne, You see, vhen you ara confron%od ith a very difficult problem, it
is wlse to begin at various parts of it. You climb at various parts of
the mountrin and try how far you can go without being unduly concerned,
at the beginning, with a coagletely coherent account, DBut one should,
nevertheless, be concerned with that at every stage.

Tlow let us take un one other point vhich was inmnlied in vhat wve
sald before., Ilegel trios, thon, to prove what is the beginning. Yes?
He tries to show vhot is %he beginning., And the beginning, he says, 1s
"being", And the implication is that starting fron that the vhole Tealn
of concepts will be exhnusted wvithout any "squinting™ at sensibly per=
celved things. Yes? That 1s the point.. I mean that is cruciall 1t is
an absolutely T science, scientific in the highest sense of the
tern. The word "scientiflce™ occeurs here all the ting, as you vill have
-noticed. DBut still, Hegel snoys, for exarple, that if people like most
of us would, then ﬁegin with, sy, God =~-vhat a beginning! 1 mean, vhat
enornious prenarations must we have nnde before we can even begin to under-
stond, And llegel hinsolf secys that this intreoduetion is, in a way, no
introduction; it is a kind of report of vhat he Imows fron soneone who
ls at the top to the ncople in the plain, and these little things which
I nentioned, we can garner, and perhaps some others, but that is not
enough, lust there not be a nore elementary introduction? Is llegel as
a sensible and responsible nan not compelled to reach us a ladder, a somee
vhat nore solid and a somevhat nore extensivoe ladder than the one which
he gives in the introduction? As a natter of fact, this is llegel's ex=
pregsion: "To nresent a ladder to the comnon consclousness, meaning to
our ordinary wcy of thinking, and he did that becouse he was rerlly a
nan of gclence, and not a mere asserter., Ile tried to prove what he thinks,

. that, thon, is the beginning of the beginning, according to legel?
And vhere did he do that? You spoke of it in your paper.
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Yes thegng%gn%gg1qutggiﬁhg?¥1g%. So in other words, the logige
i1s the socond nart of a wor e first part of vhich is the Phenoneng-~
0 £ the lind. And only in the Phenorenoclogy does he begin at the
aSsoiute Eeﬁiﬁggng. Let us read on page 204, paragraph three,

"noco(inaﬁdible)aooo
ssvels presupposed by logle,™

Yes, let us keep this in mind, In a very important respect the
e

gffiﬁ is not presuppositionless in that it presupposes the (=)
e

+» JAnd then he scys?
"....(inaudible)..--

Yos. And so on. Illow Hegel begins there really with the kind of
knovledge which we as nalve men regard as the most solid thing wvhich can
be, nanely.. for example, "now it 1s dark", or, "this is a red blouse",

80 on., And then he %ries to show that without doing anything, by
mere obscrvatlon of vhat 1s going on, hoy these truths transform %hem-
selves into untruths =~~that is to say, they destroy themselves- and by
virtue of this, a higher form of !mouledge appears. liere scnse percgg-
tion has no stability, no solidity, but it transforms itself into a highe
er one,and this goes on in an gver larger circle until all possibllities
of consclousness have been oxhausted, and finally we reach the end in
whet llegel calls "the oppositicn of %he consciousness"., That is, he says,
that the distinction betwoen subject and object have been abolisﬁed, so
that pure Imowvledge is thinking of thinking, and no longer thinking by
a subject about an object,

So flegel does adnlt, then, that there is a natural, an sbsolute be-
ginnings and that he taltes to 59 pure sense perception, And that would
be a quostion ~-vhether this is really the beginning. You remember vhat
he says later on abiait those vho bagin vith the ggo cozito? Repember
what he says against then?

(o reply,)

Yell, the efo cogito is no true peginning, it is already presuppos-
ing an enérnous reflection. Let me sve if I c;n find thet.

"That vhich makes the absolute beginning nust be sonew
thing already imown; and the pure ego is not already
%gownh it emerges by virtue of a corplicated reflece

On,

lowy the question, thorefore, is whother the isolated sense percepw
tion, the .sticking to the here and nov nerceived, 1s not already also the
product of a reflection, and vhether onc would not have to begin much
earlior? I mean, for example, the way in vhich Plato begins in the Diae
logues. The kin& of beginning vhich Hegel sometimes camnlains of as bew
ing a b1t tediousy because after all, we lnow a long tine ago already,
vhen we hear the question Mhat is virtue?", ve dont need examples in
order to understend the meaning of the question. So the question of the
ggginging 1strea11y a very inmportant question, perhaps beyond what Ilegel

S neanv. ' .

But I vould like, now, to turn to another question, because ue'nust



“try to link this up sonchow wvith vhat we hove read in the Philogonhy of
History. Let us turn to page 207, lagt paragraph.

"....(111&11511)10). oas :."%:
esosfist be nore seeling."

How let us stoo here for the moment. Do you understand the problen
vhich he raises noy? Illegel demands an absolute beginning, but vhy does
he denend that in the first place? I nean let us reflect on vhat we
Iknov of the beginnings of such sciences or scientific pursuits with which
ve sre foridlliar, There rnmst be a beginning, clearly, Tho very idea of
an orderly procedure requires a beginning, and that beginning is not, per-
hops, altogether arbitrary. Dut with uha% do we usually begin? 1 nean,
the systenatic proscntation of a science, or, for that natter, a parti-
cular sclentific inquiry of any kind, requires that we begin, not unnate
urslly, with sonething, '

(With a hypothesis,)

Yes. I think the most ordinary case is that we begln with accepted .
views, e start from some accepted views, vhich in sone cases we say
have been provon before =-vhich is a sonevhat dangerous procedure because
it a2dnits, in a woy, to "passing the buck", You Inow, in all cases we
have not Tenlly exanined that; but so vhat, it's wviser to scy we begin
with accepted oninions, at lensst as to vhat is an inmportant questionm.

Put we begin with sme%hing given, ILven if you take an ordinary mathe-
natical doductive system, you begin with certain axions, nostulates, and
so on, which are also givens you do not give their reasons and you cemnmnot
glve thelr reasons. Ilow s 1s, according to llegel, on the highest le-
vel of thought, Innossible. Hotﬁing given con be agccepted, it must be
an sbsolute g prior]l construction., Dut this locads to a very grest dif-
ficulty, Let us assume that your beginning is as good as it nay be, say
it is vhat llegel menns to begin with, '"being unqualified"; vhat is the
obvious defects that is, vhat 1s Hegel dealing with here?

(o reply.)
I nentioned it before. There cannot be a reason for that, because
if there is a reason for that, the reason ls the beginning, anc?i then that
goes on gd infinitum. Mow let us turn to the next paragraphe

"If 1t 1s consideredssse
esee(ingudibvle)

Uell, extrcnely stated, the beginning is groundless, and the pro-
cess is a bifning to the ground. Yes? This is so! DBut, Hegel goes on
to sny or already inplics here, that since there is olso movement fron
the groundless to the grounded, it is a complete cycle. The questlon 1is
only how this 1ill look in proctice. Yes? IHow let us see.

"eees{inaudible)

Tlow let us stop here, Ilov that is vory hard to understand, but ve
can Introduce one word, one Hegelion ternm, vhich may help. The beginning
is poor, as we have scen, the poorests the end 1s the richest, and
as the richest, 1t supplies the full ground of the tvhole movement from
the beginning to the end. But in another way, the wvhole novement and gle
so thls rich end is contained in the begimning, Yes? As he puts it ‘
here so strongly: "The beginning renains the foundation for everything
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- folloving. The process does 'not} congist in that only sonething other 1s
derived, or that there takes place a transition into something truer, it
1gs the some.”™ Ilow Hegel means here a phenocenon vhich we all Imow, and
vhich 1s a siriliar and not only a siniliar of the old historical work,
Do you knov an exarmple, an overyday example, of sone very poor beginning
vith a very rich end, vhere everything following fronm that rich end is
contained in the beginning, and, in a way, once you have reached that end,
there 1s a return to the beginnlng?

(An oalk tree,)

Yes, the seed of a p}ant. The seed contains the whole oak tree end
all of the stages betueen —-te get an oak tree, and then we get a new
gseed, and so on. So therefore we can soy that the and has a double meane
ing: the purpose, and that for the sake of vhich,. or to use another old
distinction: the potency, and the act. That this is vhat llegel means is
true, =nd yet this also shows that the beginning is not arbitrarily sta-
ted, e can begin at any stnge of the oak tree and cone around, but it
is ggt arbétrarily stated that the rerl beginning in $ine in 8 process

8 e Sead,

oy let us consider this process., Ve must understznd this a bit
botter in order to cone brck to the Philosonhy gf Ilgtory. This 1s a
so~colled teleologlenl process. I nean, it 1s in the thing to become
the objectéothere is no extornal cause making the thing become the ob=
Jject, nor does the seed lmow that it wlll becone the obJect. ‘'hat about
the hunan nind? Let us think about the hunan nind known to us empirical-
ly to sone extent. Therc 1ls o sced-lile condition, sry of the nevborn
chilid, »nd then thore is Arlistotle, for exomple. »1d Aristotlo know of
Hegol? Iie could have lmowm, according to Hegol. Yes? Tlow, then, does
the developrnent take place in the history of the human mind% Do people
hove a clear vision of the truth, or for that natter, even a cleoar vision
of the problem? Say it 1ike this, like the sinplistic notion of progresst
"There is the beginning of the thing, and here is the full truth." They
21l know the end point and the problen; but they dont have the solution
they only Imow that ono solution is superior to the one preceding it, bu
in the formation of the problem they would all agree.

Thot does not happen in the hunan nind, Tegel says. So vhat happons
in cach case? I nern, this process is, in a way, a blind process. People
arrlve at a solution %heoretically or socinlly and i1t doesnt make any
difference, that is the end to it, Dut then new problems arise theore=
tically or socially. First of all they try to push then under the carpet,
but then the nroblens assert thensclves all the npore strongly, and then
sonething energes which not even the dlssotisfied Imew vhat 1% wvas. lhat
I'n driving at is this (and it applies innediatoly to llegelt's lopici: He-
gel does not proceed vith the end, DBeglin this woy, he says, this is cone
plete Imovledge, the absolute truthj nowv, looking at that f build up the
various stnges. The procedure is thls, If I nay present it pletoriallys
Here is the endj but I dont look at it; I look only nt the beginning ond
then I see hovw %his bezinning necessarily lerds to sonethlng eolse, and
then without looking nt the end and only without looking at the end does
the true end cone into sight and emerge. The true end does not exist in
any way prior to the process.

Tow 1ot us look agnin at this distinction betveen potency -nd act.
How 1s the transitlon betwoen potoney and act affected, according to Arige
totle, or, for thrt natter, according to IMlato? .

(By a process of growth.)



- But what would Aristotle say? 'ho or vhnt generates man?

(an.) -

lo! lle had something? 1lian and his son! So in other words, while
surely nnn 13 (the baby 1s meant to become a growvnup nan)y yet there are
other things also necessary. The son, for example, Yes? But what about
the actualization of knovlodge? A baby has a2 very potentinl intellect.
Yeg? Howv doos 1t becone an actual intellect? .

Hot actuaslized., Yes?
(He is taught by his parents.)

Yes, but let us take the simple general formula which dispenses with
so much %hinking but indicates the problem. Infgg_Ag%Eg, vhat does Arise
totle say? UVhat do you need apart from this? e active intellect! An
agent 1s neefed to transform the potential into the actusl, One can say
that thls is the diffeorcnce betueen Hegel and Plato-Aristotle. There is
no external agent in any sense for llegol. I nean, he wouldnt deny that
in the casc of plants, but as £ar as the nind is concerned there is no
external agent. I renind you of another Aristotelinn forrmlas '"Evorye
thing vhich is noved is noved by sonothing olse.” This "soncthing else™
is not here, Tour you can say Plato spcaks of the soul as self-moving,
but in the declsive respcct there is no difference, as is shown by the
broadest considerations. 'hot is, according to the massive Aristotelian
teaching, the couse of notlon, of gll motion?

(The first couse.)
Eow does ho call 147

(God, the first novor.)
«.and? "The ummoved nover™ How does he nove?

(Ilovy does God nove? ~-you nean, nove other things?)
Yes,

(I couldnt answer,)

Yell there is a simple forrula vhich Aristotle uses: "As the beloved."
Perfection elicits the motion of everything elseﬁ everything else being
less perfect. The same as you have in Plato in "the idea of the good".
You kmow? So there ig a porfect being, unmoved, never undargoing any
chenge, as the condition of any actualization o% potency. IThakt 1s vhat
Ilegel denies! liotion, change, 1s the asbsolute; and therefore you have
already the first step toward his philosophy of history. There is no
longer any notion that the world of change, par excellence, the world of
history, i1s philosophienlly uninteresting, which is Plato and Aristotle's
traditional view, Illstory, the world of change, 18 & part and a nost ine
portant part of the inner life of the absolutsc, of God. 0od hag beconme
mon, to use the Christian fornula. And that means, as we have seen fron

the geilogoghx of ﬂggﬁggx, that this process leading up to Christianity
(You Imow, the comnection with the Roran Nmpire ond the wvhole pre-his-
tory) and Christicnity itsclf, via the Revolution snd the Refornation, 1s
sone not only by God's heln, as he srys et the end of the book, dbut is



" the work of God upon hinself, neaning 1t is part and the most important
part of the Dlvine Activity, and therefore of the NDivine Essence,.

One ¢on also try to nrosent the vory gonernl character of llegel's

igg;g as follows: (Disregarding for one moment the dialectic, because it

oes not affect vhat I an pgoing to say) Hegel storts from the beginning,
"pure being", nnd thon in a deductive process, a dislectic deductive
process, he arrives at the end, vithout looking at the end. It is a none
teleologicel proeess, vhich, et tho end, proves to bo tcleological. Tov
this view has been well prenared on a ruch rore practicsl and cormon gsen-
sicol plane. ''hen, without consldoring the end, without looking in '
wvay at the end, you act on bchalf of the endy and in fact withou
loolting at the end will you truly prooote the end, Adan There
are others, but leave it here. You take care of the common good by not
thinldng oé the common good. The cornon good 1s the outcone of activie
tles not tending, consecilously, towvard the connon good as the outcone, I
dont vant to mininize the dif% rences betwveen Hegel ond Adan Spith, but
this fornal character 1s in common. Hegel refers to Adem Srrdith anﬁ shows
the connection also betweon this and orn physics. I have forgotten,
novy, the forrmlation, and I dont want to misquote 1t, :

How Hegel has a formuln here in the introduction to the vhich
you did not quote. Ille uses the theologlcal paraphrase for vwha e Logle
is about. Do you remember that? It 1s a description of God, prior to
the crection of the world, 8o il Hegel had elabordted the vhole work as
he plonned to do and vhilch he did do to some extent in the'%gg¥g%g§§g;g

f the Philos e S g3, the vhole edifice would consist of lopile,
philosophy of nature, and philosophy of the finite mind (the human nind).
Then neture nnd non are the ereations, of course, The theologlcal lane
gunge in Tlegel is wvery anblguous because it 1s and is not vhat the theo
logians meant. But the crucial point is that this is not, strictly speake
ing, 2 free act, as it is in the tradition., The traditionsl sense being
that God could, as well as could not, have created the world. That 4s
the Thomistic éoctrine, vhich is absolutely strict, Becruse othervige
creation 1s a necessity for a good God, Yes? Is that clear? Therefore,
the orld does not act an aton of the available good. TIor Hegel, that
is cleorly different. The besinning is the npoorest, and only by creaw
tion of nature, ~nd above all by the historical process in it's culnine
ation, is God fully God, This ig glready indicrted in the genersl chare-
acter of the logic,

I would like to nentilon one point anong many others which should be
nentloned. It is a strictly irmanent process. There is no externsl agent
nor external end ellciting the process. And this ¢rue being will prove
to be nind, low let us think primarily of the hunan mind, the nind which
we Imowr sonething about. That is to say that in particular in the devee
lopnent of the hunman mind it 1s outoncnous. Well look in the gh%igggnhx
g;_ﬂ;g;g;zl There are no politicnl causes, no econonic or clinatic caue
868, <1hese sre only concomitants or so. e true ceuses are the imner
needs of the hunan mind vhich 1s digsantisfled with a certain state and
transeends 1t., This 1s an autonomous developnent of the human nmind,

This notion 1s older then legel, snd there is a classic forrmlation
for this view at an earlier stage --of a perfectly autononous devslopment
of the nind, uvlthout any outside novements. Does any one remember that?
Leibniz! “hat does he sey? Vhot are the monads? The monads are spiri-
tual autononata, neaning autonatic. There is no outside influence. And
they are windouless, they contain everything within thenselves. Leibnig
proised his doctrine, ho hos said many things in praise of his doctrine,
Ilo has o chorning nnivete in these natters, as when he says "oy banishe
ment of death" --he, Leibniz, has banished death! That occurs all the



tine, Ifow the point to vhich I referred runs as follows: Lelbnig spesks
of a spontancity little Imoun, hitherto, of the soul. In all earlier
doctrines the soul wns much nore dependent on external agents. To give
a very simple case: sense perception, which neans dependence on external
osgonts., ‘Thatever Leibniz noy have meant by that, certeinly thet i1s his
point —-the spiritusl autonaton, without windows, developing entirely by
1t's ovn inner dynanics.

'That nade Leibniz's propossl so attroctive? Decause 1f someone told
this to any common sensical hunan being, he would think it wvas a funny
and eraxy idea., But under certoin condltions it seemed to be the solution
to a terrible problom, Vhat is the alternative to the nonad, to the wine
dovless nonad? An influence of external agents, ospeclally 5odies, on
the soul! The old and cormon scnsicel notion that there exists a physle
cal influence, an influence of the body on the soul, and, of course, the
other way round, Of the influence of the body on the soul, you have in-
finite exnrmples. I'or exomvle, if you cre shot, this has ¢ kinds of cone
sequences for your state of » Yes? You could, perhaps, take sone
probably nore coumnon occurence.

How vhat wrs the serious difficulty wvith the influence of body on
soul and vice versa, which cormon sense seems to prove every noment?

(*’e11, they ore distinct things, and how does one influence
the other.)

Yes, but why should not distinct things influence one another?

(*Jell, if they ore distinct, how can they be alilke enough
to exert influence.)

There 1s sonething in vhat you say, but differently stnted: If the
clear and Alstinct conecent of body contains nothing of soul, and if the
clear and distinct concept of soul cont~ins nothing of body, then an ine
fluence can never becore intelligible. Yes? DBut in practice it neant
thnat nodern physics required a conpletely closed systen of conservation
of energysy and 1f at » certoin stage it seemed that nmerely tho energy is
preserved, it is nlright --so the soul con give only a new dlrection.

But in the nore developned fornm, in Ieibniz's dynamics, even the direction
had to be understood in toerms of the closed physicsl system. And there-
fore the solution vhich offered itsclf was first psycho-physical parallel-
ism, You lmow? If a house is built, this process rmust be entirecly under
stood in terms of bodily notlonss you crnnot speck of thoughts of an arche
itect ond o1l this Ikind of thing (That is vhot Spinoza explicitly said)s
and on the other hnnd, there is a narsllel nrocess of a psychiec nature.

In the extrcme forn, it 1s the so~colled epinhenoncenalisnm, vhich says that
the only real stuff is the bodlly processes, and they sre in sorie parts

of mrtter acconpanied by sone strenge nomentary lights crlled consclous- |
ness. Until the 19th century this wns really cbsolutely overnowering in |
so-cplled -sclientific psychology. This is now in the process of change.

How in this comnectlon, in connectlon with the perfectly lucid ac-
count, the nmathenaticrl account, of the unlversc as a self-contained phy=-
sicol system, there hnd to be found the soul. It hrd to he equally selfw
contained, Dut sinece the soul 1s not, as Spinoza liked to think, like
natter, nencly, one systen of rmatter, one systen of thoughts (because:
thore are infinite systems of thought, infinite individuals)s therefore,
Spinoza'!s doctrine didnt suffice. As Leibnigz himself put it: "Spinoza
would be right 1f there were no moncds." And that 1g 1tt Therefore
there had to be windowvless nonads vhich were spiritual automats. It is



very to sny =wthot i3 one of the most difficult cuestions in under-
gtanding nodern philosophy-- vhat is the coruse and whet 1s the effect.
Is the couse a purely physical consideration sterming from physies, vhich,
since nind cennot be denled in the long run, must be construed in accor=-
dance vith a presupposed physical systen. 6r are these very powerful and
loaded assertlions rogarding the "spontaneity, hithertoo, unlknown¥, of the
nind, not es fundanentsl ns the physicel systenm is. A quostion which I
thinlkt wve all come across et all stages, but more clearly in the 17th cen-
tury. You know? ‘hhether it is a new feeling of nan of hinself, or vhate
ever people ¢nll it, or vhether these =ra not sccondanry, if exclting, conw
soquences of a puroly theorctical pursuit --the develonnent of Galileo
ond Rewton, HNewtonlan nhysics. I inocgine one must stort fron both sides,
if one wants to understand it.

e e

But once this 1s settled, thls question of the spiritusl automrtion,
of the spontaneity of the ninﬁ not requiring an external agent either bo=
dy or Gaf.. (I exagerate o blt, becruse the centrr-l monad 1s, of course,
very irportent --God.) In Leibnlz 1t nmeans thrt this ronad could not be
that, 1if it had not been dbullt by the crestor in such a wny that 1t would
vork, so thet God has coordinnted the two systems. Later on, Kant uses
his ﬁey tern "spontoneity of the understonding®™ cos the crucial term in
the Critique of Purc Reagon: rnd this "spontaneity of the understending®
is only an inkling of the frecedon of practicrl reason, a recason not bound
by any data vhotever, any natural inclinetions, or any "nature of nan",
but exclusively by i%'s own inrer law, nanely, as practlccl reason it
rmust be rationcl, l.e., the laws vhich it produces rmst have the fornal
chorneter of universolity, ond thet is cll thore is to it. This is bew
hind the llegelian notion, only Legel demsnds mich more of reason and ex-
pects rore of reason thon Kant ever did.

Yhot wve could do herc todey s, of course, only to give some points
fron vhich we can climb up this big nountain, ~nd ve must go on fron here.
llext time we 1411l hear o paper on llegel's tenching on the State in his :

Philogophy of Right.
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..;.I nean you vent for the vhole, you were after the vhole,
(I guess I wns trying to climb lit. Bverest sgain.)

Iloy, not quite. 1In the first prrt of your noper you linited yourself
to the concrete political pronoscls of HMegel vhich are frirly ersy to under=
stand. And you did not go into the melaphysies too well, which is perfectly
defensible, And 1t is, of coursc, perfectly all right that you state your
criticlsm of Hegel. But I must firat seo vhether I undorstand you.

Ilovr to begin at the end, you snid Hegol connot know the future. That
is clear, and would be admit%ed by hin, But the question is vhether this
ignorance of the future is philosophierlly rovelont ~-vhich he denies. llovw
you say that future stotes may be frecr than Ilegel's state.

(Or may be as free as..)

Yes, thot is alrost the seme thing., And this is in spite of the end
of world history --grrnting thet, This I do not understand., I mean, if you
would guestion that the end of history has cone, then, of course, there is
an open future, ond then surprises are in store which may condemn to obli-
vion Ilegel »nd many other things. Dut 1f there is no surprises in store,
there can be no interesting things in the future,

{The way I interpreted this idea of surprise or rovelty is thnt
it pertoins only to vhether or not there can be more freedon,
Yiell, once frecdon has been established, then, of course, there
is nothing new in regoard to frecedam, TIrecdon is frecdon. IBut
ernt frecdon exist in any other form but a constitutionnl nonw
archy? 1If the end of history is freedon and not constitutiomnal
nonarchy, then history has not sny exalted stotus.)

But Ilegel's snecific definition of frecdon includes constitutional
nonarchy.

{But on the other hand, he srys that constitutional nonarchy
is the form of replity wvithin vhich freedon appears. They
are not identiesrl,.)

Yes, they rre surely not jdenticel, but insepnrable., And therefore
the only wry of showing tho berutles of the future would be to show the de=
fective character of Ilegol's argunent =-for excmplce, that it must be a mone
archy. Thrt, one ern very well question. e wlll cone to thet later., And
then we hnve, at least, the possibility of » future democracy, of freedon
in a democracy. Of course the democracy would have to be of a particular
kind: constitutional, and rll these other things. '

Tlow let ne cone to the nore centr»l points which you rrised., Irecdon
is the end, ond the strte 1s the actuclity of freedom, And you argue quite
well thrt if freedon is nok the end, the foct that the stete 1is the sctusle
1ty of frecdon does not prove that mants political end is nan's noral end,
If we sinply nnke o distinction between freedon snd hoppinegs, the state
moy produce freedonm but not yet hoppiness, Treedon would then be the polie
ticel end but not the moral end. Thet is perfectly strict ond correct. Let
us sec how £ar this meeta llegel's point. You rrised tho quesition of vhether
this form is nernt for freedon or freedorm for man, I think thnt stated in
this generrlity, one would have to scy thet this question is not really a
good question for Hegel. ‘

(I Imow 1¢t. I deliberetely used it..



? But if one : rar the question stoted, one would hrve to
sry thrt nan 3y for the srlte of freedon, neaning that f‘reedcn is thet by
virtue of which nen is fully men, Dut reedon oes not mean sonething
vhich trenscends man or is beyond man, freedor is the highest form in wvhich
nen exists, and therefore nan is for thot, "Man" noang, in this case, mere
nntter for education. The "mere nattor®”, in thls case, 1s not for its own
srke, but for the end of education, Yos? ‘

(I wented to ask a question here, please, Once historical
nen hnve crented frecdon, once %he constitutional monarchy
is here, then mrn is reaily no longer a means?)

ol The freo man is the end, the end for vhich everything exists,
llow lot us sec sone other points vhich we can take un, You see, all the
eriticisns vhich you node are besed on a somevhst too norrow concoption of
freedon, Let us disregard for one nonent the distinction between freedon
end happiness. Negel hinself specks of happiness, I know that, but let us
speak only of freedom, UYhat are the concrete phenomena of which you could
think vhich are higher than full nenmbership in a just soclety, full and
active nenbership in a just society? That this 1s good, you would adrit,
And that it could be called "freedon", nalkes sense, Yes? I nmean, 1f every-
one has his full participation in a jJust civil soclety, that is freodon
for everyone. 'hat other things could you think of t-rhlch are really worth
vhile »nd wvhich are not freedon?

(If you mean by freedon everything vhich goes on in the
state, then I would grrnt thot freedon is the end.)

But gilve an example. I mean, if politienl freedon in the fullest
sense thrt one con inapine is one thing, then one can rightly s~y there are
other volunble things vhich are not covered by it. Ilow vhet are they?

(Ch, let's soy esthetic appreciation.)
A1l right, but let us scy art. Vhnot is nrt, according to Hegel?
(Well, his definit’on of art is that it nakes sensunlists,)

Yes, but » more formrl ons? It is ono form, higher thon politics, of
freedom. When llegel soys, or rlnost says, thot mrnt's perfection is freedon,
he means much nore then politicerl freedon. That Hegel specks in terms of
the hipghest praisc of the state in the %gggoggx of _I,%Eh% is true, and
there rre these passcges which would make one belleve that scfording to Hew
gel the stote and pnoliticol activity is simply the highest forn of freedon.
But this is not Hegel's view. This 1s, after nllé only a part of his doc=

e
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trine in the 0 £ R ,» but ono hecs to tnke the vholae o8 he pre=-
sonted it in the lincyclonedia o e ogophlc nceg. That is a most
conprehensive and extremely aphoristic statement,

ITow Hegel alwnys mrkes the distinction betwecn the subjJective mind,
vhich is very lov, tvhat belongs to psychology in the norrowver sensei the
objective mind, vhich 1s the sphere of norrlity ond politles; and boyond
these, ond above them, the absoluto nind, vhich is religion, art, ond phi-
1osopfxy. And they are the highest forms of frecdon, espcclerlly philosophy.
And 1t is only due to tho fact thet this is a speclrl port of the work, that
this c¢rn escape us. Of course one would have to rnlsc the question of vhee
ther it is right to c¢»ll all the other activities of men vhich gre rntione
ally defensible "forms of freedom. Dut still, one could sry, if this 1s
wrong, then it is not only llegel?s own fruit, When, ‘or exemple, Spinoza

spenks, in his I of freedon, and spealts of the "free nan" and identl
fles hin with the phiiosopher; and when Aristotle soys practically the seme
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“Sayd practieally the Sdne in tiie beginning of $id Letenhysics, "The sclende ™
by vir £.yhich nman is truly free is philosophy." --that is the sare thing!

I nean even if you go down to other actlvities; vhat about food and drinik?
or shelter..and clothling in addition? That is the sphere, in a way, of neces-~
sity --our needs, our wants-- there is no freedon! But even here freedon
cores in; Yo use a very common térnm 'freedon of enterprise'; the manner in
which nen acqulire what they need..yes?..lt can be regirented and it cen be
free, In the Hegelian schere it nust be free. Toke Adan Smith..yes? So
freedon is an all-pervasive phenorienon which occurs on a variety of levels
and one can perhaps say that f£ron legel's point of view freedon of enterprise
would be %tie lowest forn because it 1s so inrediately linikted un writh sheer
necessity, i.c., dependence of nen on things, vhereas in the higher forns the
_nind is to an ever increasingly higher degree free, and recognizes itself as
free, '

o let us nerhans follow this arpgunent fron the other wmy round. Let.
us really bust this argunent wide open and say, "Whal do we care about llegel's
definition of freedon vhen for all we lInow 1t nay be entirely arbitrary:®
Let us talke the broadest ond loosest definition of freedom. After all, our
cormon sensical notions todoy would, of course, rebel azainst ifesells viey
that this would be a froe state in vhich you have one 'lougse of Lords! vhich
has as nuch to say wrlth the fllouse of Cormonsts vhich nractically consists
in a Iind of corporate state with a prevslence of public officlals In 1+t;
and the individual vote doesnt exist or at least has not the slightest vrace-
tical innortance and oven these estotes have only the very linited functlon
of granting rovenues and vresenting grievances and a blt of contribution to
the legislation. ‘e would not say thls ig 2 frec state 28 we rean today.
That e esn all do, but vhat do we umderstand by freecdon if uye talke it in
the loosest but, in a way, the rost intelligible sense?,.the nost conuonly
intelligible sense? vhat ls frecdont

38 (I'y cormon sense notion lg sirnly thet it 1s a2 condition vhereby
neans nay be utillzed to cchleve sore end. Onportunity..rational
ovnortunlty. )

Yes, but thot ls alrendy very sonhiistieated.
(Is 1%2)

Yes..Trelatively spealtinge.I wos thinlting of the loogsest thing whilch can
easlily be refuted but hich one rmust consider. V'reedon is to do vhat one
lilzes', you Imowry 2 nen 1s free if he can do vhabtever lLie wants. ilow, of
course, one can not say he ig not free if he is prevented fron doing so by
noralysis becnuse thdls 1s not hunon fauwlty one can rightly say this is not
nolitlcally relevant but if he is nolt prevented by other hnmen belngs from
doing vhat he lists, he 1ls free, low this, of course, is absolutely inoos-
sible becouse it would nean chnos, onarchy, and absolukte war of cverybody
agalnst everyhody. The maxin, you can soy, 1s 'the naxinal frecdon for everye

one to do vhat he 1lilzes®; and the 'naxinal freedon’ would nean, on this level,

o freedon to do vhat one likes linited ondly by an egual frecdon for everyone
oclse to have the smne freedon; ond this reons freedon under lowe. Thnt 1s,
YOU can say, a very slinple and coxon sensiceol and as far as it poes, &
terfensible %hing.

TNowr how Qoes tihdis worlk, nore concretely? —-iVhat nen 1ile'? If you take
Tor exemnles soncone lilleg To nuder. That is disposed of by the zenorel
noxdir because he derrives another nan of his freodon by rurder, but there
could be other things which do neot have this harsh character of 1urder, honle
cide, kldnaopping, ond chalning other hunan belngs, for exanple; the freedon -



ECind on ina's 793 Ad To-walk neked through the streets; vhich doesnt
do %?'tharm to anyone else but, ‘on the o'l:her ha.nd, :!.f ‘soneone would insist
on Oleene :

(end of tape)
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aeeesls something vhich essentially points.beyond itsclf. Iliatter tends to be
non=natter and can never achlevo it., Dy pointing to non-natter, natter adnits °
itlg inferiority to nind, 1Iiind has 1t's center within itself; nind is in it-
gelf ond with itself and 1s, therelfore, free., 14nd has 1t!'s center within it-
self and at the sane tine strives for it's center vhich means that full free-
don 1s not giwven, it is only potentially that, The mind is truly free only
vhen 1t lmows 1t°s freedoric. The rind is in fact frec at 2ll tines but as

long as 1t does not Imow it's freedor: it 1s not truly free. It must be free
not only in itself but for i1tself --it nust be awnre of it. , o

Ilow let us see some other.,. On nage 19 of your translation, page 63
-botton in the Gernan.. ' '

(Attention was also directedesse
vasoin the concrete,)

In the Gerrion that is nore literally translated: "The prineiple as it is
in itsell --gn gich ond between what is actual or real", Ilow I rmst try to

explain this. The tern ich points back lrmediately to Kant wvho made 2
distinctlion between the £ in 1tself and the phenonené. e can understand

llegelts peint here, to soie extent, by starting fron the Tontian distinction.
I w1l do it graph:ic:ﬂ.ly. Tlowr if we take the Kantlan formulas the thing in
itself here and over here is the phenomenal world. Iow fron f(antﬂs point of
view, the phenonenal world is the lover world ~-TI wean the world of vhich we
have lmowvledge, but that is not really the essential variety. Ilegel says
that fthils gn sich is related to the phenhouienal as the potential is to %he
actual. (Actusl peans the same as real in the present usage; the word real

is a very late creation) So the thing in 1tself 1s not Imnowable Tor e
reason that 1% is only notentlal w--you !mow, a man is un'mowvable, really,
when he is a babys; you doant lmow how he will develop but if he has becore
peture and fully developed then you cen lnow hilir, And man, and the sane ape
nlice to o natlon; is only, os legel puts it, a series of his deeds. lere
potentinlities, nere gifts, nere inclinations dont tell you anything about
antitudes; that doesnt tell you anything about the nan =-vhet he will do with
then. And the true nan, the real nan, and tlhe sane applies to notions, 1s
the actualization. So legel turns the Xantion distinetion up-side dowm; the
vhenonenal (vhat Kant calls the phononensl) is the truly sactual and the thing
in itself 1s only the unintelligible notency, and as such an inacceptable
notency. And that neans sonething else, ‘then Iegel says that man 1s free
(an sich) in hinself and truly free only vhen his freedom hags becone conscie
ous Ireedon «-vhen he has actuated that freedou. Therefore Hegel can also
say the differcnce 1s that between freedom in itself (in 1tself neans here;
imdeveloned) and that *posited® freedon -~'1 posit my freedon by actunligzing
it. I nontion these points because they wild be necessary for the understand-
ing of the sequel,

_ Thore are sore othor remarks which I would lile to consider here. low
let us coe back to that apnarently ronstrous assertion thaot icverything vhich
ig, is nine'. 1T read to you another passage which is not in the translation.

("The end or goal of history is tlhint the rind should coie to cone
sclousness of 1tself, or that it should nale the world to agree
wvith the nind, for these two statenents are identical,)

) One can say that the nlnd awpropriates to itself the objective i-rorld; or
invordoly, that the rind produces 1t's concept out of itself and cbjectivates
it and thus becones it's ovm being. Tow I will try to exnlain that.



_duces out of 1scif- sity the whole w
vell as the world of the nind --let us say the vhole historical procesgwe-

—VRLe. Oue. Las, skaod kg gentence one. se0s.that vhat uegel says 18 NOG.aug
OBSO ntnstic he gtrictly. specilative thesis that,
you have a substanc ch iz umove . oped and this substance D

by its own inner necessity the whole world of nature as - |

this is the hardest to understand; and I think the enormous difficulty of
egel's Logle shovs that., Bubt you can also start fron enother noint of view,

“the nogt colmonsensical view which is pgn. lan lives in a world vhich 1s ab-

solutely not the work of the nind; it is nindless, brutal and unintelligible,
and he is throwm into that vorld and hos to 1ive in it ==that we understand
irrediately! Uell twhat happens then?.. lYell, I suppose that nen try to pre-
serve thenselves. Ilow do they do that?.. -Weil first they pick dberries and

siniliar things and sleep in caves; then sorie fellow has a bright idea and
says "We can gow and then we vill be sure of finding grain in the auturm” or

"o ean build a hut innitating a cave so that 1f all caves are talten or if

20 caves arc around wre will have a house" ~~that neans we transforn the giveii.
I'an viith a view to sinzple onds knows wvhat he is doing; the bee does not knou.

ot 1t is dolng but nan Imovs,

Ilow this process can and does tale place on a ruch broader scale. and the
uane for 1t is gelence. What does science nenn? To understand the world as
ziven! ‘Vthen we understand the vworld as given we reveal the understandibllity
of the world --~the intelligibility of the world as given. So Ilegel says thot
although this is not a presentation of the problem on the highest level the
yroblen can be understood on the levrel thich everyone grants irmedlatoly.

The fact of ran's so-called conquest of nature, lliterally and in the sonevhot
retaphorical sense wwscientific understanding of natures both shov the intel=
1ipibility of the world in vhich nea live. Ilepel would just turn this around
(the'liov would this be possible??!) and say 'lugt there not be gorething in

nature that lends itself to tho understonding?t! And then Iegel would say that

e should thinlt about nature and then we should think about matter (you re-

1amber the former statenent) and “hen vwe will understand this aptitude. ila=
bure in itself cannot hrve resistunce against the nind, That is lmown not
only enpirically by constantly increasing control of nature but can be under-
stood by mnderstanding natter in itl's specific character as divisible nnd
tharacterized by gravity.

Tou let us Tirst follow lezel's argument as he divided it. Yes?

(Is it not true that all we con do is undersiond nature? That
understanding nature sad conguerlng nature are co-equal and
that we camnot go bey:nd?)

That wonld be highly undasirable, Ilegel would say. 3ecause if o would
r0 beyond it and swallow up raturo as it were, we could no longer live, Yes?
su see 1f the nind?'s process of the coaquest of nature would consist in nalie
ing naturc disanpear; for example, transforning ecverything into nind --into :
thinking hunan belngs, for exnfinle=w then vhat should we eat? e would have -
;0 becone cannibals and eat eachother. So the ‘conquest of nature' can only -
~ean the controlling or taming or vhatever you call it, but not the destroy-«
ing of it, Your difficulty is not quite elear to nme. One point I think I .
mderstoods Thnt the conquest of nature for Iegel in the literal sense ==teche.
wlogy, let us say-—- is of course only in the service of the true function of
hata) 3 ifes? That is clear, Dut you had sone other difficulties in your quese—
tion and I would like to disentangle thena T

(I did not nean the disappcarance of noture but if in the conquest . .

of nature 1t becarc completely intelligibles it does not linit nan s
in any wvay; it is completely in our pover and at our disposal but
it has not disappeared, ) ' -



)

:kThat-it;hasinogsecrets;frop-us. e
Yes.;that state hos not been roached,jyou mbaﬁh," ,

Yes, Dut then we have tuvo viewsy we conquer by rinking it conm~
(ngehensible wve tele o1l the secieta ocut of natures and then do

we not start souething new really? ,.after all these nctural nu-
tatlons rre linited? 1is not the whole historical nrocess lirited

to the s sgle with rature until it is comnletely comproaensiv9?) ,

4

IiIfl undefstand'you corractly you Gﬁﬁgééfio Tlecel o I'nrxist conceptibﬁ;“-

(Yes.)

Sure! Uhat larx says c¢mn be understood this way: That jump frou the
realn of necessity into the realm of freedon tales place after the corpletion
of the conquest of nsture. Then nature no longer has any secrets of any in-
terest and man can do whnt le wants with nature and therefore infinite lei-
sure and all this Iiind oI thing. And since there is no longer a denendence
of man on nature, ther- nced no longer be a dependence of man on nan, i.e.,
of governed on gover-or. Is that not the point? :

(Yes, )

Yes, bui- iegel rejects this view. But one should cuestion why iiegel,
pricr to !..+X and unavere of llarx, implicitly rejects l'arx, Why did not
I'ecel r.tieve in the rrtionallty of such =n enterprise? You nust not for-
get saurt the Marxist view 1s linked inseparsbly with the abolitlon of labors
+. the realr of freedor: there is no labor. You lmow there is a farous nag=
sage in the Gernen Ideologg vhere he srys that the culture of ran, the free-
dor:, consists in the full developnment of man's faculties, i.e., of all facul-
ties of all nen. low today we have sore different faculties --soieone is
musically glited, enother is gifted for mechanicel work-- and there is a pe-
culiar distribution of these faculties, and this is wnderlying the distribu-
tion of lchor and in a way the elass division. I mean take the extrere case:

A nan wvho 1s comnletely dumb but has a strong back is not likely to becone
President of the United States. Yes? And the other woy round: A non vho is
ohysicolly weak but has other gifts could becone a conductor of an orchestra.

In other words, the frctual inequality of gifts 1s, of course, the basis of

any inequglity --whintever equoality and it's merits nay be. Ilezel has no ob-
Jectlon to inequnlity; he takes it for granted that there wonld be a hierar-
chically ordered society. 1 an not now concerned wvith the lepal side, only

wie feetunl sides 1t world be a hierarchy. The ilzrxist doctrine is insepar- N
able fro:: a rrdical egrlitarianism. For this reason the conquest of nature ...
rust be infinitely stronger in l'arx than 3t is in i‘egel. Tiegel takes the et
2wtural inecuality as desirable snd inevitable. Do you see that if you are
100 egalitarian you need ruch nore conquest of nature? Think of the issuwe
Of vocveeeoc(?)y it was n beeutiful illustration of this issue. len are now
in fact uwnegual vhotever the legal situation is, and that hers sorething to do,
i th their genes; so if you want to abolish inequality (and that is sorething
uhich ernnot be done in one generation) then Lysenko rust be right. I mean '
there rust be a transiitted herltage of gifts and non-gifts vhich rust be .
affected by social and hw:an action. And vhat legel found unjust and unrea-
sonable wrs that there should be a law by wvhich a hunmon being couwld be come -7
>clled to fgllow the nrofession of lis narents, in other words, a caste sys=-
o w=that EB unreasonablee= but a broad convergence of vhet one would eall
te soclal Tlierarchy and the notural hierarchy —-that legel found as reasons
2Dle as Plato and Aristotle did, Yes? I dont see vhet is your difficulty,
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process’? e have
ve it at the point vhich
Hed hitherto we cannot -

rou are now raising. Up to the point which we hs _ ;
axclude the following nossibilitys That naybe nen get-completely crazy ideas
and these completely crazy ideas take hold of large bodies of nen and then
"they might embark on such a liarxist enterprise., Yes? But legel would say
chat this is not a part of history; that liarxist history is not tTue history
but a kind of postehigtory., In other words, after the vhole thing has been
achieved and men no longer hove any reacl tasksgout of boredon they invent fane
7y tasks, The fancy task being %o establish full equality, And that neons :
vhat every nan will be a painter. Garbage collecting? lio, that is belng ta=
ken care of by push-button in this stage already. Dvory man will be a paln-'"
:er, a philosopher, a gardener, and so on. ilegel would say that is abominable
~Jacks of all trades-- that 1s abominablej that is the decay of mon. As
long as nen are really sonething they have a sensible one=sidedness. The no-
3lon of the universal nan 1s a plpedrean.  There arc sonle very rare human be-
\ngs wvho are univorsal genuseg, nen like Lelbnilz, Goethe, and Plato, of course,
but gencrally speaking this is very rare. lien are by nature unequoi and quale
1tatively differcnt, and this is all to the good. The v»oint vhich you inply,
md the point vhich I do not believe we are in a position to discuss as yet,
is wvhether ilegel has a right to say that. That is probably your noint?

(Yes. It seems to ne that history is not yet conplete since it
is not yet that ‘other world. Thore is sorie other wvorld.. It
sounds stronge bubted)

Sure, that is clear, the world of art and of philosophy =-to say nothing
of religion. Ve cone to that later, This 1s for llegel absolutely superior
to the social vorld, the world of the state in the narrower sense. There 1s
10 question about that. 3ut the question now is vhether it is necessary that
the rights of ran should be recognized, otherwvise the state 1s not a rational
state =-equality before the lawv and all the cruclal implieations of thate.
thot all nen should have the some nursuits, say painting and ohilosophy or
fatever; there ig no place vhatever in Ilegel for that.

I think the fantsstie character of llarxisn apvears renlly -=if you take
chls seriously, as one nustew in thig notion of the universal nan vhich is
inplied, The abolition of the divislon of labor means exactly this. In the
nresent soclety and in all sociebies up to now there wes a division of labor.
That neons that every nan was in a wry o snecinlist. Of course not in the
extreme forw which we have nowy, but it is clear, for exannle, that Pericles
was not a shoenalter, Clear]y not. I nean Pericles could rake speeches and
1c could guide the molicy of Athens but he would be absolutely unable to nake
shoes; at least a proper pair of shoes. Iliarx regards this as on inpoverishe
ment, thls speclielization, but llegel does not. liegel rogards it as a condi=
tion of civilization vhich must be nreserved as long as there is a civiliza-
tion. Ile would perhaps argue as follows: If you Ltry to abolish it, if for
exanple you argue that all people are rmgleal, even ne, ond if I would nmake
an effort I would cone to understand cuite a ey things, the question arises
ns to whether the nossible result is in any pronortion {;o the effort required.
Should not one rather put the effort into something for vhich one has a na= -
tural bias, a facility or sonething? Yes? There ls a problen herel And if
ve go o step farther we see that it cannot be nade denendent on the individual
ot all because sone neonle are born writhout certeoin antitudes? so it is a :
natter of eugenies. And if you want to hove a very broad g)oﬁcy of eugonies
vou find that is not possible gliven the fact of how people fall in love. Yes?
"ithout an cnornous anount of corpulsion, for exanple, forcing two peonle who -
are very gifted in one respect never to nary one another --as 1ittle as peow:-
‘ple in gore countries who have veneral diseasoe~ the chances are that this
ift 1ill be nernetuated. Ilow look at vhat a terrific tyranny you havel!
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There is another fantastic nsssunption in I’arxt That you can have ihese
things aftor the abolishment of the state, 1.0., of compulsion. I nean it is
undeniable to anyone wvho has been to work in a Tfactory or been in the army
that there are really people vho enjoy doing a kind of work vhich tintellecte
uels' pgenerally do not like. UWhy should the so-called intellectusls be con-
pelled to do work vhich is recliy of no use to them and why should others be
coripelled to work hard on things vhich they are never likely to naster snd

5till less to enjoy? The question which we innly here we wlll have to take

up in later sessions as 1t 1s inmportant; 41t is howv Hegel can argue this way.
This was the classical orgunent, of course, but how can Ilegel do that? I
hink that denends entirely on hils assertion that a society of a hierarchical
structure, a non-egelitarian society, ls the rational socicty. A caste soc-
lety is irrational snd unjust ond oniy defensible in the nast as the best .
possible then, under certain conditions, But if nnture, i.e., reason, has
natured, then it is independent. Then inequality is not only defensible
but positively necessary. Yes?

(Question inaudible.)
That is vhat Hegel wants..
(still inaudible.)

But stiil, in concrete teris it means a question of vhat these people
are to de wiho are in a final and complete state of technologlcal unenployrent.
You Inew, vhen all the necessary worl: is done with practiecally no labor, vhat
are t?ey going to do with their lives? Shall they sit the vhole day in front
of televislon?® |

(Those 1w hove no talent sii gn front of the television and
the rest hecore phillosonhers.)

Yes, but the question is then wvhether one can be so inhunan as to taink
only of the bliss of philosophy and not think also of the terrible condition
of those vho have nothing but circuses ~=to use the old fornula? That ig o
very grave question, a question iiich doesnt exist for Hegel Tor nany reasons.
Une reason being that llegel, in opposition to Morx, regorded the finpl soce
iety as essentinlly a‘religious soclety and therefore the extrene secularisn
of Harx is absolutely out of the question. 'Ye come %o that lrter. Yes?

{(Fron Hegelts noint of view can snything obvious support the cone

tontentlon thot nature will never revolt against the conquest of

g%g}as against the contention that nature will partislly yield to
i

Jes. Thet is the »oint of vhich I wes linking, althoush froo a sliphte
iy dif7ervent noint of view. Fron Hezel's point of view, the naoturrl inequale-
lties of vhich we spolic are not so detestible as fror a Marxist point of view
beeause for Hegel, 1n spite of the fact that it is lowver ihan the nind, 1%
1s itself a pnrt of this divine nrocess. You rust not forget that. And the
conquest of nature is nore than o rere forcing of the conpletely anti-nind
into mind's noldsy there 1s o tendency of nature towsrd the nind, That is the
rneaning of egel’s philosopiy of noture of which we could nrention here only
a very little point in the enalysis of ustter. The Marxist doctrine is baged |
on the rejection of Hepel's philosophy of nature; and if not Marx hinself,
then certsinly Tngels nnd rore of our contenporary Marxists siryply replace _
Ilegelts philosophy of nature with a kind of nodern natural scilenco, gut they
have to frecze it ot a certaln point =wyou know that-- the troubles vith the



“neory..of reletivily. and sort-pP.khings:  The monent natural science re= .
chés a point vhere it 0%&, w  be true 1n the sonse that clas-
sical physics clalried to be true (in vhlich it bec

it becones frankly operationnl)s
in this nonent it becones unbearable {or the cormmunists. The ronent it be-
ories operational in its ovn undersianding it is no longer strictly spealding
atheistic, You only have to read Lenin vho was already confronted with that
vhen he wvrote his book ealled Inperial %r;;iciggo That wes prior to the wvoric
ar in vhich Marxisn faced for the first time prosent-day positivisn., In one
.ay Lenin wrs superior to them because he lacked this kind of escapism char-
scteristic of positivisn, but on the other hand he has to nalie nssertions all
‘he tine about vhat science really ls and has against hin vhat actual sclen-
igsts say about vhat thelr gclence is. They have to adopt the technologieal
results of thls nost recent science because othervise no atonic borb but that
ig one of the great difficulities; they had to freeze the devolopuent at a
artain point, Yes?
45

{Bngels was cnpable of foﬁ%eeing sone kind of cosnlc catastrophe,
corld Hegel have taken afything like that into account?)
I camot clain to hove read every line of Hegel, but os frr as I lmow
‘egel never says a word about that. I looked up in %he passage vlere one
ld expect it but there was not a word about thet. The point is this:
iegel disgcusses the question of evolution and the resultant selcncees song=
tiere nnd he gays that eveclution nust be undersitood not as a renl process of
e penesis of one specles out of othersy it Is strictly a logical relation.
-at of ecourse he hrs to glve sore mnnswver to the question of how uonliind arose
16 vns not aluays and of course he nover says as Aristotle did thot there
¢ clvmys Inmon belingsg, This is one of the least satizfnctory things in
elfs doctrine T believe. Engels prodicts thet, surely, but he also soys

3
t it 1s o long way off ond for practical purposes we hove infinite pro-
ess in the future and vho cares about vhat will
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1 happen in billions of
s -z Very good statenent for a propagondist but not for a philosopher,

(Would that be such a problem for Hegeleeseo)

Yas, but still it has very grnrve consequonces becausc it 1s a unique
irecess which began ~t a certain point in time aond ends ot a corta’n point
2 time. There is the naturcl clemcnts or whatever you coll it that are ale
2ys, 80 you have reclly on infinity of tine --time before and time altel~e
-dthin vhich, in a conparitively short period of tine there is this process
~f hunan history.

The question ist Of whot necessity is there that this
rocess should not be infinitely repeated?
(Cuestion inaudible.)

Jes, sure pan! I nean if you tslke this state of affailrs sericusly then
shere 1s no reason why there should not hove been nan and hlstory infinitely
1 the past rnd Infinitely in the future and in the rieantie destructlon,
wt is o difllenity vhich Hesel never dlscusaoes,

(Question insudible.)

[

y I belleve it would De a very grent theorcetical difficulty for Hemel to
iiscuss ity but let us see if we con core neross o »oint wvhiech ve con discuss:
1th grecter fruitifulness because there iz much more naterinl,

Now Hezel then discusszes the end of history first -~-the self conscioug~
s of the nind, the nind recognizing itself in everything.
1t are the neans by vhich history ls aschieved. If history is to be ration-
the nenns rust be rational too. How is this possible? There is o real
aradoxy here. Let us look in the Inglish translation on pnage 20, end in the
arran on page 79. Do you have thnt? | :

‘Then he says

3
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Yes. low this is then the problem.  The meuns by which the end is nche
leved is not virtue ~-virtue plays a very insipgnificant role in historye=e
the neans are the passions, the irrational passions. In spite of this and
ultinately becansc of this history is rational. A paradox! Hegel gives in
the sequel a very impressive degcription of the "slaughtor bench of history"
1s he calls 1%, the very terrible cnd depressing spectacle, and vhat Hegel

is driving at is thot it 1s absolutely true, that is how history looks. But
tvhat the phlilosopher will do 1s to discern the reason, the beauty, in this
1wst terrible spectacle, Hegel has once sald that philoSOphy'nus% guard age
ainst the desire to be edifying. Uhat he neant was thot nhilosoprhy is necesw

sarily edifying, therefore one doesnt have to worry about it. If you just = .

Tollow reason, cold renson, you connot help arriving ot a rational and therew
Tore satisfac%ory picture of what is. The end is to be actualized and it ean
only be acturlized by ren. Prior to its actualizotion the end is nmerely po-
tentialidty --gonething nerely internnl-- in the nind; the actualization is
we to man and to man's vill. That means it ls due prinarily to his neceds
ond his passions. The end can never be truly actual, the nind cannot achleve
its full actucllzation, if this actunlization does not becone nen's concern,
‘ens interest,. My concern, my intercst ~=-The concern of ny subjective will
18 Hegel calls 1t. This subjective will desires to bo satisfied legitinately.
The satlsfaction of the subjective will, and to toke it on its lowest level,
“he narrowest selfish degires without any regard vhatever to thls objective
nd, leads ond crn only lend to the actunlization of the objective ends.
That is the point vhilch Hegel developes in the section on neans.

Does this renind you of sonething pre-Hegelisn, soiiething pre-~Hegeliosn
wut present here? That no one thinks of the end, everyone thinks of hig nare
rovest selfish interests wvhich are not only conpatible with the actualization
¥ the pgreat end but are the conditions of its actualization. In other vords,
£ a1l men from the very beginning hod consciously desired the actualization
of the end, full self consciousness of the nmind vould never have come aboubs
“he condition was this blindness. Does this renind you of sorzoething?

(Adar: Snith,.)

Surel That is the rodel, the invisible hand, vhat Hegel calls the 'ruse
Jf reason™; only there are naturally great differences,

Now how does this procecd? We discussed this o bit last tine snd I
‘elleve we can generally leave it ot the point we nade. How does it core that
you heove here a connletely narrov selfish hwnnn individual at this point?
“here will olirays be nany of them., How does thils cone about? Well the first

age is lew. However stupld a tabu it nay be, lav is alrecdy sonething botme
cer then the rorely subjective vills it is already sonething universal. It
gsneclis not only o one individual but to ally if only to all of a particular

ociety. In the sequel there are so.e very renarkeble rnd very eloquent pase -

2zes about the ordinery understending of history, neoning chicefly. the noral
uncaersteonding,

Nowr I rust explain this becausc it is one great stunbling block to the
anderstending of Hezel. The historical process tolies place in this 1ray gen-
crally: Necessorily with hwnon beings living topether thore arises at first
'uston, but then law, i.0., universals. This low is in one sense universal
md in another sense non=universal. It is wniversal gua lowr »nd 1t 1g non-

wlversal becruse it is nddressed o +his or that oenbors of a2 paridcular core .

unity to the exclusion of others; it is thereifore not sixmly wnivorsal. No
.avr, no principle of justiece vhich has evor appeared has been siuplly just,

et us toke the Greel city: principles of great wiiversality but 1linited. e
Therefore if you trlke the cose of Socratest Socrntes was not a sirple erinminal,, -
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~ subjective willsagoinsk. the low.... 8ay, he wents o steal only becausc ne DS.d8e.q
Sob henecas JHAL ho Sietls Zothat 15 nothing, i4 has no standing, ho 13 8|
erininal. Dut Socrates vwas not a crininal except in the sonse that he dld

sonething forbidden by the lav of Athenss but in another sense he did sone-
thing which had a higher right, and a decper understanding of justice induced
hin to cormitt an illegal act. History is, therei'ore, the conflict between
dlfferent principles of right -~between aifforont miversals, in vhich as
llegel contends, the higher principle of right invarisbly wins. Vinning doesant
nesn thet thig individunl will becone (how do they say 1t?) honorary citizen
of the city, or honorary doctor or vhatever; he will of course be killed but
nis princinle wins out. Take the examnles that Hegol prefers, the great des-
troyer-founders: Alexander the Great, Julius Caesar, and lapoleon. Alexcnder
the Great died young, -aesar was nuréered, and Hapoiaon was deported. You -
can have »ity for these nen but that is unintercsting; the interesting thing
is ant Alexander achieved: the fusion of the Greek and the oriental world.
Snes~r achieved the destruction of the rotten Roman Renublic ond the estnblishe
pent of this Roman Fmnire which wns the horbinger of the future. Nanoleon
achieved the coriplete destruction of the ancien regine and at the srpe tine

the establishnent of the nev nost-Revclutionary stote s distinguished fron
that Jocoblan ancrchy. :

Ilow I read to you a fornulation vhich is particularly instructive, in
the Inglish edition on page 32, paragraph 3; vhiere he spoaks of the werlds
historical individuals, 7/ill you read that plecse?

("The world's historicel individualSeees
eesshioly an object in its path.™)

Mot!s it. lNow let us tronslate Eegelt's netaphor intc non-netaphoric
language: HMany individuals; innocent lmman beings, will be killed end robded
and vhotnot in this process and this does not detract a bit fror the ration=-
21ity and the goodness of the procoss. I believe that is one of the najor
sturbling blocks to the acceptance of Hegel's philosophy by decent pecyple.
Terel seens to Justlfy these terrible crines vhich vere cormitted. T™inl of
the thinge vhich NHapoleon did vhich were terrible, and Eegel scys thet it
canneot be helped, 1t is poart of the rationallty oi the process. ‘

Tow vhat is Hesel's onsuver? Let us read in another place, on page 32
at the bopinning of the paragraph.

{"3But though we rnisht tolerateécscs
s 0einherantly eternal ond divine.")

llow Here Herel suggests & nore radicgl fornulation of the difficultys -
Yorality consists according to Kont in never trerting an individual as a
neans to on end, but vhen we look at history we sec that these wvorld histori-
cal individunls treat human beings all the tire as nere necns and thereilore
they are utterly irmoral. Thus we are presented with the paradoxy that the
rationality of %he historical process exists not despite the irnoreslity but
by wirtue of that irvorality. A post shocking teachingl Hov does Hegel re-
1y to that?.. 3

I will give only the nain point: Lot us take the truly noral individual,
he would soyes 1 nean let us not be £flighty in our thoughts, leot us argue - -
thet out seriously. What is o poral nrn? A nan vho does hils duty becouse it
1s his duty ond he does not wont to be rewrrded for doing hls duty. Hegel -
puts it very strongly ond speaks uith conterpt Ifor those people vho vant to-
have nn eternsl reurrd perhaps becruse they hove not rassacred their bene-
frotors ~nd done sorle other things. So the truest rporr) nen do not want a
reurrd for ticlr virtue, they do not want externnl hepplness, they are satis=-

 fied with r good consclence. The good conscience is not taken from him if =~
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have a good consclence; he will kmow that he has good reason for having a bad
consclence too so he v not say that he 1s the absolutely immocent vietin
of these wicked conquerors and therefore he wlll be still less noralized.
liore concretely, the vietln of such a radieal change is a losing party, an

- innocent man =wlegally innocent without any question, but was he noraliy in-.

nocent? Did he not enjoy benefit of the injustice of the order which ias des-
troyed? Think of the Ronman Republicl A perfectly virtuous senator, a non
who vas benevolent and humane and all this sort of thing, but did he not by
virtue of the fact thal he was a senator derive cnormous benefits from a rote
ten order? Ilow can he morally protest against it? That is llegel's point!

In other words, he leaves 1t ultimately at that. Tegells argunent consists
in demanding that the moral man be really moral and not nerely shouts moral
protests without looking at hinself. That is the vital point! I mean one
rust really see that, lhe cases of Caesar, and Napoleon, and Alexander the
Great are far awey so it doesnt sound so terrible:s we would have to consgider
such things as the Russian Revolution and the Hazi Revolution and consider
whether Hegel would have snid the sere thing., This was both the Cormumists
and the Nazi's claim, bt of that I an extremely doubtful. Yes?

(According to ycur exarple then, istorieal process would still
have to give ernunl punishrent f‘ar unequal erirnies and still be
rational. I m3an the virtuous wenator nay be guilty but still
less guilty %awn some others in Rome, but they have the sane
punishnent Uy the process of history =-by being conquered.)

Yes. But Hesel would ask if it is possible, if it is reasonable to exe
pect the justlcr which we can reasonably expect f‘ron the law courts? Is it
Teasonable to rxpect such justice fron history? I renember one example fron
my own experi-nce, the question of the Guilt of Gernany inm the second world

3

He goes beyond that and says that ve should "~

wvar. Disrep.rding the question of vhether the beginning of a war was a legal

crine sinee 1939, disregarding that entirely w-in a moral sense one could say
these pecvie were gullty of a great crime (Ribbentrop and so on), but vhat
about thr Gerran people? In a sense, there is gullt in so far as the governe
nent wh'ch has come to powver legally, at least with the very povrerful support
of a gu'stantial part of the communiity and accepted by them as their represen-
tatives. Vhat can this pogsibly mian of hunan Justice, justice done by hunan
law courts? Ilothing! But it can nesn that Gernany wvho had the pessibility
of racorming the organizing power of Curope., You Inow, the United DBurope,
inriuding, of course, the countries which are novw in the Russion sphere. Gor=
vy had a kind of Moderality, ors could say, by virtue of her great adninis-
~Zatlve and other qualities, ‘f:o areat this Empire as 2 true Wire in the

Drittish and not the Nazi sense. Gerrony lost this forever, this noasibility,

and lost it in a particularly shrmeful way. This is a nunishnent; this is,
one could say, wvhat historical jistlce means. It ls not a justice of tho
lay courts. As for other injusvice, it is unreasonable o expect thot every
hwian merit is rewarded ond every hunan demerit i1s punished o together. That

would nake even crininal lav wifcasible, You knovw there are terribly crininal
things vhich are technically r.ot erines 2 or at least they con never be brought -

horie as crines. You are confiontoed wit
impossible legal systen you nav loge everything in order to guarcntee that

this question that should you get an- °

never a cririnal vwill go wnpunlshed, You know the fanous defect of pensl jué-

tice? 1Is 1t not better to allcy some criminals to go unpunished in order -

that soue innocent ran nay not ve unjustly punished? Now that applies to ine .

ternational affailrs even nore than it applics to intranational affairs. I
thinlt Hegel was the nost powerf:l critic of the moralistic attitude tovard
e great political issues, The question, for exanple, of lapoleon who gebs
the sseseesse(?) vholly 1llegallyy and has hin shote You know that vas really

against all international law and I am sure Hegel would@ never have defended '
that. There was no justification for that., But let us teke the "murder” as




Y-l Russelan. éhsanw'ﬁhy'Stalin--innocent flovers, 1
. o1 $? “Hogel dould not nrpue fron a roral point of

: etly narrou sense but I think he would take a broad politie -
cal view and say “that a repinme tbat establishes itself in tids oy, against
such poverful reszstenee and at a certaln point numbors beconc neanlng
strangelya Py )

(Sone lost due to change in real.)
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g e ee b0 the comm
+tion in the case.

ty.as a wvhole, and therefore the lanmen practice Oi dccilaw ..

, serofnuting. of. every benth pan had much political wisdon,: -Colim
mmists clain that they were a movenent nade’ by the large majority on behalf
of the lerge rajority, and fron this point of wvieu 1% could clain trith sone
justice that vhat is done in the interest of the large najority, by the largs
najority, is nore inportant than rere legality. Dut does not vhat happened -
to the peasants prove the clain to act on behalf of the majority and with 1ts
approval is simply untrue? Does it not destroy the legitinmacy of that regine?
That is an entirely different proposition, bwt it would be a political argu-
rnent and no longer a legal argunient. Sinilar considerations would apply to
the llazig. Yes? — :

(I was *rondering.. Would not the cormmunists throv this lssue into

the balonce, I nean the numbeleess)

Yes. But if you think of the oripginal conception of larxism, it i1s of
course not neant to be nen who are to be proletarianized in the future but
those who are already proletarianized. One only has to read Trotsky's -
tory of the Russian Revolutlion to see how questionable this case is. lIegel
has, later on in this %ooE, nade a remark about vhether one can nake a legal
use, a use in political discussion proper, of this argument. Hegel found
I think, the Ikind of Justice one could expect in the fact that these grea%
builders and founders did not derive any personal benefit from their actionse.
The case of Hapoleon he found to be perfectly in order. TYes?

(I just wondered, I an not sure bubt is it not kind of effete of
Fesel to ossune that a concueror such as Caescr or Alexonder the
Great or llapoleon was doing good and thot because Caesar ool

over the supposedly decadent Ronan Republice that vhet he brought
in was a betior order?)

Yes, sure.

(I siean he might have a kind of wlsh=-t1wlfillnent in soying this
0ld order was bad and thot it is no longer bad vhern this non
cones in.)

o, not quite! TYou must really look concretely, as Hegel would say, ot
the situation. There was the story of llarius. Yes? The constant repe"c:ition
of his councilship apgainst the Rouan Law and practice. And then there ims
Sulla and the proseriptionss ond then the triwaviraotesy and o1l thesc things
dl1d not work ~-=the senate eouldnd do anythiig riore. The reagson that Pormpey
and Caesar united was the welfare of the Ronan gtate, Corpared with these
tue the senaote didnt nean anythling any nore. The question, therefore, ias

to face this fact and end end the »nroscriptions. end all these othoer infernal
things that vere already there., That was Hegells woy of sceing thise -

(Yes, hut it 1s still hord to say vhether the Roman Enplre was
be"n%or for the comon nan or the better classes then the Repub-
lic before it. I an not at 2ll sure it irase)

Yes, but the cuestion is not vhether the Roman lepublic at the tine of
Cannae was superlor to Caesar®s Rone -~that 1s a proposition which is tenable;
but the question ls rather vhether Caesart!s achievenent is better than this
abonination of the {irst pre-Christiasn century in Rone, Of course, you could
soy look at lioro and.look ot all these other fellows. Surcly. Dut Mepel .
would argue this ways The expression of Mediterranean culture at its best wos
the nolis. The nolis was best on slavery, znd was exclusive and 211 this R
kind of thingaslso but it was ruch better thon any tribal existence and also
greater thon the oripinal oricantal despotisns.  But the nolis had in 1tself . -
a Tundarental contradiction and this contradiction showed ltself in its necw .
esgity of conquest. Very roughly, thet is Hegel's construction, So the pro= .
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a closely Imit sfiall commimity being ruler: of:a-whole world enpire and Cae-

sar fundancntally solves thig problen, It was no longer the polis of Rome, -
" 41,0.. the citizen body cf Rome asserbled, but sorething like e ronarchy. Dut
novy lt was a ponarchy of a different kind, a monarchy vhich hed enbodied the
Greek heritage and which therefore hod created the Ronan Lawy the law of that
- whole erpire in vhich every human being could becone a full citizen, Vlhen
Paul could say ho was a Ronan citizen and neen sonething by 1t. So Hegel
would say that the Roman Tnpire, in spite of the abonmination of these Caesars
was a nore rational social organization thot the polis was. Iegelt's constru-
ction goes rmeh beyond that and says that this Ronan Enpire had only ono rTu-
ler and everyone else wos a private ran, not a slave, a private man and no
longer a public nan, no longer a ecitizen., The lmpoverishment of the vhole .. :
" gociety by this privatization nade 1t reculre as 1ts supplenent, its founda-

tion, 2 universal religlon.«-Christianity. Fron thies point he accepts the
traditional Christion view that Jesus belng boran under Augustus was provie
dentisl =~I cannot now go into that, Tha point wihich I wont to nake clear, -
because it 1s absolutely crucial to the understanding of llegel, is this Iow
jection of what he would call o moralistic Judgenent on the great historical
paenorenat.

* inhcpited: wor

Nowr let re see:. I nention perhaps a few other points wvhich go with that.
In the next section to wvhich Hegel turns after ne discusses the ends and the
reans is to the materials of history, This distinetlon is not nade in the
Inglish, bubt in the Gerran on page 1iC 1t begins, Ilere he says, "The nater-
ial of the actualization of the end -8 the sbtate,” I do not bellove that
the distinction between ‘reans?! ond 'materialst! 1s a2n exact expression, This
distinction iz not even o good distifizetion in the case of other ends. Taoke
shoes, for exanple, The end 1z wearing the shoes, and vhat are the neans?
The nmoterial is leather, let us say, but vhal are the means? 1hait doeg that
nean? That is rot a pood distinetisn. The Aristotelian diztinction was bHew
tween end; agent, notter, ond fom. 1 belleve this was only a convenient but
by no means clear exnression of vhat Hegel penns for the following reasont
Because the state had already anpenred zas you ronenber from the nrevious
discussion), the first mediation of the nerely subjective and the universal
is law and the stote, and therefore Hegel could very well have treatcd this
under the heading means. I thint it is a concesgslon to the ordinary under-
stonding that he begins agnin fron he outside and fror: the beginning and
says, Mlell what is the primary subject natter of history?" We have seen
thot the end 1s the gelf~consclousin:ss of the nind; the neans are the pas—
siong, and esnecially the passions of the world historie individuals; and
the patter that we deal wlth vhen we deal with history he says is the state,

Now in thls connection Hegal plves a relatively detanlled discussion of
the history of nhilosophy in the naorrowvest sense. I cannot diliseuss this to-
day, I wvill only rake a few points 1tiich are impnortent to oveid a risunder-
standing., Grosgs pisumnmderstanding, :

In the first place, there occur: such statenents as.. I will read to_you

a few (they are olso in the lnglish} which snount to the ginte being absol=
utely an end in ltself., One of the sirongest is,"hGverything vhich nen is -8
he oves to the state. Only in the sinte does non have his substonce. ni L
value non hes, all spiritual actuz ity he possesses only throuzh the state.™ 7
I think flegel is very well known 5 o nan vho deiled the state. There are..
quite a few expressions like this that have the sarme effect. It is not ne-
cessary to confirm that bwcause !t is so well known., I[ov one must noke clear &
Irmediately vhat Hegel means by ‘hat. "The spiritual individual, the nation
to the extent which it is articilated within itself as an organic whole, is . -

?he state,” So the state is reclly the whole society., In this aescrip%ion-'}
state! 1s exposed to an ambigr!ty because one understends ordinarily N -
'state! in contradistinction to religion, science and art, only the political
side. Illere, howvever, stabte is talen in a nore comprehensive sense. So state



;beans: the whole 1ife of the in

. the individuel, and that means especially religions-
‘religion the prirciple ‘of a hation, of & pedple, is expressed in the most ¥
sirple way, go the vhole existence of a nation rests on religion. The vhole
life of a neople and especlally religion but alsc 1ts arts and sclences, this
1s wvhat Hegel reans by the state, Thot Hegel cannot be called a deifier of
the state in the crude sense of the tern can be ghown by a fanous teleologi-
cal distinction that he makess The state, in the narrower sense, belongﬁ to
vhat he calls the "objective nind", but higher than the "objective nind* is
the "absolute nind" snd that is reiigion, art and philosophy. So this sine
plistic notion is from no point of view a tenable position. This dces not
rean that liegel was a liberal. lle nakes very clear his radical opnosition

to 1iberalisn, Dut this requires some more detailed discusslon vhich rus

be nostponed to the next reeting,

The relation between the state and religion is also absolutely crucial
and another aspect of Hegel's opposition to liberalism., Fron Hegel's noint
of view, for exanple, a Catholic society and a Protestant soclety cannot
possibly have the same political order., To understand the nolitieal as sone-
thing merely technical, organizational or vhat have you, 1ls imposgsible. The
state neans at the snne tine a spirit and vithout a spirlit vhat you have is _
of no serious interest., It may be of administrative or bureaucratic interest
but no longer of true nolitienl interest. In other vords, Hegel has the no-
tion of Plato =nd Aristotle that the politea, the political order, is the
splrit of the vhole society aond not a mere physical arrangement wvhich is fun-
darentally indenendent of spirit of soclety. DBut thls we nust take up co=
herently next tine, '

How I would like to find out if there is any particular difficulty with
reference to the points which we have discussed today and vhich we riight take
unp now for a few ninutes? Yes?

(liy question concerns Hegel's thesis of the rationality of
history. You nentioned that the liarxist notion rnight have

- been recelved by Tlegel as a crazy idea, and you alsc nentioned
that he wouldnt have accepted the Facist regine in Gernany

as ui?hin the ratlonality of history. ‘lould you connent on
this? '

Yes. You see the point is that for Hegel the recognition of the rights

of nan, and that inplies anong other things, surely, a fair and indepcndent
Judieciary, is absolutely essentirl to a civilized and resnectible state,
That coul&nt exist under either of these two conditions., Hegel was, in this
sense, a constitutionnlist. The integrity of the judieiary, that the judicie
ary cannot be o nere political instrunent, wvent without saying. That is anow
ther thing, you Imow. Yes?

(I have another question. You point out the netaphysical dife
ferences betieen Plato~Aristotle and Tlegelfs nhllosophys ean
there be a natural law theory in the clossical sense on the
brsls of the process-netaphysics such as Jlegel's?)

Yes, Hegel's philosophy of right has the titleﬁ¥%§g;g;_3;%g;_ggg_§hg_'
Pnilogonhy of the Statees ho Natura% Right ond Cons tional Loy, so Hegoel
of course adritted natural righ " at he would say is, for exanuple, that
the principles of property, the principles of the inviolability of the per-
son, all this Kkind of thing, are things which do not depend on hunen arble
trariness or legnl enactmon% but are the truly natural rationsl princinles
vhilch, for llegel cannot have been knowm nlunys. You see, thrt is a problem
vhich existed throughout the tradition and I will try to male it clecar, 1If
you toke the clesrest and rost explicit version of natursl risght doctrine,
the T@onlstic doctrine ==lan as nan possesses by nature an awvareness of the
principles of natursl law, Yes? lan as lian! The technical tern for that



T tas-ig.gynderisis, which.ve Can conyenientiy Lransiate as CCuSLitlis@e. ...
"M Tan %*ssesseyfagﬁdgg%idﬁceﬁhndiby;this very fact possesscs a Imovledge i
of the »rinciples of natural right,. - He.does not kmow the conclusions of these °
principles without-a-considerable effort, and noit men will not Imow then by
their owm effortaat all, beeccuse they lack the oxperience, the sagacity and

so .on. But such massive things as the prohibition ogalnst purder, OVeryons
would know. - llow in the Thondstle doctrine nroper, that crested no difficultly
because it wns taken for grented that man wos created by God, in perfection.
T™e question was only the 'fall' and there the Thorlstie teaching was cleary
the ifa11l? might have led to sone obscwr ation but not to the deletion of the
natural conscicnce, as it did according to sone extreme Protestant or Cole
vinist doctrines. DPut fron a nhilosophic point of view a great difficulty
arlses here. You lmow that nccording to Thonas the creation of the world in
tine cannot be demonstrated. Yes? That the world is the work of God can be
denonstrated, but that this work had a beginning in tine and was not an eterw
n~l vork camnot be demonsitrated. Therefore from the philosophic, or npurely
rational point of view, you cannot snealk of a first man as erented in time,
in perfoction, with inbegrity. So if the first man were then in each period
sovages, extremely unciviliged savages, their inborn understanding rould no? .
have becn in any way actual. And hore you cone to the problen of Locke, which
he developed at great length in his BEssay Conecerning Human Understanding.

The problen becories acute in this forms If the natural law can have any vallde
ity only if it is pronulgated, say in the consclence; but if this is not the
case, 1if one cannot assune thet it is duly pronulgated, what validity can it
heve? Then it would only scquire validity in the process of civilization
wvhen nan becones sufficicntly rational to becorie avare of it That was clear-
1y the oninion of Kant and Illegel. Uhat is chongable 1s only the immerlect
versions, the Greck versions, the 0ld Testoment versions, but the perfect
version 13 unchangable and has the status of natural right. Dut since it

is not always knowable, it therefore, in a way, doesnt exist; because a na-
tural law or right is only a law or right by virtue of its being knowm to be

a lav or right. Hegel is not 2 relntivisty on the contrary, he is a bilg bogey
for all relativists. You lmow, the absolutist, par excellance! And uis
philosophy of right --yes, the tern natural right occurs in the title of the
booi:, ligtural Richt ond Constitutional Law In Our Tine is the title. Yes?

(Mlegel nakes statcnments to the effect that Ged governs the..
the mind working itself out in history is the mind of God, the
rational order is designed by God?)

Yes, Designed would presuppose a full actuslity of consiiousness prlor
tc the work itself. You have a perfect vorkmaster in the Platonie sense who
designs the vhole, and then pubs it into practice. Hegel 1s extrenmely ambige
nous on this subject and therefore he gave rise immediately to two schools:
he right-uving Hepeliasns, and the left-uwing Hegellans. And out of the leit-
wing Hegelians, but on the basis of a break with Hegel, cane l'mrxisn, The :
right-tring egellinns toclk Hegel to be sinply a helieving Lutheran =-no quegs
tion, and the others said he wos an atheiste I believe thet neither inter-
pretation 13 really good, but certainly he wvas not 2 sinple belicver. Heogel
soys souewhere.that the rind of God prior to the creation is vhaot iz nresenw
ted in the lLogie, but the logic which presents the necessary connection ae .
nong the nost abstract prineipies, say, cn eternal order, that this order ine -
nlies a Imower of that order ig doubtful. In other words, it is doubtful =
vhether legel did not neon thot consclousness of freedon is achleved only in
nen, but since nan is part of this wvhole order, this nmore than hunan order,
you can say, of course, that this is God in nen. And that is, I thinlk, the
way Iin whieh ne tries to interpret the inesrunntions that only by becouning -
nat, couwld God achicve the consciousness of hinself, There are stateients
Eﬁiih nﬁe abgolggoly giear in one direction, and statenents which crc absole
ely clear in the orthodox direction. One cannot settle the cuesti ’
mercly listing quotations. Dut that is clear. To say Hegel wgs :; g%hggst



is;impossible fra tEh point of vieéy because the ultinate cons '}
vergence of natu¥o™an a-2ind s vholly anintel f%ible; Hegel refused to %
be called a pan=theist, but that was on the basls of 'a very narrow under- =
stonding of pan-theism =—pane-thelsm ag nere nature to the exclusion of nind

in the Spinozistic sense, Of course he was not a panwthelst in thaot scnse.

Tut if one understands the pan as the vhole of nature and rind, and the order
linking then togother, then it is a different story. The fighd after his
death and already in his lifetime turned around his theism, and then they said
that he was not a theist, nor a pan~theist, and then they sald that he was

o pan—entheist, neardng the whole 1s in God. This shous the @ifficulty. o,

I think Hegel accepted the Christian notion of incornation as an expression

in the elencnt of the imagination, of what he regarded as true, if under-

stood nonwinaginatively but rationally. That surcly c¢an be docuzented. But
for hin, 1t is clear that only in philosophy, as distinguished from aré and
religion, can there be true understanding, understanding of the truth about
God, In his Pheaoncnology of the 1dnd he describes with great preclsion

that in the fi=at between orthodoxy and the difference between Protestontisn
and Catholicign is in this respect irrelevant. The dependence on revealed
relipgion ond scriptures is ultinately out of the question. The ILnlighennent
did not understand the deeper neaning of Christianity, but it was perfectly
right in refuting the dognatic rmeaning, for example, miracles., That there

aTe no nirreles is clear ewthe Enlightenment 1s right! But the thing wiich
induced tha bellevers to believe in nmiracles, and the truth in that, the In-
lightenneat did not understand, Hegel accep%s the negations of the Lnlight-
enrienty inspired toxts, niracles, and so forth, absolutely, There is no
cuesticy about that, éut he con%ends thot the Tmlightennient uss cornletely
plind 20 the substonce of Christicnity, and that this substonce, hovever, wrs
aiso nisunderstood by the dognatists, ond thet the truth in it'is vhat is
ratimal in it, And thrt is presented in legel'®s Logic or in his additionnl
OTLe

{Tnd of third lecture.)
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. “arcue that llogel aporoaches history with set ideas
" of vhat he iz going to find, with set ldeas of vhat he al=-
ready believes beifore he approaches his subject natter?)

Alright, e have discussed thot in an earlier meeting but 1t is im-
portant enough to state it again., 1In the first place, Hegel would deny that
he‘§§;;%1%§ 1t ==he tould assert that he knoyg it; that he knows 1% on the
bagis o s logic that reason rules history. 8 means that the historical
process rust be a movement toward the rational goel, 1l.e,, full lnouvledge of
the truth, let us say, full self.consciousness of the subject ~~of man.
going vith that, of course, full lmowledge of man's freedom vhich is not pos-
slble vithout expressing i%self in institutions, - ey

But let us not go into the detalls now. Hegsel knows In advance through
his logic, But we havent read his logle, or if we have he dldnt convince us.
So Hegel says "alright" and does something a bit defensidle in order to help
us, lle says that he will show us empirleslly the truth of hils agsertions,

We shall lool: ot the various historical phenonena and then we will ses that
this process was a rational prccess. The difference between these two natters
is only thls: In the second cas> you scc only that it has been in fact ration-
al. Lut for purposes outside of philosophy the latter is ordirnarily thought
tc be sufficient. ©So Hepel doe: not malke the elainm that thls book is self-
contained, . '

Tlow here does thig very reat accusation of absclutisn cone in here?

(Jell, by sayihg that tie book is self-contained vhich is an asw
sertation in 1ltself.. ell, any historian, 1t seems to me,that
beging with whot he Imors: he is looking for, will find it.)

Yes, that 1s absolutely fat.l in any other case, but legel denies that.

In other words, if Herel wvould dc violence to the phienoriena 1n order to ine
pose upon it his opinions, that vould be absolutely lrmossible, Yes? But
ilepel denies that he is doing th:t. lle says that he procesds in this world,
he proceeds empirically, but as ¢n intelligent enpirleist. That 1s his elaum!
In other words, 1f you get lost ’n the nedligree of Dolly lladison, say, then
you are not really a historisn, Vou night use certaln technlques tha% hig=
torians are using, but that is 1t the intelligent question, Any intelligent
WMetorinn is dlstingulshed fron the wnintelligent historian in that he Imows
aou to distinguish betwsen the ‘rmortant and the wninportant. Tveryone ad-
rits that, even the wmintelligert rust adiit thot, In other words, they have
to admit sonething they really &)1t wnderstand., But the gquoestion is: What 1s
neant by irmmortant and mwinpords: 5?7 There 1s a rough cormone~sense understande
ing, of course, which shows thet certein questlions are silly and only an unine
telligent man would bother with “rm, 3But Hegel thon says that he deternines
vhiot is inportant and uninporter’. in the nost objective way possible, especla-
11y vhen the historian treats lrsan heings other then hinself., Why? Ile ree-
gards as nost imporidant vhoat a auwan cociety regards as nost ivportant. o
here the question cones up imwedlately today of naking a poll. And then sone
people would say that llarilir llonroe 1s the-nost inmportant individual in this -
country and you night get -~ tajority. llegel would say that this is nonsense: -
he does not wont to lkrow vhaol 5illy irdividuals thinks he wants to Imow vhat
this society, proper’, assenlled as a society, thinks. Then one would look
~h the Uhite& Sts*+s Congtdtuclon and authentic interpretations of that, and
so on, and go ~-C a Vlew, Or “ake another nore prinitive society, Ie would
reise the o -Stlon of what thesa people bow to. I mean when things becone
serious. -4 '‘7aTr, ond uviien confronted with death, then I see vhat is important |
o thiss I haye bepn told by certain Chinese, that the Chinese travclers in. .
ol seh téﬂes%iﬁwfn they cons to wliness one of the tribes at the borders,of . -
inina, the 11rs* question they ask is "llow do they bow to thelr Iings o gods
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A% only a vt mislending 1n“that they ralse the question of hov they bOW‘inT““;
stead of first raising the question to whom or to vhat. That is z point, I -
nean they have a direction. That 1s vhat Ilegel means, Hegel contends that
in this way he gives states in Europe, in central Africa, the Aztecs, the
Greelks, the Chinese, the Jews, The Christians, the Catholics and the Protes-
tants, an opportuni to nake their speech, ies? Thelr assertlons regarding
the nost important things. And then he says that 1f he pgoes over these nost
authentic statencnts and reads then as thoughtivl nen should, then he geis a
sequence of increasing ratlonality, say fror the African sta%ements up to the
Protestant statenents. That is vhat llegel contends. But he would say that
this has nothlng to do 1ith private preferences and he can show thate

{The only problen that I an not at all clear on is that although
he night be asking the sane questions of the sources, of the
docunents, another Hegel or another lnterested person approache-
ing history the sane way as Hegel right very well aslk the sane
questions and cone up with o very different interpretation of
vhat that society believes, because the nen in that society are
thenselves not consistent.s ,

Hegel nalkes ocensionnlly the very wise ronark that it is a very unfair
approach to a nan to say thet he does not lmow vhat he scys, because it is
extrorely difficult to Imow, to fully understand vhat one says. So liegel 1s
avare of this difficulty.

(The thing is that he nust recognize hirself as a nan, ond as 2
nan he has limitations on whot he can corprehend in his subw
ject natter,)

ol That would be denied by llegel ~=very quietly. I nean, Ilegel was
nat an arrogent nan at all, %hen you read his nore nersonal statenent it is
absolutely anazing, the noble selflegsness. I'e is not a bongter at 2ll. 3ut
he would, in all humility, in all nodesty.. Sorieone else, Spinoza for example,
nakes oceasionally the remarl thet he Imoys that he knovws the truthj and llee
gel wvould clain that for hingelf without any question. DBut does no% every
piiilosopher nalte such a claim? I an not spealking now of nrofessors of philow
sophys that is a profession vhich is a very resnectible profession but vhich
is no% philosophy itself «wthat vould be a gross niscorrlage of justice. One
would do gross injustice if one would say that they are philosophers e-that
is a very difficult and long question. But does not every philosopher ralse
that clain? Lven if you talie Kant, who says that the nost Emportant questions
are not answverable; that is in itseif a nost inmportant answer. No, surely
llegel would raise %his clain. And it depends on concrete discussions in all
these natters, but we would have to take an alternative, Let us toke Ilegells
viev of the Grecks and wvhat he says about the Greel gods ihiich would, of course.
be o nost Inportant thene of" his philosophy of history, and let us see if it
is true. Hegel would not do.. Ranke, you Imow, the fotnder of nodern history,
eritical history --there was a deep antagonisn between these two nen. Ronike
nakkes the renark, as I sawv by aceident, that in all historical studles research
nmist be a part of the presentation, By this he neant that there are certain
issues that nust be decided on the basls of oral negotiations and so there :
are no authentic records. You know? And then the apnreeiation of what you
Imou of theso oral negotiatlons 1s absolutely crucial for your resulte And
Aonke says the critienl discussion of this is essentially a part of history.,
This nelkes cbsolute sense to ne. llow legel does not nalte his research a o
part of his wrescntation. If he males a certain assertation regarding the ~
Greelt fods he refers in a general way to Homer, to Heslod, and if there shonld™
be a difficulty, say, that Ilomer has two vlews of theology, then we are con=-
fronted writh the quegtion as to whieh viev is the Homeric view. You wont find

a discussion in llegel, I pegard this as a defecb. Yes, But that wo rust “
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(Well as ‘an apprentice historian,'l,wpuld;lpdk at it that way.)

Well I am also in a sense a historian and I understand your difficulty.

(I understand vy he would do this, but that every philosopher
vould sey thet what he soys is true.s)

ot in this way! Tor instance, Aristotle would follow a nuch nore ormpirs
ical method in this respect then Ilegel would., Aristotle would say that in
such notters of fact you would hove to follow the appropriate nethod for eg-
tablishing natters of fact, I mean, you would first hove to shotr vith vhat
risht you can tale Homor as representative of the Greeks. That is the first
question. llov there 1s plenty of evidence in favor of this view but it should
be presented and contrastod vith alternatives. Surelyl There would be a
difficulty; to say nothing of nore speclfie questions vhere Iegel had to Tely
on second and third hand sources =won cverything not comected writh the wes-
tern world, Of wvhot he scid about China, India, Africa, nnd Anerica he had
no first-=hand lmowledge; vhereas of classical literature and niodern Duropean
literature he Inew narvelously well,.

(That seens to be a peneral criticisn of neny philosophies of
history, thates I havent read Toymbee, but I hear that people
consider hls work brilliant except that part vhich deals with
vhat they lmotr.) :

Yes, that 1s exactly my case. 1 read the part of his work which I know:
most and it was sinply trivial and all derivitive fron the carnnpon oninions
in the fileld. In other words, not even original in any way. Sure! I ane
sure that this conclusion would be nade by every specialist 1n overy field
and so the only nerit would be in the possible meaningfulness of the overall
point of view., DBut if I understand your objection correctly, you nean to say
that o philosophy of history is strietly snecldng not possibie?

(th, I dont vant to nake that clain either, but I ar sure that
many people would make this elaim, I wouid rather leave it up
in the alr. It 1s just thoat this difficulty in naldng a philoe
sophy of history of a nan's limitations should be recognized.)

Oh, you nean as far as knovledge goes?

(As far as knoitledge poes and as far as hils statenents goy that
vhiat he soys nay not be correct even though he has every right
to nake this statenment.)

I see. Yes, that is a sound point; that one should never talk about
any subject, at ieast in publie, about which one does not have first-hond
lmowledge. That would ncan, in practicey that one could never spealt in pub-

~ llc with any clain of correctness about any literature or theology or vhatevor .
it noy be that is written in a langunge vhieh one cannot read, I an all in -
fovor of thaot. Sure. Then one would hnve to say that certain dermands vhich
ve noy nalie regarding accuracy vere not sufficiently recognized by llegel. ‘
Yesy I would go along with that, but the question is how relevant is this for
o judsement of llegel?s philosophy as a vhole? I believe thet if there is a .
Hegelion at all today ~~because sone neonle vho call thensclves ilegelinns ‘
are ginply liarxists and conceal thensclves behind the norc respectible and
nore general tynew—- but if there are ony He%clians today they world soy thet
of course Herells hiloSOphy st be reuritten hecause guite n few things .
vholly uwnlmoum in hils tine have come to 1ight and are inportant. Sure, Is @ ..
this sufficient {or our present purposes, or has anyone else anything to .
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Tirigg up.regarding this.problen ol the pind T¢ . =
e very-dden of a philo ?%fhisto Anplied, of course, that we' ™
cammot possibly know vhat important historical discoveries might cone up in

~he future and thot a philosophy of history like Hegel's claims to be definiw

:ive in all ipmportant points, Yes? '

_roguirensincs 03 acluiacy aad

{Question ingudidble.)

Yos, sure he would say that, That was a crucial point for him, Ile wvould
say there are no secrets in these motbers. I nean we can be decloved about
“she character of a given individual, for exanple, a nan nay be greatly adnired
18 perfectly virtuous in his private 1ife and then we find out through newly
discovered docunents that he was free fron oll private virtue. IHegel would
=ay that vas quite interesting and that he must be very clevor in concealing
£y but fundenentally that doesnt meon o thing because he had already allowed
Jor that in the thesis thot vhat naokes a man a wvorld-historie individunl, as
he ealls i%t, is not private virtue. You Imow? And therefore it is realiy :
relevant thether Caesar wos narticularly chaste or not. Ue would say that
.8 irreievant anyway. So there ore no secrets, That 1t was Caesar vho des-
troyed the Ronan Republic and led the foundation of the Romnan Fnpire proper
—nd that this vags an action vhich could vory well be accused of 1llegnlity
.8 elear. DBut that this issue transcended the logal 1ls elso cleatrs These
are things which everyone Iknows. Yes? And these are the lssues. And the
Little things like vhether Caesar should have cheated Porpey on a particular
ecasion, or viee vorso, Is uninbteresting. Ilegel wvas a philosopher in thils
Jrecise zensel that he éid not hnve too great an adrmiration for the non-phili-
oseophic scicnces. Thrt is culte c¢lear. I mean, he did not discouropge then,
wut they do not cone within the dimension vhere the real »nroblens of men are
it stakke, That goes through his vhole work. e vould say the srme thing of -
the enpirdcal sciences, nolt only regsrding history proner.

(The only thing I vould say to whrt you just gaid is that not
only the snail noints are out of line bult noybe the blg nolnts
arc ot of line too «=l1f another peison approached thert, )

Yag?

{That a different individual mey have cone up vith different
conclusions.)

Yes, but that can of course be very triviol, I nean, there is no subject
mnatever, even subjects wldeh hinve been ireated by very careful and vory in-
selligan% nen, which does not have soneone around w~snd ususlly nore thon ons,
o deesnt anccept 1t. Then you arrive nt Galiup Polls. :

(That is vhnt it becores in the end.)
o, thot ig inpossibles; that 1s tho most stupid solution to any problen.
(I dont mean thot Gallup Polls are valldy I just neans.)

Ho, I mean it is absolutely inpossiblel It is evident, it ig rationole
1y evident that these questions can not be decided by majority vote. Absol-
utely inpossiblel It nay not be possible to decide then =t all, but the '
saliup Poll is the least possible way of solving then. You lmow? Really,
Twoever has done any vorlk in ony serious field Imows Lou rare the nunber of
peonle is vho are really serious. Anozingl Very sad, but unforiinately true.
sspeclally ns one gebs older one gets vhat may look like intolerance but which -
Ls'sgmp%ﬁlprudonge bised on sobie experience that nost of the litorsture caone -
IOt bG taien soriously. That is go. Thet doesnt nesn that he
in even the wvorst study there is sorrething vorth wvhile ~nmay%gr§ea?§f§%§rgb




; : izing agninst ‘ s really a worthwhile article:

speaking thi _ the case, - And the silly procedure of nrost Anerican Unie
versities of forcing everyone to publish == a Jet liner race-e incresses this
calamity still nore, We are nov very close to this procedure in this coun=
try. I understand that in TFrance they have a 1list in the Ministry of Instrue
ction vhere every acadenic teacher is listed, and one line lists pages of pube
lication, Well let us forget about this although it is by no means irrelevant
to our subject natter because there are qulte a few people o write on Ilegel
vho are involved. ' ' :

y _
Ilow let us take up a fevw nore poluts vhich are ineortant in thig intro-

duction process, History ls rational, to repeat Ilagel's thesis, for 1ts end

is rational «-full actunlization of the nind, DBut the neans for the histor-

ical nrocess are the passions, the nerely subjective wills. Iliou then can

the process be rational? Ilegel's peneral answver is that the subjective wills,

the nercly arbitrary wllls, one can say, cannot co-exist without lav and law

is the universal. How if we have these princinles of justice ond look at

then we see that they are oll converging eventually to a complete nrinciple

of Jjustice. They are oll partlal. The real difficulty is thigss That by ade

rnitting that the means oi history are the nassions, as liegel says, he adnits

in fact vhat seens to be the irmmorality of the process, Let us state the

nroblen stronglys The historical nrocess has a moral end but the poral end

is achieved by innoral neans, That is the problen, This »roblen is now lnown

particeularly through liarx, but it has a long pre-history prior to liegel. tho

is the rost immortont pre-Hegelian writer of vhon one yowdd thinlk, with the

nroblen stated tids vay?

(Machiavelll?)

Yes, 1 nean, becnuse however he wms altogether, there tas stlll sonew
thing of a noral end in Machlavelll -~soretines cven overstrted., So there _
is sonething wvhich Hegel haos in ecornon with Maochiavelli; there is no question
about thnt., But Hegel specifiied the »roblen in this way: The possible ine
rnorality itself consists in the faet that its uses hunnon beings as riere neons
llegel's snswer to this (I repeat it) is: What the poral individual os o nor-
1 nan crn desire is the viectory of nornlity, the victory of Justice. And
this, Hegel says, is vhot actually hoppens in the historierl process. Jus-
tice uins in the end. What he con desire for hinself or for any other indie
vidual is not hoppiness but good consclence, nand this good conscience 1s not
interfered with by his destruetion, to say nothing of ninor Torns of destruce
tion llke confiscrtion of nroperty or exile. Hepol poes beyond thats Can this
individuzl have a good consclence? Is he so good thoat he ean have a good ¢One
science, or nore particularly, does he not derive benelfit from an unjust so=
clal order? Think of a very nlice Ronan senoator of Cicero's tine, perhans
Cieero hinself, and Caesnr or Coesar’s narty destroys hin, but wms not his
destriction nn inevitable consequence of the destructlion of the Re»ublican -
regine in Rome, and wns not this o perfectly legitimate tro-~tment of a por- -
fectly rotten reglne? Clcero had his reusrd; he wrs o hirhly esteeiied coune-
c¢ll of the Renublican regine in connectlon uith the Catolinairian affairs
cnd other affairs and his glory lasted {forever. Dut ho wr-s so insoporable - -
fron the Republican regine in its rottenness that vhat Caesar or Augustus - -
did weos justified on this lorger ground. .

4

The second point wvhich Hegel nales regarding the nornlistice criticisﬁh"

of history.. ''e tolte, perhans, the nassage on nage 31 in the Dnglish, paraw -
arosh %, ond in the Germon on vage 102. SR

{"In the light of thecesss

esecWhat pedigop has not denonstrated..jﬁ;f




60

n¥:gohooinaster, in the Sense.s
g7Hot ‘done, - Pedapog 18 ’
1 would not Imow vhat the '

(I thinl: it would be schoolmaster.) =

'Schoolnaster? Doeg it also have this derogetory resning? deay'it vould
be schoolbarn w-but they are not so strict, I believe, as the old-fashioned
schoolnasters were, Alright, go onl

("What 'schoolnarn® has not demonstratedeses _ R
vwesllo Man ig a hero %o his fellows.™ is an old ..+
proverb to which I have added "until he is
quoted by Goothe, ten years later.")

You see Hegel also had a bit of pettiness, but you must admit that to
be quoted by CGoethe neans a bit nore than to be quoted by a colleagus for
vhion you have a rutual adniration. Yes. : :

(" Reading inaudible, | )

(ormission due to change in reel)

A T Tal o
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2assdesire for pgood living or for wealth or prestige, but the desire for
glory. And therefore the noralist thesls 1s that a Den nust not be driven

by desire for glory, but exclusively by public spirited dedication to justice.
legel says this dis%inction is untenable becnuse the desire for plory neons
the degsire for the recognition of suneriority is absolutely essential for the
recognition of a nev conception of justice, Say soncone has a new conception
of justice which transcends the establishod order, he is fully dedicated to
it, he has nothing in nind but the ideal, he cannot nossibly Tight for that
t-rl\z.hout becouring recognized as suverior, And therefore it doesnt nalke any
difference vhat role his concern for superiorty played in his notives.

llow this, again, is an old question and nerhaps discussed nost nrofound=
Jy in Platols Ren.ublic,, In the Republic, Plnto's chief interlocutor could
be said to be Glaucoh, vho 1s a young an& very anbitious young man. Deing
aubitlous but sonehovw also a decent chap, he doesnt quite know how he stands
1T justice Nhins nc relation vhatever to self-interest. Or nust it have sone
relation? fSherefore he doesnt lnov vhether Thrasymachus is right or Socrates
iz right, Tow Socrates tacitly treats hin as followss You are a very anbie
tlous young man., I1f you were very honest with yourself you would play vith
the thought that you wish to be a tyrant, the absolute ruler of Athens. Every
one should talte orders from you, and everyone should bow to you. That 1s sol
That happens! EFHow does Socrates proceed? Ie shows hin a perfect elty, not
the empirical ¢ity of Athens in all its dofects., lore than that, he shows
hiz two Glauconss Glaucon as the founder of a perfect city, and &1aucon the
tyrant., Is there not a much pgreater glory in being the first founder of a
nrerfect city, than in being the nere exploiter of o cilty founded by sonicone
elze? 4 tyranti. ind then that is not enough becouse in order to found that -
¢ity, he must lmow nuch more than nublic adninistration, he must Imow the
soul of nman, And this is not possible vithout knowing %he vhols. So the
true founder of a city can only be a philosovher who has conpleted his busi-
ness of philosophy. And therefore, follewing the quest for eternal glory,
he sees thrt thls con only be fully realized by full devotion to the Tinding
of the truth. And in this non, vho is fully dedicated 4o the truth, the
distinetion between founder :.-mé tyront becones neaningiess., You Imou? Do
cause he Imowrs he cannot find his satigfaction in anything except in the Inot-
iedge of truth. The distinction becones meaningless! Truly eternnl and uni~-
versal glory cnimnot be had at any other nrice than complete knovledge of the
truth hecause thot nust be recognized by nan sconer or later as the act of
bringing ron the 1itht. So in this respect liepel wwand you can see thnt He-
el can nelke very good jokesw- nresenst the sare issue,

The question which cones up here ond is of cruecial importance for us,
il o wry, every doy is thet of our »oliticel Judgerent. Negel has n very
deen conteipt for nolitical mor~lizing. That is quite clear. Ho has contennt
Zor ren whe pass noral judgenont while sitting on the back seat with no rase
pengibility, or naybe having resnonsibility but not lmowing what responsibie
iities are, I think the rost striking examnle of vhat legel neans vhich I
nlave axperlenced in ny lifetine was the Rrittish Labor Party in the 30%'s with
their "leglst agpression and resist rearnanent" Thot was such a beautifully
thought through poliecy. You Imow? So Herel irnlies, ond I ecan wnderstand
Lhet, that vhile these nen were very virtuous, cspecially the one (Who was T
thet vho Bevan sald that they should stop and carry lLons ury's (?) constience
around on o silver platter).. What Hegel says, in a way, is thet is is really
nuch pore irmornol than dovmright politieal immorality on¢ is 1s dangorous beoe
cause of its preotences, Another formila 1s, of course, "Trust in nubliec ON=
inion", Thot 1s snother version of whnt Hezel had in nind ns renlly irmoral
if you want to use noral judgoenent. This neans, as a »unil of Hegel put it
To expect others to do wvhat one is too lazy to do oneself. The public opinion
toker doesnt take care of amything, vhother it is notional or international,



ge1ial Fetiarl has posed all of the difficulties!

~of a conflict between rnorality and politics is an entirely different question
But the point is, I think, how much irrelevance is hidden behind a cerely. - - .
noralistic ceriticism. 1I %ake an exanple fron Burke, Burke discusses in one
of his writings -~I an not sure vhich-« this questions There has been a rebel
lion,and that is grave, a capital crire, What about punishrent of that erine?
Fron a strietly roral point of view everyone should receive punishnent, a pun
isiment fitting the crime., 1In nany cases this is 2 capital punishnent. Gove
ernrionts do not do that, Why? Decause they waigh the legal consideration
against the broader consideration of vhat lav is for, nanely, the existence,
preferably on a high level, of political society as a whole. And therefore
such practices as the Foman's, of decimating a legion instead of Iilling
everyoney is approached. This indicates what Hegel neans: The political cone
sidorations, the brozd considerations, are the truly noral considerations as
far as these grave and allw-enconpassing questi6ns are concerned. This ldnd
of moralists talte it very easy, they dont face the complexity of the problen,
One cannot say that Hegel 1s an Irmoraliste In spirit he is very far fron
that. I'eedless to say, Hegel 13 helped in this prosentation by his certalnty
that o radieal breach of law, vhat we call a revolution, is the victory of

a higher conecept of justice over a lower concept of justice. In the nonent
this rrenise becones doubtful, one will becone somevhat hesitant to accept
Hegel®s proposition, Do you see the connection?

{About everything but this higher concept of justice.)

Yes. That is Hegel's implication ewdisregarding rinor aceldents of
course, but on the vhole the later social order is the hipher socinl order.
And that 1s a breask with the older view. I mean, I think that Plato and
Aristotle alsc Imew that the simple norsl view is not sufficient but they
Aid net go so far as Hegel did because they vere absolutely uncertain as to -
the overall character of the historieal process «=of wvhich Hegel claims to
ba sure. Are there ony other questions which you would like to bring wp
reznrding Hegel's ooparent or real iwmoralisn®

You see from thils exanple the cruclal inportance of the philosophy of
history for his vhole philosophy. Recause only on the basis of his philosoe
phy of hdstory can we take this particular position vhich Hegel ridicules
with cone Justlece regarding norality in politles. The old-fashioned schoole
naster vould have received a sonevhat better treatuent, we can be sure, at
the hends of Plato and Aristotle, I nean, Plato ond Aristotle would also f£inc
L% convenient for hin «wwho probably didn% nglte any rioral effort to spenk of
in oais lifew to pass judgenment too easily, But as for the substantive ques-
tlon, I do not Imow vhether Aristotle (vho Imew Alexander the Great better
than any other philosopher) would not have had a sinilar judgenent. Yeg?

(Quostion inavdible.)

o, Really, What about this roral individual? I nean, if anyone fights
fron morallty pure and sirple, he rust have a perfectly clean record wenot i
only rpublle. Can anyone justiy denand that? B

(Reply innudible.)

Well, 1f he is propcrly enlightened he would not nake this Progrosse. .
That is vhet legel neans. You Xmow, only a noralist who has not understood -
the complexity of norality as liegel did would take thils stand. I do not Inovy:
whether.Itunderstooa you, and therefore I do not know vhether ny ansver is
eppropriate, e

B

(I dont knov vhether that thoroughly elininstes certain qualities..;sﬁf



iz Yesy well: Hogel:thinks in terfid of the slaughter-bench, and mo one. 'C&x ’f"”g
i ﬁ? tha% ‘the m”‘g%ar?of iafiliind 1s” the history of war. That is uhat he has 3
in rind, I dont think that he thought in partlcular of plain bestlality, N
That has no rhyme or reason vhatever, Is not wor, as such, a terrible
What exanples do you think Hegel has in nind? Do you nean, for emample, the
Jacoblan rule in France® Tho Terror? Illegel may be perfec%ly vivid In saying
that such a rule 13 necessarily self-destructive, It was based on terror
and nothing but terror, There fore Hepel tries to show in his construction
that given certain nrenises, and given precisecly the moralism of Robesplerre
=-he deranded 1007 Republican integrity, vhich 1s a conditlon of the hearte
that thls 1s identlcal with terror. With ordinary legal procedures,youn can
never find out if you have 100% integrity., You have to use torture, That
is perfectly clear, ELveryone has his weal: spots, and if you want to be sure
that no one has any wealt spots then you have to use nethods of torture. .The
end you achleve is small, but that is the logic of your donand for 1005 loye
#1ty, Republican virtue. Hepel thought the ssne thing, and he would see the
nroscriptlions of Marius ond Sulla as signs of the rottenness of the vhole .
regine rather than sonething which in itself belonged to the process of ree
generation. The process of regeneration was the civil var in vhich Caesar
beat dowm Pompey, and later on vhen Augustus beat down the Senatorinl party
and aftervards Anthony. I do not Imow vhat your precise difficulty is.

(Renly inaudible.)

Yasy well:

On the contrary! Hepgel cncourages you to feel that. There are elequent
passages on that. He would scy that you are not a hunan being if vou did not
feel that, but you nust be able to live beyond that, ‘

(I dont quite understond the passage vhere he srys that the Drocess
gort of vorks through worldehistoric individunls., Is that, accord-
ing to Hegel, just empirically so, or nust it necessarily tork
throush grea% rien?)

I a1 surce he neans that it pust necesserily be so although I would be
at o loss to reconstruet for you Hegel's arsument, I ﬁelieve he never gave
if. It vould probably say thot the enormous difflculty of the taslk, both
Anfellecturl and noraly would-require such a condentrmtion of pover nd also
other qualities thet only an outstanding individual could perform it., And

the fact that these great decisive chapnges were all connected with one indi-
viduenlg dlexonder the Great, or Julius Caesar, or Napoleon, 1s an empirical
foct, Is this empirical fact not indicitive of a necessity? Port of the
argucent I think you would find in Descartes’ Discourse gg lgthed, vhere Des- -
cartes discusses the question of vhether a aren change can be nadeby
anyocne, by a body of ren as distinguished fron an individual --a fundamental
change, I con only dogratically tell you that the vhole treond of the ar

nent about the world-historie individunls implies that it must be so., T an
not abley off hand, to reprwduce Hegells implicit arpgument.

(If history is the rationnl process working itsclf out, is the
rational process of history.s That is, are they identical, and
without the one, you cannot have the other?)

That is vhat 1t neans. Yes, Although the orgunent whuld run a bit_dif— ;
ferent for Doth sides. o

(Qvestion inaudible.)

In other words, 1f Caesar had dled as a baby, then thirty years later .
sorc other individuol would have dome the sane tiing?

(That seens to De inplied.)



i gy e O e e,
'aS, on ’.ﬁii‘ficult?'.z I1'sec 1t most clearly in Trotsky's. 1

discussion, boeguso l'arxisn takes over thls completely. Of course, not with *
the sane eniphasis on -liberalisn, but in fact they nake the sane enphasis by ~
vhat is shoun in vhat 1s called the personnslity cult. I rean there is sone
necessity even there whlch 1s Hegelian; nonwliarxist, That is Trotsky?!s dis-
cussion of the significance of Lenin for the Russian Revolution. Spealing
erpirdceally, on the bagls of vhat he has seen, Trotsky comes to the conclu-
slon that if Lenin hadnt been there it would not have happened. lle really
soys 80, Therec were enornous odds against this sort of thing and the specinl
qualities of Lenin, his %toughness and facility and so on, could have been
supplied by no one else, But he says that if Lenin uoulé not have been there
sorething else would have been done, say a Ikind of extrene wvhite Russian dlce.
tatorship, or a kind of constitutional nonarchy, or constitutional Republic
and this vould not have wvorked because it counld not have worked and the vhole
thing would have had to been done over in an entirely different vay and by
an entirely dilferent individual. The only way in vhich sone stability could
be established was Lenin's solution. So in other words, I thinkx that even
in this cormunist, this liarxist stotement, Lenin pets nore than a nere.. I
mean that the difreronce between Lenin in thls easc, and Catelinn in Rone, is
nore that that Cotelins had bad luck and Lenin had good luek. That 1s whnt
eant by the epltaoph "One goes dowm to ignoniny and the other goes wp to glory
for equally accidental reocsons." That is not so. I think llegel would say
that Catelina was really a ruch lesser mang much less visiony much less of
the other qualities, Ve have sufflicient evldence about Caesar's nersonal
qualities. Dont forget Hegel's renark about the valet and the herosy it neant
that these are real herces,

{That Caesar wns sonehov superior, no one could doubt. That
wrag not the question. The questlon 1s wvhether that vhich
1s nost characteristic of political glory, you kmowy that
the hero would have been fundanentally di%ferent, seens to
be ranoved =wexecept that 1% supplies the grounds for the
vhole character %o be in me rather than in you, and that
1t 18 ten years before rather than ten years after doesnt
seart to nake a great deal of difference.)

But_spealilng of glory, worldly glory, that is to say, in nonereligious
terns.. Is the glory of loharmed affected by the fact that loharmed, for his
consclousness, and for the consclousness of every believing luslum, owes his
greatness to election by hls Alloh? It is the sane problen, I believe,

(But that isnt dependent on the consciousness-being put into
anybody else,)

- ido. 'hat does Hegel nean? Ilegel would say that the ranl: of a historiead:
individunal deponds also on the rank of the cause to vhich he has dedicated E
hinself, Surely it depends on his private virtues, Intellectual and noral, -
but it deponds also on these other things. Now vhich task is the higher? The
foundation of sonething radieally novel, vhleh is at the sarie tine morally !
and intellectunlly superiors; or preserving the 0ld order? Think of the old .
notlon of the founder, the founder of a eity, you know, vho recieved honors
as o hero in his city. Hegel would say that he only founded a city; this - -
nisht be a respectable city, say Corinth or vhatever, but was it fundanentally
the sone thing all over again, another polis? If soricone thinks of an entirew
1y nov forn of political organization that the polis altogether, has the vi-
sion to see the possibility for that, he is a foumder in o rmch nore radical
sense than the foundor of this other eity., Therefore he is o horo in a nuch |
deoper Senso.
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t poes without soying, but the question is vhether %
by the nouent, by the circunstonces, presumablyes) &

(Of course, thao
he was forcad



R
ablg to.h
od gchoodlr

‘‘he forcod by historical necessity iz}

gel. wourd 8 8. forcoc by I 3311 ‘_ff?é
grént. ¢ aster could not be forced by any =

1tself o grént quallty, O _ 1
historicol nccesgityita‘bO?anything_butja schoq1naster. Yes?

(Tho suporiortiy is clear bute.)

Hegel would say that you are plending for capricej that is vhat his -
personal objection would be, e rust talte a hizgher eriterion than the nere
personal genius, regardless of the object to vhich the genius dedicates 1t
self, Now if we dlsregard the object and consider only- the subject, then he
maltes the subjective will, i.e., caprice, the only consideration ana ve abane
don reason altogether. Can we really see? 1 mean, oceasionaly we see, 1 con
foss, nere giftedness and are impressed by it, but I think that is alunys on
inconplete Judgenent. You lmow, there are sone writers, and they can be
great writers, who are concerne&, and not necessarily for lov reasons, vith
displaying their talents. Stall, I would say that those rien tould not be of
Interest to us if there were not also objective grounds for adniring then, I
nean vhat they say and vhat they are concerned ulth, :

(A11 this 1s true, but in sorne sense I thought that the neasure
of greatness was the indispensability of the man,)

I dont imov vhether Illegzel would not say that assundng that Napoleon had
not turned up, that something lilke vhat apolecon did would have cone out in
a rather trivial wvay =-~there would be certaln changes in legislation, the old
fomms of property would be destroyed and be replaced by new ones, the old nar.
riage lavs:reploced by nev oneges gll that ilapoleon did in his Code Civil nand
so cne But sonehow the fact that this was done in a wvay vhich the TFrench
synbolically represented by the Arche de Triunphe, this enornmous change in
the soclal order, nakes so nuch more sense vhen acconpanied by the greatest
nilitary glory of IPrance. This is really the rationnl thing. The other thing
could hove haprened but then sonething of the neaning of the thing, the great-
ness of the French Revolution, would have been lost, Dut I would still say
that you nust not ninindize the fact that In rost of these situntions, and cer-
tainly in the nost faonous of these situations, we are confronted with a sine
gle outstonding lndividuanl, Thadt has to be accounted for by you, also.

Because we have so nany things to take care of, let us turn to the next
creat 1ten and that concerns Hegel's political vhilosophy in the narrovest
sensa, Let us loolr at pape 30, top paragroph. ‘Je dont have to read the
vhole, Just towards the end.

("This essential being is a URiIONess
vess0f particular and linlted desires,™)

Do you recognize sormething in this?
(Anti=Rouseau?)

Not Rouscau so nuch, but Locke, I nean, you can plso say Rouseau, to
gonte extent, but llegel dld not think of Rouseat so muchy as I think I can
shou later. But one can say thot the "common niraecle” view ig attacked by -
Hegel. Treedon pust not be understood to be the seeuring of a private sphere.
That is the deeciglve point. Or as Hegel devclopes 1t later in an explieit
discussion of the notion of a "state of nature”:™aon is not prinporily free - .
in the state of nature and does not enter socilety on hls condition", 1 noany
the conditlion belng that he is willing to abandon part of his naturcl freee
don in order that he be secured in the nost inportant part of that natural
freedon by this selfelinitation. That is rejected by Hegel. Iliogel says that
freedon nust be reasonsble freedom, and thls reasonable freedom must not conw
sist in doing vhat one likes, be 1l only in thlg private sphere; but freedom -
consists in doing the reasonable, i.e., in obeying, for exanple, as reasonw



“Fable lav, positivalys: nt -1 pouldng thinl of Rouseau,: anoth
“ehinkor 1s more obviously used hare by Hegel although he used a sonevhat "i. 3
" gifferent language. - Aristotle. - He says the general will nust not be a neans :
for the privete 1111; in Rousesu 1t is fundanentelly that the general vill '
is the neans for the private will. It is conplicated in Rousoau, I grant
that, but fundanentally this is so., Tor Aristotle's thesis, the polls 1is
prior to the individual and that is vhat Hepel ncans, Only in the nenbership
in the civil society does freedon possibly consist; not by getilng a guaran-
zce of o certain privete sphere, for exanple-.~~that is negative frecdon, Pose
jtive freedor is nionbership in civil soclety; and thils nienbership peans to re-

t

pard your obeying, your living for the lows, as your true freedom. = '

I read to you another passaé:e which is not translated in the English -
edition, on page 115 in the German. A

("Only the will vhich obeys tho law is free, for only that will
obeys itself and therefore is li‘ree.“) ‘

In other words, if you do whet you like, you follow your subjective 111l
and caprices, and then you are not free —wyou are a slave of your vhin., You
are truly froe only if you follow vhat is reasonable in itself and thot you
cem do only 1f you obey the law. If the subjective will sublJects 1tself, gubw
jects events, to the lauv, the opposition of freedon and necessity dlgsapnear.
flecessity is the reasonsble and the substantlel ond we are free 1T we recog-
nize it as low and follow it as the substance of our owm beings, The obJecw
tive and the subjectlve wills are then reconciled and are onc and tho sabe.
Hore vou see clearly the Tornulation of RNouseau in this later passafe. Yes?

I neen that only the will vhich obeys the lav is free. -

Worr let ve ret a provisional understanding of this point by undorstand-
iny the difforence between Hegel ond Aristotle, and then the differcnce bee
tween Fepel ond Rouscsu. Nouw whint is the differenco betireon Hegel and Arlse .
totle although they have very much in common heore? Would Aristotle soy that
only the will which obeoys the lav 1s free? I meen Aristatle is os nuch op-
posed as ilegel to the 1iberal viev according to wvitlch true frecdorn: is the
subjective freedor vhich is only linited for iis own beneflt by lowv and theree
Tore you obey the law only as o necans for your private ends. That is opposed
by both Aristotle and by Hegel, But vhat is the dlffercnce betweon Aristotle
and legel nt this point? To obey the lav, Hesel says, neans to obey Treasone
ot 15 the crucial point. iould Aristotie adiit thalt?

{Laws are never vholly reasonoble.)

Or at least not sltogother rensonable., Yes! As Aristotle pubs its "The
legal is gsonechoy the just,.", neaning that law as law, however stupid and terw
Tible, has an elenent of rationality in itself nercly by belng lave. And you
have only to read the records of sone tyrannical govermnents to sec hou true :
that 1s, If they had obeyed their oun laus there would have been gone linde
fotions vhich in faet did not exist, You lmow? So, for exanple, the Gernan
judges tricd ko onnose certain actions of the Nazl party by refef'ring to. the -
laws; because Hitler ns legislator could not dare to publish laws vhich would.
hove satlafied 1Mtler®s private spherc or the sphere of hls storn troopers.,
30 the lav ags low and a public statenent was sone form of linltation., This
is vhat Aristotlo neons in spying that the legal 1g somegm%r the just --but
only scnehow, beeatse it nay be terribly unmjust and torribly unroasonable. ‘
Jow vhiot conclusion doeg Aristotle drov fron this? Aristotle, in other words,
seys that laws are not nécesserily reasonable, Is Hepel so foolish as to
suy that lowrs are neccssarlily reasonable? All laous? O0f course not. But
here is o very obscure point: Hegells gencral tendency to assumo a convergens
cy of the ls and the ought conceals this problen, . e

llow let us look for s nonent at tho relation between Hegel and Rouseau,



% pean in ¥ ganeral way, This stafonent yhich I read to you 133%2

" “tolken ‘frod Rouseaus "The will which obeys the law is free because 1t obeys !
itgelf," -Socig;fContr%cg, chaptor 19, and other passages as well., What is -
the difference between Ilegelts concept of lawv and Rouseau's concept. Vhy Is

Rotiseau so certain that you obey yourself vhen you obey the law?
(Because you have a hand in nakihg the law,.)

Absolutely! In othor words, the legality of the law ls guaranteed by
your having a say in the naking of the law. Yes. And this is conpletely
refused by Hegel. Hegel denies this vory prineiple of denocracy. So in other
words, Rouseau also had the possibllity of wvhich he avalled hinself to say
that %here are unroasonable lows, Yes? He went so far as to say that prace
tleally all the laws of Burope of his tine were not laws at all because they
were lnposed by nonarchs =nd not adopted by a freely voting citizen body.

(But Rouseau vouldnt be generally applicable becausce of that
stotenient. Didnt he soy that these other things were not
laws? that ould people vho didnt live in Geneva have?)

I an not now concerned with vhether Rouseau®s doctrine did not have very
grave delfects of 1ts own, I an only trying to understand Hegel by contrasting
hin wlth Aristotle on the one hand and Rouseau on the other. .
(But Hegel does soy that these others are laws, so then FHegel
1g rore broad.)

Yes, He would soy thet the lavs of the other regines are of course laus
=-but not rationad laws. Illepel is always thinking of a rational soclety,
This is o problen wvhich I will try to take up later. Ilow both Aristotle and
Rouseau, howvever much they differ anoiig themselves, take it for granted that
is? wiil be different from the ‘ought't. ScnehOW'ﬁegel agssuwes the convers
gence of the ig and the ought, and this assumption 1s proven as sound by his
phllosophy of history because it proves that history i1s rational. The absence
of a philosophy of history in Aristotle as well as in Rouseau is the Teason
Yor the fundanental dilfference between then and Hegel. Another exanple vhich
shows thot Hegel's philosophy of history ls absolutely crucial for his polie
tical philosophy in particular.

flow there 1s also another problen vhich is closcly connected with thate
On Rage 43 in the English, and page 138 in the Gornan (ire cannot read that
now); there ig the point %hat constltutions cannot be made. This aspect is
another crucial difference betwecn Hegel on the one hand, and both Aristotle
and Houseou on the other. Arigtotle’s politics is a book on the making of
sonstitutions, there 1s no doubt about that. Whether we like it or not, that
is so. And Rouseau, of course, had exactly this in mind =how to estabiish
a constitution. Constitutions commot be nafley Hegel says, in any significant
sense of the tern, because they are detormined by tho spirit of the nation,
You have to understond the spirit of the nation and then there are sone teche .
nicel things videh technlcisns of constitutions mipght do, but that is an wne
interesting problen. You are never confronted with a cholce as far as the
principles are concerned, '

e shovld read one passage on nege 47, second parograph, and in tho Ger-?
rnan on page 143, Another passage regarding the constitution, : AR

("The state is the idea of spirites..
: : «sooniothing can be learned,?)

S
.w,?

You Imow that is directed frorm the French RBevolution and especi o ;
Jaconeens vhich nmade o constant appeal to Rone. ‘ pecially the ke



Hegel rejects that, you ses.

("On this theory wvhere the peoplesese : ,
v sescarchitecture the anclents knew nothing.")

Because this is only an achievement of the Christian tines. Yes? At
least in this presentation. I will come to this in a nonent, ‘

Is the naln point clear? If we vote In a representative govermmont, Hee
gel says that we vote in fact as lr. X. a private man and we think of our pri-
vate intercstsg we do not necegsarily act as cltizens in the act of voting,
That ve fornally rust be citizens in order to vote goes without saylng, but
that does not gunrantee that our subjective vwill in the act of voting is -
that of a citizen and not merely that of a private non with private concerns
vhile voting. Thereforc the represaentative form of constituiion is not the
solution to the political problen and there nust be sone forn of governnent
walch owves its being not to the popular will as the smm of all private will,
This is the crucinl point and in his Ph%;osophx of Right he clains 1t can be
had only in a unonarchy of a certain kind and a nonarchy vhich rules in fact
vith a highly trained body of public servants. :

Sut there is another voint of broader importance to vhich I rmust devote
soiie tine, cnd that 1s the remark at the end about this "achievenent of the
Christlian tines, This concerns the relation of the state. the politiecal, to
religion and here Hegelis statenomts are very poveriul and clear. 1 uili road
only one passace because the tine is getting late, This is on page 52, parae
zraph 2, in the English, and on page 123 in the Gernan,

("Another 2nd opposite folly which we mee%a.oar
vesocOlpelled to renain abstract and indefinite")

¥hat does this megn in g%ain English regarding the rational state? Bvery
state, llegel contends in quite a fov passages in this neighborhood, has its
foundations and that vhich gives 1t 1ts true bond 4s religlon, Bubk there re
nany religlons,and vhat is true of the rational state then according to low
gpel? Well, cant you do two ordinary onerations of subtrac%ion?

(That would be the Protestant state,)

Yes. The rational state 1s the Protestont state., It is based on vhat?
The Protestant notlon of the conscience, let us say. The independence of
the individual conscience of any institutional authority, of anything other
than God himself, you could say, is that which nnltes possible that rational
freedon vhich 1s the essence of the rational state., What are the practical
consequences of that? OSuch statenents are bound 4o lead to soms practical
consequences =-uhet about eitizenship and so on? Uhat conclusion vould you
dray fron this?

(They would he Protestent,) . _

In the first place, only in a Protestant soclety con there be a rational -

states Yes? And secon&ly, in a Protestant state, say Prussia at that tine, -

vhat would follow regarding citizenship? i
- {Catholics could not be citizens,)

Yes, Tor any noneChristiang either because Catholies are still closer
to Protegtant Christlans than most people. That is by no reans vhat Hegel
thinls, however, I read +o you a passare in bile Philosovhy of Right.



‘. ’paragraph 270 =-a long note, . SR A
(" It is in the nature of the matter that the state fulfill its
duty to help the religious community for 1ts religlous purpose
in every way and to protect it. Nay! Slince religion 1s that
nonent wvirdich integrates the state ag far as the depth of the
rind 1g concerned it nust demand fron all its menbers that they
belong to a religious community, that is to say gny religlous
cormumity beecause in so far as %his refers to the content of
representation, the state ls unconcerned politically,.")

Tow vhat does this nean? Representation, ¥%§§§§;;ggg in Gernan, Is ale
ways distinguished fron thinldng, It 1s a nonethinling, Sormon-sensical way
of understanding. Religion does not consist in the elenent of thought accord-
ing to Hegel, but in the element of inagination or vorsiellung ~-representatior
The state has nothlng to do with the content of any profession of faithg it

is concerned only that every citizen belong to a religious cormmmity because
if o citizen is not g nember of a religlous cormmmity then he lacks that
binding aienent in himself which alone can male hin a real citizen., The cone
clusion vhich we drawv fronm hig rerarks that only Protestants can belong is

not Ilegel's opinion., lle goes Into sone detall here and says that the strong
state can be rather liboral in this respect and can disrepard details thieh

do not concern it and can even tolerate congregatlons --if they are small in
number-- which even reject the direct dutles of the state on religious grounds.
Me is thinking of Quakers and Baptists and so on, Hogel does not like these
people bul he says that a sufficiently powerful state can afford them. le
quotes o renark nade in the United States Congress vhen the abolition of
slavery wos dlscussed by a deputy fron the Southern States (he soys 'the
southern provinces?) vho sald "Grant us the negroes and we grant you the fua-
kers." In the sequel he defends absolutely the citizenship of the Jews agalnst
the vilew wvhich iwms then cormon in Gernany. So that is very strange. There

is a certoln difficulty in Ilegel bDecouse oa the one hand he would seen 0 cone
cede by force by the enphagis on the inportance of relizlon and the signifi.
cance of the &lfferences of religion =wthat this was Protestantisem vhich nade
possible the rational state-~ to favor a Protestant establisuent and to have
sone doubt about the eitizenship of anyone vho was not a Protestant. In fact
he 1s amazingly liberesl, The question is vhether this does not lead to a
dlfficulty. Hov would he have talked hinmself out of that difficulty?

This has very mmuch to do with that problen on which I attached on some
earlier occaslons and on which I would like to say a few words novy nonely,
the vhole question of Hepells Philosophy of IIistory =znd of his philosophy as
n yvhiole, the question of the absolute tine or the absolute noment, the final
phllosephy, the final social order. You will see hov religion cores in 1if
vou wlll be patient.

The end of history! There are no longer cny tasks for nanlkcindl There
is only infinite repetition. Men live in this stage like Gods, they %re in
perfect possession of wisdon, they no longer have to study lile llegelt!s stue
dents study Hegel's Lciic and in addition they are in perfect possession of
justlice because they s mpiy obey the lawrs of the rational state and then they
are jusker thon the nost Just nartyrs for justice because the nartyrs did . .
soniething less perfeetly just than vhat they do now. Yes? Decause 1t is
clear thot if you are nembers of a perfectly just soelety and fuifill the ..
dennnds of that state you are perfectly just, vhereas the mariyr for a given
couse of justice vhich does not embody the whole of Justlce is not perfectly
just. Now this was really Hegells claim, snd vhen the first critic arose
+who can be compared in rank to Hegel --that was Nietzsche, he sinply sald that
one should look at thesc "gods", look at these professors of llegellan philo-
sophys they are not gods, they aore epi-gods despicable epl-gods. Hegel hine.
solf hed satd that the owl of Minorva, the Goddess of Visdom, begins its .
flight in the dust, neaning, vhen nigﬁt comes, vhen decay comes, after the
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task fias been fulfilled, ecorruption sets 1r
Ticulty of Hegel.ese.

Thaf +8 the most obvious difh ¥

(sone onitted due to change '.n reel)
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sssoThat we pust keep in nind before we turn to Locke =wthat Locke adrits of
corruption once the final state has cone. The earlier forns of soclety, say
the Greek polisy the nediseval enpire, vhatever you tale, becane corrup% bew
cousce they contalned in themselves the seeds of corruption. The lnperfection
of these orders wos the reason vhy they necessarily becane corrupt. This in-
perfection 1s expressed by the fact that they hod in thenselves contradictionc
You see this also in Marx. In the final state all contradictions have been
reconciled., There are no longer any contradictions and thorefore there are

no longer any necessary corruptions. In other vords, vhile cvery previous
gsocial order nccessarily corrupted, the present soclal order does not becone
corrupt because now we lmoy. In forper tines sccletles did not Imow the law
of society. the lov of history, and Imovledge cxerts a radical chonge, Fur-
thernore, lezel does no% deny the exlstence of the possibility of corruption,
what hoppened after hin, say these eplegods, Dut he would also say that cow
equal with the possibllity of corruption of sclence,ssay, is the possibility
of 1ts recovery ofter the latter. O4Mn enorrous effort is required for staying
on the level of the finest state at its highest level thalt there naoy be pere
iodlce recoverles nnd perlodic losses of that highest level; but this is entir-~
cly different from whaot happened in »reviocus history becsuse there 1s no long=
er any need for heroic individuals ulio fight the established right in the

narie of a rkigher right to be born. Vow 1t ig only a firht between the cor-
rupted estoblishnent in the nane of the nonscorrupted cstablisment. We nay
soy thot fron now on there lis only required a fight apainst ordinary crine,
That wowid be co-equal with soclety, there cammot be a fight in the name of
new or higher orinciplies of Justice., Ilow therefore lesel can defend hinself
agedinst tihds lletzschean argument very well, but the guestion is thlss Is the
nolitical or social order described by llegel the rational order? In his
Philosovhy of Rlsht egel presents the rational order as a constitutional none
archy which is, of course, not limlted by representative assenbly but by a
itind of assenbly of estates combined with & laissez foire econonmy. Illow this
Prijosephy of Risht was attacked by cveryone, so %o speak. IFor the conser-
vatlives 1t wons nuch too liberal and for the 1liberals 1t was nmuch too consere
vative. Todey there is not a single indlvidual in the wrld, I would say
vithout any boost, vhe would say that Herscl presented in his Philogonhy of
Rirht the rationai state, When Hitler came to power in Januvary of 19%3 T
renenber well that one of the cleverest public lavyers sald,"Today Hegel died"
becouse Hegel in o way really ruled Gernany and especially ﬁrussia up to the
tine of Fitler. I nmeon, thils notion of governnent wvhich legel had, and the
rule of intelligence as ha colled it (vhich neant the rule of a very well
troined and consclentious e¢ivil service) cane to an end and nov party govern-
zent took cover corpletely --or populor pgovernnent of a sort. The only form
In wublch the Hegellian sort of govermment survives today is that by a French
schiclzr of Russlan origlng caecveeseo(%)y vho vrote probably the bost book on
ifegel in thls generation, Unfortunately it is not available in English., He
wrrote o book called Inbroduction to the Study of Hegel which is a kind of rune
ning cormentary on Hepelt's Phenonenology of the & and {or those vho can
read Trench it is renlly very vo 1@ rnost valuable one on Hegel
of which I o

Now he presents the following sclution as that transformation of Hepel
vhieh is indispensable, but this wouwdd really settle the problen coupletelys
Hegely of course, thought of a Furopean stote chiefly., He was opposed 0 the.
nctionalisne There lg a renark sorievhere in his esthetics to the offect that
o war hetween European sbtoles is now completely nonsensical, irrationsl, and -
he says this, nind you, in 1828, long before the Gernan wars for wunification
under Blgnarlk, He thought of wars only in the form of continental wors, say
Anerica with Burope ond this kind of thing, That was really in 1828, Jle
locked very nuch ahead as you can see. Now, any way, according to this pree
sentedey quosieHegelion statonont, whot Hegol groped after was a universal
states I mean o global state vhich ke ealls '"honogeneous", which is ina vay




% the san ucdal point 1s Hegelian =
cposte systen In any way, every rwears t ton of the marticl in his -
Imapsack, every-position in society 1s opon to éveryone according to nerit - *
and not according to birth. This is, in a way, Harxist, but there is one
great difference betwecn .......,..(%) and Varx vhich is that he doesnt drean
of a vithoring awvay of the state. There wlll always be a statey, 1.e.,, cone
pulsion. And sonevhere betueen the present-=day United Statesz and presente
day Soviet Russia, neaning nore socialism than we have now in the United State:
and nore liberdty than you have nov in Soviet Russla, is, I belleve, vhat he
thinks about. A case can be nade that vhat Hegel meant is, under %he_rapi-
cally chonged circustances of the 20th century, sonething llke thisi aboliw
tion of war and poverty and hard work and within that soclety the possibility
of genuine phllosophy =~-vhich neans Hegel, That is the closest approxination
in our day to vhat liegel meant of wvhich I Ikmow. The question iss What is the
bond of that soelety? Or more preclscly, on the bhasls of legel'!s renarks ree
parding religion as the bond, what tokes the place of religion? How we have
geen that there 1s a grent ambigulty in Hegel already. Why enphasize the

fact thot the basis of society is religion, and of the rationnl soclety the
Protestant religion? He elso says that the state nust denand from all its
nenbers adherence to a religlous cormunity but it doesnt nake ony differonce
vhat corrnmlty that 1s, Now vhot 1s in the bond of all these non bheldnging

to fetishiam and everything else between that and Protestantisn as Hegel wmders
stood it? Either religion neans sonething and then religlous differences

mean a lot, or religion means nothing and then vhy shounld the state demand
adherence to any religious cormunity? There is a grent ambigulty here already
in Tlegel. MNow I suppose a Hegelian would say the bond of rationsl soclety

1s not religlion but reason, and I an sure that ls vhat liepel neans because
Hegel understands by religion an inferior form of awarcness to philosophy. -
%111, reason 1s and can be actualy, according to Hegel, only in the institu-
tions =-if this 1s o rational scelety it wlll reasonabiy be actual in these
institutions and in a few individuals. Hepel had no delusions that the Iggie
would ever becoie =~1 dont say a paperback edition, but a kind of reading.

for every family gll over the globe. In brlef, vhat happens to the nmass of
nen 1f religion is to be the bond of soclety? And there 1s the problen, of
course, of the infinite varlety of religions,

(But 1t is religion and resson.)

But what does that rean? I have heard that Sidney Hooker used that eoxe
pression and others hove also. Bub vhat does 1t mean? If a scientist is de-
dicated to his science,. Well If you want to you can speal of it as a religion
but it is also nisleadigg. The very question vhich is inplied in our dis-
cussions indicates the difficulty thot religion becones ever niore vague in
rieaning, It can eventually mean absolutely everything and that means absole
utely nothing. That is exactly the probler,.

sane - a

Now vhat can be the bond of socledy? TYou have a rational soclal order
and let us assume anythlng we want about that, and we have some philosophers:
or even quite a feuv of them --of course, a tiny part of the population in . = -
any iogietyg What gives splritual satisfaction to the large majority of the .-
people : ' o :

(Reply inaudible.)

No, That is o very difficult chapter in Rouseau., If ve %take the meahe
ing which 1t seems to have at first glances Hegel rejects that. That would -
be a purely technical gquestion for him as %o vhether you should have an ege -
tablishment or not. The cruclal point for him regarding citizenship, and |
that is to say, access to all public offices, has nothing to do witg beldng: -
ing to any particular religion wwas is nade clear in paragraph 270, Yes? . °

<

(It seemed to me in the case of Rouseau that it wasnt Teallw




on./za 1t was bellef in God or

Oh. Rouseau rentioned belief in God there, but how does it work out Iin
practicé? Perhaps you are right, come to thinﬁ of 1t, that sorething 1ike a
civil religion would be the thing that Hegel had in + lle st have had
1t in nind if the word religion is to mean anything, Dut try to describe it
2 bite You nust not forget that the civil religlon in Rouseau's sense is
really the state religion. Hegel 1ls spealdng here of a variety of rellgions,
So the state demands from the individual only that he belong to a religlous
cormumilty of his choice, regardless of vhat his cholce may be. TYou have
therefore a recognitign of the principle of religlous diversitys vhereas
Rouseau's thesis seems Lo be a denial of the principle of diversity. So you
have religious diversity granted nowy if this 1s so, religlon cannot be the
bond of soclety. Yes? Because religion is characterized by diversity and
hnt wiich is cormon %o all citizens is not any one religion in particular,
5 can be any religion. Iegel does not even exclude fetishism or polythelsn
here, Heo only says that if there are religions requiring hucan sacrifice or
polygany the state would be perfectly freoc to forbidé that --not on religlous
grounds but beenuse it contradicts the social order. Yes?

{¥You nentioned that only 2 few nen would be gware of the prine
ciples of absolute right, but how could thls be possible? 1
would these nen be listened to in the perfect Hegelian state?

In the first nlace, because they do not owe thelr position to the pop-
wer will. Yes? #Hegel was not a derocrat, nor can these people vho are colic
Hegelions today bhe called depocrats, The governnent has a root of i1ts owm
vhich is not the popular will. That problem romains but I grant you one
thing, that Hegel was thinlking very much of an influence of the true philoso-
nhy on a large grouvp of people, the educated people. That happened to some
extent in CGermnany in his tine and the generation after hin, The highschool
teachers, the clergy, the lawyers, the public officials were influcnced to
sonie cxten®t by Hegel. lHegel 'i;rieé ocecasionnlly Iin one of his snaller writings
to glve this pictures Perfoect clarity at the top, vhether in llegel or in one
close to hin, and then it becomes dimmer snd dimxier vhile you go down, bubt it
ig still the same substance all the way dovm, Bub that is not sufficlent;
you have also to see how it looks for the sinplc people, for the nass of peo=
ple. HNow Fegel still assunes the nass ol the people tﬁ.il be religious Chrise
tians who go to church --in Prussia chiefly Protestants. And these people
helieve the old catechisni: and they beliecve pretty nuch vhat the Lutheran
songs say. And then tholr pastor wlll have bheen to the Undversity. Yes?

And nt the Iniversity he wlll have gotten some very diluted theolopiecall
accentable Hegelianigu so he will no longer be the sane thing as hls predew
cegsor vho didnt get that at 21l. You see? That is easlily intelligible. It
will be diffused into the soclety., MNost of the nembers will particlipate in
vhilosophy only by way of defcrence to nore or less Hegelionized people, But
vou have to think that if this clvilization changes radieolly, if you can no
longer assme thot the whole citigen body is predoninantly Protestant, then
Srotestantisn will no longer be the bond of the soclety.  You !mow? And then
the gituation is completely altercf. In Hegel's lanpunge, how do these peow .
#le that eon partake of reason only via religion still partake of reason vhen
religion is no longer there as the nmost soclally potent force? Think of the -
sinple fact vnich was pointed out after Hegel by a certain critic that 1f the
newspaper tokes the place of the daily prayer it enpties the soclety complew -
tely. I think there is no provision for that grave problen in Hege ogmgn o
anyihing vhich today is idnspired by Hegel. Yes? S

(Is there anything in this problem of the bond and the establishe

nent of reliiious toleration in lontesquieu? The dliscussion of o
rellglous toleration ond cormerce in Yontesquiou, lle talks about ¢
the attitude to religion in England,) T




LYY Erent 1RSI SHEY thak the apirit of commerce which -F
es the spiTit of religion is™¥ery clumsy.  Yes? Which 1s also, by the ™
woy, Kant's assortion because. "cormorce unties all people (that was the belief.
was it not) vhereas religion is a dividing force". Therefore you can get a
tolerant socliety if the spirit of commerce increases and the spirit of reli-
glon decreases. That was something vhich played a very great role in the 18th
century., Sure. ..up to Kant and including him, But Hegel, in contradistine-
tion to the 18th century, had come to see the lrmense posi%ive significance

of religion. That creates the dlfficulty. If Hegel had simply been a follow-
er of the 18th century he wouldnt have devoted a monent of his attention to
this problem except for purely exegeslic reamsons. On the contrary, hovever,
Hegel rediscovercd for hingelf =-against the enlightenment—- the crucial ime
portance of religion, What he says about the Greek religion is especlally re-
parkable in its empathetic qualities. Yes? _

(I dont understand how Hegel =an aduit the possibility of decay.
That would seem sonehow to adnit so much chance or something
like chance that it would affect the vhole scheme of necessity
vhich went before it.) :

I believe I sald in an earlier neeting thet in a wmy Spengler's fenous
book The Decline of the W neant the decline of the hunman race becouse the
Faustic ¢ e 1s the Catholic, universal, and final culture. You rmst ne-
ver forget the cruclal Hegelian element in Spengler, In = way, Spengler
szid that vhich 1s only implied in Hegel., I think I am aware of thls point,
but it leads to one terrible thing: That the history of the world vhich in
its totality is said to be perfectly satisfactory to reason (the overconing
of all contradictions, 2ll tragedies redeened at the end because all the
tragedy was needed for this end) would result in final tragedy because men
has node all these infinite efforts unconsclously, with a view to the estabe
lishment of the perfectly Just society, and then vhen thls soclety had cone |
into being it was the nonent of the beginning of deecay and absolute degredaw
tion of man. The history of the world would be tragic then and this is abe
solutely opposed to vhat Hegel neant. Is this not so?.. or how do you think
Hegel could answer?

(Why would that answer..)

For this reasons I tried to show that from Hegcl's point of view there
is no necessity of corruption,

(y question 1s: Wouldnt Hegel be compelled to say that there
is & necesslity of nonwcorruption? _

. I see., Yes, I thinkk that is defensible, only it must be understood ine=
telligently because Hegel allows for the accidental. The necessity of none

corruption wrould be perfectly compatible vith the fact that nonkind would have
its ups and dovms there. That there would be a tine vhen nen are fully ovare
of' the virtues of thelr soclety and their lives and devote themselves to it,
and then there would be a period of tiredness. That happens. A relaxation =
and relapse. But there would always be, for the same reason, because they. -
see the corruption, a recovery. It wouid be hard to defend llegel othoruvise. -
I thinkz this quali%ication does not nffect the fundamental thesls because it -
is no longer of any sericus interest if we know that in each place when such -
a corruption has talken place, vhen such a letdoun has taken place, that there’
1s a recovery. Look at it fron the theoretical point of view: Hegel's philowm.
sophy has been accepted. It 1s taught by the most respected members of the.
profession and they write textbools and all that sort of thing., They them
becone necessarily and inevitably worse and worse by virtue of the general
acceptance., That is the fate of all hunan things, and therefore sorie new ' ..
£ad will energe that has at least the merit of originality. Why mot? But =
Ilegel would say that sooner or later some sensible man vho does not teach




Hegel¥anian in
“'pared vith

| vith the perfect adequecy of the Hegellan g

That is vhat Hegel would say belongs to the accide :
tical interest and we can take it for granted that it is included in legel's
scheme, The pain point is that there can no longer be a radical and legitie-
nate break. There can perhaps be an 1llegitinate one, l.e., something done
by people out of sheer boredon, out of senseless desire for novelty, but that
wuld eventually brealk sovm because there is no longer any poslitive message
vhich they can bring. _ _ .

We cone to a passage next tinme vhere he dlscusses Anerica, Thalt iwas for
hin, in a way, a crucial problem. Here wvms a new continent, a new soclety,
of vhich Hegei adniits one can Imow nothing because it belongs to the future
and he says we cant say anything about future socleties becauss we know now
thing obout then, DBut does this not nake quoestionable his vhole doctrine?
This side of the interpretation is taken by Collingwvood in his Ideg of History
vhere he says thalt Hegel didnt mean any nore than this: Thalt s sensible nan
¢an never talk sbout the future; and therefore Ilegel said sonething trivial
by saying that history had cone to an end, and for every historian history has
cone to an end because he camot speak about the future, but only about the
vresent and past, This 1s not vhat Hegel nmeans; Hegel means clearly that
Anarica could not have a2 sensible new principle. That we will read, I do
not know if it ls in the English edition but we wvill come across 1t in the
German. I dont lmow vhether I answered your question or not.

(I didnt realize I had asked the vrong guestion,)
Pardcn?
(You made me realize I had asked the wrong question,)

Well T will give you one minute for ralsing the right question, if 1t
is pertinent.

(I think the right questioﬁ ist Doesnt the philogophy of the
absolute noment demand the abeolition of the accidental alw
together?)

lo! That Hegel would not admit. For example; vhat relevance does 1t
have for Hepells point of view that certain percen%ages of the population
have blond halr or black halr or,for that natter, blue hair and so on, vhich
is aceldental, Yes? That doesnt make any difference. There are accidents.
Vhat difference does that nake -~the color of the halr, for example? As Aris.
totle in his wisdon had already sald: There are differcnces among men which
are politically relevant such ag wisdon, virtue, even wealth or poverty; but
vhether a nan 1s handsons or not is politically irrelevant, Yes? I thlnk
sensible people de not vote for a candlidate because of his being handsone, )
There sre nany irrelevancies in the world vhich have their ovn necessity, 1.
€.y 1t is essentlal for &-man to be elther hondsone or not handsone, but 1t
is politleally irrelevant, and there are other irrelevancies and these are .+
called by Hegel "accldental” and this accidentsl i1s cowequal with nan, There®
is nothing wrong with that. Take such things as crime. There vill always be’
crine according to Hepgel, ond crines nay shift fron one type of crime to anow.:
ther in a given period. Vhen you read the crime statistics and vhen you read
the dally newspapers you see sone shifts of this Iind, but Hegel would say ..
that doesnt really nnke any grcat dlfforence. Of course the efforts of the +
police departrnient riust be directed into different avenues, but the main point.
is, clearly, to find vhere the crime is ond to see what the nroper procedure
for this kind of crine is —-the punishments and sc on, and care %o prevent =~ -
conditions vhich vould drive many people into these erimes., But vhether this:
nore awful threat checks the crime is not a serious problem in itself, not a::
theoretic problem. And there are other problems of this kind. For example, °
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of clvilization these differences cease to have any damental inportance
and are only variations, The nain point is that they are no longer any more
than curious variationsg; there are no longer any fundamental differences.
Such states --why shoul& they not. survive? In other words, Hegel does not
thinkk of an absolute uniformity in every respect. Of course not! Hegel
thought, you can say, of uniformity 1ln the most important respects —say,
obedience to the lawrg-~ but not in unimportant respects. Conplete wmifornity
might even be bad because human originality has something to do with variety.

(It seems to me that vhat you are saying is that the accidental
things seex to turn out to be the unimportant things, but the
Inportant things are governed reason through history. 1Is
there ony reason for this coincidence between...?)

Ch no, that is essential. The important 1s the rational and the unine
portont is the irrational. To say that overything is rational in every wvay
is absolutely absurd, Hegel never reant that. Hegel bellaved that he would
have done enhugh 1f he could show the necesslty of the accldental. Yes? In
this respect he is not so different from Aristotle., Aristotlets main point

- regarding chance, as he calls it, is that chance is uncontrollable and theree

fore utterly irrational, but the necessity for the exlstence of chance can
be understood, More than this cannot reasonably be expected, but this miich
must be expected, And Hegel then, Jjust as Aristotle in his éhysics, tries
to show vhy there must be chance,

(llowr vould he explain something like the destruction of the
Spanish armada vhich wns largely destroyed before it ever
got to fight the English fleet and yet was overyhelming, at
leagt materially?)

I dont know vhether he mentions that fact in his philosophy of history
at all, and I might then be ln the embarrasing position of naking a guess
vhich right be utterly refuted by vhat Hegel hinself says. In ny present
reading I have not yet come to that part, so I dont lmow, But let us specuw
late without any clainm to being outhentic interpreters of llegel, I think
that Hegel generally says, as Montegquieu before him, that the outcone of an
individual battle nay depend on accldent, but if this battle i1s really the
battle of the ver =-like the Marathon in the Persian war-- then it would not
be on accldent but it was 'in the cards!., There was a superiority of Elizae
bethan Enéland to Philip's Spsin indicated by such figures as Drake. You
knou? And he would tell all these stories about these half-pirates; that
this spelled such vitality of thls society; and he would trace it to Protes-
tantism, surely. Kot that he would say that such things didnt exist in Cathe -
olics, but in this age the world mind was on the Protoestant side. The heroic
perioé of Catholieism would be sarlier, say, in the Crusades or so., That is |
the lndlcation of a philosophy of history in Hegel's sense; that anceident can -
never occur in the decisive polnts, This view is populor %oday vith Marxists.
The untruth of it becones clear if you are in the situation. It is very easy..
to say that- Germany had to lose the second world war by pointing to the Dap: =
of resources --oil, iron, and steel; but that was, of course, nonsense if you
think of the situation in 2, If the Rugsian musilsk had refused to fight -
and Hitler had over-run Russia completely and linked up with Japan later, it
is absolutely doubtful vhether the Anglo-Saxon powers would have been able .
to_change that state of affalrs. I agree with Burke vhen he says that spee
culators are much too inclined to nininize the significance of chance. Ile .
exprogsed it more beautifully but that is what he said. Surely. I think one:
has to take that into consideration., That 4s, I think, the general objection :
that one would have to make: that for living man, for acting man, for one who
as to uake decisions, this kind of doctrine is Pundament y misleading, The'
Harxists of Soviet Russia would say that even if Soviet Russia 1z licked that-




4% dodsn (78 i {he Long Funy begatise then the problen vould Sae
up 1f the wéstern warld elsevhere --naybe in England, the place that Marx
expected in the first plade. They are-VGryit;e;ible on this point. Yes?

(Question inaudible,)

Nog not for Hegel. What does fundamental importance mean? 4 fundamental
importance for the people concerned! Chance does not affect the fundamental
posgibilities of man, of course; those which are implied iIn hunan nature. If
you take, for example, this point vhich Marxists are likely to bring ups Nazi-
ism and ﬁascism are two forms in wvhich monopoly capitalisn tries to protect
itself. You rmst have heard that? Now, if sorzeone says that there may be an
element of truth in that, but it mlsses, sonchow, a decisive point. Look at
Iitler’s progran; look at nis obsession’wlth the Jewlsh questlon., What does
that have to do with rmonopoligtie capltalisn? A Marxist would say that this
is an accidental thing vhich has to do with ninor natters, and that they are
fundamentally the same as Mussolind and Franco. But for the Germans, and es-
pecially for the Jews in Germany, this accident was not a marginal thing but
decisive in importance. There ls a certain inhunanity in this way of looking
at things. Let me say this differently: Tor us as living beings, individuals
in society, chance is of absolutely crucial importance, Take a simple case:
A childs nother is saved or not saved by the accident that the physician on
the wray to her had troubles vwith his car. liere accident., But the child's
vhole life may be declded on this, snd yet it was mere accident. So practi-
cally for us hurman beings chance 13 decisive, How Aristotle trould say that
theoretically it is absolutely subordinate to nonechance; chance cannot be
the overriding principle --that is nonsense-- chance ls always vithin a rea=
gsonoble vhole. DBut that is not in so far as our acting is concerned, so He
gel tries to equate the two considerations. Yes?

(But vhat aboui Plato who considered that the ideas can come
into belng oniy through chonce?)

S‘lll'en

(It is not a question of vhether these people or some other
reople pgot the ideas, it was the consideration.)

Yes, What does that nean? It neans thet the natural relation of philo-
sophy and society (that is vhaot Plato meant) is so that it does not exclude
the possibility of philosophers becoming Idngs, but it makes it highly inpro-
bable. That 1s; 1f you please, an anclysis of vhat chance means. They, as
it vere, nmove in different directions, but by sone constellation ﬁhey'might
be brought to converge. But the inclination of both is to diverge.

(Yes, but in Hegelian terns history moves through chance and . ,g%
not through rational action patterns.) -

No. 1 would prefer to say that in Hegel history replace chance, and,
therefore, reason issas o vhole, predoninate in practice, and not oniy in
theoretlcal natters. \ — L

(End of Fourth Lecture)




Leo Strauss
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« s osdenocracy means, thon, the sovo:t;!gnty'of. the neople. People are fres,
in principle, to alter or sbolish any law they wished. In the earlier .
prrts there rre still some qualificationss a distinction wvas mrde betveen
lawv in general ond fundenentrl lew, ~nd the qualification wrs thet the
citizens cronot nlter the fundrmentel lav. i'or example, the right of suc-
cession in a monrrchy is o fundementrl law, nnd the cidzens ernnot alter
this, British Fedor-lism wrs, of course, against thety agrinst a lav
noking impossible Parlimentary chonges. S0 that wns one criticism I would
moke, There are, of course, other things to criticize in whot you srld,
/nd quite » four ngs heve to be added to it, .

‘le are now beginning, todey, the concrete assertions of Hegel, and
thet wlll be the subject of the sessions on Hegel's ﬂ&%&ﬂ%.
You hrve nn inkling of them regarding Americs ~nd Africe, urge those
of you vho heve any historicrl Imouvledge in any of those fields to bring
forth your objections_,‘ since I do not Imow of 1l of these phenomena of
vhich Hegel spcaks. or the Chinese scssion, I have invited an expert,
but for the others we nust ~11 contribute our ninds.

Ilow as for the subject todry, I think it concerns two main problenms
vhich are comnected vith eachother, The first is the old question of the
rationality of history. [ow in order to establish this assertion, Hegel
must delinit history from vhat 1s not history. One very mportrn% dig-
tinction is the one between history and pre-history. This is vhnt we have
to trke up todry. One major object on to the rrtionality of history is
thet vhrt people think at difforent times and difforent places denends on
nmerely facturl differences. For exrmple, arid nlateaus or coastal regions.
llegel contends thot these two phencmena: the spirit of = nation, and the
natural conditions under which it lives, are connected, but not in the way
in vhich the naterirlistic philosophors would sny, nanely, that materinl
conditions themsclves fully determine the mind, but rathor the other waoy
round. liore gencrally strted, Hegel's nhilosophy of history strnds or
fells by his philosophy of nrture. Of thet we hrve to go into the details
later on. DBut there is rn inseprrable connection betieen the thesis that
history is rotional, and thet the relation of nature and nind is fundanenw
tally of the charac{:er vhich lNegel ascrides to it. ‘

I think we should first take up a very simnle question, and thnt is
the question of nre-history, or the beginning of history. fl’ow that the
beginning of history cannot be the perfect state as described in the Bible,
or as accented by trodition~l theology, gocs without srying, for Hegel.
'le do not heve to develon thot, There is only one remerk, very clearly
expressed, but not in the 'nglish trrnslation, Negel s~ys, defending, as
1t wore, the Diblicrl motion, "This point is truos ronlind crnnot have
begun with bestisl stupidity." Thrt is true, llegel says, but he very well
could hnve begun vith hunnn stugidity., The vord vhich I trenslate as stue
pldity 1s not very well translrted. Does anyone kmovw enough Gernrn to
trenslicte th-t? Dupmheit® i

(Innocence, ) ' .

Yes, one could nlmost scy that, DBestirl humanity 1s sonething en=
tirely diﬁ‘erent thon bestiality. In other words, thexe were nll human
beings vho hrd not yet exerted thelr hunan :t’.ﬂculties to any great extent,
but mrn wrs never a dbrute. So after thls, vhat 1s the distinction between.
hlstory and pre-history? ' :

("’ell, in the physiesl sense, you might sry, he establishes .
& connection between the su&den energence of historical facts
and the emergence of records,) '

Absolutelyl That must be the beginning, In other words. historics?




.nétibnﬁfaré'nntions?hﬁichfha#awhistggiqal;recdrds.; The word history in Eng-»i
- 1ish 13 anbiguous. It is aolso anbiguous in Germsn, by the vay. History mean:
both the facts and the records of factsg, and Hegel says this 1s not an Ace
cildent; there 1s some connectlion between the two. Bub 1s this suffiecient?

He gets into some trouble there, :

(He suggests the emergence of consciousness, in a sense, n
Teeling that it is necessary as we approach a rational state
wvith the exisfence of laws that people begin to keep records
in order to manke a coherent whole =-that before this 1t had
been unnecessary to record things,) :

Yes, but what 1s the factual difficulfty here? You nentioned it in your
paper. fndial Yes? These are not, strictly speaking, historieal Tecords,
and India is a historical nation,

{lle, of course, dismisses India on the basis of..)

But Indla i1s aen historical nation; that Is clear. Then he speaks of the
state, of low, as the dividing line between the historieal and the pre-histor-
ical. TYes? Now are there not scne difficulties regarding Afriea, for exane
ple? I mean, approaching vhat we lmow now about the negro tribes, not the
aodern states like Ghana. Is there sonething like low there?

(Well, he would say that it 1s not really govermments that it

is the possession of something like, say, physienl pover, vhich
could be wrested by anyone who felt that he also had enough po-
wer %o take it away fron hinm, There is no feeling on the parts
ogit?e)subject thot he owes any obligation vhatsoever to the
chizel,

Yes. but certain divine right doctrines in the West are also approxi-
rotions to that. There are sone people around vho know sonething of Africa,
but perhaps not In this room.. Ilas anyone listened to courses by Mr, Apton,
for exanple, who has been.. I have had sone conversations with hin and I got
the 1mpressiun thot apart fron the nodern govermment of Chnana there was a
clear cut tribal organization with very definlte rights and lavs there., We
dont like them, perhaps, but the nere fact of right snd lav seems to exist
thers. But llegel probably did not £alk sinmple nonsense, go vhat did he mean
by that distinction? Ilow is the line drawm todoy? Wha% do the presonteday
gathropologlists scy? Is the notion of prew-history still in existence? I bee
ileve 1t is, I didnt teke the trouble to lcook up in the Oxford Dictionary
t> 3ee then the vord pre-history caue up for the first tine ~wsuch things ore
alvays interesting, but at any rate it is adnitted. Mow is the line drowm
today by the anthropologists, or by the historians?

(The signs of ran, sinply.)

ilo no. Anthropology, in the ordinary sccial :ciences, where it neans
vhat the Germans call ethnology; the study of the various tribes of man.

(I assume it begins with rocords., Wherc there are no records
history beecones archaeology or anthropology.)

What does "records" pean hare?
{Written records.)

Written! I see. So,; in other words, the erueinl dlstinetion was roally
- betveen vwriting ond not writing, Now since the uriting of history Presupposes

t



of course,'thefaxistaﬁce of writing in genoral if one enlarges Hegel's VieW“=§
wvhich then becones tenable =-because this kind of perpetuity which 1s achleveé
only by writing does nalke a fundanental difference, Yes?

(It is the preserving of writing, isnt 1t? ..and the preserving
of records? I nean there moy be writings, but they may not be
preserved. )

But that is not a clear distinction, once you get writing. Does thls
not alter the conditlon of man very profoundly?

(Well, if the heritage is preserved. I mean, if one generation
can leorn from the preceding..)

That can be done without writing, obviously. Sinply oral traditions of-
fer no difficulty. Of course, then i% yould require reflections uhich Ilegel
did not make. It is not here -=as to vhy writing. Seeningly, one technique
arong cthers is so erucially important; and I think one would have to go ine
to that question and link it up with a fundanental concern with man as nan
~~the question of vhy writing is such a tremendously inportant invention,
That ve would require, As Hegel stntes 1t, 1t is indeed not aquite satisface
tory, The developnent of language, according to llegel, falls entirely In
pre-historys a point yhich he makes very strongly. That inplies that lane
punge as such is pre-hilstory. Not thot there were no changes in historical
tines --Hegel Imew that very well, but these changes were only nodilfications
of languages vhose origin wvas pre-historicoal. You ses how Hegel's phllosophy
of history is bound up wlth a phllosophy of language. So, therefore, if
thought is essentially dependeont on language, then thought is essentlally de=
pendant on sonething essentlally pre-hlstorical.y and that 1s impossible fron
Hegeltls point of view.

But we also have to consider another point vhaich will cone up agpint
Eepells philosophy of history stands and falls on whether or not there are
folk ninds, nationol ninds. What does this mean? I nean, does every nation
vitieh has a language of its own by this very faet have a nationsl nind in
Hegells sense?

(The national mind would seen to be sonething quite distinct.
It involves longunge, of course, but one would £ind a people
vith = langusge ond Ehings of thls nature before history acte
ually began.) ‘

But later, say, in the historical nations, is the differonce of langua-
ges of any Importance for Hegel? Take the French and the Italians, obviously
different natlons spealdng different languages and also haveing very striking
differences in their arts, and their institutlons, and so on. Is this rele-
vant for Hegel? |

(I wrould say that the langunage is one of those things affected
2{ the novenent of the world spirit. He mentions, for exanmple,
e contraction of langunge at the development of the histori-
cal phase, so the development of language itself would be ine
fluenced or sonehow reflect the particular national spirit.)

In a woy, he alnost says that language decays. Conpared vith the old
Germanie, present-day German is very poor; the full sensual tradition is lost,

(He would probably suggest that the longuage enables a people
to think of things that perhaps would be inmpossible to convey
by iopressions.) '

éut I am thinking now not only of the difference of language, but you



" have two cultured nations, say, the ’é'rench and the Spanish, their spirit can ¥
‘be sald to be different but is this of any importance for Hegel? The dlffere’
 ence betveen the Spanish and the French? We come to that later. I dont bew -

licve 1t is. In other words, the historlically relevant "folk mind" is not
jdentical with the empirical observable "folk mind®, We stlll have to ralse
the question of whether the difference between the French and the Spanish
reaches to thelr types. You know? Is not the faet that they are both Cath-
olie notions infinitely nore important thon any difference between them? S
that is another difficulty for the purely empirical approach, I think there
is one passage but it is very long.. On page 63, paragraph 33 in the German
on page 167, paragraph 3. Yes? _ _ .

(About writing.. You szaid that 1f we enlarge Hegel's criterion

it naltes sense, Did you mean that the distinetion 1s between
people that know how to write and those that do not, or people
vho vrite aboul something?)

Simply the fact of writing. And, of course, one has to conslder that
hieroglyphs are writing. Writing does not mean merely the alphabet; that goes
vithout saying. Yes? : ‘

(Is it clear thot primitive societies did not write?)

The term "preliterate people" is constantly being used, so that nust be
s0, Or does preliterate menn something else in anthropology? I noy be nise
tnlren, Well sone of you have been through the University of Chicago College
ithere vou have been exposed to this kind of thing. Not? 8So what about the
Incas? The Incas clearly had law, govermment, dld they not? But vhat about
writing? They did not have writing:; they had some signs by vhich they could
send nessages, sonething like the Spartan system, but no uwriting. Then I
think wve woulé have to think through this phenomenon snd not merely pssume
that it is an invention lile the invention of the combustion engine but of
nore inportance,

(Sonie onittcd due to change of tane)
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seslle can show this, he clalms, without presupposing philosophy, but he can- -
not show in the Philosonhy of lligtory that history must be rational; he can
only showr that as a matter of fact 1t is rationnls How at that time we found
a discussion, and in a sense a criticlsm, of purely empirical history vhich
ern be state& as follows: A purely empir&cal history 1s inpossible, you must
make presuppositions, as they say today, you rmust have a frame of reference
othervise the data canmnot take on any order., This shows itself in historical
research in the following question: What is important, and what is uninpor-
tant? Every historiaon has to use that question or he will be a mere collect=-
or of data. Now Hegel says that this distinection between the important and
the uninportant cannot be left in this gomewhat dim condition in which it
exlsts in the cormrion sense ~wvhere e kmow that vhether Caesar had nore or
less halr 1is unimportant, and vhether Caesar defeated the Germans is very inme
portant. We have to clarify vhat we nean by important and unimportant, 4ind
Hegel says that, ultinately, it can only nean vhat i1s important for nans®! hu~
nanity. Mans' humanity consists in his freedonm vhich is inseparable fron his
consciousness, ond wvithout this we cannot even begin to understand., Now vhat
do you say?

(In order to determine vhat 1s important and vhat is unimportant
in any historical period 1t seems to me that one must first look
at the perlod, so far as he is =ble, vithout preconceptions, and
then on the second look he wlll lmow, )

But that is very abstract; not very empirlcal, How does it work in pra-
ctice? Bveryone before he begins a study has already selected 1ty I toke it,

{He has selected his study,..)

Sure, and the decision is implied in that. Hepgel says he cannot leave
it at that commen sensical procedure vhich is for practical purposes excellent,
but theoretically wholly unsatisfactory; and therefore we have to clarify
vhat 1s inplied in the selection. low Ehe ansver today, of course, 1s that
every seleetion presupposes direction of interest and uitinately values, and
there is an infinite variety of values so, therefore, anything can becone ine
teresting,

{(Well I wouldnt go along with that at all.)
That is too non-cormon sensical also. Yes?

(It seems to me that your selection is based on a broader know-
ledge of the period that you are dealing vith. The guestion
that you finally choose in a particular field, your mono aph,
is going to he related to your wmderstanding of vhat is Op~
tant in that particular field; not vhat is important in higw
tory as o vhole,)

But vhat.., I an not a Hegellan; I do not defend nmy own positionj but we
rmust try to understand vhat Hegel means, What do {ou really mean by that?
Disregarding the questlon of selection for a moment, 1f that is possible, how’
do you proceed? You read, say, a historical docurent.. '

(You sort of drift into it, it seems to me.)

Thot is very sound and good for practical Eurposes --not to get entangw
ied in sowcalled rzethodological problems, but the problem is that in every N
established dleipline there 1g a tradition, and there is also a tradition as
Po what is to be regarded as importont. But that means, philosophicallgegyeaﬁ
K1ug that one is passing the buck =—-George has done it; he has establlished, .
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:__'rjeianpfﬁfgthatqzcoﬁumicifhings”are,glrribayninportant, and that you-cant‘l§
write a history about the Reformation perlod without considering the tremen '

dous economlc changes vhich went on partially as a result of the discovery

of the new world, and so on, Bubt stlll, a man has to take responsibiiity

even for what has gone on in his dicipllna yithout his contribution to it;

therefore this question must be coherently faced. :

Now we riust take a concrete exanple because odbviougly nany things which
cornmon sense would Tegard as important are not regarded by Hegel as very lne
portant, What would be a good example? I dellberately exclude American ex-
amples because America is a very touchy subject here, as you have notlced,
and e 1ill take that up later on.

(Great loves? Hegel would not consider those very important.)
Wiilch one?

(You were seeking o subject of history vhich Hegel would not
consider very important. I dont feel that Hegel iwrould cone-
sider great loves very inportant, would you?)

I do not hear you.
{(Great loves, Like Antony and Cleopatra.)

Oh! Surely not historically. But then he would sgy thot if Cleopatra
had been a bammaid surely no one would say 1t was important, but only if she
happened to be the queen of Egypt. So then we have to take up the vhole ques-
tion of Egypt, this particular provinee supplying Rome with both grain and
gods in the Roman Umpire, Yes? So then we cone already to this broad probe
len of Greelmess in its decayed stoge, and Roneness. Thot 1s interesting!

And thot 1t appeared in the form of a woman, Hegel would say 1s quite interw
esting, and Rome in the form of a mang but he wouldnt regard this as absolue
tely erucial because an Egyptian king might have done fundanentally the sanme
thing ~ealthough not via love; in other ways. You know? HNo, that would not
be a good example, I would say. But something like the things to which he
alludes when he speaks of the changes vhich are crigscrossed and which are
underlyingly meaningless on a larger scale, say, for exanmpley an attempt to
restore something vhich was hopeless from the very beginning and vhich might
have created much uproar and much bloodshed and was the talk of the century,
and yet, ultimately, it was only a2 retarding thing. I do not know at the moe
nent of an example. '

(The battle of Agincourt; the vain English attempt to recape
ture France with the spectacular use of artillery.) ;

Yes. I thinkk Hepel would say that we have to go back to the root of the
natters that of the feudal order, the clain of the King of England to control
France on the basis of feudal law, and the assertlon of national unity against
it ==that is the broad context. &he particular things that happened were due
to special situations, to speclal herolsm on the part of one particular king,
and this is uninteresting, ultinetely. Let me state 1t more generally:s The
difference betveen the philosophic historinn and the non-philosophie histore
ian, Ilegel says, is that for the non-philosophic historian everything is im.- .
por%ant; everything that ls important for thoughtful contemporaries and for
thoughtful fellow clitizens of the actors. For the philosophic historion only
that is inmportant which is inportont for man as man. Terrific slaughters of -
nillions of people in China, for example, would not be as such interesting to
man as monj vhereas the Chinese patriarchic theoeracy, as he calls 1%, 1s in

portont because this is in us. If we are going to annlyse our political
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vil society: ond this implies the possibility that eivil soclety takes on the
form of a big fomily. This possibility was actualized, sccording to Hegel,
in China: and therefore China as China stands for same%hing in us; more genere

ally sta%ed, in mon as man, Yes?
{Question inaudible,)

Yes, well you can frequently illustrate --frequently, not in all cases,
vhot Hegel neans by looking at it the way a Marxist wvould look at it because
in certain points they agree. Within certaln limits Marxisn 1s Hegelionlsm
turned upside down, as Marx deseribes 1t. TYes?

{(Is the presentation that history is rational different fronm
the presentation that it must be rational in Hegel's ovm un-
derstanding, as it is in the two presentatlons? Are the two
separat§d in Hegel's own understanding or only in his presen=
tation?

I sce vwhot you neant EHegel glving these leectures in the philosophy of
history could not possibly forget vhat he he believed he knew, and vhat he
had sold in his logic. But on the other hand, he nmakes 1t culte clear that
vhat is true of Hegel is not true of Hegell!s sudlence. Hegel'!s audience con=
sisted of quite & few people vho had not studied Hegel's logle and #id not
Imov vhether the loglec was true or not; but Hegel sald that even they can see
fron this lecture that history 1s rational., They cannot see nore thon that.
They cannot see that hlstory rpusi be rationsl, but Hegel always uses, of cours
the results of his loglce and of his philosophy as a vhole., That's ciearl
And about that he has perfect clarity. When he refers to a certain thing re-
garding nls philosophy of nature, for example, he would say that vhat he says
here 1s nerely historiecal (I wil explain this immediately after) and a nere
reportsy and you cannmot understand a philosophic thesis from a nere report,
you can only take cognizance of it, To see its truth you have to study the
philogophy of nature. You see? 1t is not a serious problem. The question
isy; Hegel would sny, that the historian cannot work without insight into wvhat
is important for nman as nany and vhat 1s important for man as nan is freedom
and consclousness of freedom. This Hegel believes he can show without too
%reat difficulty, and this 1s all that 1s required for the philosophy of hise

oYY » _ ,

(Cant there be anything else that can be important? Cant you
deny that frecdom and consc?ousnesses)

You may deny it, but the question 1s hov good the denial is, I nean,
vhat could you say to refute this? Would you say that the most inportant
thing is thot all men have three square neals a day, as an alternative?

(Well, starting from Hegel's owm beginning; that we begin to
study history with our owm presuppositions at hand, that is,
with our owm valueSe.)

0.K. The question concerns these values. What are your values?

(@911 once you determine vhat is lmportant, and vhat you think
is ipportant, this is wvhat you spply to history. You do the
generalizing,)

That is vhat cnpirically happens, without any question, but vhat Hegel
gays is that you connot leave 1t as Gimar .....{(?) did ~<he is a very well
Imown socilologist vho wrote a boolk on the "Americon DilermaY, He beging his
book roughly Ilike this: Decencies are ny velues, but the following study is
strictly sclentific and is in no way affected by my values. In history they
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(Well T would hold that it is lmpossible to do 1t.)

Jell sure, bul the sociologists believe that you can just leave 1t at
a declaration of your valves and evorything else is strictly scientifie, That
is soi You eon believe me, because 1 have read thls so often. Now llegal
would say, of course,that this is nonsense. 1 nean, no one 1s entitled to
say simply "That is nmy opinion®; that is in no woy respectable., You can set
forth opinions in a merely seclentiflc book, but you have to pive your reosons
for these opinions and exsmlne them. And Hegel would say that if you do that,
for exeriple, if you ‘take the rough standard of the leclaration of Independence
as nov mderstood by liberals (vhich I believe is a very common case in the
social sciences), Hegel would say that there 1s much truth in that and to sone
sxtent it sgrees with his ovn --that the recopgnition of the rights of man is
ingseparable fron the avareness that nan as nan nust have and deserves these
rights, That is really the sense of history and the meaning of histery., If
I anolyse it wlthout having this sonehovw in nind, I cannot possibly analyse
cven a negro tribe in Africa. Vhen I read of the practices of canaballsn I
dent hove to express ny disgusts that is o natter of style, and as such, ne
interesting. Dut I caonnot help thinking 1t is a terrible thing, ~nd llegel
says thot cne cannot leave it at thils merely private opinion. That is perhaps
a nice eiegance of style, but in seriousness one camnot do that,

(Well, then if you deny the nhilosophy of logle,; then you deny
Hegel)-mfcr good reasons., if goocd reasons are possible. I dont
tnovr,

Yes, that is aluays a question.
{Then llegel is no loager "absolute"?)

Yes. I nean, perhaps there vhilogophical aiternatives to IHegel, but yuia
yourself soid that if some soclologists followed this practice (this "I bel-
ieve in these values, but ny study is, however, 100/, sclentific! w-s0 that
acneone vho had wiser preuises could have written the sane book), then either
you have to abandon objectivity altogether -wand that is the end of histori-
col science, or you have to say that perhaps there is objectivity in the wval-
ue ~nd then you rust think more about these so-cslled values. This 1s nore
dgifficult than merely empirical studies. Peonle quite excusably shy awvay
fron thils.

{But it seens to me that you think of history as an absoliule
sclence? There are degrees and degrees, ond you dont have
to deny that history is an absozute science like physlcs or
mathenatiesy we could think of history not as an absolute
selence but as..)

Yes, but the guestion is not vhether history can be a science like nath-
eratics, bubt the sinple notion of objeetdivity. I was not spealing of exacte
ness, but of objectivity, vhich I believe is essentlal to history. '

(Well, vut 1t necd not be as objective as sone other things.
I me?n you can use the word objective in the relative sense
00,

Yes, but then.. Oh gosh! Sure you can do that, but then you sanctify
confusion. Obviously, if you sy you speak of objectivity but that 1t doesnt
vean objectivity here. That doesnt workl
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I nean mathematics is an objective scilence, but,..)

Yes, but then one has to go into the very complicated reflections on the
character of history and vhat objectivity really means. Ior practical pur-
noses what you say 1s okey, but as men of science we cannot always leave 1t
ot comon sense. Yes? I nean, to advise a student about his doctors thesls
is a practical procedure which should proceed along cormnon sense lines, but
the vhole science itself cannot be of such a nature. I know that this very
charning thoughtlessness 1s today consecrated by practice; but it 1s not good.
What is really the difference between a partisan statemen% of either the de-
segregationists or segregationists and a historicnl work? Conmon sense as-

suries there is a difference between the twog but you seem to say there is on-
ly o difference of degree,

(Vell, wvhen you anproach eoch nan as to how he uses his naterial
it does come, in the endy to a matter of sgreenent with his use
of his materinl -&that is, how he handles his subject.)

Well we cannot solve that question now, it i1s rmech too long, and perhaps
ve could not solve it if we had much mbhre times but it to the obvious advone

tage of Ilegel that he sought at least to face that problem. Would we ajree
at least to that point?

(YESa)
Yes?

(Y st1ll dont understand how the assertion that higtory is
rational can be understood apart fron the assertion that it
rust be rationnl, If one understood red instead of rational,
can one undersiand "is red" apart fron "must be red™?)

Alright, Something like that we will have to take up. 1 will now take

un aﬂogher provlem and ot the end you will tell me vhether you are satisfled.
Yes? ood,

I will state the question as foilows: Vhat 1s the alternative to a phle
losophy of history? ILet us assume that this is our problem. Tow in the pre-
legelion wordd it was thiss There is an eternal truth vhich is in prineiple
always accessgble to man. The classic presentation of thls is, of course,
Plato who says that there are eternal ideas vhich are in principle equally
accessable to man as nan and only accidently are there differences =~yhat in
fact happeng, or in fact is knowm, depends on accldent or on chance. Hegel
faces this in the passage which we just recd, vhere we left off on page 25.

("0f the Qifficulty stotedeeso

sssentaVe o braln in its head and a heart
in its breecst.m)

ﬁbu‘Whéf does Hegel say? Hegel states it here in thig vay:the problan
of th; accldental or the chgnce-lgke thing, He says that it egists glso in

natural phenomena. For exanmple, there cre, as we all nov, children born :
with two heods --at least we read that fron tine to time, or with four fine
pers, or God Lknows vhat. Uhat does this menn? Illow in notursl history, as he.
soys, the accidental finds its sphere vithin the essential. We unders% d4a -
these strange and abnormal phenomena as davlations fron the normal, s ls -
of course, the cruclal point. The nornal 1s the essential and Hegol contends
that this is true also of history; there is the essential in history as hise
tory, there are not merely a chain of accidents. That is Ilegel's great chale
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i-1enge " to Plato and" _S%ﬁtleand'Quité?;”fgw'others. There is an essentialﬁﬁg
" 4n history as history and it 1s not merely a chaln of accldents. Hegel takes

up another argument in the immediate sequel. Let us read only the beginning .
because it takes about seven pages ond we cannot read it all.

("A sinple process of reasoning,.')

Tlo no, that is not in the Gernman. In the German 1t says "One proceeds
in a sinilsr vay (nonmely, those who deny the essentlal becouse of the freak)
if one says, correctly, %hat genius, talent, noral virtues, sentiment, ad
plety, can ﬁappen under all those constitutional and political conditions.“

Tow that is » nore relevant point; I will try to explain it. There are
things vhich nre everyvhere and alwoys the same (the Platonie-Arisiotelian
viey) and they ore the essentials, norel virtue, genius, talent, and so onj
nan has an essential constitution vhich never changes, and this 1s the esgence
history is the mere accidental. Hegel says that these things that are alwmys
end everyvhere the some are only the formal, by vhich he neans the external.
That nen are thinking beings is ture, but vhat they in foet think dlffers fror
epoch to epoch, and thls difference between the epochs 1s not an accldental
difference., Surely we find norality, philosophy, in a sense, everywvhere, but
vhat is everyvhere the same is the least interesting, the interesting 1s the
assential difference,

ow let us link this up wvith the question of the alternative to Hepells
philosophy of history wvhilch is that there is no rationality of history. Uhat
dees thls mean today? If I understond todays historlena correctly, there are
I @iffercnt cultures, say 25 (some say 37, but that is a purely empirical
guestion)3 no progress becauge progress would presuppose a universal and abe
solute stondard {for these people liberal democracy is in fact the standard
by which is neant such things as equrlity of the sexes, no connibalism e=we -
dont have to go into the detalls regarding elections, the very ternm "under-
developed country" is an extrenely polite but perfec%ly clear value judge-
nentl; furthernore, there is no absolute of any one culture, even our owm,
but the understanding of 21l cultures is an sbsolute., This is the standpoint
of objectivity or science. Dut since there is an essentinl relation hetween
our culture and the existence of this objective appeuvach, we imply that all
other cultures are reiantive. Surely. Because they lack that objectivity.
Vlnat does this mean, however, if we try to think about 1t? These other cul-
tures and their bellefs are not siuple nonsense, but vhat they believe is on-
ly partly true. Therefore the question arises as to vhnt part of the truth
does thds or that culture miss, ond we order them in this way. In other words
instead of a philosophy of history, llegelian style, vhich is necessorily a
history of progress, we get a typology of culture, That is the inevitable
alternative to legel. Tor excnmple, I have been told (I have read very little
about it, but here in this building one cannot help hearing about it) thot
there are gullt cultures and shoarie cultures., Ilave you heard that? TFor exe
nrple, the Jeulsh Christinn trodition is clearly a guilt culturc and the Jop
anese are shane cultured, You understend the difference? The inplication
of these nen is that sonehow shane cunlture is nore reasonable thon guilt cule
ture. That is clear, vhether they say 1% or not. Iliowever this may be, the
alternative to Hegel is the typology of cultures, we can say, and then, of"
course, you dont have to spenlt of orogress --but you have the progress ine
nlied in the clains you cannot help raising regarding your analysis of cul-
tures, your anthropology, your history. llow generally specking one can say.
that tne tyvology of culéure is closer in thls respeet to classical thought
thon Tlegel, If you study lierodotus, for exonple, you can see that lierodotus
tingudible). ... That, for example, Lgynt presents ghis particular possibility,
Persia that partlcular possibility, and could arrange other cultures accord-
ingly, without any claim that one precedes essentially and factually the B
other. That is Indeed the question. Does this answer your question or not?
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(No, 1t didnt.)
Well restate it then.

(Vell, 1f I may ask another questiong vhat would be the equie-
valent of oe..{insudible) for Hegel, that Kepler had?)

I said it! It wvas extrenely simple; that vhat is inportant for nan as
ran is his being free, and his knowing of his freedon. That nan as man is
free, vhich means that no man can ever be a slave, defensibly, which has in-
fini%e consequences., That 1s it! Ilegel does not presuppose %hat you accept
hig philogophy of right as a vhole =~-that is o longer questiony but on the
other hond, Hegel wouldssay that a nan who belleves in freedom without seelng
that there rmist be o governnment with an inherent right and snanction of its
owm is talldng nonsense. You know Illegel is not an anarchist. What llegel says
presupposes sornicthing which he could say, vhat we today in fact all grant
~-vhether rightly or wrongly, 1t doesnt matter, but vhat is inplied in nodern
societyy that thers cannot be any inequality except that due to achievement,
i.e.y servicej and on the other hand, in the deciszive respect, all nen are e-
aual, but fron this equality of nen it doeg not follow that ail nen equally
participate in govermment. This is admltted even by nodern democracy as dise
tinguished fronm Ilegel’s constitutional monarchy bhecause as President Iisenhov-
er sald, vhen he nade a distinction betwson them, "Civlil service is a privi-
lepe ané not o right." That neans that the egalitarianism of rniodern soclety
is only nart of 1t, the eaually inportont part 1ls the other, the govermment
wart; hovever Aifferently we understond this now from the wvay Hegel under=
StOOd ito .

fell, I have difficulty In keeping the necessity and the
rationslity senarated..)

o, Ratlonallity is understood LY Lepel 1n the substantive sonse, rather
thon the formal sense. Ratlonality means sensible; it is intrinsically sense
regarding both ends and means, and not nerely the neans. Vhat llegel says in
his Philogonhy of Iistory is %his: The historical process is one vhich necesg-
sarily lzads up to tﬁe rational society, not regarding means merely, but re-
garding its essential character; the flnal soclefy 1s one in vhich %he true
principles of soclety are recognized& and the true principles can be expressecd

8

by the fornula "freedon” ~-wvhich nee s Obviously, sone very important spe-
ciflcations vhich in a very general vay we all understand, ‘

(WVould he be opposed to..s(inaundibvle)

ilo, I think he yould scy that it 1s scientific, except in one crueinl -
points the necessity (I con only repeat vhat I sald before) of the histordieal:
process belng rationel is not shown here, only the fact that it has been ra- =
tional --that he claims to show, not nmerely to persuade. RO

(And one can understand the fact vithout understanding the i
necessity?)

Yes, Surely, and nany other things too. Does anyone have a good exame -
ple of a fact vhich can be proved? ..l mean not merely sensibly, but.. This
fact; that you can Mmow that o man dies lthout lmowing why he died. That is’
not a good example herej a nore pertinent thing? B |

C i

(%?ggg3§n§?g that o man has n good state vikthout lmowing h;s
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(I dont Inow how pertinent it isy but vhat about the problen

of farily =nd kiddies in Ancien% Greoce; 1t vas a necessary

problen, it couldnt be avoided,) - T :

Yes, That you can prove a fact vithout seeing the reason is renlly trie
vial, I would think. 4 |

(But when you say that the fact is rationality..)

Yes, even there. ILet us assume that Hegel would say thnt the lapoleonic
Empire and his grinciples as far as the Code Civil, for example, were the ra-
tional prineciples. EHegel would say that he could prove that wi%hout going
into the question of vhether such an Enplre had to beoome actual at sone tinme.
It is kin to the 0ld question of proving a fact and then ascending to the
cause, or descending fron the cause to the bare facts. “The facts ond the
whys", as Aristotle calls them., It 1s not a very important question, however.

oy let us first telie up sone other passages in this neighborhood., On
nage 69 in the English, and page 174 in the German. The second half of the
paragraph on page 69,

("If in the development of the stateseso
sasepPTincinles from the ruin to vhich it has
' been brought.")

Yes. Thls passage 1s of some interest, although it is not in itself con-
clusive regarding o great question wvhich we discussed last tinme: the end of
history. lust not corruption necessarily followv the completion? What Hegel
seems to have thought is thist Hoj corruption follows completion in all ear
lier stages because of the inperfection of the orders then established, but .
once you have the good order there is no necessity for corruption, There is
nothing rational opposing the good order as there was sonething rational ope-
posing. say. the polis. There are sone other passages on this subject to v
vhich we may turn later. 1 wonder whether the rost important is not that
regarding America; but we must prepare that. Let us first take page 85, bote
ton, page 207 in the CGernan,

("As to the political condition of llorth Anericaces.
sso032tlsfy its necessities in the way in vhich it 1is
accustoned so to do.')

And Arerilca has not yet reached that stape. You see here, in passing,
vhat Herel regarded as a matter of course to be an elenent of %he perfect
order. Yes? An organization of the valid; vhich means that it consists of  °
classes., (The tern used by Hegel is not ciasses, but stander, vhich is not
quite the_ sone as c¢lasses, but vhich cones from the old expression egt: '
which no longer had the rigld foudal rmeaning. It is still used collog g
in Gernon to mean profession, only with a sonevhat more dignified sense.) : -
At any rate, 1t is not nerely classes because they are not defined by merely.
thelr position in the process of production, but by their function in socilety.
os a whole. But let us go on in page 86, the next paragraph. e

S
o

("Anerica is, thereforc, the land of the fubtures... o
oue.gong§rns thot vhich has been and that vhich
Se o~ B Y

Thot vill be all I need, for the monent. Now thig ig, I would'aééﬁﬁgﬁ‘?“
the Loy passage for Collingwood's interpretotion of the Phﬁiosoggx of Eig;é:z‘
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present is perfeet, but that the future by its nature is unlmowable, and lle- :
pel reolly thought of an infinlte progress.” This 1s, ag for the substantive
assertion, in flagrant contradiction to the doctrines of, for cxamples esse(?)
vho sold that America had an entirely novel principlé from the wvory beginning.
But we cant go into that question now, What Hegel hinself: says, however, nake.
it elear that the Collinguwood interpretetion is absolutely wrong. Unfortu-
nntely, this is not in a passage occuring in tho English trenslation, 1 wvill
transiote it. On page 212 in the Germang "Totality consists in the union of
the threc principles, vhatever they may be., This is the casc in Europe, in
vhich the continent of the mind is united in itself.,"” 1In other words, ope
is a completion, Burope of the 19th century, that is, For Amerlca there only
roenoins the nrinciple of not being completeé ond never being completed, whlch
is to say, sorething not new and not substantively nalting a contribution, So
there 1s ne gquestion as to vhether or not Hegel believed that the future his-
tory of the world, especially the development in Anerica, would be a fundanen~
tal change. This aoes not nean that for Hegel Anerica was not very inmportant;
he toolt quite a hit of interest in 1t, but he thought that Anerica had the
chance of developing fully ond nore easily the alroady discovered final prin.
clple =ethe final princisle being that of freedon, So there is no argument
agoingt thot here. There are othor passages on thils subjeet vhich we cannot
talkke 1z bheoenuse it wonld take too much time,

Now let us turn to the other great problan wvhich llegel taltes up in this
soction and vhich I ghated at the beginning of thils session; that apparently
the national character devends on the clinate and other natursl things. o
el says thnt if clinate would explaln liomer, there would be other lioneors,
now? under Turldsh ruley so clinante 1s not of declsive importance. There is
an inporionce of nature; but it can only be understood as o directedness of
noture tounrd the minds but he has to shov this in concreto. The principle .
ig thig: The merely natural things are in themsclves neaningless --they lack
mman zeoning, and Hegel tries to shov that the meaningless tokes on reaning
vhen neeting vith the zmeoningful. We cannot understand the meaning of land
and sea, for exomple, by nerely lookihg at it physically, chemically, and so
ong but cnce ve ssce 1t In the human context this distinc%ion proves %o be
nearingful, Ilou, for example.. Perhaps ve can take page 80 in the English
angmp%ge 189 in the German., ‘e cant read the wvhole, just the part about the
elimotc, '

("In the extrene zounes ran camot cone to free novernentss.o
seocfentures contrasted with eachother.™)

How let us stop there. Vhot does he meoan? Men begin, of course, as neng
they were never brutes; they were men vho hed not yet exercised thelr reason.
So nan lives on the merely natural level, in Hepell!s langunge, so he 1s, there
fore, absolutely dependant on nature. 1In such a condition, his rind camot -
develop if nature is not of such a character as to favor the developnent of -
“he mindy; this 1s, thercefore; the moderate zone. Lotor on vhen mon has devel-
oped the importance of the natural condition recedes, Civilized men can novw
1ive in ilaska and other plnces of this Ikind, but the fact that man's dovelopw
rnient is one from poetentiality to actuallty, fron nonwactuallty of renson to
actunlity of recason, necans 1t is a development from complete dependence on
nature to alnost complete independence fron nature, From this noint of view
the distinetion betwcen zones is of a crucial inportance for the understanding
of the besinning of human hlstory. . e

But Hepel is wmuch rore interested in another difference which he dovel- ©
omes on page 58+91 in the Fnglish, and in the German fron 192-198; and that . <
i whe difference bekvreen lond ond sea. He dividos the land into three partsg
the orla o elowents velleys with rivers, and the coastal regions. The naln - o
~2ing is this: Civilization beging in valleys vith rivers ..as 1s today, 1.7
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ty stil1l adnitted. -Yes? ' I mean %eré is a’erucial difference between .

Epypt, liesopoterda, and China, ond llorthern India as compared wvith any ear-
leir cultures which is connected vith thls fact. But vhat does this nmean?
Ilegel puts it in a broader context by soying that the arid clenents are the
least satisfactory; valleys with rivers are the origins of civilizationg but
the coastal regions are the most condusive to the developrient of civillzed
nen, This, then, had to do vith the fundarental difference between land and
sea, Of course on the gea there cannot be civilization, but the closcness to
the cea is the rost Tavoroble condition for the development of the mind, The
sea ond the wvater unltej mounteins divides that is the thesls that goes througl
the book. Ilegel here opposes the thesls of the French In the Revolution that
rivers are natural frontiers --you know, the Rhine frontiers and that sort of
thins—- llegel says here that thisg is no% trme (I am sure this is without any
practicol political consequences)s; Tivers or seags unite men. This is a dlo-
leetical fact, that the uninhabitable, thot which is conpletely unable to be
lived in by nan, should unite nan. Ile makes a few points vhich we right lool
up on page 90 in thc Lnglish, page 197 In the Gernan,

{"The sen gives us the idea of the indefinites...s
eowothey have no positive relation to it.")

In other words, you find o sivilar dislectles in nan's navigation; that
gain, ond the oppos{te of nan®s concern with gain —-exposing one's lifey go
essentlnlly together,

{"Courage is necessarily introduced into trade....
>+ e they have no positive relotion to §t.™)

.oUp to this point! You see, in the first place, that the nercly nrosaic
and lovw concern with goin is essentially comnected uith courage in the case
of navigntions and secondly, ond vhich is only another wny of saying the sane
thing, that bravery ls essentlally connected here vith understanding, the
rreatost ruse, or resoursefulness; vhereas other forns of courage do not re-
oulre that, essentially. You see hore that thils is Iepells way of troating
the natursl conditions of history and how they are reaningful. Ilow hiere he
takes up.iin his vay, the reflections cf the Greeks. That was an old story.
Yes?

(Guestion inaudible. )}

Yes, surey, that is true, but let us first toke up the fanmous synbols
wtilch the Greeks created in corder to indicate a sinmilar thought. UWell, who
s the wlse man in Greel mythology? The traveler--«on the seal Of coursec,
And thore are other things regarding the ocean, in iloner as well as olsovhere,
as both the principle of evcwthimg' and at the sane tine that element by
vhich ron is led to the principle of everythinz by being made nore thinking
and therefore nore able to undsrztand the »nrinciple and nany cother things,
Thot is qulte true, and there are these famous passoges in Plato, especlally
in the Lguyg, ogoinst the overennhosis on the sea. Dut vhot was the situation
in Grecce, by the way? In Athens, reparding this sea and land business? tVhat
rere the political Immlicatlions? i

(Conguest?)

Iloy, o, YVery coneretely? DPractical polltdes? Vho was in favor of the )
sea, and vho s against 1t7 ‘

{(The landed oristocracy ugs against it,)

s oTegl The denoeracy wms naval., I neon, the Perlclean denocracy ins une -
dergtood as a nevel enpire. And in practieal terns, the denoeracy neant that



“the poorest classes of the Pop: iy tho eould not harn themselves at all, §
were used as rowers and acquired citizen rights. This is a very sinpple cone
nection betireen o denceracy and the existence of a navy, So the conservative
people vere ggainst the navy --Plato nakes this vory clear In the Laus, and
Aristotle too., And there is one thing that you rmist not overlools tha% it

is only that the cities should not be too close To the sea, there nust be a
coast sonevherey; and of course there rmust be sone possibiﬂty of uging the
coast for navigaiion.

(I inpliedl o somevhat norc moderated view, and that also the
sca seeanis to have preference from the theoretical point of
view., You lmov the theory in vhich the arts..d

i nos even nolitically,.

(I nean to the extent to which the arts, for examnle; hove a
nolitienl relevance.)

llc. On the nost empiricenl level, the Platonic city as described in the
Loys, the city on on islond vhich has, of course, access to the sea ond is
not nerely landbowmd. That, onc nust not underestinate. Surely there 1s a
ditforencey nnd the difforence is connected wlth the difference between Plato
and Hepel repgarding conrierce, Hepel accepted o fundanentsl cormmerieal sociew
tyg Tlato did not. :

{And I shomid thinl: nlso all the things ti.nt chonge suppliese.)

O no, I dont want to deny the differonce, but still, inland China is
not egpecially the nluce of vhlch Plato thought, ilovw llegel, of course, also
tries to give neaning to the nerely factual distinction betueen the new world
ond the old: TFron n Luropean nerspective, the world vhich vas witnowm to the
Euroncans up to that tine was the new worid,,‘ Ilegel says, houcver, that this
ig intrinsiceall¥eecs

(Sone onltted due to change of reel)



smallness-of the aninmals in the new world
I do not know vhether he 1s right. I:a :
odiles of the Amazon river, and rogsrdi eall nt no;
that 1s true. How do North Anerican bears comp th 51 an . b

(Mr Anastopolo suggested that crocodiles could have swan at
so Hegel night be saved in this'respects) .. ... - .=~

I gsee. A Kkind of immigrant. Yes, th: !
he says that European cattle are sald to be nore tasty 1 e o
I do not lmov vhether this 1e true, and certainly if 1t is true it should Ne~-
ver be sold in Chiesgo. g TR TR R SR

How vhat about sone other points? . There are.sone other peints that we
should consider. UWhat about the Africah principle?.. Phat is a very long state-
nents it is much nore detailed in the German than in the English translation.
Well, for Megel, Africa is simply the state of nature; in his sense, vhich -
neans that state in wvhich man has not really actualized in any degree his hue
monity. Now what is the complete formula which he uses? The trouble is that
these things are all omltted in the IEnglish =-the most interesting remarks.

(This is the land of childhood.)

Yes, but that is rather too general. %hat does it nean? TFor example,
2% the beginning of the section on Asia, he says, in the Gernan, thst with ~—
the negroes the natural will of the individual is not yet negated. That is
one of the rost general formulations. Let me see if I can £ind ancther one.
Tasg? '

(Here, for instance, he says, "In negro life, the characteristic
point 15 that conseiousrness has not yet attained to the realizae
tion of any substantial objective existence®.) -

Yes! That 1s the crucial forrula. In other words, for the negro, mMan
1s the highest. That is very often misunderstood. ‘Mhat does this nean? It
means that there is nothing higher than man. Still more precisecly, there is: -
nothing higher than the subjective will; there does not yet exist an objective.
1ty, as legel calls it, to which the individunl subjects himself. And the :
preof he gives is drawn from the fetish systems the fetish seems to be a su-- "
nerhuman pover, but iIn fact it is conpletely controlled by nan, and in fact -
it is not an objective power. The passages are in the English on page 93,
second paragraph --that 1s very long. And he says that relligion is simply
ragle or sorcery; and that means, of course, complete control of anything-
whlch could be called gods by men, and, therefore, the absolutism of the’
dividual man. Perhaps we should look at paragraph two on page 95. Will
read that please. : ' : RN L i

("But from the fact that nan is regarded....

sces8inks down to a mere thing.")
In other words, humon consciousness of frcedom presupposes the Tecogn
tion of objectlvity -~the recognition of something universally valid,vhich
“wes not have to be understood as unlversally valid, but to which man bows
and vithout which nan cannot have dignity. The rule of the mere subjecti
will is a sign of absolute barbarism, and Hegel places that barbarism in
rica and shows that in 2ll other cul%ures, beginning with China, 'such.:
Jectivity is recognized in varying degrees of clari Y. -For example, th



o Groek vorld, and.

ice is Hegel's model of the,

e wTrRd " paam’ R~ et ekt _'f. R e S
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statc of nature; the state of nature which lsy of course, much nore concrete
than it was with lobbes. I nean, Fobbes did not develop this crucial.. Al-
+houch the fundomental thousht is the same in Fobbes wwthe rule of the will
of the individual, vithout any limitation; this Is clearly already what llegel
had in common with Hobbes, Well, I know much too little about Africa --hard-
1y anything, so I cannot say to vhat extont it is true or vhether it is fair.
fegel would, of course, say that the bestialitles which he describes here oc--
cur in other countries, but they are uninteresting be¢ause in these other
cultures or countries there are also qualifying factors, liniting factors..
The question is whether there is not some qualifying factors also in Africa.

(Wouldnt the fact that only under certaln circumstances are
such bestlialities indulged in Africa, be a qualifying fac-
tor? I mean he mentions that only in certain circumstances,
such as the death of a king, do such things occury and that
there are certain ritual meanings to the Africans in this.)

In other words, there is some limit; you cant do everything as you please
Therc is sone custen ond sorie law., Surely. That i1s qulte true; but Hegel
would say that this kind of custom or law, or whatever it may be,1s s0 that
i%s principle is contempt for mankind which expresses itself in canniballsm.
Carmibalism would perhaps be the clearest exanple, becauss none of the other
cultures thot he disecusses later have canmnibalism. Dont forget thatl! Nelther
China, ncr India, nor any of the others! And from this point of view he tries
to understand the whole thing. And then he would say "What about relligion? -
Tont they have religion?"; and he would say that this is not religion becauge
the powers which they recognize arc understood to be controlled by them. He-
zel nlso knows that thls havpens in the hlighest rellrions, hut there 1t hap-
veng arninst the meaning of the religions vhereas in Africa it i1s the nean-
ing. If soneone should ask about sorme Siberian things, Hegel would scy that
wmat ig frue of the torrid zone is not affected if it slso hannens at the othe
axtrene. Vhet he would do with the Aztecs, I do not know., They also had can-
niboilsm; you knows that played o very great role in thelr culture. Or an 1
mistaken? Is it not true that neither in China, nor in India, nor in old Per-
sia, existed cannibalism? The sacrificing of human beings as it existed in-
some of these Cenasnnite tribes is something different from eating of the .
fiesh. Fegel would perhaps say that it is perfectly possible thot this state
of affsirs existed in other narts of the globe vrior to the development of
any culture, but the characteristic thing is that it lasted so long in a large
society cnly in Africa, ond he is tiuerefore entitled to locate it in Africa.
It is a pity that no one here has experience of Africa. Hegel, of course,. .
gave an answver to the very genernl question that there can be examples of « ...
- very fine character --genercsity and gratitude and all this kind of thing, by:
saying that this ccn exist anyvhere, just as possion nnd memory and some form:
of technical reasoning exlst everyvhere but it doesnt mean much. If someone .-
wonld any, "How what nrecisely wcs the great ¢iscovery made in our century . ..
regarding Africas" What was i1t? There was a big cult regarding things Afr
can after the Tirst World War, if I remember well, perhaps connected somehov
with expressionism. Am I correct? S

(Reply inaudible.)
Yes. Now vhat wes the reasoning? ..I have not the slipghtest idea.

(""rhe expression of tihe subconsecious mind without...{inaudible)

Oh, T see, Now Hegel would szy "Sure. That's 1t1" You know the sut
conscilous mind is the completely uncalculated mind,  That is interesting.”
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from the other impllcatlons‘--if ¥y wilek I dont Inow.
You have to consider it in all its impliqntions for the most inportant things
and you cannot leave it at 1ust singling out the one element uhich happeng to
please you. : .

There are some questions of great irportance which we have to tuke up
next time, especially that cert.in passage in which Hegel explains what he
neans by potentlality. ,

Is there anything which you would 1ike to take before we ad;ourn?i_“
I'm willing to have a short discussion --maybe five ninites, no longer. -

(I dont 'mow vhether this cen be covered in such a short tine
but he talks agoin about the church and state to sone extent
in the last two pages.) .

The last section of the introduction, especially in the Gernmrn version,
is a vonderful summary of the whole argument of the book and surely the gues-
tion of church znd state will come in, but we will discuss this when ve coce
to China and Indiz. Hegel thought that:.China ~-and that is, allepedly, absol-
utely wrong-- that China belongs together with Mongolia, as he calls it. He
doesnt nean that Outer Mongolia vhere Mr. Molotov is now accredlted; he had
sozeuhat different ideas of Mongolia., At any rate, he believed tFat the reig
of the Daloi Lama are the /inaudible/to the Chinese regire. How both are
theocracys in his opinion, but....

{Lecturge 2nds here.)
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Lecture 6

stand because you did n,otg
rat up later, but fundamen-
~.I think 1t 1s better to
3 until we have .tried to

" s~.for nost of the hearers it was vory har
use sufficlently concrete exanmples. We will tak
tally, of course, your report was correct and cle
walt with our criticism of Hegel, via Mr. ..../ 2
clarify the point. :

How I was struck in reading this section by one very obvious and simple
thing which one could call Hegel's simple moralism, When he looks at the In-
dians and Chinese he is struck by the absence of probvity., Whethér this Is
~empirically true or not is something we will teke up later, but it is impor-
tant for the understanding of Hegel. Aff{er all, we are not concerned hore
prinarily wvith Indis and China, but with Ilegel. And for llegel the principle
of nhienesty is of crucial importance, aud he finds tiis nmost fully developed
in the West. Hegel doesnt deny that there are crooks in the Uest, but they
are recognized as crooks. because of this principle of honesty which 1s the
essence of hunan conduct --and in Indla and China that does not yet exist.
le does not deny, however, that there are some very noble characters there;
he emphasizes that.

(And some he censors.)

Yes ..or their sayings or what have you. But the main point for him is
that in these socleties as socletles there i1s not a place, and he contends
there cannot be a place for nrinciples of decency. VYes? Mow vhat are the
rules ¢f that, as Hegel congidered it? We must look back at Africa as he des-
cribes 1t, and wve find that Africa 1s characterized by the thesis that man is
the highest, vhich neens that the individual subjective will is the highest.
That is the state of nature as Hegel understands it. There is not yet in evi-
dence sonething to which men must bow. This is the first step. How this step
is talken 1in China and India, but it is of utmost importance how "that to which
men nust bow™ 1s understood and it 1s not adequately understood in the Orient
and especlially in India and China. The true understanding would be to know
®thet to wirich men muct bow” to be mind, and to be mind which is in itself
articwlated (For wvhich Ilegel takes the Christian formula of the Trinity which
is not 1literally identical with vhat he means.) According to Hegel there is
an esgentlial connection between the understanding of. the gbsolute =<that to
which men nust bow-- as nind, and the realization that it 1s of the essence
of nan as man to be Ifree. Therefore, freedor (in the sense of political free-
dor: also) and the understanding of the absolute as mind belong together, Ille .
ieasures, therefore, the despotism of the East, either in the Chinese or Hine
G foru, as tue reflection of a fundauentally inadeyuste understanding of the
absolute. We must now try to understand this more specifically; and we will -
take up China first. .

I'e beging to speck of the character of the oriental world in general, .
and he finds that an independent substantial power is recognized tuere. Han: !
1s man, according to the orientals, by being with a view to that power; wheres
as, for the Afrlcans man is man by being a particular snecies of animai;f;Theg
Chinese and Hindus know that man is not truly man if he is not with a view to-
that pover, yet this substance is not concieved of as mind --which means that.
no distinction has been made betveen mind and nature. The human reflection
of that is that the government is the master and in China the most natural -
forn of the master is the father. There is no recognition, therefore, of the:

subjective will; only external commands addressed by the govermment to the . .
governad. And furthernore, there ls no distinction between mind and natur
betveen the inner and the outer, and therefore no distinction between the
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Now the phenomena from which Hegel starts, of course, is the crucial inm- -
portance of the family in China; the principle 1s the family,wﬂThis means that
since the vwhole society is understood as a famlly, that all nenbers of soclety
with the exception of the Emperor are children and they have no possibllity
of an independent will. There iz, therefore, no possibllity of a distinction.
between the legal and the moral. In a Western society it ls understood. that -
there are different kinds of comnmands: cormands the fulfillment of vwhich can-
.  be enforced --legal ones, and others which cannot be enforced without losing
their neaning. Take a very simple example: To be grateful to ones parents
iz a duty, accordiug to tue Llhduese auu accoraing tw us, vut in the west there
is no enforcement of this --the assumption being that enforced gratitude is
no longer gratitude. Or talke another example: You should wourn for the death
of your parents, but if you are punished for not mourning, you really have no
freedor to mourn because you are compelled to. 1legel's contention 1s that
there 1s no sphere for the non~cowpulgory. Another expression of the same
thing is no sense of honor in Chinsa, the sense of honor which regulates that
vhich 1s essentially voluntary. THerel tries to prove that the Chinese system
of punishment shows thlg absence of such a sense of honor; that if a high man-
dsrin can be vhipped or spanked 1n public without any regard for his honor,
this shows that there is an absence of a sense of honor. Now this is in itsel:
~ a very conmplicated problem, hecsuse this notion of honor as 1t is now wnder-.
stood is nrimarily of feudal origin, The first political analyst who made
honor a characteristic principle was Montesquieu in his Spirit of Laws, and -
there he ldentified it as a rediaseval principle., Yes? A feudal principlet
That this is not a classical »rinciple has been showm very nicely by an exan-
ple given by Nietzsches Themistocles, iIn a counell of war, disagreed with a
Spartan admiral or general (I have forgotten which.), and the Spartan became
angry and hit Themistocles with a whip, to wvhich Themistocles replied,"Beat
ne, alright, but listen to me." In other words, Themistocles wasnt for one
moment concerned about his honor being affected by the whipping; he was too
serious a nrn for these childish things, he would probably say. DBut for West-
ern nan, and especially for the earlier stratum of Western nan, this consid-
eration alone (of the whinping or spanking) would take nrecedence over every
other consideration. Megel adopts this view to sone extent. I also lknow ane
other exanmple which I find very strikdng which I read somevhere in Bismark
vhich shows to ne, at leastg the enormous differcnce betveen liussia and Lurope
rroper. A high officer, a General Kotusoff (?), who was belng passed in re=- .
iew by tue Uzar, and the Uzar called to this general in front of all his '
troops, "Kotusoff! Thou canst not writel! I transfer thee to the infantryl" -
This would have been absolutely iupossible in any Hestern country for centur-:
ies. This kind of honor is really a specifically Vestern thing, and llegel-
pays special attention to it because of 1lts exireme degree of absocnce in Chi-:
na. I suppose tiie Chinese would answer to liegel in the sawe way that the - 4
CGreeks would answer, Yes? !

(The wrath of Achilles? That woulde..)

Sure. Perhaps we look that up in order to make it perfectly clear.”ﬁit ;
is on page 128, paragraph 2. . S

{"A third point is that punishments.... .
| ceeovVery highly esteemed,") o
I.et us interrupt here because these are only examples. In the Germanfﬁgg
has this additional remarks "The most humiliating thing consists precisely in

-
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orporal puhishment exnrésses this notion): That this external™
thing is, for man, something vhich can compel his inward, the inner nan.® In.
cther words, it rejects the notion that the deternmining thing would de his
ovn willy that the corporal punishuents imply that only by spanking can.a
chunge ol nls way of life be accouwplished. This imputation is an insulting
thing; rot the notion that the fellow cannot physically prevent a physical
assault on himself, as 1t were, but that he is recgarded as someone vho does
not have the spring of action within himself, and that the spring of action
rust be supplied through his body. This is the insulting and humiliating
thing in corporal punishuent. = T

But let us now follow Hegel'’s argument. There is no distinction in Chi-
na between dolor and ¢uipa, between.. What is the English translation for that
It is on page 130. ' : ‘

("In the liosalec Laws, the distinction....
s seot0 which he may be taken so.%)

In other words, the guestlion of somecones doing harm to any other --thats
cuipa, but if 1t was not premeditated or intended =--thats dolor. There are
legal systerig vhich consider the intention. Yes? ..and others whieh do not
consider the intentions. According to liegel, the Chilnese do not consider the
intention because of the non-recognition of the subjective will,

¥ow, then he speaks of tlie specific character of the Clhiinese sciences.
That is on nage 134 in the Tnglish, and page 211 in the Gernusn. Just read
a few passages of it.

("Though in one aspect the sciences anpeal....
« - <shinderance to the developrment of the
sclences, )

o e @izl §O On.  woul ab auy rate, because of the absence of subjectivity
(meaning a spontaneous and genuine interest in the individual) there cannot
be truc sclence in China. 8inilar considerations apply to Chinese art. Is
this elso in the English translationt tUould you read it.

(O page 137.)
("Regarding art, it is ¢lear that....

ceoa ll)

"Regarding art, it is clear that the Chinese cannot be at home in ideal
art: an ldeal does not enter a Chinese head; esthetics is very far remote :
from them. The ideal wants to he comeieved hr the free riind; not nrosaieslly,
but so thut the ldeal is concieved and at thre snrme time embodled in a body.
‘hls nation (the Chinese) has not succeeded in presenting the beautiful as
beautiful in spite of the fact that they are indeseribably clever in initating
things. Thelir poetic literature is rich, they have many comedies in whieh - -
the Interests of their common lives predoninate..”) snd then he spenks also
of thelr landscape painting and so on, but still it is not strictly an ideal
art, an art which embodies and makes sense of the ideal through the visible.
The ldeal 1s alien to them for this reason. The most imnortent considerations.
of course, concern religion, and there is a remark on page 132.. Will you
reed that please. .

("In China the individual has no life.... _ -
esoabundance and the sterility of crops.") &

And then on page 168.



rai trrunity!fmth Ltsclf)

e may leave 1t at thai. dow let us first hear ixr. Sinaiko on China
before we turn to a discussion of India.

(I didnt have any prepsred renarks; but if you like, I can rake
some general remarks on the subject.)

" Sure.

(Well, I have difficulty completely understanding Hegel's..)

Yes, sure; we will work together,

{My Impression is,_in general, and I have checked this with
Professor Locke /% 7 vho has made a careful study of llegel,
-s that in fact Jiegel had read just about everything that
wvas aveilable in Durope at that time about China. There is
no question about that. But unfortunately vhat was avall-
able was not very good, by and large. There was a terrible
amount of renorts of migsionaries, traders, merchants, as
well as the reports of Jesults, ambassadors and so on, and
he seems to have taken these u{thout any discrimination be-
tireen the good and bad reports. And furthermore there are
nany things left out of the general picture.)

gy 1 make only a remark to your satisfaction? You see how empirical
histerical studies come in legitimately on Hegel's basis. Yes?

( [fstudent/ Yay I say something at this noint? Mr.....
and I talked about this and it seems to ne that he was of
the opinion that more was known in the 18th century due to

the missionaries work snd the travelers accounts than is
Xnowm at the nmonment.)

( /Sinaiko:/ I would like to say a little more about this. I
have the impression that in the 18th century in the Imliesht-
enment that China was used by same of the figures of the Ene
lightenment, because it was far auwcy, as a kind of idealized
state by which to attack this particular tine.)

Sure.

( LSinaikq&; And apparently in the 19th century smong Hegel

and others there is a reaction against thls in the form of
attaeck on China.)

In other words, the attack on China is probably an attack on the nnlight-
enment, Yes. Surely.

{ Zfinaiko: In the meantime, t.o, the uccanOIOSiCul differences
between Lurope and China hed grown lmnmensely and the 19th
century reporters who went to China were much niore struck
then the ecarlier visitors had been. The Jesuits, for ine R
stance, were much nore struck by the technical developnment T
of the Chinese, and the 19th century traders were struck it

by the backwardnesgs, so there is a real change that oc~
cured in Burope.




: ’ run‘through the uhole"“" o
trea ise_is that China is’ unchanging. Now I am not gurae

precisely what he means by unchanging, but in particular

terms it seems to me that this is simply wrong. But..)

¥ay I first say what hegel means by it, . He sees in this that China did
not chanpge hecruse 1t lacked the principle of change. What is the princinle
of changet That is the opposition of the objective belng, let us say the
substance, and the subjective movement toward it. Ilegel doesnt deny external
changes ~-killings, and wars, ond what have you, but he denles that there is

a significant change in China because the very principle underlying the whole
quuhority precludes significant change. -

(/Sinaikc:..first part inaudible due to alreraft./

v oand that they dont distinguish between the mythlcal origins
and history is simply nonsense. That is to say, they had stan-
daréd textbooks of history that a child would learn, and this 1s
already in tho 9th century in China. These histories would go
back to some mythical empercr, but alrecady in the 7th, 8th, and
oth centuries neople werce writing histories in vhich they rould
cay that In proper history they could only to back to, say, the
2nd century B.C, -=-for that tir.e we have records, and before
that it is dublous. #&nd they wvere very very careful "scientifie
historians™,as we would call them today.

Yas., I know what you nmean; but wvould you do us the favor to retranslate
"history proper" into Chinese? You can use the blackboard for the characters
and then interpret the characters for us. /Jdemurreg/ No, honestly, that
would help us a lot, 1 helleve. A genuine example is nore helpful than thoue
sands of papers. ' '

(Do you want the word itself?)

Yeu say thiat they rake g distinction between mythical and history proper;
Wiowr g thig in Chinese? This distinction?

(Oh! Well in simnle terms it would simply be this..
Can I give you a simple example then, instead of writing it3)

ifo noy does it not show? Oh I seel

(Thls would be, I suppose, on the same grounds that a historian
today on writing a history of the Revolution would cast sone
doubt on the story of YWashington and the cherry tree.) _

Sure. But the question is vhat are the categories 1ln which these common .
sensical distinetions are nade. Tow do they eall the historians or history?

(Shu, this character is pronounced. /All transliterations are
dublous,/ It is the character vhich means history, uriting,
documents, textssy and it can also mean anything having a kind
o1 writing. ‘there are nany such terrs. There are nany differ- o
ent kinds of history.

Dgee, 1s this character. It means records, and its meaning is
precise; it vould mean an actual document.
Shur, tnls is history proper.)

This has no other meaning except history?

(Ho, this is i%t. This would be closast to the actual thing,



“{NS e rest wonld, T 1 & éiﬁ_era_ ot more, in general;
Shu-is-a-bigger term. The actual dynastic histories are
called Shurs, so the actual title of a work would be the Sung

shur ~-the Sung llistory, and trer would be the Tong Shur and

so on., These would be restricted to absolutely tight documen-
tary evldence, without any question. There are, in addition,
all kinds of references and so on., Interestingly, when they
write universal history, the earllest universal history starts
with Boshee, the first Emperor. In the 8th century, already,
when they come to write universal history, they start wvith the
first historical dynasty for which they have records. The his-
torlans will talk about the sarlier periods, but they simply
dont have any evidence for it.)

Would the Chinese understand if someone would say in Chinese that the
stery of the cherry tree is not Shur? or does not belong to Shur?

(Let me say that in Shur, in this kind of history, there would
be blography as part of the history. In the blography, if it
were, say, history of the American govermnment, there would be
& DIogTapiy Of wasidiugton; aud wost likely tine first part of
the blography would include the cherry tree story along with
sirilar anecdotes which every intelligent reader would probably
know were hypocritical but which are told for the same reason
that our children are told it --to give them soue ides of Washe
ingtons character. Thils would be a concrete and iumediate way
~of getting this acruss.)

But they do not have a term for designating this hypoericy? I nmean a
story that isnt history?

(I am sorry, but I cant think of..)

That is what Hegel means; they have no theory, as he c¢:isc it. Ille says
they try to write highly emplriecal things, and such a fund-.ental distinction
as between mythical and historical is, of courses, a theoretical distinction.

(There is a distinction by which you can say sucething is true
or false. They would tall about the simply untrue.)

That can be corbined with shur?

(As a natter of fact one of the coubinatioraz is called pa=-shur
vhich is the historical novel, i.e., fals¢ history, and there (o
are records vhich are called te-shur or t:ue histories.) B

(/students/ When did this false and true some into Chinese hige
toriograrhy?)

{About 100 B.C.)

8o in other words you would say that the step ffom indiscriminate storyfg
toiling to the distinction between true and f:lse bespeaks a very important 7
kind of change? Yes% " R

(May I explair just how strong it is in China? ..to the point
where the standard histories are the so-called dynastic his-
ories. Very early, from the Han Dynasty which was established



£1n 200 =R ND h O toriang was established
“vhich had the functfon of getting one record of every single
document "sighed by the Emperor and all important public of-
ficlals. They had as thelr job nothing more than filing,
collating, and editing these documents and preserving them. :
When the Han Dynasty fell and the next dynasty took over there
was a complete record of the Ilan Dynasty which could then be
written objectively by the next dynasty. And it was so done
that according to law the Imperor was not allowed +o go into
these records; he could not see or know vhat the historians

were saying about him.) o

(/studentz/ I think Hegel talks about the historians that would
go around with the Emperor. I wonhder if ve are not in sore vay
missing the:point which Hegel is making.)

it

Hay I add one word in order to clarify this obscurity. You see, 1t woulc
make a dlfference if the historians have the funetion of belng critics of the
Imperor. De you imply that? That would indeed nodify the despotic character
of China. Would you not admit this, Mr Fallmer?

(Yes.)
Yes, that would be an important point.

(/8inai%oz/ Tha Emperors are told this, by the way. There is
the famous story of the founder of the Tong,who established
bureau himself, vho went to see what they said about him and
was refused. )

In fact this existed alsc in sone Western despotisms too. You knowv that
sone verities about Loals XIV which could be sald after his death. DBut it

was not an offieial institution of the French ‘onarchy that this- should be
done. Yes?

(Also, history is by no means restricted to political history,
Already, there are histories cof econonics, of science, of agrie
culture, astronony, histories of land tenure and holdings, and
histories of that we would ecall rhilosophiy. There are nore
than mere political histories, but the official histories are
centered around political figures. In later tires,; the later
centurics critlcized the dynastic histories beeause thosc nig=
tories do not fit into the rise and fall of dynastles, nor de-
velop the contrasts, and therefore rodern history must not be
written according to the dynastic nodel.)

What facts did they have in nind in naking that criticism?

(Such developments as economic changes.)

I see. DBut how d1d they express this thought? ..because these are all
somevhat dublous Western terms. I nean, glve the best example you can think
of to show how this development affected the writing of history.

(I have to expand just a little bit on this. The standard
mythology of a dynasty i1s that the last ruler of the pre~
ceding dynasty was a terrible man and because of this had

ceded the “{ree of heaven!, the right to rule, to the cur
rent ruler. Therefore, the rebellion was not only perrissible
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{but alssiarduty’o6f the subjects. The old Emperor is kllled
“ond the new man who has "the tree of heaven" rules in his
place.” The legitimacy of the new dynasty is narked by the
fact that he succeeded in overthrowing the old Emperor. Then
the new dynasty goes along until there is a bad Emperor and
it collapses and is overthrown.

Now 1t 1s perfectly obvious that starting with a good
Emperor and ending with a bad one is not going to fit the
facts of history; for instance, one of the signs of a bad
Emperor is floods and droughts and this kind of thing. The
historlans lmew perfectly well that this was nonsense; and
would tallkk about the problems of growing populations and the
the resulting press against the food supply as the creator
of rebellions. They often nointed out that the emperors to
whorl these things happened vere not bad emnperors and often
rere good ones. The man vho argued this point says that one
cannot undersiand these cvents wiless one renlizes that be-
twecn the 2nd century L.1. and the 8th century A.1. there
vas an enorncus populatlon growth., There happened to be 2
great nunber of dynasties during this period, but the gener-
al populatlon growth nust be understood apart from good and
bad enmperors.. Does thls nake sense?)

Yes, sure it makes sense.
(/student:’ Was that an 8th ceniury writer?)

(/Sinaiko:/ The particular writer I am talking about here is a
12th century writer vho wrote a universal history.)

Tell ther are obviously sensible nmen.

(/student:/ In the one account of China that I have read it
glves the internretation that the reason why the historinns
hlstory was more objective was that it vas kept apart from
the emperor so that the emperor was forced to rule in a Pro«-
per fashion, Was this the Chinese interpretation as well%)

(/Sinaikos/ Yes. The universal history I mentioned was entitleds:
A Universal ldrror for the Instruction of Princes. 1In eoffect

it sald thls was what happened to his predecessors and *o Day
attention to it.)

(/student:/ But was it o kind of moral obligasion for the eme
reror to rule well, because future generations would see where
Lie haG nade his mistales? If this is true, if the Chinese
loolzed at 1t this wuay, vouldnt it scorm thot there was z lay
w-objegtive—- above the emperor; and isnt this a denial of
egel? .

EEP P o ?

sSure, there is g difficulty here, but sonetimes I do not know whether
you want to discover more about Chine or about Hegel. Now let me ask two
cuestions of Nr Sinalke. The first is about the other changes of which you
spoke ~-the relevant changes which would contradict Hegel's statement that o

China lacked the principle of change.

(May T make o distinction betuveen publie history and private
history. Public histories are the histories of the dynasties

vhich are written under officlal auspices; then there are



Ll all va; &'é%%QﬂQ‘wt at 1s, by people who are -
“not bureaucrats and who do not write officially. lNow, clearly,
the private ones are aware --1f not the official ones, that
Chinese soclety changes; it changes from a feudsl society to

a non~-feudal society; it changes from a very rurai, almost
murely rursl, to its very modern very urbanized soclety; the
powers shift, and they are aware of this, from hereditary no-
bility to a non-hereditary bureaucracy znd even in a large
measure to an urban bourgeoclsie --traders, merchants, and so
on, They know all this, and this then produces economlc changes,
if you want to call them that. And there are very real changes
in the character of the popular morality, in the character of
the family itself. 1In the sinple sense, you could say that the
ideal of the noble fanily, at the time of Confucius, by the 10th
century had become the nractice for all commoners.)

But what about this over~all character with vhich Hegel 1s concerned?
The patriachal character of the govermment? That the vhole of China is under-
stood authoritatively, whaltever the practice may be, as one big femily?

{(In this I cen only say that it should be remembered that the
men writing history have Confucius, which is the officinsl nhiw
losophy, and which has an aporcach to pelities and political
rhllosophy which 1s a very serlous one, and they are very con-
gelous of themselves as the contrelling group. It 1s to their
interest to maintoin the fiction ~-and all the inportant ones
are avare 1t is a fiction, that China does not change. That is
tC say iV is a deliberate fiction introduced in the official
history and the noral writings, but not into the serious his-
tories as such.)

Yeg, but that would, in a way, confirn Hegelfs point, because 1t would
confirm hisz view that this 1s the professed principle of China --and he doesnt
sy rore. Yest ,.the nrofessed nrinciple of CThina Is that China doesnt change

{tio? Let me go s little further; they say this with the avare-
ness that it has changed and is changing, with the ain of slow-
ing the chanpge and its possible adversities.¥

Yes, but dont you see that this confimms Hegel..
(But i1t can change.)

liegel vould say that people who do that (who know that things change,but
ioathe it), express by this their unbelief in Hrogress. oy, thelr unbelief
in progress neans their belief in non-change. And this 1is what llegel saysl

(Yes w-wish certain ninor exceptions of men who say that things
are no better than they used to be in the classical age.)

These little exceptlons, as you say, are probably the greatest problems
Tor legel's nhllosonly of history, because his contention is that no one can
transcend the linitations of his soclety. Yes?

(Yes. fnd generally there is no question that the prevailing
veliel is tnat Tnere is no progress and that change i1s change _
for the vorse.) S

In other words, they are more conscrvative than the most conservative



Mow, one _nore noint, if I may brinz un vhat I kave to say and then ve
have to return to your questions., What about Hegel‘s statement about lleaven -
or Tien, if that is the proper pronounciation?

(For Tien, heaven is not a bad translatlon;y and nature is also not
a bad translation. It means the weather, the sky, and the day,

also. Would you like to tell you briefly what these characters
mean? )

Pleasel! This is the most important....

/Bome omitted due to change in reel.7
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" (....means, roughly, the great man, or the ancestors, or the
congress of ancestors, That is tlem - =~

Yesz, that makes very much sense. Hegel, of course, does not go into
such nonalities; he simply takes 1t that the absolute 1s nature, not mind.

(The early attempts, and this goes way back to 1000 B.C., to
use tlen may have had some personal senses, but by the time of
Confucius, in the 5th and 6th centuries B.C,, it is completely
deversonalized. There 1s no questidn of ancestors in it any
rmores it is a depersonalized moral force.)

But noral force!
(Yes.)
But how then can Hegel support his assertion that it 1s mere nature?

(I dont know. I will say this about 1t; the Jesults themselves
argued, in an attempt to prove in Furope because of various conw
traversies, that a Chinese could becorme a Christlan and still
worship fien:; that 1t was not a real being. They attempted to
prove that tien should be interpreted as nature in order to ne-
gate 1t because they slmply couldnt convert people unless they
meintained this worship --~the state insisted upon 1t)

Yes, that would be an explanation and justification of Hegel's error
but Tiegel could, perhaps, say this:s ‘Granted that it 1s a wmoral force, bu
since this nmoral force is thought to reside in heaven and therefore not in
¢ thinking being, they do not make a distinetion between nature and mind.
Therefore, 1t has the inevitable tendency %o become undersiood in terms of
nature rather than mind.

{Yes, I think there is no question about that.)
Then his decisive point is correct?

(In this sense; ves.)
It is only not so detalled, as historians would say.

(Yes. May I say one thing about the morality? On this ground

I can only say that he has been completely taken in by the re-

ports of mlssionaries and traders, and by the surface appear-

ances of the Chinese Imperizl translations that he read. That

is to say that in all the posted laws it has been enacted, quite
rightly, that sons should be filial toward their fathers, and L
so-on; but there is absolutely no.question, from the earliest e
vines, as to vhat can be enacted ond vhat cannot be enzcted, :
Lven Confucius nade this a serious distinction. There is onc

point in the Analects of Confucius vhere a boy asks why he

should mourn three years, and Confucius tells him not to. Ane

nother diciple asks hin vhy he said that, and Confucius answers

thiat theire is nw point in wouraluy if you Gont really feel it,

but o child who understands will accept and truly mourn)

Yes, but I dont.. I anm afraid that Hegel would say that a command to



T only meant that a moral mar does not necessarily, in llegel’s
systen, deserve success in this world. He spealks of this in
Counection to the case of a man who standsg for his morality
and yet 1s cut down by the state law. In neither case 1s dur=
ation or success assurcd because of thelr norality or their
fathers spiritual order.)

Yes, but still.. That is very good; but in what connection does Hegel
say that? ..that the moral man can and must be satisfied with the inner qual-~
ities of his actions. ‘ -

{One connection 1s that he has the assurance of knowing that
a highcr level of morality would ensue.)

lie¢ cannot have hadé that in former ages. Take the case of the very vir-
tuous Roman. No, on the contrary, I would say that it has something to do
with a2 certaln degradation of morality as compared with the historical pro=
cess. In other words, "n order to stop the moral criticism of history, of
historical process, Ilegel says that the moral men get all they want and can-
not complain if they are crushed by the congueror on whose side is the world
spilrit. ©So, on the contrary, if the historical process 1s infinitely more
enduring than any individual, one could draw the opposite conclusion from your
reference,

(It is not its duratlon by virtue of vhich it has its superior
spiritual status.)

That is also true, yes., ©Still, vhat is the alternative to lTlegel or to
any philosophy like llegel? That is a very vide and indeternminate cuestion;
I an referring to certain things 1 said at the beginning of this course.
vidat about Plato and aristotlet what 4ig they say about tne relation of the
cnduring and the uonentary? ‘Mhich has the highest status? The enduring!
But still, would Plato not also admit that a rose nhas a higher status than a
rmountain?

iﬁ;tudenti7 Sure, a rose has a nature.)
And vhere does the enduring come in%
(It comes intc the nature of it.)

- Yes, ohe can speak of egsences; but nore nractieally and cormon-sensical<
ly? Plato would say that tre flowvering of the rose isg only one stage of the ..
rose (There was the seed and then the flowering and then there w11l be other
roses comming from the new seed.), so the permanence is in the specles; and
you malke an unfalr conparison if you conpare the mountain with one individualg
of a species. tlhen you compare the mountain with one species of living beings
they are equally enduring. I mean you dont even have to goe to the idea. Yes?
liore generally stated: For the classics the highest being, what is sinply 2
highest, is necessarily always and unchanging. The reasoning 1s extremely =
simple, because vhenever you say change, you szay "™is" znd M"is not", or "was .
not" and Y"is", Dvery change is a mixture of being and not being, but true *
being is only one which 1s beyond change. That is a sinple point. This -
plles the fanous contempt for what is now cslled historys; history is the. realn
of change =-and of a particwlarly derivitive change, so it is not particglarli
r-:levant philoso%hicallyo Therefore, there is no pﬁilosopnw af history in "
classlcal thought. DBut if you say history is a higher forn of being than ~



] 1 relation of being and per-g
anence.  And thi« thi ldng is implied 1in He ‘s ‘philosophy. The problem
has only becone clearer now for the reason that llegel still speaks, and in-
siste on spealdng, of the simply permanent, vhich he calls, as it was always
called, "the eternal®. And liegel's logiec 13 exactly the attempt to present
tlie eterial in its purity. : .

(Whot was thaty)

The eternal! ..in its purity! ©The relatlon of being and not belng, be-
conring, and so on, are eternal evident necessities which cant be affected by
any change. But today, in the age of what i1s popularly known as Existentia-
lism, the eternal is exactly to change. Philosonhy is for the first time
trying to deny the possibilitiy or necesgsity of any eternals. The momentary
peaks, one can say, are the highest; rmomentary and unpredictable, locl, are
the highest. A historical decision, elther in the simple polltical sense or
even in the sense of the individual, is the hichest Ban*festat*on of beling;
the highest is not the permanent as permanent. The later view is implied in
ail we think today --if we do not reflect, becnuse the noment the classical
elenents which are still very powerful in llegel zre dronned, that is vhat
comeg out of him, Yes?

(It doesnt take very nuch out of lisgel if you say the monentary
decision Is the highest, 1if your momentary decision 1s the uni-
versal.)

There is this great difference: For Hegel these crucial decisionse==if
we con c¢nll them decisions (Alexander the Great, or the beginning of Chrise
tianitr, or the French Revoiuition), are in a wey fulfillrents of an elermal
pronisc, You Imouw? And to that extent thcy still belong in the context of
the eternsl, Let ne bhegin this sentence a'ain because it isnt pointed enough.
Wnat is really important for present day man, and I an soeaking now of nmen
o are only present day @nd not people who belong somewherc else? Vhat is
for sregont Gay Lah tho highest in Lils orvientation¥ ..the wosi authoritative?
Science! Yes? Or perhaps the nature explored by sclence. Alright, but
science rests on fundarmental premlses; what is the status of these premlges?
Bezeause that 1s the authority of the autho”lty If someone vould say that
there are eternal laws of the hunan mind --only some old fogey would say that:
vnat 1s the common view? UWhat would the loglesl positivists sav?

(...reply inaudible)

Yes, but convention! Yes? And these conventions have rationals, some
of which prove to be better than others, but they are all conventions.,  And
these conventions, of course, are not forever, Yes? With the progress of

sclence they chanve, S0 the highest is sonething fundamentally momentary.

I mean the moment nay talke two generations, it may take a hundred years, it
nay also take five yenrs; but this is not a fundamental difference. Or if =
you take the somewvhat more sophisticated historiclists view, according to which
modern science with 1ts conventions doesnt suffice because the conventions
themselives are the result of a prior understanding which makes possible such
cenventions, then thls is a historicel world view in the Gernan sense ==later
German, If you go beyond the world view ~-you cannot go beyond the world
view becausc 21l human thought rests ultinately on specific prewsies which -
vary from historical periods or historical units. That i1s the authority of
tne authority! The connection betveen these world views, as a neaningful

onneczlon, 1s no lonser nossible to assert hecause that nresurnoses the -
fupa;ronual rationaliszm of liepel. There ls no fundamental necessity that
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-¥ou’ should go ‘ron Egyptitoﬁwrgg e,-for instance --1t happened. And“nj
after it happened it is decisive for later men, but there is no logical nec- -
essity there. "That is today, I think, the most common view., HNow if this is
s0, 1t means that the highest 1s essentlally historleal, l.e., has come into
- being and will perish agaln, and is definitely not permanent. Anything per-
manent, which 1ls thought to be permanent --the speed of light or whatever it
may be, is Integrated into the non-pernanent because as a fornula it makes
sense only in the context of this broad approach which is called nodern sci-
ence and which emerges somehow from the Greek notion of science. So the hig-
tortcal view, as opposed to the llegelian historical view, draws the nmost ex-
treme conclusion from this seemingly simple thing which llegel 1llustrates by
the somevhat nisleading example of the blossoning rose and the mountain. Any-
one in his senses wouid say that the rose belongs to 2 higler order of being
than the mountain, becausc the rosc lives wand the meuntuala does wof live. Iut
as I sald, the questicn does not concern the individual rose, it concerns “he
species, and ultinately it comes dowm to the old question of vhether being in
the highest sense must not be permanent. This does not mean that everything
perrianent 1s the highest --to say nothing of the fact that nountains are not
sinply permanent because we are cornpelled to believe that rountains have also
come into being and perished. So one would have to seek permanence in some-
thing c¢ther than mountains. -

Jow there are some other points which we have to consider., There is a
renark which I will read to you because it has something to do with the point
we alluded to earlier. Unfortunately it is not in the ®nglish translation,
but it 1s in the Gernan on page 491. Hegel speaks there of the science of
the Lgyptlans, which has been pralsed very frequently as you lknow --probably
based on certain passapges 1n CGenesls, and also a Greek tradition that always
cane fron Lgypt. Especially Pythagoras was said to have come fron Egypt, and
1s sald %o have learned certain mathematiczl theories as well as philosophic
assertions in Egypt. Ilegel says that even if we vere forced to admit that
the Egyptians have had sinmilar nhilosophic doctrines, similar to that of Py-
thagoras. they still would have to be distinguished fron the point of view
of which people stood. UVhat does he mean? This is also a very revealing re-
marks "Let us assume that there was a secret wisdom of the Egyptians, that
of certain Egyptlan sages; this is of no interest to me if it does not affect
Lgyntian 1ife as a vhole." That is a princinle of legely that public life is
alone the fully real, not private. Whether that is sufficient for the under-.
standing of history is, of course, a very great guestion. Ilegel accepts the
general prineiple that the intellectual progress and the social progress are
rarallel. You could, of course, say that about the Greeks. Did the Pythag=
orian philosophy ever become o port of tle Greci: popular notiens Cne could
raise this cquestion.

(..questlion Inzudible,)

Yes, but that leuds to grave questions. I know practically nothing of
the LEgyptlans, but I do know that they had two striking systems, one of which. .
was the demotic, the popular onej; and I also know that it not merely the dif- -
Terence of converiience and satisfaction for most people, but it had something
to do with the content of his writings, and there are quite a few references

to the fact that Egyptlan prlests knew or believed to know quite a few things
which they did not publish. And that annlies, I think, to.. : :

(But they probably understood .../Temainder inaudible/)

Yes, but then you have the practical consecuence that vhnt is good for
the goose 1s good for the gander. And then you have to raise the q%estion of |



fe of a society. Is it not the wisdom ]
' “tha*ifsdon of their wise men simply identical |
vith what pBOple generally say? - And then you have to make a study of the two
levels. You know? . o

(..reply inaudible)
Yes, but science never became a social Institution in Greece.

(oe.Teply inaudible)

No nos I'n sorry but you have not.. It iIs hard to follow such organiza-
tlon, but let me read it agalin: "Dven if ve should be forced to admit that
the Egyptians had similar philosophlc doctrines as Pythagoras...™

(...reply inaudible)

Yesl iow lei: me see.. We cannot possibly go into all these detalls. 1Is
there a particular point that you find especially in need of discussion? You
nentioned the point that the Perslan Emplre is characterized, in 2 sense, as
the universal empire, in so far as it embodied the three geographic possiblli-
ties. Can you repeat that?

{Uell Hegel says that for the first time a people that didnt
live in a river valley became the neople that contrcl the
thought of a large area.)

And in addition, the Persians were mountaineers; then they had controlled
a river population --tesopotamiaj and In additlon, they controlled a coastal
regiocn -=Phoencia, and to some extent Egynt itself. And therefore this gave-
Persia this pecular universality which no other empire had. DBut on the other
hand, he says that this universslity was a superficial universality. Does it
not ameunt to this?

(Yes, in a way; because sone of the characteristics that come
fron the cultures never perneated even Per :la.)

No, it is the other way round; the Persians did not even try to embue
the subjegated nations with their owm specific spirit. They let them free
to folilow their own national spirit. The light, the Persian principle, shines
over all elements of the Persian Empire.

I didnt Inow it had cotfen so latel Is therc any point wiilch you would
like to bring up, and which we could discuss in a few minites?

(As you said before; doesnt that deny the absolute norality
that we vere talking about? I nmean the nodern wview that since
norality becomes a conventlon of the times, that absolute mor-
ality is denied.)

Mr seceeeey dont you know that thls is so? I mean..

(Well, I just wanted to..)

I think the riost sophisticated forms of hi,toriciom would not say that.
morelity is a conventlon- they would say that it 1s a kind of historical state
which has nothing to do ulth any plans or establishments of kind. Yes
That is, of course, one of the nost obvious difficulties of 22§5 nosition ?
that the morality of a goclety depends on its pecular basis, and therefor
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works all rizht, perhaps, if you take speclfic social institutions, polygamy,*
monogary, and other kinds of thingsj but if it refers to nore personal things,
things which do not concern social institutions as such --the virtues like
honesty and courage and so on-- 1t 1s hard to see how thig should by its na-
ture be changeable. Yes? I mean a Chinese gentleman has different nodes of
action: probably he is somevwhat more modest in his utterances than a gentle-
pan in any other sociéty (You lmow the famous joke in which the Chinese gen-
tlemazn says "Please enter my hurble abodej and take a seat on this creaky and
dirty chairj and do not be offended by my ugly children." --I dont know if
that is true, but that is what they say.) Still, you Imow that sone substance
of vhat 1t is to be a gentleman is to be retained in all these nations of a
sornevhnt higher development. This 1s a @ifficulty for these people.

(Wouldnt that be denied when they say that the word ‘courage!,
or ‘freedon?, or 'slavery?, for that natter, changes froc
epoch to epochjy it is an entirely different thing, and 1t
noses different things at different times?)

Yes, 1 belleve that thls is a moot question. Some would say that, surely
but still, the nost sophisticated people say that there is something perman-
ent which characterizes man, civilized man at any rate, vsgardless of the dif-
ferences of socletles. This identical thing does not allow of a universally
intelligivle expression, but it appears, necessarlly, in different historical
guises, Yes? The classics assume that it 1is; and nodern science, in its way,
also zszsumes that 1t is possible to save the permanent in o permanent manner,
if I may say so, meaning a universally intelliglble manner. Yes? ..in prin-
ciple. In zome cases people have to change thelr language a bit. The casge
I know best is He rew, in which peonle had to change tremendously in order
to nmake nossible the translation of Aristotle. But:that can be done, and I
am gure the Chinese can do the sane thing ~-only it would be a bit more dif-
ficult, I think, for them than it was 1n the Senetic languages. But the
Greeks inply that this is really, so to spesk, a technical problem; there is
no fundanental problem. Yhat the logos says is possible to express in every
language, with some improvements on the language, maybe, because of techni-
cal terms. Yes? DBut the strict historicists would say there exists a fune
damental untranslatability and the nore Important a word is, the nmore impos~
slble to translate it --neanings; the names for colors are easlly translatable
but the name for ithe pgood or just is not translatablej you can translate the
mere word, but not the idea. llegel saw this problem of hlstorical reletivity
nrobably more clearly than anyone up to his time, but for llegel the problen
wes not dangerous because there was a connection which linked all these var-
ietlies into one rationsl vhole. And the only limit to intelliglibility wvhich
Tegel emphasizes is that of sinple feeling., e says over and over thot we
cannot feel vhat a Greek felt vhen he worshipped Zeus, but that thls is the .
least interesting, because the most interesting is what they thought about
Zeus --and that we can find out. And we can slso show that this is wrong
(what they thought about Zeus), and therefore this is not a serlous problem,
And cuite a few things vhich we cannot feely for exammle, 1f a man hag never
nad s toothache, it will be very difficult and perhaps impossible to feel =
what another man vho has a toothache feels. But once he knows what hls locus
is, and what the possible linits are, that is not so important. I mean that
no great secretl escapes him if he cant feel the other mans toothache; and
tnherefore this doesnt create a great problem., Yes? This is the last ques-
tion.

(I was wondering if the revolution in Cormumist China, in Russig
and China, which created the Cormunist Russia and China, and as
as contrasted to the Iazi developrment in Germany, is not indeed
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ofpeoples. © I mean that while at the present tire these peo- o
ple are subjected to a very rigid substantial freedom, and are,

to use Hegel's terms, not allowed to subjectlively question this
substentiasl freedon; nevertheless, thls process of dicipline,

this viwocess of education, could be interpreted as a necessary .

step to achieving what neither Russia nor China had had befores

the consciousness of their cwm thoughts. You said earlier that

llegel would probably see this as sonmething outside the develop=-

nent of history; as norc chance.)

That is a very complicated question, The mest intellligent contemporary
I know who says he is a Hegellan would fully agree with vhat you say. DBut
he implles that legel’s Philosophy of Right is not the last word of llegellan=-
ism; the last word of Iegelianism is what he calls "the universal houogeneous
society", Universal neans, nere, a world statej and homogeneous means no-
diserimination, to use this famous term, on any grounds of nature, i.e., of
birth. This is, you know, the old Hlapoleonic principle that "Every soldlier
carries the marshall’s baton in his knapsack." --provided he is good enough,
that is clear; but reasons of birth or caste do not play any role. This
eculd slzo be enlarged to abolish the legal dlfferenc between the two sexes.
That is easy! Surel Provided it 1s perfectly understood that this 1s a
considerable change from Hegel's explicit teachings! You could at least try
to showv that 1% follows from the spirit of Hegel, and that legel, simply in
virtue of the practical impossibility of a thing like that at his time, sin-
ply didnt draw a logically necessary conclusion. Yes? Whereas, under no
circumstances is it possible to make a case for the Nazls on the basis of
liegel. That is true --I mean up to this point! The most intelligent lazi
of vhou I Imow, Karl Schmidtt, a Gernan public lawyer, sald it very succinct-
1y; he =aid that on the 31st of January, 1933, Hegel dled. Ileaning thzt the
Ilegelian tradition was still of immense power, and not only at the universi-
ties but also as far as the German stote was concerned, up to this noment.
And the crueisl noint was sinply that the rule of a highly educated civil
service was split. Yes? So the difference between a monarchy and a repub-
lic was not so ilmportant as was the substitution of the masses, of the party,
for vhat was wrongly called "bureaucracy”. DBureasucracy has, aiready, this
bad connotation of these "damned buresucrats"; whereas, when we spealk of
eivil service%, 1t has on entirely differont meaning. liegel calls tids
state "the gtate of the intelligentia'., By this he did not mean intelligen-
tia as now understood --which would have been represented in Gernany by the
coffee~-house inmates, but he meant the state officlals ~--including the uni-
versity professors but not only them. Now, still, this up-to-date llegelian-
ism of which I spoke.. The author of it is a M. éourgieve [?j, whose nane
is now cuite well known among students of llegel. Ile wrote a very good book
on llegel ‘s Phenonenology of the Mind which is, of course, half Marxlist, there
is no question, but the decisive difference between larxism and this kind of
llegeliansin is, in the first place, that the economic interpretation of his-
tory is not the basis, 1t is really the history of the mind; and secondly,
there is no prospect of the abolition of the state, a withering avay of the
state is completely out. This also fits llegel., The guestion 1s whether there
are not essentlal reasons for leaving it at the non-universal state. You
Know? In other words, the possibility of war.--vhether that is not a ques-
+tion into which one would have to go. That the connection between Marx and
Terel is not merely fictitious is obvious in spite of the tremendous changes
rnd in Marx himself this notion, that is really a liberation movement, 1ls
very‘strongg but that 1s a long way from,. I mean that is a hard guestion
where the liberating novenment has become a nere bureaucracy, a military and
cther burezueracy, and wvhere the liberating has taken on the form,entlirely,
of éictates from above for all the forseeable future. You know there are
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THay ;_his 13 m 3,onger Harxism.- And there are sorve ,
who dray the line between Trotsky and Stalin, as you know. It is a compli=- °
- cated questlon, I belleve that for Hegel a structure like this, which lasts -
not only for a few years but for 2 long period, in which the simpie rights
of man are ubOllShed and also xmere there 1s no possibllity of a decent cri-
ticliam of govcrnment.° I think he would have said it would not work.

(remainder of 1ecture inaudible.)



.T.Qandﬂfhéféfore_youAhave-a p61nt; not yet: the aféﬁnent; but a point as to ;
the future argument. And therefore you have the direction of your future
study and research. T T .

(Wouldnt this nean that to the extent you know wvhere to look..

In some examples it nmight niean that for a lack of cleverness

of that holitical person.. I mean it would still seen that at
the end, the establlishnent of the extensions, you would have

to make use of gone very comprehensive non-enpirical reflect- -
ions on hunan nature.) ' s

Sure. That 1s true, but that is a question that we discussed before;
the breadth and depth of the student is an indlspensible condition for the
historian. I see that the practical difficulty is very great --those vho do
not fulfill certain reguirements cannot be historlans, but it does not create
a theoretlcal difficulty, it seens to me. The practical difficulty if very
great because there are not many people who could be historians in any res-
pectable or remarkable sense. I-hope there 1s no misunderstanding between
us.

{Oh no.)

Because in every fleid there must be people who do a kind of awdliary
vork, and our academic routine does not permit us to nake an administrative
distinction between the men who are awxdlia' 'y to historians and the men vho
are historians. That ls a distinction we should male as a natter of course
wvhen ve are reading. Yes? All so-called methodological gquestions can be
solved, in a convinelng manner, only in practice. Theoretically, I believe
they can be soived. Theoretically! DBut that carries much less conviction
than concrete exnmples. TFor example: I became aware some tine ago of the
greatv Lmportance of concealing opinions in earlier pre=liberal societies.
YesY and I have henrd the objection very frequently that vhen a clever man
tries teo conceal his opinions, no one will ever be able to find out. Stated
in general that might nake some sense, but there is aluays, in every con-
crete case there is a directlon noticable in which to look. To say nothing
of the fact that this generality, pre-liberal society, and absence of any-
ihing looking like a first auenduent, hes in itself crucial implications
vhlch can be understood deductively, by thinling this throush, =nd leads
t» certaln general rules of reading.

(M ay I ask about one last point, something we talked about
before: the final ultimate judge of who is nore objective
than soneone else will be an opinion, wont 1t? It would
have to be., Uther people will be reading it, and..)

“Who is to be the judge? ..the DBook of the lionth Club?

(Weli, not necessarily; the 5ther men in the field will be
your judge as to how correct you have been.)

Yes, but that is hard to say; I mean that one can perhaps say thiss
the long range opinion is scund. One can perhaps say that, for example, the
siory of Plato and Aristotle is grenter than that of any other ancient philo-
sophers. That malkes sense to me, at least, and to quite a few other people, °
But you know that there are quite a few people today who say that Plato was i
surely the nost gifted of these men, but vas also the most wrongheaded of all.
You know? And therefore I think opinion is not sufficient, and if you speak 4
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(Tut there is always a question sbout objectivity.)
Yes, sure, we con never lay down and,.

(You can never say "I an belng objective™, because although
you say it, other people can disagree with you.)

Ho, it 1s never so vague because a mere empty disagreement is of no in-
terest; 1t must be free of all that. Let us say that in an empiricel subject
the locus of objectivity is really the empirical --meaning the study of this
partlcular document or this particulasr doctrine or whatever it is, and no one
vho does not study it carefully can iknow what he is talking about when he
speaks of objectivity. Yest :

(Well this is assumed..)

Yes, but you are young. I have seen vhat sonetimes hagoens in the sro-
fessions, sometimes not by young people. Young people should have a proper
respect for thelir elders, who are at least more experienced, I suppose, but
cne should not go too far in that. You know? There is no posslibility of a
suabstitute for using ones head. MNo nachines vhich anyone might invent can
eurrantee objectivity. because a nachine still has tc be used by someone and
titedr indings have to be interpreted by scmeone. That is impossible; that
iz not the vay for looking at that! Any empiric question is a concrete ques-
tion and requiring concrete evidence, requiring concrete argument, and then
one can argue it out and see. The real difficulty, I believe, and the much
rore sericus difficulty in the professions, is the fact that seriousness is
so rare. That sounds like a harsh judgement, but I feel that I am now old
enourh to sry that is true, that concern for irrelevancles vlays an enornous
role in 21l walks of 11fe and the academie profession is not an exception
from it. And one nust sinply face this. I now vhen I was very young I was
iupressed by every contraversy and every opinion because I was unable to make
thls distinction. When I saw for the first time, in a seminar, that a lead-
ing msn who belonged to a certain faction and vho was discussing a view to
wileh 1 happened to adhere at that time (which I learned from my teachers),
didnt understand what the issue was, that was for ne an eye opener, a crus
clal experience. You know? A full professor nay fail to understand vhat isg ,
the burning issue in his profession. Then I began to nake distinctions! And
T supposc you all go through this experience sooner or later. There is no
nechanicol, e

(some omitted due to defective tape)



“philosophy of his Y
‘are cmbodied im our understanding of WEStern tradition, ig there not sOLie=
thing rather strange here?

(There are several things; one is that the Egyptian, and not,
for example, the Jewish, was the proper tradition.)

- Yes, that wvas also the nost striking thing to me, because if we would
start froum today in analyzing our culture we would come luuediately to these
two sources: Greece and Judeaj; and llegel regards the Jewlish element as g ra-
ther insignificant part. When e cone, lpter, to the section on Rore, and
to Christianity which emerged in the Roman Emplre, he rermedies this completely
liz Inows, in other words, that for the Western world the 0ld Testanent 1s in~
finitely pore importont than the,.../inaudible/. Why then does he use this
nrocedure, thls clenr nrocednre?

(Une reason is that he doesnt regard the Jewish spirit as, in
a way, above the Persian spirit. In a way it is onily a part

f the Persian gpirit. It has the unity, but it doeﬂnt have
the concreteness. lie thinks that both are necessary, and
therefore the transitlonal state must be one that combines
therm both.)

Yes, bul thet is st 111 not sufficient, because for liegel the fact that
cnel

the Jdews wvere the only nt nation which was ronothed Stlh, and which under<
stocd (od as spirlt and in way as nature, was of absolutely decisive im-
nortance. The ceriticism of Tudnism is.s I dont know whether it comes out
Bih sufficient cTarﬁfy in the translation. The criticism can be stoted as
follousy Judaism Is not trinitariang the 01d Testament God doeq not h“ve this
inner distinctlon vhich the +Tiﬂitarian doctrine Inmplies, Bui on the other
hand rle snlrituelism distinguishes it so radically from all other religions
{to iis wdvantagel} thaot this uwaviuvigy is not denied by Hegel --as you wvill
fofalal la?er 0} Wil WE COw& Tu e sectivu Ou Civistiauiby wileh forns a part

cf liegel's analysis of the Roman IEmpire, lere you see Christianity intro-
duced into the context of the Roman Lmrire, and the Jews are intreduced into
the context of the Persisn Loplire. You must start from this fact. What does
ne rean by that? lle nmeans that Judalsn became 2 universgl powver, an elencnt
of worid history, ultinately by its issulng inte Chiristianity, but priwarily
by beccomnming a menber of the © lan Empire. You see? llegel tries to show
vl.c connection betveen the oi“foren+ naticnal spirits and the process of world
ﬂiStD" That appearcd from your rerarks: that he emphasizsd so strongly that

cnina and India did not beceme a part of the West, of world history., Yes?
mhfy are unchanged -~that 1s his contention. And, of course, they will be
subjected (that is not excluded) by the West, as we see now, I am not speake
ing of milltary concucst, but that ‘Jestern 1deﬂs revolutionize these socleties
That 1g¢ not excluded, but in themselves they do not have a tendency toward -
this; they never effected to any important degree, this movement. And Hegel -
says this oovement started from the Persisn empire. And therefore, in a sense.
vorld history begins wvith Percsia, becaouse Persia is in this stricter sense
nigstorical and India and Chirg are not. Therefore Persia has perished. Being
o part of a novement, it succumbed in its turn. The same will be true of :
OCreace and Rome, but it cannot be true of the Christian world becsuse of the
;&xmm_“y of the Christin-n truth, Of course "Christion truth" must be undere
stood in Hegel’s terns vhere It becomes intellecualized and rationalized and
iz, thereforey not vhat orthodox Christianity neans by that, Is this of some
help?  UWhich part of vour difficulty is not disposed of now? e
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Yes, but that is partly due to a probable lac of familiarity on your
part with legel's terminology. Or do you also mean that it presupnoses a
inowledge of fact, or of alleged fact, maybe?

(loy it seens to ne that what he said in the Introduction is
that you conld see vhat he contended was true by nercly being
presented wlith the empiricsl course of events,) -

I sce! 1 rast correct you! It is not simply the course of avents, “You
rnade it very clear that the course of events 1s absolutely ambiguous. lor
exarmle: The fact that Persia vancuished Egypt is not proof of the superlority
of Persia., YesY Just as a victory of the Greeks, by Alexander over Persina,
does not in itself prove the superiority of the Greek spirit. You have to
looic ot the substonce of tie Creglt spirit on tile one nand anid tue FPersiain
spirit on the other. The mere course of events 1s not decisive. The "empir®
ical nrocedure" of Hegel neans thiss lle looks at the various cultures, let
us cay, and he tokes then as they are. He does not rely on the various hypo-
theses by nodern historlens. Ie itnkes the nmost obvlous, most nassive, nost
vell-known facts. Lgypt, for exauple. Lveryone knows that! The Pyrauids.
And theat means a rarticular concern with the dead., And this is then supported
by things cther than the Pyramids. So the nreservation of the human body, the
dexd bedy, 1s chorncteristic of IDgypt. Furthermore, the extreome animal wor-
ship! I mean they worshiped many more kinds of animals than the other nations
did. These are brute facts, massive facts, and llegel Talses the question of
what they menn. Low is the cult of the dend nnd this evtrqorﬂinarﬁlv hronad
aninasl worship connected? And then he tnkes another very nassive fact vhieh -
every child know, from nhetos today; the sphinx. Thils hunen head connected
wlth on onimel body. And the traditional meaning of the sphinx is that it
iz a being vhich poses riddles. dnd this is the third element; =nd legel
then gets this formulas Dgypt is the land of the riddle. 4And he tries to
show how both the cult of the dead and animal worship become clearer if you
und tond them in the light of complete mysteriousness° And then there 1s
the stranpe fact that the riddle of the sphinx was solved. Also an 0ld story
Imowm to every child. Uho solved it? Oedipus! But we dont have to make such
nice distinctions; a Greek solved it. 4nd then Ilegel soys that this is a
very nrofound truth. Ue can perhaps start later from this very passage. The.
$¥stery yas solved, at least in the decisive direction if not comnletely, by
the Greels.

/[ Soue oritted duc to chiange Zn reel,/
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....vould, T thimk, lead very deeply into the undérstanding of llecel. Let
re glve you an example., lHerodotus was the first man, as far as I know, who
tried to understand vhat one could call in Hegellan terns 'the spirits of
nationsf. And he proceeded in a way which 1s not so dififerent from llegel.
The blg events of hlstory, as llerodotus knew them, were the Persian wars; the
Greelis defeated the Persians. On the sinmple level one could say that the
Greeks vere sinply better soldlers than the Perslans, at least at that time,
and therefore they won Marathon and so on. But llerodotus is not satisfied
with that; he asks for a deeper and more meaningful reason than mere military
superiority. And then the answer was in a way obvious for the popular mind:
the Persiocns were a terrible peonle. And vhat did they do? Of coursc they
Killed and burned down but any armies do thot, nore or lessy but the Persians
burned down the templessy they were strikingly impius. This story that Xerxes
runished the liellegpont.. yes%.. ond 1laid g river or scz in chainsg, Of course
the sane thing, the sane pride, which shows itself In the historlce assemblege
of the gods. Lo Persia is damned for iupielty and Greece stands far piety.
Thrt can, I think, be assumed to be a part of the nonular intermret-tion,

Ané¢ novwr there wns onc other nation vhich as narticularly inporis-nt be-
cause it wes also a very great nation and it was defeated by the Persians.
Trat was Lgypt. How Ilerodotus looked at Egypt. Vhat did he see? Uhat every
one could see: they were nmuch nore religlous than the Greeks. The Greeks
worshippned their gods, but, for example, they didnt worship cats, and they
didnt worship bulls..yes?.. and all this kind of thing. So Herodotus cane
to this conclusion: the Egyptians are characterized by excessive piety, the
Percians are charscterized by deflcient plety, and the Greeks are character-
ized by nodercticn; nmeaning the right mean between the two faulty extrenes.

Mesr it is a very long cuestion as to how Herodotus integrated the other.
nations inte that scheme, but it 1s clear that the Greeks, Perslians, and Egy-
ntlans were the key nations for hinm., Yes? Ilow this is a starting point for
liegel, and I think llerodotus is probably the greatest single exanple also
for the nore specific things. You must notice {In the German translation
vou would have seen it much more) that Herodotus is mentioned more frequently
in thls section, far more frecuently than any other writer, not only histor-
ians, OS¢ vhotl Ilegel menns 1s this: He takes these images, you can say, which
vere created perhaps more by lierodotus than by anyone clse, as sound descri-
ptlons of these natlons. If he has nodern evidence in addition to those, of .
course he uses it. You know? That is the meaning of his empirical procedurc.
To repeaty he talkes the cult of the dead, the worship of animals, and the
Sphinx, and then he reflects (that roes beyond the mere external evidence)
“What 1s the objJective connection between then?", and thet 13 then the objecte
ive meaning of it. One could say, and 1 appeal agnln to our historical friend
that given such a high degree of ingenuity as illegel undoubtedly possosged, it:
would have been possible for him to find mesning in anything. Yes? Thaty I
pelieve one could say. In other wrds, therc is a certain arbitrariness which
ig inevitable. IT Hegel had said "I regnord os the spirit of a notion vhat . -+
this nation itself repards as its spirit", that would be a somevhat different:
story; but then one rust make clear a distinction betveen what these people
thenselves sny explicitly as to what they regard as the highest. lor exampley
if you take Christianity, you nust take the Christinn dogma. Yes? The Chrige
tion dogma, or the fundamental rules as lald down by Christian atthorities ' ;
and councils and so on, or In Protestant countries by an equivalent of that. *
Ihat 1s the real thing. Or in America you take the American Constitution and .
the Leclzratlon of Independence, and then you have really the authoritative o
statement, and ther you ecan work your way upuard. But llegel would of course ™
say thet thils is not always possible ond not only because of a nere defect
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*Yary well goeal abo . Iz culture:because re have oner and Tesiod. e
can speak of the Olymplan gods and the ..../ ?_/ gods as the two rost author-
itative phenomena of the Greeks; and also there is the polis vhich we find

everywhere and not just a territorial empire, so we can start from these thing

But if we start from Egypt, llegel would say that there are many cultures
vhose very principle prevents their speaking explicitly about thelr principle.
llow Igynt, as iiegel nresents it, would be a good example of this because if
the esscnce of Egypt has this enigmatic character, which means radical symbol-
isn vhere you can never say 'a' symbolizos 'b' but that with egual right you
can say that 'b' symbolizes 'a', any attempt to express this conceptunlly
affects, already, the phenonicna. I nean this is a very real problenm which
everyone vould encounter iho tried to gstudy snthronology. Tale a simple triat
You try to understand them --and understanding, of course, can never nean
rerely giving external data, thats clears- I nean you nmust describe, surely,
the terr-in and the race of the people, but the most importent thing is, of
course, vhat they believe in, Or, to be nore positive, vhat they bow to, wvhat
Liley reparc as e Lighest. Yest? out 1t wmay very well ve that this question
addressed to such people, say the wisest old man there, wouldnt bs understood.
A certain level of meflection 1s alreusdy recuired to understand tinls question.
I mean this general difficulty is already well known because in every gquestion
nairc the problem arises in one way or another as to vhether you do not modify
the situation by sending the questionnaire. DBut let us stick to this example
vhere is is zlready particularly clear. Here a man comes in vho is, let us
soy, an zuthropologlst from the U. of C,, and they have never seen nnyone
apart from ncmbers of their tribe ~<They sinply cannot understand that nant
Eere 1s a man who doesnt want to trade with them, he doesnt want to cheat ther
he doesnt want to find refuge with then because he has cormitted murder at
hone; now what would be the other ressong +hyr meonle come to ther from the
outside? That he should corie to then exclusively because he wants to find
out the truth about them is a wholly unknowm thing to them., To the extent
to which they becone aware of vhat he is doing, they are already affected,
they are already changed. Do you see that? In other words, the guestion is
where and to vhat extent you can begin to raise these empilrieal cuestions like
what it 1s to which they bow. And this, of course, has to be irmedintely sup-
plemented, In order to be reliable: ‘Vas this opinion of your tribe through-
out the ages or did thls creep up only fifty years ago?! This would nake n
great differonce. And therefore Ilegel would szy the strictly empiricsl method
simply to find out vhat these people bow to and how they understand vhat they
bowr te, nay very well coue dangerously close to transcending the horizon of
the soclety. Hegel has no particular ouslms about that, as you know, becausc
he sinply szays that he knows vhot the sound prineiples are, and therefore he .
has no compunction vhatever about imputing to socicties things of which these’
people are uncware. lle vould sinply say that they dont Imow, but lHegol knows:
Jut still, his starting noint, and I think he means that very scriously, is
to tolie thie facts, ot 1ittlc Lfoets like tie use of various hetals aid su Ok
--wvhich are not in thenselves revealing, but the fundamental facts like vhat .
they bow. .You see that thls is really his nethod of analysis of Africa. Come.
rared with all other parts of the world, e have here n ldnd of human vho do -
not boy te anything --that is the characteristic of this nation; vhereas all -
other socleties bow to something. That is vhat he calls objectivity. He al=i
so spealts about Persia vhere the most strilking fact is really this peculiar
concern with purity, both vodily purity and purity of the heart, we can say. ﬁ
Yes? fnd this elear-cut opposition between light and darkness, between good-.
ness and badness, and vhere goodness and 1light, the moral quality of goodness’
and the physical quality of light are identified. Now what does that mean?
It neans there is no distinction made between the natural =nd the spiritual, -
as Hegel would say, and yet the spiritual is somehow there, but imperfectly, -
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61 he goes on that this light g
Ena . “YeTYy (88 "must be there between light and

dark, good and-evil, ‘but on ‘the other hand it is defective because the com-
mon source of both recedes into the background and is no longer the theme of
their thought. The right thing would bhe to see the mind, the objectivity, the
substance, as spirlt, and then to see how this sPirit_splits i1tself into mind
and nature and vltimately into good and evil. And this 1s the absolute.

But before we go into any details, I think we nust get sore clarity that
ve are not wasting our tine wlth something which is not worth studying carc-
fully. We have, today, the opinion --and in this respect I agree~~that the
only way to find out about history, about the variety and sequence of cultures
is'empirical historical studies. One should start from this and yet see if
llegel Coes not bring up cuestions which are likely to be forgotten by empir-
ical history, including anthropology, and vhich nust be raised. I know at
ieast one of you vho 1s in very great difficulties in finding a way there,
and there may be others.

(I have a question I would like to ask, but not in relation to
vhat you.. ‘hat does llegel mean by this trinity? What is it%)

Viell, first tele the Christizn dognz of {lie Irinity; God-fatlier, God=sou,
and Goﬁuholy spirit. But for Hegel that was not a mystery of falth, for Hegel
that 1¢ =n evident necessity. Yes? Iiow in the absolute there is an inner
articulation; for exanple, the ordinary view in general theisn is that God has
nany b*“’iC'tese Yes? Omniscience and so on. That is not what Hegel 1s in-
terested in, becouse these are all equally attitudes of the same being which
does nct have any imner differences. Yes? And Hegel contends that this pro-
cession of God-father, God-son, and God-hely spirit, adnmits this inner arti-
culation of God. Now what does this nean rhilosophicelly for Hegel? I gave
you an example in his criticism of the Persians. The Persians have nmade this
fundanental distinction between light and darknesss the light is the thing
wiich is divine ond the derkness is the anti-divine., Yes? In other words,
they dc not see the divine in the anti-divine. Thils anti-divine nust be ta-
ken into the divine. Differently stated: empirically wve do not find mind and
nature, but Hegel contends that we do not understand nature if we do not under
stand it as the opposite of mind, the other of mind. But that means, of courss
a modification of mind, and therefore this opposition of nature and rind nmust
be concieved as not only part of the absolute but as something into which the
absolute by inner nscesslty splits itself in order to restore itself on a
higher level. 5elf consclousness of the absolute. Yes? Ve, or rather liegel,
clalms to have understood fully the absclute, and that means that in him the
absolute has reached self consclousness; This, llegel clainms, would have been
inpossible if there had not been nsture in exlstence in oppnosition 4o the mind.
ond by virtue of this opposition a developuent of the mind from this African
beginning to this very complicsted stage, to certain things in the 1800'S, for
instance.

{Well vhat does he mean by mind? Could this be a kind of,.
Vould you like me to aglh oy question?)

Yes, surely, that is a very necessary question.

(Wé2l vhen mind is fully conscious of itself and there is complete
freedom, the individual is his own lowmaker, he can deterning
what is »ight; is thls vhat he means?)

Yes, but this..

{(Yorr 1ot me continue. Dut thic doesnt lead to chaos of any sort.



This is no uper-man_ type of .conception? The individual ;*;ngi
"finds that his law is the same“'as that of every other indivi-  °
dual vho 1s also as free as himself?)

Yes, sure, it does not mean the arbitrariness of the sublective vill,

(Because the subjective will is, in a sense, in its true es-
sence, the object. That is, I mean it is the union of sub-
jectivity.)

A11 reasonable human belings, fully actlve reasonable human beings, think
the same. Yes?

{They think the same when they are thinking freely, and they..)
There is no possibility of thinking unfreely.
(In other words, his consciousness is'reflection of the absolute.)

Yes. But you can express it also in a nore speclfied woys Mans reason
prescribas to 2ll nen the same prinelples of conduct --not necessarily the
same Zind of actiolisy Lul Uhe same priunciples of couduct. and therefore the
truly free nman all think the same thing.

(This is what is inconprehensible to me. Accepting this, how
does o mon know that he is acting.. I tolke it that he is acting
in terns of the universal, consciously. Iliow could he Xuow..)

Take a Hegelian example, Slavery! Yes? There are quite a few socleties
in which slavery nay be Jjust. Aristeotle, for exanple, nakes this famous re- .
nark, asnd the .../ 7./ even did it in a much cruder way: "Slavery is justi®
Hegel says that once the mind has reached maturity it becomes clear to every-
one that slavery is radically unjust. Todry I think most neople in Amerien
and in the Western world altogether think this. Dont you think so? Perhaps
even on the whold globe by now =--with some minor exceptions. That is some-
thing. That some people would ilke to enslave others and wish they had slaves.
Hepel adnitsy there has always been crime or irrationality in the world. But
all these neople vho spoke throughout the ages of the moral lazv or the natur-
al law did not mean anything different, in this respect. I mean, for example
the prohibition against stealing; is there any difficulty to understanding, at
least in a general way, vwhy this should be regarded as a rational prohibition?

{Ho.)
Thnt 1s vhot he means!

{But when you carry it further, into everything, this puts a

great burden on the individual. ‘hen he acts he is going to

be. acting in terms of universals in his moral position, and

in mony peorticuler situctions it is not so clear=cut that

slavery is unjust or that stealing is wrong. Sometines it

is necegsary to steal! And he is assuming that in the sane

situ§tion every individual will act necessarlily in the sanme -
1‘!&?5 o o

Hegel would say that uvhen it is necessary to steal, starving is really
the alternative. That was alwnys admitted., And in addition he would say

. that in a rational state there is even a positive legal position for that. = °
So if a starving man goes into a bakery and takes a few rolls and he can show’




“ithat. ang > ;;5 really atarvinu, nothing vill hopren E
" "to him even if the baker himself“has not the sense to refrain from pressing -
charges. Yes? - ‘hat is the @ifficulty? I mean blonds or brunettes is no
serious difficulty. That, legel would say, 1s for everyone acgording to his
taste and according to what 1s intended by the two people ~=they really dont
say more than that they like brunettes more than blonds., Yes? Ilie doesnt say
that everyone should do that. That is no problem. But what Is the difficulty
There may be complicated cases regarding property, for example, which are not
so sinmple as theft and non-theft, but what does one say about that? One says
that these are natters for positlve law to decide. Hegel would say that of
course you have to be law abidlng, and if anyone would transgress the law
which makes the situation clear fisr everyone, then he is an irresponsible man;
he doesnt mowr vh~t he 1s doing, because he doesnt know that hig whole exiz-
tence depends on a legally ordered soclelty =-vhich includes the possibility
tnat he must obey some laws the Teasonableness of which he is not convincedo
ijut This can never apply to the highest Drinciples, Hegel would say.

{Well," it seems to me that things are so complicoted in any one
decision that you never lknow, at least I dont think I could
know that vhat I wes doing was a universally correct thing. Or
take legal situations where although a thing 1s decided one way,
the argurents become so complicated that there just doesnt seenm
to me to be any way..)

Sures but llegel would say that civiligzed socloety provides for that by
heviae 1o eourts, by piving the judses proper training so that they can de-
cide the coses as Leasonably as posglble. And verhaps they have a hierarchy
of Jjuldges at the top who are supposed to be the most thoughtful and the most
ermerienced in these matters. More than that you cannot expect,

{That is right! Thot is exnctly what I am saying: Hore than that
yvou cannot havel)

But the question concerns only the principles; but that is terribly ine-
portant. Take the example of slavery. one favored by Hegel hinmself. The an-
cients, %0 say nothing of the Hindus, did not have any doubts as to the legi-

imacy of slavery, and Hegel contends that with the emergence of Christianity
1t becomes clear that nen are essentially free. In other words, the deepest

thing 1s something which excludes the possibility of slavery. Now Hegel knew
+hﬂt slavery lasted a very long time into Christianity and he ssid that this
hrd to be, hecnuse the mere announcenent of Christianity was not sufficient;
Christianlty had to transform, t0 act as a lever vithin the world, and that
togk, in hisg opinion, about léOO years to be achieved. The stages of this
ve will see later, when we come to it. DBut now it is absolutely imnossible
to naintalin it any nore, for any sensible man. le would say that if Aristotle
defended slavery, this was because Aristotle did not have a sufficlently deep
understanding of what freedom is, of vhat mind is. Yes? The detalls we nust
sce vhen we core to them. o

(Jhnt good is the principle, if the facts stlll overvhelmingly:
deny the principle?)

thich facts?
(The facts of n complicated human existence which deny the fact
thet you can be rational in any one position. It seems to ne
that this is vhat..)

How cant you prove that man cannot be rational?



at 1t would be up to him to prove that man ' . °

L g mw,-o;‘w“*},ug :

(It ‘Seems to me th
" can be raticnal.)

g, it e

But you sald “The facts™.

{Oh! I think that the facts of 1ife, or common sense'experiencé,
seem to indicate that it is very hard to be ..) :

Sure; but “being very hard® and being immossible are different. The lav
nakes a distinctlon between pedije who are not responsible for their actions,
between people for whom it is really Iimpossible to act rationnlly. The pos-
sibllity of becomming insazne exists for man. That 1s clear. But that sane
men, sane as defined by law, should not be able to be rational in some smal=-
ler spheres --some in larger spheres, does not follow from the fact that many
people frequently do not take the trouble. Punishment ig meant to enforce
the rational part of man, because, for example, some people are really cone-
vinced that while violent acts of embezzlement are alluring, the danger of
"doing time" under very unpleasant conditions will induce them not to embez-
zle and so on., Surely irrationality exists, and only & great fool and a conm-
pletely inexperienced innocent would deny that; but the question is vhether
the world is not so bullt, and even society is so built, that with a more or
less greater effort every human belng would be rational. That is the question
Yes? Hegel did not believe in an abolition or a withering away of the state,
that 1s, of the jails or other institutions. Ilie knew that it would always be
necessary to exert sone compulsion in additlon to rational appeals; but still
thc rotloncd oppecds wori to soue extent. Thalt is sos Yesk

{This question is in reference to Egyptian history: I dont
Inow whether this is correct, but is it not so that Pharaoh
Ilhnaton was somevhat different in his religious views?)

ot
{Ikhnaton!)

I @ont know how it 1s pronounced in English. Yes. But Fegel didnt know
anything of that.

{Even if he didnt mention him, could he reconcile him with
his views?)

I believe 1t is not difficult, it is not impossible at any rate, because
llegel would say two things: it did nct become a character of Egyptian society,
it was a mere episode; and secondly, for Ikhnaton (I know this only from very
indlrect sources, of course, and I am not an Egyptologist.) the highest god,
perhaps the only god, was ldentified with the sun. You know? It therefore
was not something vhich was not surpassed within the Persian Empire by the
Jews. Yes? It 1s as though Hegel had drawm a blg circle and not put in one -
dot which did not affect the overall picture. I dont believe it would. Thers
nay be parts of history of which Hegel was unfamiliar and which vould nodify
him radleally; for example, some of you may have read Spengler’s Decline of -
the esk, where Spengler contends that around the first or second  century B.C,..
an entirely new culture emerged which he called the magle culture, vhich is
different from both the classical culture and from the modern world., And so
Christianity l1s only a part of this larger whole called the nagle culture,

And there is o German scholar called lians Jonas who wrote a book on agnosti-
eism in vhich he takes up a modification of the Snenglerian thesis and sayé- e
that agnosticism is a phenomenon entirely different trom both Christianlity
and the classlcal world. Therefore one would have to say that if this is "



.,correct, which it very will may be,*fhedHegel would have to find a place. fo?
”ithat”-hbut I'think Hegel” would"hava sufficiont ingenuity to find one. This,
if you please, is my criticism of it. You know there is much meaning in the
vorld, nore meaning thaon ve ordinarily believe, and a very ingenuous nan will
be able to find that neaning much more frecuently. The cormelling character
could cone only from a very clear nethod, in which the ldentity of a culture
and the identity of its spirit could be established. The case is clearly
different if you speak, for cxanple, of Judalsm, Christianity, and Islan. It
is falrly sinple 4o do that there, in prineiple at any rate, by vhat are the
sutnorative utterances of eacu religion as to what is the truth. whether you
can address this question to the Greeks, for sxample, is already doubtful, be-
cause there is no dogma in any sense; and if you go into the question of what
the nost famous men said, say lHomer, or Plato, there are very great differencc
This gquestion concerns, however, not only llegel but all presont day historio-
graphys with the possible exception of iliatxlisu --the possible exceptloni You
people speak, without any hesitation, of a "spirit of an age', for example.
That it makes some sense becomes clear t0 us perhaps sometines in the differ-
ence of generations. I mean if we were to read a book written perhaps sixty
years ago, there would be something which would make it clear that no one
would write such a hook now, or no one would paint such a painting now, and
s0 on. And if you reflect on thnat, vou arrive rt some brond nicture of nn
epoch. Thls has frequently been done. The nost common example 1s probably
Jacob Burckhardt!s Renaissance; but it is done all the time. It has great
pleusibility, and I nust gsay I believe it is also superficial, because the
rost interesting things, I find, are not understood this way. Ly experience
ig of course limited, bdut if I take liachiavellil, vhom I have studied, I must
say that I have not beer helped in any point to spezk of by the well=known
chservation that he belonged to the Renalssance. What the Renaissance meant
to llachiavelli has to be establlshed entirely out of lMachiavelll. One can
perhops state the dlfficulty as followss In order to establish the spirit of
an age; one rust start from the wost striking phenorena of that age, and then
one cscends to that understaonding of the spirit of the age and uses it as o
ind of explanation of concrete nhenomena. You know? There is a certain,

to me, 11possinle circularity in that procedure. If I want to understand
what Maehiavelli was, for example, 1 am not helped at all by the presuppositic
that linchiavelll belonged to the Renqissance, in any significant sense, bew
cause The fact that he belonged to the Renalssance ¢an only be establlshed by
studying lachiaovelll., I axm absolubely sure tiat there were people of Lhe
Esnaissance who did not belong to the Fanﬁiﬂsqnce, there are reli~s, you can
say, or maybe Just maveriks., Why not? In other words, these collectives,
whnether spirits of ages or spirity OL natlons, are in themselves a guestion-
able tl'.lugv Thls is the reason why I do not believe 1t, although it is al-
ways enjoyable to read about such sweeplng picturcs of an age. Iioltsinger
did the same thing. These alvays have the feeling of a wonderful picture,

but how far it 1s true and 1lluminating is a very doubtful question., As far
as I knom, Burckhardt has long heen abandoned by students of the Renalssance
Lecauvse Burckhardt is sald to have underestimated the massive power of Chris-
tianity in that age. Is this not the chlef objection?

(The objection I have heard is that he underestimated the
econom%c immer vorkings of the Medici in Florence, for ex-
anple

Yes. Well everyone did at that time; this was a special Narxlst contri-
bution to history vhich came a bit later.. yes?..after Burckhardt, o, 1t -
is quite clear that Burckhardi gives the impression of a kind of new paganism.
{ this-worldliness. "The dlscovery of man and the world" is a formula vhich

he took over from lMichelet T remember well. And what happened to these neo-
nle who tried to be exact is that they had to dlscaver one Renalssance after

snother, And now you have h “@na*gﬂ@nCOﬂ the first of vhich was under

J
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&nﬁigarolinian?géiwell,.I dont know. Then there is an §
+1al nce which 1s at ledst as old.  Now the very old-fashioned '
‘view starts with the missive unitiess societies --political societies, I mean;
churches, in the old sense of the word wvhere.. you know.. Christian Republics;
or wars, which are units of a sort --~there is a beginning and an end to every
var., This sounds to ne like o nuch wiser and truly empirical history. Yes?

(\thy couldnt you make certaln generalizations about certain
contenporary Anmerican events which would link together such
things as thought and technology?)

Yes, But I think you make here already certain preswpositions wvhich,
if true, allow you to proceed that wvay. You say “contemporary Ameriea™? You
have, of course, to draw a line! UWhat do you mean by "contemporary America"?
After the second world war, I presune.

{(Hol Right now!)
What is "right now"? Thls very second?
(This minute.)

But this very ninute has already passedj so you nust really have a some-
what more precise criferion and say “"after the Second World VWar®. Alright,
ané you do thet,»nd then there zare an infinite variety of phenomena and you
wvould have to know what are the things to consider, to look for, and there
nay be very strilking phenomena, very striking. TFor example, I understand
that the external relation of the two sexes has greatly chonged in this coun-
try. Let us assume that this 1s true. Surely, then, you must establish this
as a fact. Perhaps broad experience is enough for that; the passions, or even
statistical deta ~-women in nrofessions; and so on, would have to enter. Dbut
then the cquestion arises that there are other changes; nust it be so that they
are all intellibibly connected? And must it be so that they are all due to
one causg, ssy econornlc changes® A very long question! That you can drawv a
picture, say a super-laedeker, of an age, in order to travel in a world and
see vhat are the sights --that I do not deny and they are very anusing to
read. Dut the questlon is really that of their possible theoretical dignity.
I am not so sure of that. I must sey that in my owm hlstoricsl work, which
is in a very limited field, I found I never needed it. I never neecded it.

On the contrary! Tor examplie, these very simple things 1ike liobhes and Ste-
wart ebsolutism, Locke »nd Willien of Orange. Yes? That is in a very super-
ficial way true, but never does 1t touch the subsitance of these people. But
this discussion 1s very pertinent beccuse I dont belleve there was a single
nan in this whole world who was more powerful to produce thils orientation as °
Hegel. YWhat you hnd before was lontesculeu, and vhen he speaks of the "gen-
eral spirit"; he meant something very innocucus. He snid that o varlety of -
possibly independent causes like clinate, trade, and vhat not, produced a
certain state of affairs; and you can describe that, the external consequen-
ces, because of the interaction of these things. TFor example, he found that-
the Brittish are spleenish had something to do with their having Parliment.
This was very thoughtful, of course, if a man like Montesquieu thought 1t}

but llegel specks of a substantial unity, not a unity caused by the confluence.
of independent factors. DBut how to proceed in that thing? I nean how to do -
it really empirieally? Is everything vhich happens at a given time simply
conterporary? Are there not always relles? If so, then you must make pre-
cise studies and ssy how these relics were modified by the circumstances.

Some backward parts of the country nay even be different than they were tven=,
ty years ago. Even there you must do it., Yes?

p )




| 11d do that, but I e: y give ‘a very poor ansver —-but T
“believe it points in the rignt direction, By'nerodotus, these things are
done with a certain playfulness; for Hegel, chance i1s strictly subordinate to
neaningfulness. Yes? TFor exumple, vhen Herodotus has these nice stories
about the Lgyptlan thieves in the palace or the temple, which Ilegel uses.
“ell, for Hezel, that is immediately o typically Tgyptlan story; but the ques-
tion arises that maybe Herodotus didnt mean to characterize the vhole of

Egypt by it at all. So wlthout a close study of Ilerodotus, I cannot answer

that cuestion. Yes?
(Guestion inaudible.)
o, I contend that it is purely emplrical and in no way =z speculative

assertion Eo szy that up to this point there is no more importsnt source for
the substantlve philosophy of history of hegel than Herodotus., That nakes it

211 the more neccessary to find out what lierndotus meant.

{Cuestion inaudidble.)

Sure! Hegel will hove modified llerodotus decisively. But sinmply star-
ting from the necessary historical guestion that vhenever one studies an au~-
thor, even a philosonhic author, one mist know who are the men vhose work he
used explicitly. XYesy 7That is always an important guestlon, I belleve. It
iz necessary becnuse no one can write everything he thinks. That is absolutel
physically inpessible. Lveryone nust malkie sonie presuppositions. ilow the nost
interesting presuppositions of philosophic writers are implied in their re--
Terences to thelr predecessors. Yes? Does that make sense? bLecause the
predeccessers either pesitively or negatively indicate the horizon in wvhich
the hzag in questlon is viewed; and since he would have to write thousands
of pages vhich from his point of view are wholly neaningless, in order to
clarify tn a2t which everyone knous. So when Hegel, here, uses Herodotus as
his nost important authority in the substantive part of his vhilosophy ~-=not
the thecretical framework, a close comparison between Herodotus and legel is
indicnted. I have no judgement on this Terodotus cuestion to spealr of, but
T pava seen it in other casésc When Hegel speaks of Aristophanes I found that
his v marks about that subject are the most profound I have ever seen --apart
fron Plato's; and therefore I would assume it is worth studying it both ways.

How let us turn to a feW'specific passages. 1 think we willl begin at
the end, on page 221, paragraph 23 in the German on page 510, paragraph 3.
Beg n wvhere he specks of the +rqnsit10n from Egypt to Greece. _

{"The spirlit of the Igyptians prosented itself....
oso«the solution to the problem in guestion.™)

ideliog, the sun, is the son of nicht. Yes? Of the goddess. And that
mesns that out of the mystery.. the veil of the goddess is taken awny by the =
sun. The nystery is solved. 2

("This lucidity 1s spirit....
eseoniziliby in pgeneral is summoneda to self knowe
ledge. ")

This is only an interpretstion of vwhat the word necans. Yes? Self Imow-
ledge docs not mean looking at o mirror, or psychiatric treatment. Yes? 1t .
reans to know vhat men is. Yes®? i

{"IMls mandate was given for the Greeks.... ' o




;ﬁ’,;,.,Qrggipitatedithe“Sphinx.frqn the rocks.").ﬁqug
Yes? | C

In Cermen 1t ;gfﬂtﬁé'nréék'bédi,uéﬁ

("The solution and liberation of that orlental spirit....
' tossby ¢ivil lows end nolitical freedom,™)

How in Germern thet is more nrecise: "This knowledge vhich Oedipus posses
ses 1s purified only by political law, as distinguished from the patriarchal
order under vhich Oedipus lived, immedliately ~--by itself, that is, that this
knowledge is deductual, as it proved to be in the case of Oedipus." You see
Liegel gives here an extremely important interpretation of the Oedipus myth,
vhich is strilkingly different from the popular interpretation. Oedipus, the
ireely solves the riddle of the Sphinx. The riddle of the Sphinx is "What is
man"; ~nd Oedipus knew vhat man is. But vhy is this knowledge which Oedipus
acquired not salutary but disastrous? Uhat did Oedipus nct know, although
he knew vhat man is?

{(Who he is.)

He did not know himselfl! Ilow Hegel interprets this to mean that he did
not know hinself because he did not live as a member of a poliss he was only
a patriarchal chief. The cuestion is vhether that is deep enough for Sophc-
cles, and whether we do not find one of the real difficulties of Hegel here.
Could one understand Oedipus’s fate sonewhat better? ~-taking it for granted
that Oedipus is the solver of the riddle, and that he perishes through that?
In other vords, is there perhaps a connection between the solution of this
riddle oand the Oedipus crime? Yes%?

(Cuestion inaudible,)

In other words, llegel assumes that the true lmowledge of the nost impor-
tant things, let us say of man, con becore completely cmbodied in eivil socie
fy. Then you have the rationnl soeciety. Uhether Sophocles neant that is an-
otner yuestion entirely. It could very well be that Sophocles meant that to
solve the riddlie of the Sphinx is l1dentical with having committed this indesg-~
cribable crime which Oedipus committed; that there is a tragic relation be-
tveen knowledge and soclety., Dut llegel excludes that g priori. '

There is another passage in tuleg neighborhcod which we should read, It
is on vege 221, in the middle of the next paragraph.

(MIf we examine this fact of the transition....
«es0it had any advantages compared with transcience

How that is a very immortont stnotement imich one eon easily overlook.
Duration is no affection, in itselfy the monmentary, so to speak, the rose, is
higher than the always enduring, the mountain. Does this ring a bell? This-
great statement? Because Hegel touches here on the fundamental problen, in
this renark? - ' '

(Isnt that sinilar to the treatment of the moral individual?)

In vhat respect?

(The moral individual suner-sets, in this life, through his noralifyj}

£ End of tape cnd end of lectureJ? p.128 missing
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;BUSt oy, 1oge one's comnon sensd?/beceuse Hegel had a lot of i, only Hogal-<
““interpreted it in a very sophistlcated vay.vhere the common sense is sometimed

Lecture 8- (p.128 missing)

not so irmediately visible. One only has to look at what llegel says vhen he :
has to defend hirnself, vhere he hos to descend, and then you see his amazing
comnon sense information. Good., S0 let us soy that after all the worla-hisg-
torical is not such a great problem, It is not such a fantastic proposition
to say that the Greeks were a world~historical peovle. : :

Let us concentrate on the other element, the state. HNow, your argument
vas based on something of which llegel had already disposed in the first part
namely, the state does not mean merely the nolitical., We discussed thig,

I dont have the passages here, but some of you will remcmber that I discussed
it in the fornm of the accusation that Hegel deified the state. Now Hegel
mekes it perfectly clear that the highest, for him, cannet and is not the
stzte. Although, of course, he would say that the state 1s higher than econe
omles. That goes without saying. DBut the simple example of the Hegellan
distinctlon between the objective mind --the sphere of morality and politics,
and the absolute mind ~-the sphere of religion, art and philosophy, in vhich
the absolute mind is; of course, higher, disposes of this objection.

{I dont think i%t does; because I wzsnt maintaining that legel
deified the state, I was only maintalning that Greece as a
whole was not a2 state by any definition.)

I will come to that! Yes., But that is not true; because Hegel under-
stonds by the state, the objective mind, in the first place. That vhich is
authoritative over the individusl, That is clear. Primarily the authority
is the polis, the louws of the cify. Tut what is the wltiuate support of the
laws of the city? --according to the clty?

{The political whole.)

Ho. Let us be empirical. The Gods of the city! Yes? But the gods of
the city, i.e., the gods which the c¢ity worships, are the same in all cities,
with only minor variations regarding cults. So that to wvhich the Greeks looke:
vy, that to which they bowed, was something to which they bowed as Greeks and
not merely as Athenians. Although the authorltative decision z2s to whether
the sacrifice should be made in thls way or in that way is dependent on the
local priests, still, this depended in its turn on the nrevions assummtion of
the Olympion gods, vhich were common to all Greece. And therefore llegel's
point is that the Greeks did not have natlonal unity, national state, as a
consequence of their notlon of the gods, ultimately. I mean that 1s the way
in vhich llegel would lock at it. You are quite right when you say that the
Greek stnte was a defective stnte because of this lack of agreement between
the highest and the political organization; but that is what Hegel himself
says, only he says that 1t was better than the oriental state. Yes? This
incongruity of a natlonal spirit but not a national state is, for Hegel, a
proof of the peculiar defectiveness of the Greeks, as well as of their pecu~
liar superiority over the orientals. . T

{I wonder if llegel doesnt many times define the states in terms
of the constituting definitions they give; that is, that it
constitutes the citizens? It seems to me that it is less mise
lerding to distinguish the whole as a people vho do indeed bow
to this common religlon.)

Yes: but if you speak of the people, and Hegel speaks of the "folk mind";
as you kmow, it could easily be understoed to meon thot you have gz multitude
of subjects, say the Greek peopnles, vho are as such authoritative; whereas, -



Hace | reék people, by virtue of thegéﬁﬁg
gods in Wt they “tHen ‘Mthotit " this reflection, without this®
objectivation of the Greek mind in the’gods, there would not be a Greek nind. #
It is not so that you first have & Greek mind, a popular mind, and then this
arojects itself in the podsj the Greel mind is this objectivation, this ;ro-
jection. That 1is llegel®s pointl! And therefore, looking at 1t from vithin,
from the Greeks, you see not the act of objectivation; you see the gods. And
only in the process of disintegration, of unbelief, let us says does it appear
tnat they are only the reflection. Yes? And this is, for liegel, the state

in 1ts wider sense, I adnit. The only point vhlch you nade that is valid 1s
that the term “state" is used ambiguously by Hegel, but since he clarified.

the amblgulty, it is not a criticism vhich really hurts him., Tor Hegel "state
rneans the complete objectivation of the "folk mind", not only the political;
although the political has, in a way, an empirlical superiority. I nean, the
most msesive fact is the Persian wars and later on Alexander'’s conquest of

the Bast, but what this means can never be understood in terms of the politi-
cal history, nccording to Yerel, but you have to consider what Greece stands
for. That is the Greek "state', The ambiguity is there but since Hegel was
aware of it and nointed 1% out (We have read these passages --they occured in
the introduction.), there is not an objection to that on this ground.

Tow to 1link up the discussion with vwhat we discussed last time, I remind
vou again of the crucial point and the simple beginning of Hegel: the Greek
uing %s understood in terms of what the Greeﬁs looked up to, and the Greeks
looked up to the Olympilan Gods, that is to say, beings vhich are no longer
natural forces but vhich are glorified humen beings, the easily living gods,
vhereas we humans do not iive easily. The gods hgve thls character that they
are human snd that 1s a progress compared wvith the Orient wvhere you have ani-
mal worshin or worship inarticulate --that vhich is not human; the ponmegranate.
the hecven in China, or some natural forces., A god that 1s truly man will
die w-~that is the Christian message. The defect of these Oriental religlons .
t1e that the gods are not human enoughs they camnot die.

Now this is connected with something else., There 1s a muitiplieity of
such glorified human beings, the Olymplan gods, so they dont have a unity, since
the unity supplied by Zeus ral:ng them 1s not enough., And, therefore, there
must be a unity beyond them which the Greeks recognized: the ¥olirai, the fates
who governed the gods; and this is wholly non nmind-like, non-spiritual, in
that it doesnt have a mind-like character. And therefore there is still some=-
thing like nature which is the highest. 1If the absolute is to be mind, Hegel
contends that God (the name for the absolute) must be truly nman, i.e., he nust
have dled., The Greeks are not truly spiritualistic because they are not in
this sense hunanistic. That is vhat Hegel said. This is a halfway house vhlcl
is most important because the Orient 1s overcome, but it is only the beglnning.
o rmust %een thig in rmind 1n order te understand fegel's concrete analysis. -~

Now as for the dialectics, the concrete way in which Greece destroyes 1t
self necessarily (because of this imperfection), there are varlous ways in 7
vhich one can state it. One way (I will mention another, later) is very sime:
ple and s on the basis of what Hegel sald. You remember the emphasls on the
deseription of art in Homer? Not art in the high~falutin sense; in the simple
sense of the shoemaker or carpenter? Houmer's admiration of these activities
means the recognition of the crucial importance of art. That is transcending.
nature, to use Hegel's terms. HNow this principle of the superlority of art
to nature will eventually lead to the destruction of the Greek unity, becsuse’
vhen a consciousness of art, techne, becomes zufficiontly clear, then it be-
comes sclence or philosophy, and then Zeus will go. 3 ' bAris
it., There is =1so anothzr'kmyg wvhich we will s%e 1a§2§? 1s one way of stﬁ“"*ﬁ




7712 we. turn. pow-to-the political part, dad to Greek history, we must.ynde
""“stand that Negel 13 not at all concerned; we can say, with classical p91it1°a§
‘philosophy. I mean that if you criticize Hegel in the neme of Plato and Arisd
totle, you are unfalr; because he does not think of Platc and Aristotle, so to
speak, he speaks of the actual Greek pollis, and Plato and Aristotle come In -
in ansubordinante manner as renresentatives of the decsy of the polis, But
take a simple thing: the pollis should be essentlally democratic., Plato and
Aristotle turn in their graves, surely, and from their point of viow this is
alright, But llegel says, es Rany neople and almost all historians of todsy
says that they diant know what was golng on at that time, the real thing is
the actusal nolis and how the actual polls understood itself. Within this
framework we can also say something, as & kind of appendix, about the acts of
.its nrhilosophers. In a way, this is a perfectly falr vay to look at them, be-
cause Plato and Aristotle didnt want to be mouthpleces of the Greek polis.

To tiidls extent Legel is gbsolutely right. They wanted to find ocut what is the
best form of human living together, which i1s something entirely different from
being theorists of the Greek polis. To that extent, both sides are satisfled;
provided one doesnt say that what they trled to do is trivial --vhich Hegel
would never say, but here he is not concerned with that. :

Now 1f we turn to the setunl nolis, vhat do we £ind? ~-very superficially.
the most masslive things vhich every child can see? In the first place, these
were all republics ~-except for short periods of kingship and tyranny. This
is already a great difference comparcd to the Orient in general, wvhere you
had these large eupires, kingships, and vhate-not. Secondly, you ask about
Tyre and Sidon and Carthage, and Hegel says that the priesthood was simply
a cltizen office, simply citizen, there was no priegt-rule. Priestly offices
were like other civil offices, only they had special functions. So the Greeks
had republics without the rule of priests. That is most striking; and Hegel
tries to understand it.

tow llegal goes beyond that and makes a renark which creates a difficulty
vhich you wisely dwelled upon. Ile says that the Greek clties vere democratic.
First of all, wvhat does he mean by that? I nmean he doesnt have in mind that
there was no property qualification or something of that sort.

{lle means that the citizens as a whole particivate in the gove
eriument. ) :

Yes. Now this is what one means, primarily, by a republicj; a res publics,
an affal» of the public. TYou see, when you look at this you nust not forget
the polivical conflicts of which llegel thought when writing on such things,be-
cause we, especlally in this country, know of the conflict between half-demo-

cracy and democracy, between Republicanism and Democratism. UWe do not know =*
the blg issue between monarchy and republicanism, any more, because it is no 3
longer in our bones. Yes? 1 mean those who have historical knowledge may -E
xnow 1t, and those like nyself who were born under a monarchy still remenber =
ity but it 1s not immediately avallable. Look, for example, at-the 17th cen- =
tury England. There were two narties, One s the Royalist narty. Tow aid @
the other party czll itself? ' 4
(You mean the Roundheads?) :%

That was, in a way, only a part. Roundhead was only a nicknamey how did 3

they call themselves? . o

{The Whigs?) _
That was later on. I mean in the broad course of the 17th centurys

B R



R Welly for _ "Men! occured. This is Engligh
-~ for Republica fotheéyr hame was 'Patriots¥y tho Patriots vs. the Royalists.?
Do you see vhat- this means? Only the Patriots, that is, the Republicans, have
a fatherland, because it is the king and the crown for the others. We have
forgotten that the notion of the fatherlgnd and the cormomrealth was once a

problematic concept.

Another thing vhich occurs to re is that I read somevhere that Queen Eli:z
abeth didnt lile to hear the word 'state', because the state was a Republican
notion or at least 1t was not obviously lioyalist; she wanted to speak of the
‘crovn® or something of this sort. So 'Republican’ means decisively non-Mon-
archist. The monarch 1s not understood as an organ of the state, as it was
in the constitutional nonarchist doctrine of the 19th century; but was under=s
stood in thls older doctrine as the owner, the lord and master who ruled not
by virtue of a derivation but in virtue of a right wnich was inherent in his
famlly or in the crowm. . : ‘

A republlc 1s, then, a cormunity, a state, in which the people Tule, and
ve dont have to consider niceties like whether all the people rule and so on,
only that it 1s certainly not one man or dynasty that rules. lNow if this is
s0, then this community, the res nublieca, foes not obey another humnn being
as they would in a monarchy. The principles of conduct are within each mem-
ber of the community. Yes? And if it is to work, they all are patriots, they
all are dedicated to the common good. There is no mediation through a king,
The extrenme case of this would be the Chinese Emperor, as described by Hegel,
=-the estreme opposite of the republiec, where you have one father of the whole
through whom everyone else has an access to the right and good. In the Trepub-
ile, everyone has irmediate access to the right and good. Did you notice that
Hegel quotes his immediste source for the interpretation of the polig? He
used another expression for this patriotism, » more old-fashioned expression.

(Virtue?)

Yes. Who had brought this up and said that the principle of a republican
is virtue?

{(Montesgiden,)

Yes. Hegel quotes him, Montesquieu plays a tremendous role for Hegel.,
But loncesquieu expressed himself nmore specifically by saying “popular govern--
nment™; the prineiple of popular government or democracy is virtue. Hegel sime
ply accepts that., There is no originality on this point in Hegel. In order
that you can see that, lel me read a few passzges from the Spirit of Lawg, book
3, c¢hapter 3. I mean, how could any one in his senses say that the principle
of the actual Greek polis was virtue? Uhen we read the historians they com-
plain all the time about the terrible vice which was present everyvhere 1n
Athens and Sparta. ‘

(But legel says that historians like Thucydides sre iust conedy
men and Just followed after the decay; and empiriecally this is
the trutho ) '

Which, of course, is Thucydlides. Yes? And Thucydides also does not .
-speak of virtue as the principle of the polis. le doesnt szy that. Now let
e read you one sentence, _

("The Greek politicians or political writers who 1lived in the
popular government kumew or recognized no other force which

could maintain them (I supvose the popular governments) exe
eent the force of virtues the politiecians of todav snealt onlv



acture, commerce, finafice, wealth, and even lwxury.") '
S0 here, in the first place, 1s a perfectly defensible statement. Plato,
Aristotle, Thucydides, Zenophon, and whoever you have, said that the thing )
for the city, the thing without whlich the ¢ity can never be good, without whic
the city con never work, is virtue. The 17th and 18th cemtury people sald,
"No, we dont need virtue; we nead confortable self-preservation." This is
vhat Locke seid. Yes? Virtue comes in only in a very subordinate manner
=-people nust not steal and that kind of thing; but virtue is not the princi-
ple of the city. So here we have, of course, a statement of the "oughts™; the
nodern “ought! as distinguished from the Greek “ought". The actuality is an-
other matter. Hegel, however, could say that the "ought" characterizes the
society, in a way, more than the day to day proceedings. For examnple, who,
today, would give a factually correct description of American political pro=-
cesses and be silent about the Americen aspiration, or the Amerlcan dream, Am-
erican 1deal® It would be, at most, a half truth. One could perhaps sny that
he who spealts of the American ideal speaks more truthfully about America than
he vho speaks only with a right and real description of the smoke filled rooms
and other things. Certainly the ideal is as much a part of a society as is
its so-called reslity. That is what Hegel would say. But we also have to
congider Machiavelli, +ho speaks of virtue all the time, and who sometimes
means by virtue scmething which we would call vice -~the aqualities which Ce-
sare Borgla had, vhich no one apart from Machiavellil would have the courage

to call virtues. Dut in his Dlscourses, which deal chiefly with the Roman
Republic, he uses the term virtue all the time, and mostly, at least, very
frequently, in the old sense of public spirit; and public spirit is essential
to republics., Monarchies do not need public spirit because there the forces
of the prince hold things together. So the view that virtue is the principle
of the republic¢, and especlally of the classical republic, is simply taken
over by llegel, partly from Machiavelll and more directly fronm liontesquieu.
Of course; that does not excuse liegel, if it is wrong, but it certainly shows
that this 1s not =z pecularity of Hegel.

Incidently, and I would mention this alsc for snother reanson; I have
cone across, in some present-day socizl science literature, that going back
to Grant Wallace, as I found out a shert time ago, there is an attack by the
nore stroamlined modern nolitical scientists on an old-fashioned school wvhich
1s sald to have taught that democracy preuspposes that all cltizens are vire
tuous and reasonable, since now we kmow through Freud nnd others that this
cannot be the case., I was wondering who these veople meant; and I believe
that they ultimately nmenn liontesquicu~liegel. DBut Hontesquieu and Hegel were
not democrats, and I wonder which derocratic tlicorist took tids over aiG age
serted that virtue was the principle of democracy.

(Reply insudible.)

I sce. But that is also 18th century, prior to the French Revolution.,
and Robesplerre, in his way.. Surely, that is clear. But which respectable
people, if I may szy so., here, in America?’ .

{Reply inaudible.)

Ho, Locke doesnt say that. Locke never says that virtue is the princinle’
of denocracy. :
(In his ratiorale he uses it.)

Yes, but I would say not so cleacrly as in the form that denocracy, and 'é
orly democracy, is theat regine which is bosed on the reasonableness of its



Yes, one cannot heln thining of M11l1 in this connection, but I wonder
vhether he really expllcitly says so. I dont remember. But at any rate, in
Fontesquieu we have the formal declaration that the principle of democracy is
virtue. And, of course, the realistic study of the worlkdngs of democracy
shows that, as these people contend, the principle of democracy is not virtue.
Yes? And that leads to an entirely new conception of political science, as
some of you nmay know. : o

Now let us understand Hegel's conception of the Greek polis a little bit
rnore clearly. The term ‘democracy' is indeed guestionable --I would say it
is questionable, beccuse unless you start from the premise that whatever is
not nonarchic is democratic the tern is amblguous, too sweeping. VWhat is the
characterlstic? I think i1f you turn to page 250 in the English, second para-
graph, and page 599 in the German. -

("The state annexed the two stages just considered....
..+.ea self conscious spirit of the individual.")

Yes; that is all ve need. So that is a new thing; the spirit of the sub-
jeet, too.  So, in other words, that is the difference between the Orientals
and the Greecks. But vhat is the limitation of the Greeks? Hegel uses this
erpression: "There does not yet exist 2 conscience.® And on the other hand
there clso does not yet exist "the emancipation of passion%; the emancilpation
of greed, of ambition, or vhatever have you, because patriotism, a feeling
vhich all hnve equally and which does not go to the root of the individual,
predominates. The general formula: the infinite subjectivity has not yet
emerged in the Greek polis.

Now what 1s the proof of this? The sirmle nroof is th~t such terms as:
"infinite subjectivity" are untranslatable into Greek. But that, of course,
would not suffice. Now let us look at the concrete phenomena which Hegel had
in mind, The "infinity of the subjectivity" means that the individual draws
everything before his own tribunal, be it the tribunal of the conscience, or
be it the tribumal of mere selfishness. The Greeks do not ralse the question
of why they should obey the polis. There is no question for that; and that
is wonderful to look at, Hegel says, but it is not enough. The practical ex-

- pression for that is "the rule of custom". There is something unguestioned
and unquestionable outside of man. This "custom" which empovers every citi-
zen equally --in other words, 1t does not favor a monarch-- is the higher
development of subJectivity in so far as everyone is empowered, but it does
not have, consclously, its root in the subjlect. It ig something objectively -
given., There is no need of justificatlon, custom says. They may be called .
unvritten laws, rnd that settles it; the question of why these wnwritten laws
are valld doesnt arise. Think of Antigone. Its origins are unknown and its -
imner rightness 1s still nore unknown than its origins, but that doesnt de-
tract frow its sanctity. It estebliches its own sanctity. That 1s what e~
gel means. The highest has essentislly the character of a custom which eme -
powers every citizen equally, and the Greek mind in its flourishing period is -
unable to question custom. The moment it begins to question custdm Greece
decays. Uhereas, the modern world is cheracterized --that is the implication
of Hegely~ by precisely the principle of rationol reflection. Siuply stated; -
the Greek polis is unaware of a natural law which is identical with a ration-
al law, or, in other iwords, the Greek polis is unaware of the rights of man.
The post-revolutionary society is a rational society. Here reflection is not
a force which mekes for decay but for confirmation. In all earlier societles’
vellection was a force making for decay, and Hegel will show in detail that .
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i the: sha ”%ﬁé fstié of .the Greek cit , “slavery, smaliness, and oracieé,
“follow fron that. "6 30 not Lave to minto‘dedugtion- I mention only one
point in order that I do not do an injustice to Hegel --that the oracles were:
in mony respects guestionable. Yes? They probably were corrupted by all kind

of people on different occasions. For Hegel, thls would be only accidental,
the main point is that there is no modern society in vhich 1t is imaginable
that the political authorities would have recourse to oracles, in their !capa-
city as nolitical authorities, nt any rate. In other words, there may be o
president or senator who goes on the sly to a erystal gazer, but, clearly,
there iIs no institutional Justification for that. In Greece there was such
justification, and this has to be understood, Hegel shows that thls ig a
lack of rationality, insufficient rationality, if oracles could still be used.
you only have to read the Greek historians, Zsnophon and Herodotus more than
Thucydides, to see how terribly lnportant oracles were =--how the intestines
of the sacrificlal animals looked. You know? One could say =-llegel would say
that 1t was absurd to believe that there is any rational connection between
the looks of the intestines of a bull and the outcome of the next battle. But
legel would also say that we cannot condem this as mere folly beccuse before
the state of full rationnlity has been reached it 1s lnevitable that you have
such thingg. HNow I believe thls point 1s clear in Hepel, but we must always
keep in mind that he is not speaking of classical politlcal vhilosophy but of
the actual pollis, and he ls trying to understand its operational principnles,
to use a term wvhich is now prevelent. Yes?

(I have a genoral yuestion about sometndng you sald peiore which
I dont understand in liegel and of vhich I am sure that Hepel
was avare. That is the rational man..)

You ore sure liegel was aware of the problem?

(I an positive of it, becsuse 1t was a problem that was present
in the 18th century, and..)

Yell that 1s very good. 1 like to hear thaty and I would say, even with-
out hearing the reasoning that you gave, that I also regnard it as probable.
Good. How what 1s the ouestion?

(The rational‘man who sees these right ways, in Hegel's termss
Why will he be rational; and why wont he be controlled by his
~emotions rather than hls conscience?)

Of course he will be controlled by his emotions in nany cases. Sure he.
willl There are crininals, and there always will be criminals. Ilegel did
not believe in a wvithering away of the state. There will always be these
nice institutlions like docopltation, jails, and other things, and there should
be these things. There 1s no sentimentality about it.

("'ell arried further, thls is alsc the dlstinction mpde in
the iStl century ——thvt the government will be rational but
the people nmay not be; bult vhat about the governnment not bew
ing rqtional?)

That could zlso hoppen; but there is o intrinsic cowpulsion for it.
You know? In other words, you can have a highly educated and consclentious
ruling body. Yes? Say, the higher strata of the civil service. That you
can havel And every child with a 1little bit of experience would know what
is recuired for that. Hegel would scy, I imagine, to teach these future high

civil servants philosophy ond history, and not public administration because
they will learn admimistration vhile bhéy are 1R office. You knows "..this




11 hing. " In"other words, thégé .are rather commonsensical reflectionss: i
>yt Ty oné of us could make.  Yes? (Crimey;’of course, will always exist

end it is clecr that the existing lew stends: for this, zand of course the laws:
must be enforced, =nd if the law enforcing agencys are of a tolerable degree
of rationality they will enforce them. That men will be corrupt belongs to
the sphere of accident. Now, as for the people; what vill the simple man
understand? That ls perhaps part of your problem.

ety

{(Well, the major problem is whether the government will be ra-
tional although it knows how to be? That is the problem I
dealt with.) o

Yes. First let nme mention how Hegel thought of the rationality of the
simple man, He would say that in his time the official guidance given to the
simple people, especially the rurzl people, was through the parson. Yes? And
thereforz 1t was the business of the state to take ccre that the divinity fa-
culty is properly instructed. Yes? And that meant quite a few changes in
the orthodox teachings. And this was the way in which 1t vould come down,
becouse Illegel used the word "falth" or "conflidence®™ as the characteristic of
the masses of the people. They must be deferential to their betters; and
their betters did not mesn, for legel,the rich., but the nmore educated and
the people with greater responsibliity. That is the first condition.

Now the second conditicn.. In a given situation, a governmment can be
lax. You know? It ean lack forsight and all this kind of thing., This can
happen, but then they will be punished for it in very short order. There vill
be internzl crises. There will be defeats. /And this is the way Iin vhich
things are restored. DBut there can no longer be any question as to vhat is
the content of ratlonaslity or right. It is now, in principle, settled.

To mention the two most important points for Hegel; the rights of man
-=which Tor HMegel includes o free choice of profession, there cannot be serf-
dom or anything like exclusion from any job through dlscriﬂination' and second
ly, and thls is the distinction betwecn llegel and the strictly speqking 1ib=-
eral doctrine, the government can not be understood as a mere agent of the
people ~-the government must have a right of its ovn. That meant for Hegel
that there should be g monarchy so that the head executlve does not owe his
office to popular election. Precisely beccuse the government is to embody
rationality, it cannot be a mere reflection of the popular vill. That this
is not a simple question was shown from a democratic point of view, for ex-
ample, in ILippman's book on public philosophy. I dont know if you have seen
it, but it 1s about vhat went wrong in foreign policy in the last thirty years
end 1t shows that too great a reliosnce on the popular will had made impossible
a far-sighted foreign policy, especially, vhere 1t is particularly gravejy but.
this would, in principle, apply to domestic policy as well. These were zh )
two pillars of llegel's teachings.

The rights of man does nct mean what they would mean according to Tom .
Paine --the extremely popular govermment. That would be incompatible with - .»
Hegel. It means, in a way, what Burke meant when he sald that he had always .-
been a friend to pgovernment (I have forgotten the exact formulation). That ]
1s a very emphatic expression., He meant by this: 'Dont taomper with the ina_"
dependence of governeunt; government is an independent function which cannot
be discharged by a sinple reference to polls and so on',

{Well, llegel, I suppose, sort of posits the goodness of 1 mal,
because ho supgoses they will be rational, on the whole, if
they lmovw the rationrl veoy.)

Hegel always rejected the view,as sentinental, that people aré by nag&i;?



' ood. 3g;t Hegel‘s view cen perhaps be stated !
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as followg? civilized men are good, or‘they are at least in a near potential--
itr of being good, by virtue of the institution, - If there is no lav enforce-
ment, and if there is laxity in high places, then men will become very bad

in very short order. Hegel was not a sentimentalist. But that men can be
rational and decent; Hegel regarded as sure. And I think this 1s not an out-
i~ndish nrovosition. He only says that to bhelieve that men would ever do that
without a proper training and education is impossible., Therefore, practically
Hegel means that if the traditional religious feelings =--which he did not have
in exactly the same way that the tradition had~-~ would prevall in the masses
of the population, that would be an absolutely indispensible conditlion. So
that the people feel themselves responsible for vhat they do. /nd then the
upper c¢lasses which are highly educated and enlightened. Then a truly rationa
society is possible. Temporary decay is always possible and that is all right
provided the systen as a whole has within itself the principle of recovery.
Hegel granted that. Difrerently stated; irrationality is from now on impos-
sible, except in the form of crimej it is not possible in the form of princi-
ple, In all earlier socicties irration ality was necessary on the baslis of
principle; for example slavery, to scy nothing of other atrocities llke can-
nibalism, were possible in former times nonecriminally, on the basis of prin-
ciple, But from now cn, publicly defensible principle favors only rational=-
ity, Is this clear? So this is not merely a pnsychological doctrine, Hegel
wvould say that psychology wouldnt help In ony way, beenuse people differ in
ciflerent societies, aud we have to be cwoncerned with people as they are in

a civilized society. Yes? Thet is a politieal problem, not a psycheloglical
problem ¢f how a child born in 2 woods would desvelop. (Of course, liepel would
say it would be a Deast. No guestion about it. Or like a beast, becruse he
cannot strictly spealking be a human being.) Yes?

(Question inaudible.)

Again, 1t would be.. I mean, what revolutlon could there be? According
to Hegel, there could never bve a revolution, from now on, which disestablishes
the established order in virtue of a higher principle; it would only be an
imambipuously criminail act,

{Question innudible.)

Hegel would say that it wouldnt keep. I nean there is a2 certain optimism
of Hegel here, you can say. For exanple, in the discussions about Soviet
Russiaz and the prospects of Soviet Russla, you find that people szy however
terrible this business may be now, it cannot last forever, because these peo-
ple need science and technology and this itself will make for freedom in the .
long run. This argument is 1n its structure, llegelizn. So that the whole of
society, as it is now, has the principle of it's corrective in itself, and
there can be tenporary darkenings of all kinds, but they can never maintaln -
thenselves because they have the consciousness, not of man as man, but of ci-
vilized Western man, against it. 3By the way, the example of Russia is perhaps
not so very pgocd fronm llegel’s noint of view, because legel thought, of course,
that the lesser breeds would have to be throughly Buroneanized before they =
could be depnended upon. Yes®? That, in itself,. Yes, I think one could say
that --that a throughly irrational policy is no longer possible. Tnere can =+
be relapses of all sorts, but ther would contradict the conditions of the nmoe-:
dern mind. You rmust have heard this argument wmillions of times. It was very.
popular. When people said, on a lower level, that there cannot be g Mrst
World war because it would be ircompatible with the established financial sys-

tem ~-and 1t did do some harm to the established financial systems, quite true
but the war happened nevertheless. There is a problem here, but not on the >




A “of psye lalysigy AL, d tood. ' I mean the simple emoJi

tionalism of man, becausé th ‘notsd’ crude. "It is really a questionof
to what extent-a reached maturity of the public mind as embodied in institu- -
tions cannot be lost. Yes? And one is wise, perhaps, in having all kinds of
misgivings in thls respect. But stated in this form, on thls level, the ar-
gument is unimpeachabie. That there can be a complete abolition of the ‘mo-
dern world.. but this Is, then,-a completé relapse into barbarism, It can no
longer be a higher stage. That, he surely means, and that is in itsclf defen-
sible. Yes? I nmean that if Hegel has proved that the modern stage is a conm-
pletion, then it follows by necessity on that. Yes?

Now there are some other remarks which are very important. When he speaXk:
of Athens and Sparta and says that Athens is a richer and truer version of
Greelmess, here we can say he simply follows Thucydides in a sonevhat sinplis-
tic understanding of Thucydldes. I mean there is nothirg particularly inter-
esting about it; he takes the funeral speech, literally understood, as a per-
fect expression of the Athenian spirit. We do not have to go into that.

There 1s a remark which is not in English at the end of the section on
Athens, vhere he says, "Art and science are the ideal, the spiritual manners
in vhich the spirits of nations becone conscious of themselves, and the high-
est that a state can achieve is that art and science are cultivated in it and
resch o height wivich ie proportionate to the-spirit of the people."This 1g -
the highest end of the state, which, hovever, the state 1tself csnnot produce
as 1lts work ~-~this flowering of sclence and art must ‘generate ltself by ltself
In other words, it transcends the state. That is always in Hegel, and there-
fore the “deification" of the state 1s a misleading formulation., 1In this
there is no difference between Hegel and Plato-Aristotle.

There are other nassages.. T'or example, nage 265, paragraph 2. If you
wvill read that.

{("Political obstruction showed 1tself first....

/L Some omitted due to change in reel./



+sselet us try to view that from s Creek point of vievw as distinguiched fronm
2 Hegellan Hoint of view., That will help us a bit in the understanding of
liegel. What 1s the classleal, the Platonle-Aristotelian, view of why the po-
1lis and not the nation is the true political unity? I mean I hope ne one be-
lieves that they simply took the polis for granted, like some social scien-
tists today who simply take American democracy for granted. They thought
about 1t, and they gave a reason vhich is still remarkable. People come back
to it in strange ways. VWhy is the polls and not the nation or any other thin
the right form of political unity? The nature of man! The polis is a human
rultitude sufficiently large to satisfy all the essential needs of nan, and
sufficliently small so as to remain surveyerble., e cen say thist ‘A polis i~
a community in which evervone knows, not indeéd everyone els¢, but an acquain
tance of everyone else, So you never find yourself relying on an anonyrous
_ Tumour; if you elect a man, you can find out about him with your own povers
of cognition. Uature means, alwnys, limit, For example, there is a limit to
the growth of an elephant or whatever. The nature of a thing is the essen-
tial limitation of a thing. There must be, in the case of the polls, at any
rate, a sensible 1init ~-accessible to the senses. Aristotle gives a beauti-
ful example: If you have too large a nultitude, your town erier must have a
more than stentorian voice, In other words, no microphones are avallable,
your natural voice must be of sufficient size to reach everyone and your eyes
mst be able to survey the thing. So Hegel would say that this was 1tl They
were bound by nature, they did not transcend nature. The modern state, even
the relatively small European state, was infinitely larger than the Greek
polis., For llegel there was ungualified progress ~-nieaning splrituality-- in
the indirect form of communication. llow do they call it now? Means of mass
comrmunication! Press, television, and so on, These are maans, of course,
—-~especially television, there you see the man in motion and he talks to yOoUum-
to restore the irmediacy which the Greeks wanted. 1n the probleas of metro-
201itgn adpinistration and government this question cores up again. "The
Lonely Crowd", as Rlesman called it, is a consequence of the complete impos-
sibility of true nelghborhocd once you go beyond a certain naturnsi limit,

Now we could, however, draw the conclusion ~--which deviates a bit from
Hegel, slthough it is compatible with Hegel--that nature is the concrete con-
cept wvhich 1Is used for understanding the Greek polis. DNow nature is precise-
1y the key Greek concept. The Orientals did not have it. I say this with
some hesitatlon because I know only one Oriental language ~-Hebrew, and I
lmow only a 1ittle bit-of that, but there is no word for nature in Hebrew. -
Hor Is there in Arable, either. They simply took it over fronm the Greek iord
for nature. 1In a conversation with a Hindu student, which took place nany
years ago, he used all these modern terms like soverignty when speagking about
Iindu things. And I didnt like that, so I cross-examined him and got this
impressions the true sensual equivalent to what the Greeks meant by nature
is a very well kmowm ternm Darma, which is frequently translated to mean reli
gion, and vhich has a much broader translation, as I learned from this man,
vhich is "the way of a thing". And Dgrma, of course, is "the way of man", -
And since *the way of man" is a Hindu code, it therefore comes to mean reli- K
gion. And in China, as Sinaiko is always trying to convince ne, there is a
wvord for nature --but I dont belleve it is possible to find there. So nae :
ture is, indeed, a Greek discovery! One could admit this, and still say that’
while it is an enormous step beyond the absence of this notion it is not enoug
gh becruse we still have to understand the essential linmitations of nature,
and that 1s modern thought.

How, as for the self-desiruction of the Greek mind! Hegel indlcates ' ?
this as follous: Denocracy, as he understands 1%, the republican conmuni ty
~=but, of course, vith a need for leadership. That goes wvithout saying. I
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(You can elcct leaders.)

Yes, but still.. Say, for example, that you think a war ig neceséa?y,
and even the lesders have no right to declare war? ‘

(By persuasion.)

Speaking! Public speakingl And so it is necessary to have public de~-
bates. Rhetorie! Argumentl Iow that still finds its place in institutions,
but it has in itself the tendency to becone radicalized, to be argument not
only about this or that measure --war or not war-- but about the prineciples,
The custom itself. And then? It is obvlious that then doubt ant decay follow

Let us see vhat he says about Socrates, in this connection. That is on
page 269, in the Gernan on page 643,

("But with Socrates the beginning of the Peloponnesian wars....
e-s- the inventor of morality.")

. ~ou see, licgel nalkes a distinctlion between norality and vhat he calils
Schicklickeit which is a custonary way of right action. Horality means that
that the individual vith his consclence takes full responsibility for vhat he
does. Go that is what he means vhen he says that sSocrates is the inveutop of
morality. Yes?

(The Greeks had a customary morality, and Socrates undertook
to teach them noral virtue, duty, etc.j so then the moral
nan is not the one who wills to do that which is right, not
the merely innocent, but the man vho has conscicusness of
vhat he is doing.)

. Tes, that is right. Now thot is-the end of Greekness, It is the war -
vhich destroyes Greece and leads over, after a trenendously round-about vay,
to Christianity ond to the nodern world, which Hegel will build up in the
nex: section. -

And then 1f you will turn to page 270, in the second paragraph, vhich is.
page 645 in the Gernman, vhere he speaks of the fate of Socrates.

{ "hen Socrates wishes to induce his friends....
«ssethat they must be pronounced guilty or innocent, ")

And in Gernman he adds "Both parties were right. Socrates did not die
innocently, because he was guilty aceording to the principles of the volid
norality." Socrates 4id not die innocently --this would not be tragle, but
only noving! The tragic emerges out of the conflict of two opposite princi-
ples of right. That is Fegel's view. Buf his fate 1s tragic in the true . -
sense. And novw we corie to a sentence which is very important: "Our state 1s -
entirely different from that of the Athenian people, since our state can be .
conpletely indifferent toward the inner 11fe, even toward religion." That is
the great parodoxy of the modern state, as Hegel sees it. 1t is based on the
principle of sublectivity, of the infinite subjectivity, but because of this .-
1t does not control the subjectivity. In other words, ZWe have dlscussed this
on a former occasion) the modern state is based on what one could eall a "se~":
cularized Christianity". But this does not mean that the citizen of the mo-
dern state nust be a Christian --this would contradioct the very principle of

that state. That is o great difficulty. This sentence is qulte striking.



v You ‘seq how far Hegel Was from ‘any totalitafianism. That is'absolute'ﬁﬁﬁﬁw%?

"' sense.”” For Hegel, totalitarlianism was Robespierre -~the inquiry into the in:

tention of the individual, "Are you 1009 loyal? - You kmow? Virtuous, as Robe
pierre put it, and those vho were suspect were already condemmed. We come to
that in the section on the French revolution, Yes?

(But legel is totalitarion,)

-

Low?

(It comes as a consequence that if you dont agree with the ra-
tional state. The laws are..j

But.. Lixcuse me, but vhat does thils mean? I mean, if you took that alon
Yor example, 1f you dont pay a certain tax because you think it is unfair,
what happens to you in this country? ' -

{Therc would be a trial.)

Sure! And you would be at least fined, and maybe more. That is every-
where! DBut there 1s no inquisition of any kind into your opinions. You are
free to say this tax 1s unfair and you nay even promulgate it, but you have
to 2bey the law. That is vhat legel means.

(Would conscientious objectors be permitted to..)

Hegel discussed that. You remember vhen he spoke of the (Quakers in the
introductory part? Hegel is a very practical man. lle specks of that, and he
does not disapprove of the practice, but he makes a remark to the affect that
the Americans and the English can afford it. In other wrds, 1f a state is
sufficiently strong and sufficiently independent, if every man capable of
bearing arms need not become an active soldier, then let's be liberal --why
not? Bui 1f it is not possible, if fate of the society depends on it, then,
of course, there is no conscientious objection, And may I say sonething vhol-
1y unauthorized and wholly unsunported by any evidence: I an absolutely sure
that if ¢he Date of the Anerican pesple werae at stake, everyone would have to
beccrie a cozbat soldier end there would be very few conscientious objectors.
That 1s the point which Hegel nakes. The mere subjective of Hegel would say
that there is such an overwhelning case for every man protected by the state
to have an obligation to defend it, that one can regard conscientious objec~
tlon as a subjective whim which is even amiable but not sonething which is
rationally defensible. The mere assertion that '"my conscience hurts me " .
would not make any impression on Hegel., He would say "Show me your rational
argunent."; and without that, the consclence is a mere plea. You know? An
ermly plen! That, he would demand. But he would say that there are surely
sorte ‘people that <o not teke everything into consideration, and that they may
be'ln many respects superlor to their fellow citigzens, and to tolerite them -
wvould be the humane poliey. But 4if it was impossible on important groundsy
then i1t cannot be! That, I think he would say. I repeat this sentence: "Our
state can be altogether indifferent as regards the inner life, even as regards
religion." There is no possibility of any inquisition and any treatizent on
the basis of suspicipn. You lmow? How do they c¢all it? There is a name for
that, which they used at the time of these great investigations. Hegel would
be in favor of a strictly legal proceeding. Of course, the state is entitled,
fron llegel's point of view, to say that certain parties, or certain political
pursuits, are subversive, and to outlaw them. Then it is a clear crime to be=
long to such a party. But the suspicion of crime cannot be made the basis of
the treatment of a person; there must be a clear legal case involving actions,
possibly speeches, but certainly not intentions. Yes? L e

{If any state claims that it knows the absolute nrincinlas.



But the Russian state does not recognize a nrivate sphere with vhich the
state has nothing to do. If you do not go out and ‘shout with them and join
these mass parades, you are disloyal for that reason. Nol There is an enor-
nous C:'L ','fel"ence- ’ o B

(Well, I was just thinking of the organs of a rational state
such as legels, For instance, you did nention that the par-
sons would have to be educated or re-sducated in a certain

vay.)

Yesy but by renson alone! They may remain fundamentalists if they vish,
but..

(But then they would not be state teachers, if they..,

Oh, yes they would! But Hegel would say that in the course of one gener-
ation the fundamentalists of the 100% variety would go down, if they are ex-
posed to reason. That is what he means. But if you want to be a 1007 1liber-
al, you vill not find that anywhere on this globe. I mean, you could find
that in certain states like Prugsia, under Willlam IT, and the Thilrd French
Republic; but look how they ended. No, honestly, I think the enormous clea-
vage of parties, the hatred engendered there, had something to do with the im-
possibility of malking propaganda for every cause wlthout any hinderance.
There 1s a beautiful remark of MacCauley, which one cannot afford to overlook..
I am not sure I can remenber it verbatim, but he speaks of what freedom of
the press did to England. He sald that prior to the emancipation of the press
there vas a very level --no obscenity, so to speak, in criticism of the gove~
ernment. And then he goes on to say that at the monent the press became free
the vurification of the literature began. What he means is thiss Either you
have censorship and then there will be evasion of the censorship and all kinds
of irmoral things i1l happen ——beccuse once the law 1s broken habltually,
this iIs bound to have consequences In all (uarters; or else the people have
their censor in themselves and then you dont need censorship. But to have
both the absence of Internal censorship and the absence of an external censor
--then crime.. 1 believe that no exqmple of this ever worked, and I believe
one coulé give sorme contempnorary examples of this. What 1s done vith the word
"art", for exanple, by certaln individuals.

How there is a rcmark on Aristotle in the translation, on nage 272, para-
graph 2, begimming, It is only a judgement by Hegel.

(Alexander had Aristotle as his teacher....
.o s sAlexander was throughly liberated.. )

May I translate that; 1t doesnt come out clearly in the translhtion. o
"Alexander had Aristotle for his teacher, the deepest and also most compre- - .
hensive thihker of antigqulty. Perhaps the- deepest thinker, even in comparl~ -
son with modern tines." That is important. Hegel doesnt mean that Aristotle’:

was right --llepgel knows better than that-« but it 13 a Judgement on him. - the*
nodern Aristotle on the one hand and Aristotle on the other, as far as qual-
ity of the individual i1s concerned. That is a remarkable s%atement. Ori
2lly he had a higher admiration for Plato, but that changed later on. 1 nt
know vhether you have ever gsen a caricature of Aristotle ~=-I lmow of ona =-I"
mean I kave seen portraifs that make intelligible that statement, even if one
has never rend a line of Aristotie. ,*

Now there is one nore passage which 1 think is importont for owr purposea
on nage 073, third parszrooh.  That is in the German on page 651.



the .good fortune to dle.... /4%
"o ws sOF Holehiclsl in Greece.™) >

Yow let us stoh here. T think thig i3 2 very clear cxarmple of the 1i-
mitations of Hegell!s philosophy of history. Hls general thesis is that his-
tory is rational; but in order to malntain that, Hegel is canmpelled, just as
the Marxists are, to moke a distinctlon between the essential and the acciden-
tal. - That there is in history things vhich are merely accidental, llegel ade
riits, Jjust as liarx did; but the questlon,,of course, is how to drawv the line.
Here e see an interes%ing exarnple: If Hegel sees that all the characteristic
Greek institutions --slavery, oracles, republics, manyness of citlies, the Io-
neric gods~~ are all forming an essential unity, then he is admirable. One
would have to check to see that in cach ease the lten is really true, but his
ingenulty in finding this necessity is not only unsurpassed but unrivaled.
But here we have another examnple: a part of this Greekness, as he understands
it, is this use of the human mind; oand thereforse it finds its expression in
Achilles at the beginning of Greek culture and in Alexander at the end. FNow
in the case of Achilles at the beginning it nakes sone sense becouse Achil-
les is a poetic figute and is, therefore, the work of the Greek mind., But
the fact that Alexander died --I have forgotten of which disease~— a2t ape 32
or 33, and to link this up with the workings of the world miné, borders on
superstition. There nay be other exomples, but thls is, of course, a great
difficulty in llegel. This has great consequences, becnuse wvhat happened after
Alexander depends entlirely on the alleged necessity that Alexander died early.
If you think of the parsllel case -=1n one respect parallel-- of the famous
speculation on what would have happened in 1865 if Iincoln had not been assas-
slnated. You know? And then one sees, lrmediately, that here is vhere acci-
dent enterc. This fellow could have becn a poorer shot and then the vwhole
iiistory of tvhe worth and South might have been different. The zame vwith Alexe
anderi If Alexander had had nrogeny, o vely avle sou, pernaps, one cant tell-
whrt the history of those next centuries would have been. As it actually was,
this complevely miserasble condition of these rostly lousy indiviéunls, that
is by no means a "necessityY, as he cclls it.

There 1s also a renark on Plato's Republic which is not in the Enplish.
I dont Imow vhether we hove time t0 read it. AL any rate, he contends that
Plato®s Revpublic is in ons way a perfect prescntation of Greelmness: Schick-
iickeit, which is not morality proper but an objective morality, without con-
science, wlthouf particular freedom, was the principle of classical Greecce;
and Plato has presented his Republic with quite abstiract consistency ~-there-
fore, the abolition of property and family, and so on.

And the last remark I would note occurs in the transiation on page 276,
ot the beginning of the second paragraph. Do you have that?

("But this particularity by vhich each Greek state....
«eesand of conflict rather than unity.")

That 1s 211 we want., You see that is again one of his attempts to show
that the two nost obvious things, Greek polytheism ~-the human gods-- on the
one hand; and the many cities -~with each clty, especlally the nost outstand-
ing ones, with a pecularity of 1ts ownj are based on the sapme principle. Spen-
gler, 1 %hink, has done a lot to popularize this way of viewing cultures, and
Hegei only does vhot Spengler dees not do: he tries to show the inner necese
sity which connects 21l these elements. : %

How to come back to tlhie exauple of Alexander the Great wlio had to édle
corly lest Greece would not end -dth o youtidul figuve. Here you see the dif-
ference betveen Eepel and Herodotus, his model, very clenrly. Herodotus also
usés these imzges bubt in Herodotus there is nlwnys »n awnreness thot he is
siving neaning to vhat is in itself accidental, and therefore wvhat 1s done



e 8¢ z2ing ousnéég by Hegel of cours;!
he lays hinself onen to crit:lcism on these grounds. :

HNow next time we will hear a npoper on Rone....

/ End of lecture #8.7
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+ees8 Very clear-paper. The only difficuity I had concerned the last state- 5
nent, the conflusion of your paper. I did not quite follow that.

(I was simply suggesting that if you wanted a way out of ex-
plaining how it came about that Rome had developed an excel-
lent constitubion and explaining it as a necessary develop-
nent of previous world historical culture, you could sort

of get around that by calling it not chance but the founding
of this constitution was a world-historical event, and ealling
its founders a worldshistorical people. I mean this explains
nothing, but..) .

o; that wouldnt explain the connection. I nean if you heve an intelli-
gible development in Greece and an intelllgible developnent in Rone but there
is no intelligible comnection between the two, then Hegel is finished. Is
that clear? Sc that is absolutely crucial, and legel maintains there is a
connectlion,

But there 1s a great difficulty here vhich comes out, in my opinion, with
particular clarity in a passoge which I will give you later. But first 1 woul
Jike to nmake a general remark about Hegel'’s treatment of Rome. TYou referred
to the nanes of qulte a few preat thinkers prior to Hegel. I think that Gib-
bon, lontegguien, and Mochiavelii, wers the mest iImporized nomes, It 1s la-
téresting that no names of sinilar importance came up in the earlier part.

So »rior 4o Hegel Rome was a theme of political reflection on the highest le-
vel; much nore so than Greece ~nd Persla or anything else. We nust, of course
not forget Judea because that was always present in all theological consider-
ations. But llegel was not a theologian —-that is vhy we linit ourselves to
this remark. That 1s clear. And, incidently, if we were to look at the other
writings of llegel, ecspecially his earlier writings, his youthful writings
wvhich did not publisgh, we would see this still nore «-the great importance
vhich Gibbon, esveclally, had on Hepel's formative years. Now what 1s the
difference botween Hegel on the one hand, and Montesquleu and Gibbon on the
other? Very generally stated? The trea%ment of Rome? I nmean I am not now
soncerned with any details but with the overszsli 'walue Judgenment®.

{You might say that Hegel under-rates the value of Rone for
the sake of the results.) '

Well that we do not yet know, but I would say that he certainly is not
so enthuiasgtic about the Romans as Gibbon and lontesqulieu in thelr way wvere.
On the contrary, I dont remember that he used so nuch harsh language, if we
disregard ffrice, in any earlier section. That 1s only an ippression of nine;
it would have to be checked.

How let us start from that. Can you understand that? --that Hegel has
a kind of animosity towards Rome which he certalnly doesnt have against Greece
or persia, nor even ageinst India and China. I think it has something to do
with the power of the admiration for Rome. And there was a very great event,
the biggest fireworks that ever were, in vhich the admiration for Rome came
to the fore. Do you remenber? :

{The Freneh Revolution.) ‘ _
Sure! The French Revolution, where all these Brutus's appeared, and yoﬁ'

even see traces of it in thils counitry if you look at the signatures on the

Tederalicst Papers. How are they called? Publius and such names! So the ad-
miration of Rome reached an apogee, one could say, in the 18th century. And
there is one remark which is probaﬁly the strongest and which occurs in Rou=
seau sorevhere, perhaps In the Social Contract, vhere he says that the Romans
wvere the nost virtuous, the most respectable nation that ever existed. IHegel!
ideas oppesed this. Vhy is this so? I mean why did these peovle play up Rome




“cedtury writers, and many lesser 18th’céﬁ§3
"“féiﬁo”ﬁad,a‘b{g press as you know in the?
to home. Yes? ' .

(There were two reasons; one is the Roman Constitution, the
Republic?n Constitution, and the second is that it lasted
so long.) . - ' _

Sure, but vhat about Gibbon vho is probably the most famous documenter
of Rome worshiy in the 18th century? Rome was pre-Christlan; dont forget abou
thet! And then we see immediately vhat Hegel was doing. VWhereas, fron the
point of view of these old political writers, the pre-llegelians, %he Roman
Empire had a lack of duallism between the power temporal and the pover spiri-
tual --tolerance, allegedly, surely greater tolerance than in the 18th cen~
tury; ond intolerance stems from the Jews and migrates to the Christians -—-
this kind of notion that Voltalire developed. Now what Ilegel has been trying
%o show is thigs that vhat you regard as a decline compared with Rome, vhether
Renublican or EEsE®i¥s3, is in fact the preparation only for vhat 1s to came.
And it is the necessary preparation for the greatest part of human history:
Christianity. Not that Hegel is 100% satisfied with the origin of primitlve
Christianity that will appear, but the true hlstory of Christlanity begins
after Rome ond not during Rome.

Now this complexity that Rome, while being so admirably political as many
had scid before, was ot the same time responsible for Christiazndty. Hot that
Christianity came in as an enemyy but that 2t had to coze 1a, Lad to be fitted
into- that., One of these Romanis%s that Hegel knew so well had said this be=-
fore, snd that wes much esrlier. One cannot rend, at least I cannot read this
part, wvithout thinking about one chapter of Machlavelli's Discourses, book 2,
chapter 2, vhich contalns a violent ottack on Rone, on pagan Home --and you
know the book is written in pont se of Rome. VWhy? The Ronmans destroyed all
freedom, all possibility of republican life, for 1500 years! And Machlavelll,
of course, thinks of = connection between this destruction.. In lachiavelllits
nerspective it looks like thiss “he home of freedom was Lurope =-look at the
many free tribes which Caesar had to subjugate in Gaul and Sieily and so on--
and now all +this was destroyed by Ronmes and Rome was an Oriental despotism
in the West, and therefore {These are not terms used by Machiavelll, but it
amounts 0 this.) Rome introduced Castern servility into the originally free
West. And for Machiavelli this nmeans that this servility of the West prepared
the way for the Biblical religions which, in lMachiavelll®s eyes, are the op-
posite of human freedon. INow llegel, I am sure, has understood %hat; and he
snys that this is true in a way, but Machiavelli doesnt understand that it is
nrecisely Christianity that contalns the germs of true freedom, of a freedom -
which could only appear in a situation in vhich the extreme servility existed.
llegel rust then prove that Roman servility, the servility introduced by the
Roman Bmperors, the absolute servility, is a deeper servility than that which
ve find in India, China, and elsevhere. That is the polnt,

Now that is the background of Hegelj but Hegel tries to prove something,
and therefore we cannot just assume these things which Hegel had learned. Agai:
he has to look at Rome empirically. What are the nassive data regarding Rome
with which Hegel will show are necessarily connected with eachother, in order,
then, to show that they are necessarily connected with the previous as well as
the later history of mankind? Illow what are these massive data? That is Hegel
nointt no subtleties 1ike the dlscoveries of clever inaividual scholars, but-
nassive facts vhich are remenbered by menklind in general. Now uhat are these
nassive facts? Let us remind ourselves of Greece -—-no national wnity, only
spiritual unity, llomer and the gods, the national games, many polék, and of
course art, science and philosophy. Now vhat are the massive facts about Rome
vhich you would find in every course however snmall, however superflcial --in
fact, the more superficial the better, on Western civilization. Vhen the fel-
lowr lets lcose on Rome, what wlll he mentlon? v

B 1. A Y et A



/97 That 1s one part of the story. Yes. The Roman Constitution would be th
- more general thing, But stlll, senates you find elsevhere, so it nust be som
thing more specific. that do you ncan by senate? The institution by itsclf

is net a chaorasterisiic which is peeulier %c Roza.
(But 1t secems to have been nors firmly ecrpowered.)

Say that Rome was the most pelitical nation., Yes? Alright, we need gen
eral formations. Gocd.

(One fact that is stressed is that it brought peace for a
good number of centuries. It's all-embracingness.)

Yes. That means, of course, that it 1s a great political achlevement %o
establish an enpire. So in other words, the political history of Rome is nuc
more inmressive from the point of view of nagni tude than that of Greece, and
so Rome was a political nation par excellance. I think it is sound conmon
sense to say that in the history that we lmow the Romans and the Britfish are
the nost lnpressive from the point of view of political achievements, as long
as They lasted. And certainly Rone is the rniore inmpressive in virtue of the
extent of that empire, both in time and space. And then what else?

(Budding Christianity.)
Yes. That is a 1little beyond Rome; but pagan Rome, surely.

(The army is in the politicai?)

Yes, the Roman polity is unthinkable without the Legion. That would be-
long with the politiecal. But what are the most masgive things?

{The use of the army for engineering work.)

That is also part of the nolitical. I mean quite superficigl things.
I ncople sneal of things uvhich nnke the nodern world, they speak of the bi-
bla; then they sresk of Greck scienee zond art,,

{Ronnn Taw.)

Roman Law! 2And vhat does Roman Law mean here, chlefly, although not ex-
clusively? Mot so much public law as private law. Yes? Law about property
and marrisge and this kind of thing. Although public law also played a role,
certainly; but public law vas the chief thing on top of wvhat Hegel thinks.
I'ow vhat about the gods? Hegel states this very neatly and simply? Well, in
the first place you have these famous gods vhich you also have among the 6reek
orly they have different nameg --but they are not% the peculiar Roman gods. '
S¢ vhat are the peculiarly Romon gods?

(Allegorical things like..)

Prosaicel "Prosaic®, as Hepel puts it. He glves, somevhere, an instance
of thls: "Roman religlon lacks fhe artistic lustre of the Grecks." Proseic!
That is another point. Now I mentior the ganes, public gemes, VWhat 1s the
characteristic of the Roman public games, in contradlstinetion to the other
nation of publie games, the Grecks?

(They vere spectators.)

Yes. In other words, there was ho Olympia where the best of the yoﬁnger
generation partleipated. But vhat kind of things were the Roman gones?

{Blood thirsty.)

Yes. Hegel uses this one contrast of the Greek tragedy and the gladia=-
tors, vhere the gladiastors were torn to pieces by lions and other beasts.
They wvere very low sznd cruel, compared with the nobility of the Greeks.,

Thon there is another point --I mean of the most superiicial things,
Facel, of course, to some eiftent reiied upon the historians, the Roman histori:
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but also on those Greek;historians.Vﬁﬁ;inungrthe\nomans,.and especlally POlY#V'!
bius, to whom he refers most frequently. Now what struck Polybius as parti- *
cularly noran, in contradistinction to Greek? That is another elenent and it °

also cohecerned Livy, so there is soiie truth in it.

{Te this the formal plety?)

» Yes, but let us just say plety. The Romans were enphatically pﬁhs; riore
pius than the Greeks. The whole Aeneid of Vergil is based on that idea. And
e Romans had oaths --the "sacredness of the oath", there are so nany stories
about that? ruch rore famous stories than you have among the Greeks. The word
relipio is a Roman word, it doesnt exist in any other language, and Hegel uses
=~ rmodern tern in order to bring that out, "consclence®, one could say “consci-
entiousness'. The farous figures of Republican lome are charncterized by con-
scientliousness as conscientiousness, vhich is not true of Greece. If you think
of comnarable Greeck figures like Aristides, he was revered as a just man, there
vas no enphasis on his piety in particular. The nan vho was fapous for his
piety armong the Greeks was Nicias who was somewhat sed. DBut, at any rate he
didnt belong to the top drawer, he was a person deserving conpassion. Aris-
tides stands out, the Just Aristides was something different. And then, of
course, you only have to read ILivy to see that the Romans yould never wage a
war on purcly politlcal grounds; there rmust be a religious reason for it. And
there are fantastic stories told about this. For example, after the Cardin-
ian disaster the council makes a peace with the Saninites which are unfavore
able to Rome, naturally, and the Romans regarded this as a binding promise.
Yes? The counell was entitled to do that!l And no one thought of the Machla-
wvellian reaction that is was a peace which was made under duress and therefore
not valid. That was not possible. 1t was a sworn peace and 1t had to be kent.
But the council felt that it was not good for Rome and wanted to get out of
this nredi®einent, so he asked the Romans tc send him back to the Samnites, to
disowm wim. Then he vas sent bacl to the Sarmites and he told thenm he was

s Ssomite mnd ng longer a Roman and then ke sirvucl: ke Roman soldier who had
brogght hgnn there. That made a cause for another just war. Then it was okey.
Yo dont find this ¥kind of clever thing anong the Greeks. You find all kinds
of immoral and brutal actlonsj but you dont find this elaborate religlous tech-
nique which was subjectively, in many cases, very sincere.

Hepel also refers to the case of the patricians ond the pleblians, vhere
it so hapvens that religlon favors the patriclians; and since the plebians had
no access to the cult, they could not becone councils or take any other public
offices. That was too bad for the plebians, but the patricians had to be pius!
1 think it is wrong to believe that the patricians were supply hypocrlts. Tha
was Machiavellils view, more or less put I think the view of Longinus was
truer tc the facts in his yvery synpathetic description of that vhole religion.
But, again, formalisnm, "p%gs formalism", as ilegel calls 1t, was the point. '

And, of course, the great fact that Roman science hardly existed. And -
the fact that Roman art is of Greek inspiration ~-however great 1t is in itsel:
it is based on Greelt inspiration. These aTe the nassive facts fronm vhich He-
gel starts. And then he has to show the inmer connection between them. And -
then, at the end, he has to show the comnection between Greece on the one end.

and nodernity on the other. o

Now I agree with the impression that the connection has not been made |
quite clear by Hegel 1n these lectures; but one nust, of course, say that this
discussion here, the polis of Rome, the Roman Empire, and the transition to -
Christianity, is a central part of Hegel's Phenomenoiogx of the Mind, vhere it
is done 1Ath utmost precision.. We rnust never forget that we are reading lecw-

tures by Hegels not a book by him.

+ - Y . “é
low if you turn to page 2080, in the German on page 673, you sce the dlf-
ference -which was stated in the paper uhicn was given today. It is in the
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eesewOrld spirit:which was just ready for
e : developnent.") -

" In other words, 1f yvou take this as an answer, then it is clear that
here sre tvo entirely pecidental things, merely linked by "ands", with the
very formal and abstract statement regaréing the essential connec%ions. And
that, of course, is absolutely against the spirit of Hegel's philosophy as a
whole, Ile somevhere soys, speaking of enumeration, "In *‘this and also that®,
philosophy rejects this 'also'"; meaning that you have to show vhy it neces=
sarily cones in, and not nerely enumerate =~-vhich is Impossible. Surelyl! But
llegel, of course, does not merely leave it at that. That is only a very pro-
vislonal formulatlon of the problem, Hegel would say this: "Surely there are
other robber states; but in Rome this robber origin (You know the story told
by Livy that Rodie was originally a comming together of robbers and an asylumn
for robbers) maokes sense, because out of this particular robber state, there
emerged a state vhich by virtue of sone other accidents could becone the ruler
of the whole inhabited world, nnd so this robber element took on world-histor-
ical significance for the first time? TNow we must see how thls toolk place,

How vhat does theot mean? Robbers, nerely, at the beginning? Simply sone
gang or gangs which simply united for robbing the neighboring peoples, steal-
ing thelr wonien and cottle and so on§ and howv does this go on from here? Now
a setilenent is created vhich is falrly strong because of the toughness of
these gangsters. And thenes..

/[Bone omitted due to change of tape./

+ooothese people. Let us call them plehians. - So the distinction between the
patricians and the plebians existed in Home in a way in which it did not exist

in Greece, Vhy?

- How-we makKe a Jwip, and perhaps we uust leave it at a junp --we must see.
Vhat tas, empirically, the decisive difference from the point of view of the
Ronmans between the patriciang and the pleblisng —-at the beginning? Well, the
%lebians wvere people without religion. 2&nd let us tentatively say that the
Heman plebes was the first human nultitude without relligion. They had their
superstitions and so ecn =-~that goes without saying~- but the nlace of religion
goes to subjection to the patricians. And the Roman plebes, as it were, is
an anticipation of the fate of all subjects to the Roman Emperors. NHow how
enn e understand ;h%slatep by step? Yes? .

WsT R H
(Doesnt Marcel ....o/ 2./ ¢lalm that some stages of Greek
history had parts of the population that vere in the same
vay, nore or less, excluded from the public religicn?)

Yes. You see, I know very little about that, but you must not forget
that there were also the nystery cilts, which were not so nuch affairs of the -
polls, and they may very well have played a great role as fal as ..../ 2_/e
Buf the main point is that in Athens there were also patricians. They were
called the "eu~pgtridai", the people sterming from good fathers, the well-fa-
thered people. DBut vhat does this mean? This was a kind of social distinction
which had no political or sacred meaning at all. Ia Sparta, you also had a
distinctlon between the nore noble and the less noble, but you dont have the
clear-cut case of patrlician and plebes, for many centuries, as you do in Rome.:
You have conflict between the rich and the poorj but that is a different story.

(But these periods are not comparable periods between Greek
and Roman history. This was the undeveloped period in Rome,
and you are comparing the early days in Rome with a later
stoge in Grecee.)

I an aware of this difficulty, but let us try to follow legel. legel
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-3 takes simply the Greels polls as”h:is;orical

e N

c 3. “s.reported, in both cases.g
Now the conflict between the patricians” and ‘the pleblans is based on the. fact .
that the plebians have no access to the sacred things of the city of Rone. :
Yes? And this has no parallel in Athens or Sparta. That 1s the crucial point
Vhether a closef study on the basis of new discoveries through archaeology
vould alter the picture ig a general Alfficulty for llegel. lle takes an inage
as it arises from the tradition, from the transnitted things, and holds that
these inages are truer than any discovery wvhich an individuai scholar mak nmake.
That is his pecneral method throughout the book. O0Of course his method 1s more
defensible in the case of the Greeks and Romans, than it 1s in the case of
the Babylonians and the Egyptlans, where the real deciphering began after He-
gel, Hegel would say, for example, to read Herodotus, Thucydides, and Zeno-
phon, the three key Greek historians, in which the conflict betuveen the patri-
cians and the pleblans does not play a big rolej whereas in Rome you only have
to read Livy to see that it went on all the time, and Polybius too, for that
natter. That 1s a marifest and striking fact. The exclusion ¢f a consider-
able parit of the inhabitants from publie offlce on grounds of religion. And
not because they have a different rcligion ~-that would be another story-- but
there is no consideration because ag far as the law 1s concerned they have no
relizion. Here, he sinply follows the plcture given by Iivy, especlally. Yest

{Does this compare with the Brahnins and the Pharias?)

It has sométhlng to do with that. I think he quotes somewhere a remark
about Sudras in India. DBut 1t does not lead to the extreme thing that a ple-
bian earmnot teuch a patriciagn or anything like that, But is has a sinilarity,
VESs.

ow vhere ware ve in our attempt to mderstand this robber origin? Thils
state has a part which in itself has no access to religion,-~The subjects of
the patricians, the owners of the sacred things. The subjection of the ple-
pian to the patrician has, as far as the pleblans are concerned, no other '
ground except force, domination., It is a society based on force, to a much
h_gher degree than %he oiher states were where however much force they used
in fact, there was a religious Justification vhich was less clear than in Rone.
Rone becones the conquering nation, par excellance. 1t conduers the vhole in-
habited world, All the Republican instlitutions become obsoclete, by virtue of
thls enlargement, and In the end we have the Imperor as the sole possessor of
pollitical power ~-supported by the Praetorlauns, of course, but the Emperor is
at the top. In this sltuation Hegel doesnt speak of "Emperor worship"™ at all,
ve are chiefly concerned with the fact that there is no longer a specifically
Roman religion becguse of the synchronisn of all the religions of the Ronman
Empire which nigrate to Rome, VWhat binds the individual citizen of that time
is nere force of a master. An individual nay have personal feelings of loyal-
ty on a religious or other basis, but that is no longer important, is no long-
gr the principle of the thing.

And vhat 1s the content of the life of the citizen under the Imperors?
Well Hegells assertion is that under the Impire there was for the first time a
sreponderance ¢f private life., The subjects were not slaves, although there
wvere slaves there, the subjects were private men, safe in principle in their -
private sphere. That is to say, safe because of the law, the private lawj but.
strictly speskdng only as far as property was concerned. Private property [=10:« &
ors uhat vere under an ahsolute master. Thls despotism 1s radically different
from =211 other despoitdiems, becnuso there ic no 1cnser one spiritusl forco to
which the whole soclety bows. It is not the degree of oppression vhich ls de-
cisive, but the grounds of the ovpression. The grounds of oppression were
entirely that of mastery, nothing nore.

And now, before we look at this situation of the Emperors which is Qdeci-.
sive in thls vhole thing, we must see vhether we can understand Hegel's tran-
sition fron early Rome to Imperical Nome. I mean the principles of this tran-

gition T% As not necessary thsot we conglder the narticular voints which Hegel



J,,émphasizes;;because:this"is-not the ﬁsétfauthoritative statement which Hegel g
!

makes on this subject. Let us try to understand for ourselves. Let us stars
frop the fact that Rone was a polis, originally, and disresard the robber ele-
ment, alithcugh $hnt was another point of zr¥eat imporizace. What is the peci~
12 rity of the nolis as compared with the Orlental system, to say nothing of
Africe? Well Africe meens thet the snbjective will is in controlj there 1is
not something to which men bow, the "objectivity" Hegel callsg it. That is
Africa. In the Orient there is something to which men bow, the "objectivity's
but precisely because there is only the objectivity to vhich men bow, there

1s strictly speaking despotism} nmeaning simple submission to that objectivity,
whether that 1s understood as the Chinese Heaven or the Indian Brahma does

not make such a difference. What 1s the pecmliarly Greek thing, conpared with
those others? Well, in the objJectlvity itself the humanity appears, the hue
man gods. They are really ideallzed hunan beings, no longer half beasts or

an unartlculnted substonce. This is the stage which was reached by Greece and
vo some extent it was the situation in Rome. The real construciion would be
required to show how the Greek order of necessity led to the Roman order. The
humonity peculiar to the Greeks also shows itself in the fact that sihce hu-
manity now appears in the objectivity, in the divine, the human gods, there

is freedon now in the human beings themselvesg, in the subjects. The virtue of
the custon of the city is that the citlzen has a direct access to the object-
ivity. That 1s a very crude formulation of what we discussed last tine. Nou
10w do you come from here to Rome? Hegel developed this at great length in
the Phenomenology, but I cannct now give you the precise statement, I mst
skin many stages. Yes?

{(This may be beslde the point, but in the Greeks he mentioned

the sophists bringing in the clear realization that men neke
The laws and that this wasnt fully realized while things were
going snoothly and that thls realization was part of the breake
dowvn. Diint Rome fully realize that man makes the law?)

Tes, tliav i5 true. Bub Hegel brings 1n the and of Greece only vihien he
sperks of the Romen Hmpire, Then he rafers to the Stoics, the Epicurians, and
the Skeptics, and later on to Christianity., But there, for Hegel's purposes,
it is sufficient to show that the end of Greece, the destruction of the objec-
tivity as the Gresks understood 1t, and the first emancipation of the subjec-
tivity, 1s the polat vhere Rome takes over. Yes. Very true., But Hegel has:
also to show how this stage in Rome was prepasred by an inner development iu
Rome vhich was different from the Greek development, Do you see the point?
And I thinlk the only way to do this is by showing a dialectic of the polls. I
can really only glive one indication of this: The polis, and this was nade very
clear in his Phenomenniopy, is in a very emphatic sense, more emphatic than
in any Oriental soclety, » war waging society. Perhaps in the sense that here
the cltizen body is involwed, rather than the dictation of some despot. But
if the polis reaches its peak, as far as its consciousness is concerned, in
val «-which is, of course, meant to be victorious war; then there is no pos=
sibillty in the long run of co-existence of many cities. There is no princie-
ple of confederation of the city as city available, because of the autonomy
of the polls. Thls has in ltself the possibility of a super-polis which re-
duces all other polas to subjection. And this possibility is realized by Rome.
I believe something of this sort would be needed, and it is implied in what He-
gel says about the emphasis of mere power in Rone.

Iiovever this may be, at the end of the process, once the super-polils has
destroyed all other polas and needless to say all other relics of monarchies
that still existed, then there is a situation in which the polis as polis is
also internally destroyed. There can no longer be a citizen body which is
as it were, the repository or the objectivity, of the belief in the gods. Then
ve have, indeed, --ond this is prepared in the docay of Greece, as you rightly
say, and especlally in Socrates-~ the exlsting objectivity being dissolved by

oficetion. Then the subicel bocones soveri-m. Du% Scerates still lived in =
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§2 polis:and Socrates Was st111 a citizerd ‘and'a victim of the polis at the 'sam9§
Totine, 'In the '#4nal “stage 1n’ me “you have * the subject confronted no longer B
the polis but by the master, bu the universal naster, the Emperor. The whole
vorld has becone neaningless, all meaning now resides in privote 1ife. This
is the life of the private property owner, vhat Hegel calls the "bourgeois',
There is a distinetion which vas magﬁ first by Rouseau, I believe, between th.
bourgeols and the citoyen; vhereas the terms were ordinarily used synonously.
A cltoyen is a menber of 5 republican commmity like Athens, Sparta, or Rome;
and a bourgeois is the subject of an absolute monarch. And the bourgeolg is
characterized by the complete privacy of hls llfe; he doesnt fight for his
country; he doesnt protect his countrys and, of course, he doesnt participate
in the political activity of his. country. egel nakes a very 1lluninating re-
nark about that, he says that the principle of the bourgeoig 1s the fear of
violent death. That is llegel's way of stating things prec sely. Because he
is not a soldier, he cannot bear arng, he does not expose his 1ife to violent
death, his principle is fear of violent death. You see, Hegel states in one
phrase the connection between the institutional characteristics of the regime
and Hobbes doctrine. Ilobbes doctrine; a soclety based on the fear of violent
death; and there is no possiblility of., Enlightened despotdsm is, of course
also éespgtism, an exclusion of the citizen body from political responsibility
uvirich includes fighting for the country. Now Hegel says this is not an Inven-
tion of modern tines; it is inplied already in the Roman Enmpire., And the Ro-
man Lew, as developed in the Inperial period,laya the foundation for %this kind
of cxdstonce, . - S :

7 786 tfo have, then, In the Romen Empire, s situation in which man can find
his satisfaction only iIn his private life. Public 1lifse is a sheer desert and
is completely rotten; whether there are sore good Inperors instead of bad does:
make any fundamental difference, because it is mere accident, the system as
such 1s completely rotten. ‘There are two ways in wvhich this private life can
be led: the strictly selfish 1ife of the property owner, and the life of the
philosopher. DBut that philosophy 1s of a peculiar kindy namely, Stolc, Skep-
tilc, or Eplcurian. And how does he understand the unity bstween these three?
They are non-political! The solution of the human life is found entirely in
the private life of thought which is 3 vorced fron any concern for the res
publica. And if one should say thet you find this already in Plato and Arig-
totle, Hegel would say that this was because it was already the beginning of
the end of the polis. and it becomes fully devcloped in these post~-Aristotelian
doctrines.

Now let us understand that. There is no longer the nmere subjective will
that has knowm nothing of objectivity as there was in Africa. In other words,
it is not nere savagerys; this 1s an end product of a process of clvilization,
and the people who live in it have this in their bones, vhether they are aware
of it or not. It is a resignation, and not =n original state. Yes?

(Would it be a distortion to say that the objectivity in this
state is really one's subjectivity.)

Noj; I belleve that would be yory necessary to say. Let us even use temms
vhich are not so high~fallutin. You have here a state of affairs in wvhiech you
have the mass of individuals, atoms, in which the difference between a slave
and a free rion doesnt nean anythlng, because the Emperor may be fHnd of a slave
which; if emanclpated, may have infinitely more power than the man from the _
nobelegt Tamtly, 5o there are atomlc individuals, and then there is one indi-
vidual who i3 the only reflection of obJectivity which is lefty a human beingy -
end a rather worthless human beilng, let us say. In Africa, thls doesnt exist;
they are all savages and dont look up to anything. These people dont look up,
strietly spealting, to the Enperor; but that is somehow the only thing wvhich
rakes their lives possible. To that extent the objectivity still exlstsy but
the objectivity is now obviously nothing but a human being. Weither in Ching
nor India nor Greece nor in early Rorie did such a thing exist. But vhile this-

1% the grentest degradation, it also gives a hint as to the truth. If we eall
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the objectivity,. that to which men bow, By the very ambiguous tern "GQd“sf%ﬂg
the solution 1s that God has becone man, which 1s the Christian doctrine, an
then the Roman Empire is a caricature of that truth. The place of the gods -
is now taken by a human being. That is the highest; we can never go higher.
And now, here, of coyrse, Hegel could refer to Lrperor worshipj although I
think that he never does refer to it in fact. Emperor wvorshin was an oblipgn-
tion under the Ronan Empire. Yes? '

(Question inaudible.)
Because that is the truth, in his opinlon.

(Azein ineudible,) o
' _That 14 a pugan objection, Hegel would suy. O that would be his theolo:
gical objection —wils philosophical reply would be thot you underrate man} Mar
Thls visible being with leps ond nose and ears, is the only possible nlace in
wvhich God can become fully God. That is vhat Hegel says. To use some provi-
slonal expressions; man is the temple in which God alone can reside in his fu
manifestation. Once you nake this distinction between the non-sensible and
the sensible, as you do now, you assert there is a dualism; which, simply sta-
ted, means there 1s a divine, the intelligible, and the godless %he sensible.
that is all-important, llegel soys, is to see that the godless, %he nerely sen-
sible, is a part of God. It is the opposite of God, Hegel says, but this op-
posite is a part of God, The Substance, to use a term which Hegel uses, necas
sarily distinguishes itself within itself, between, say, the intelligible and
the mensible. Yes? So that thay become opposites, at first glance: tut the
full understanding of God would be that God 1s the unity of both, the belng
in vhich this unify is fully realized. That being is both intelligible ami
sensiblej and that is man. legel®s objectlon to Greek anthropomorphisn is
that it was not anthropomorphic enough; the gods looked like human beings, but
they were not human beings, they did not die. God died, according to the Chri
tian doctrine; he became fully man. That is the Christian doctrine. And this
is prepared by the decay of antiquity, as culminating in the Roman Erpire,
This is vhat we have to understand now.

We have reached this point vhere men cannot find any satisfaction in pu-
blic 1life, let us say in social life, because social life is complete rotten-
ness. The only satisfactlon can be found either in the life of a property owm
er, or else in the 1ife of thc later thinkers, Skeptic, Stoic, and Epicurian.
Yes; but they find satisfacticn! The Stolcs, the Epicurians, and the Skeptics:
There ore stories about the terrible pain they have, they are compelled to
toke polson because  the Dmperor wents it, and they do 1tj they dont rebell,
they are not bitter, they are reconciled. But Hegel thinks that this is a de-
fect ——that they are satisflod vith such an essentially unsatisfactory situa-
tlon. A deeper reflection would transform the self-satisfaction of the prie
vate man into the utmost dissatisfaction with his private 1ife. And vhat 1is
this dissatisfaction vith privacy? It is called sin, the consciougsness of sin.
Because vhat does sin mean? It means the awarcness of the separation from
God. These people are really Godforsaken, these property owners and late phi-
losophers. They are God~forsaken; but they dont lmow it, S

Here is vhere Judea comes in. The Jews knevw that, and the Jews were the
only ones vho knew 1t, according to Hegel, not the Greeks. The Jeyws knew that
God is mind, and only mind, pure mind. And because they knew that, they be~
cene avare of the radical gulf between man and God in a2 way in which no other
people had becn aware of 1t. And to become aware of this, means to be aware
of one‘s lowness, ultimately of one's sinfulness, and of the desire for rew -
demption. The longing for redemption becomes the overvhelning power. But = .
this, Hegel scys, has not been fully realized by the Jews, because they were
satlsfled with the particularistic notion} namely, that God is the God of the .
Jews, and redemption consists in the restoration of the Jewlsh faith, 1In other
wvords, the depth of the problem was not seen to be man as man, But here in -




swin the Roman Epnire, ﬁhﬂre we have these God~forsaken neonle, the decisive a"!
" stép was to become aware that privacy means to be cut off from the absolute,
from the Substance --the awareness of sin.. So Judaism became world-~histori- -
cal only under Augustus, in the Ronman Enmpire. Prlor {o that it was one pos-
sibility, with great potentiality but no more., And in theological terms, vhen
the time had cone.. What is the word for that?

(In the fulness of time?)

Yes. DBut Hegel says vhat these pius people had said all the time: Thot
this should hapnen under Augustus, and that he could show why thls had to be.
My analysis of the state of the mman mind under the Roman Empire shows that
it was obviously necessary. Hegel does not go s¢ far as to say that he can
prove that it had to be the son of Mary wvho was married to Joseph. That be-
longs to the accidental! But that is had to be a Jew, and a Jew born in this
particular time, is absolutely intelligible, and that, you can say, is the
core of the rationality of history.

How the other things which are the sequel to the phillosonhy of history
1will simnly show that the origin of Christlanity, the teaching of the Sermon
on the Mount, were the begimnings, but only the begimnings. The Apostles al-
ready added somethlng crucially limportant. Hegel here opposes the o0ld fashe
ioned liberals, who soid that it was, first of all, the text of the Biblej and
gecondly the text of the Gospel, rather than that cf the Apostles, which re-
veals primitive Christianity. Hegel snys primitive Christianity was not good
enough, because what came after the Crucifiction was the true docirine of Chri:
tiznitysy nauely, that God had to die, God was a true hurman being and had to
dle. ‘That was deciszive]l But even the gtage of Apostolic Chricstianity was not
sufficlent; i1t wvas only the beginning, because here you have the reconciliatio:
of the Christisn, of man who has become Christian, with God but not with the
world, A Christlan has to be other-worldly. The reconciliation means that
man has becone reconcliled to the extent that he has become other-worldly. The
£211 reccneiliation is when the world itself becomes Christian, and that is a
leng procass of clvilization, and especially of the Reformation, and ultimate-
1y of the French Revolutioen., The secularization of Christianity means here
soriething subtilely different in that it means the permeation of the world by
Christianity and also the common sense neaning of that term ~-where theologl-
col doctrines becone rational doctrines, that ls, they cease to be theologleal
doctrines. As long as Christianity is only believed in, it is not the true
Christiarity. As long as Christianity is anly an authoritive doctrine, 1t is
not yet true Christianity. NHow the transition is nmade by the Reformations it
is not the authority of the Church vhich vouches for the true.

(You are stealing all my thunder!)

Ho, you will have plenty of thunder. But we have to look forward! This
noint we are discussing now is really the axis of the vhole work, IHegel is
nmuch briefer on the later history not because he did not regard it as impore
tant but because this 1is one of the fallings of professors. Hegel was a pro-
fessor, after all, and he took so much time at the beginning that he did not -

ave the time to speak wlth equal detall about the end. That 1s really true
that this happens generally and Hegel is no exception. >

Now there are sonme passages which are especially important. Only one 1id-
tle thing; you didnt say anything about Bygantium, the Byzantine Empire, In
your report. What does the Byzantine Expire nean in Hegel®s construction, do
you renerber? -

(Well, T thirk the princifil¢ point he made vas then an alrendy
civilized soclety was not a proper breeding ground for Cbriotinnity )

Yes.

(Because there was already a secular structure get up, to which
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(In the West, Christianity was able to become a foundation,
an ingredient of a developlng culture.) |

In other words, in the West Christianity put I1ts stamp on previously un-
storped people. Could we say that? They were Taw material, these MNorthern
Kuropean people,-and therefore Chiristianiiy could sink much more deeply. VWhere
as, in Byzantlum, vhere there was a seed of civilizetion, the impact of Chris-
tianity was much riore wealk, and all this savagery and rottemmess contlnued.

I youldnt be surprized if some pan-Slavist of the 19th century would have ac-
cepted this, with the modification that this is vhere "loly Mother Russia"
cones from ~=There the Byzantine Christianity came across by an unwritten leaf.
and, like the Germans in the West, 1t could put its stamp on it and form it
fron the begimming. I would assume that some.. _

(Isnt there something in the Bible about new wine in old skinsg?)
One should not do thaty yes.
(The Byzantine Christianity i1llustrates that.)

Yesy but Hegel dld not quote these words. Ilegel did not refer to that
014 Testaorment werse but it makeg perfect sense to use 1t.

Now, as for Hegel's construction, how does he interpret the "fall"? Here
he makes a point wvhich.. We can read %hat perhaps, on page 321, middle.

("Of this spirit, we have the mythical....
, oeseq park where only brutes can remain..)

Here he uses the Greek translation; in Hebrew it was a garden. The Greek
translation was "paradise", which 1s an animal perk. Hegel plays on that.
You see that Hegel is not absolutely orthodox.

("For the brute 1s one with God only implicitlye...
so+.8eparation from the universal snd divine spirit.")

Do you understand that? I mean I can close myself up in my self conscle
ousness, I can call everything before the tribunal of my reason —-Why should
I do thls? or VWhy should I do that? That i1s the ™infinity of the subject™,
Only men can do that. But at the same time, by railsing these same questions,
it 1s obvious that this is the act of rebellion. Yes? Only men can ask why
they should do something, and Hegel says men must do 1t. While in itself it
1s the height of crimlnality, it is also the origin of humanity, because only
by raising that question can man becope self-consciously good. That 1s sol
No innocense is possible. No innocense! Innocense is sub<human. That is
the way in vhich Hegel accepts the Biblical tradition. We must become guilty .
if we are to become good. This 1s a very dangerous formulation, which can
lend itself to all kinds of mis-use by silly people —=and perhaps not always
by silly people, and Hegel says that the pagans never understood that. Yes?

("If I hold ny abstract freedol....
, sesoGod confims the words of the serpent.")
Ycu see, the serpent did not simply tell a lle when it said they would
begomsiiike Gods, lmowing good and evil; man did become like God, lmowing good
anda e o

("Implicitly and explicitly, then, we have the truth,... f
ssesin the first instance, only for God.") o

. In cther words, this is, according to legel, the status of the 01d Testa
nent.

'ty adopted itself, more or less. It fit too easily.lﬁﬁ””fi

("As far as the present is concerned....
coco8nd atonenent made by offerings..")



TIsé. - We dont have ‘to go into the rest,In other words, :ae Old Testament sol-
" ution is not satisfactory,*because it does not ¢éoncern r:n as man. And this |

transition is made in Christianity. It is made by the :act that man as men
has becone without knowing 4t the absolute sinner, conr/etely private, divorcec
fronm any absolute. But these pagans dont know that th.y are sinnersj they had
to be told that they were sinners. That is the meanin; of the Evangellc teach-
ing of repentance. But something in them made them rciponsive to that eall,
and then, by this very foct, they became Christians, ‘The Christian, in other
words, understood thot the satisfaction of the anciert philosophers in thelr
ovm thourht was not true satisfaction. True satisfa:tion regquires the recon-
ciliation of man and the world. The world neans, he'e, soclety, res publica.
And the full gatisfaction was founded originally by ’hristlianity. The fulfill.
nent was possible only vhen a fully satisfactory stase, a state satisfactory
for man as nman, becane possible by virtue of the regme of Christianity. And
that means, in simple terms, states vhich are comsicrusly founded on the "right
of man". And this was accomplished in Furope in the French Revolution, and,
of course, in America, 13 years earlier, '

We should alsc have a lock at a passage a bit later, page 323, in the
English, and page 73%, in the Gernen.

("But vhat is spirit? It is the one and..., '
. esownich essentially characterizes it as spirit.™)

In other words, thig difference in its unity iz the spirit. The Father
is one pole, the Son is the other polea and there i: a2 union of the two in the
lloly Ghost --but Hegel omits the "Holy"$ that is the spirit, the mind. Yes.

{"It nust further be observed that in this truthe...
o gpoasdd constimeﬂt alement ir the Divine beingn “)

" Of God, you ges, Now that 1s what no one understood before Christianity,
aceording to liegel —~that the infinite mind, the huran mind, 1s 1iself a mo-
ment, a phase, in the inner organism or movement of God. So the divinization
of man, or the humanigzation of God, however you want to phrase it, is what he
means. Les.

"Man himgelf, therefore, is comprehended....
..oovith God is posited in the Christlan religion.™)

¥oy I tronslate thig more literally? "Thus nma: himself is contained in
the concept of God, and this being contained may also express itself so that
the unity of man and God is posited in the Christiun religion." In other word:
Hegel lmows that these are not slmply authentic irterpretations of the Chris-
tion dogna. He idealizes the Christian dogma so that it fits whot he regards
as the truth. I read on page 324, vhere there oc:urs a passage which shows
this very neatly. No, it is not in the English, )| think; but he makes this
renarkes "It was hence necessary that God had to reveal himself in human shope’
What was traditionally regarded by Christien theclogy as the nystery of faith.
llegel nov sees as evidently necessary. There is ro longer any seeing through
o glass darkly, by faith, he understamis the truth of Christianlty perfectly.
In the lanpuage where we nake use of the distinction between falth and know-
ledge, Figtes and gnosis, we must say that Hegel is agnostic; meaning, a Chris.
tian who no longar believes; but who knows, who has seen the truth. And this
seeing the truth ls, of necessity, a transformation of the truth. The real
proof of Christiani%y is Hegel'’s iogic or Phenonenology of the Mind, and once
you have understood theti, you no longer need the Bibie or the authority of the
church, And therefore Hegel could say somevhere, I believe in a letter, thet
the reading of the dally newspaper 1s the civilized man's morning prayer. That
1s the practlical conscquence of his thesis. Of course,he does not any longer
pray; he knows, and vhat he has to do is to act on the basis of his kmowledge;
meaning he nust be a good citizen, a responsible citdzen, and a responsible
¢itizen has to be informed, and he can be informed by the morning paper. So,
in other irords, one can say, with equal right, that Hegel was a Tutheran -



/ Christion and also B9 longer a Christlang 1t all depends, Both are true, and |
in a way, both are falsej and that Hegel's school immediately split itself into
a right legelian wing and a left Hegelian wing, means that no one except Hegel
hingself could walk on that nountain ridge. DBut liegel suceeded!}

Well, there are nany nere points wvhich would core up, of course. You
rust have noticed that llegel snesalts with great distaste of the Roman patriecian:
Yes? Thisz has something to do vith his general intense dislike of aristocracy.
vhich finds a somevhat superficial explanation in the fact that he lived under
an aristocracy in Berne, the Caplitol of Switzerland, and this was the nost
abomtinable and rotten thing he had ever geen. But let me see if I can find
that. Ile notes, also, the little point which he finds interesting vhere he
says, "This is a peculiarity of the Romansj that they who had the great right
of the world on their side, also claim the little right of manifestos, of
treatises, for themselves, and prescnt them, as it were, like advocates." And
then he poes on to say that in political si%uations of %his sort everyone can
toke 111 sonething vhich another did, if he wishes, and if he regards it as
useful to teoke it 111, In other words, legal considerations, private law con-
sideratlions, in public and foreign affalrs, are nlways below the level of vhat
is really going on. If the breaker of a treaty 1s rescnted, 1t is never re-
sented as the brench of a treaty but because of vhat it speaks. In other words
it is resented becruse you think that the time has now come to resent it --if
it were not opportune, it would not be noticed, This 1s part of Hegel's gener-
al way of looldng at politieal things.

One point which has not become clear enough from vhat I said is that He-
gel traces his "subjectivity", the "subjectivity! wvhich later appears in the
pronerty owvner and the late philosophers, to Rome in the flourishing period
becnuse of the cruclal inportance of this conscientiocusness in Rome. 1 mean
vhat the Romans call religlo, which is not vhat we mean by religion but: vhlch
neans alnost consciousness, pub a consclentiousness vhich can apply to very
inportant things as well as to very trivial superstitions. But here thls par-
ticularly severe conscilence acgainst one’s self, aworeness of one's own conpli-
ance or non-compliance, is that principle of early Rome fron vhich IHegel tries
to understand these neculiarities of later Rome. So from this point of view
the prohlem would be by vhat dialectic of the Greek polis can we lead to the
developnent of this peculiar legal consclousness.

[/ Some omitted due to change in reel._/

(Would this end of history in Hegel's time be the equivalent
of o second conming?)

o no, I should have mentioned thls before, that is a lecture; not a full
snd scientific presentation of Hegel's views, It contains many adaptions to
popular notiong. I'or instance, one of the most lmportant sections, as far as
this questlon goes it is the nost important section, is the analysis of the
Enlightemment ond the fight between the Enlightemment and orthodoxy. Now, in
Hegelis point of view, both were right and both were wrong., The Inlighten=
nent meant, for Hegel, a fully devecloped conplete this-worldliness plus utili-
tarianism,. Tow ubtilitarionism is not meant in the sense of Benson, but in the
sense that everything is for the sake of many agaln not in the sense of a sim-
plistiec teleology, but in that nan iIs free to make everything, to use every-
thing and to make it for himself ~~conquest of nature, you could almost say,
and man is that being for vhich everything leglitinately exists., This is not
by nature, as the old-fashioned teleclogies had saldy but everything 1s so
nade that it can be transformed —-our nogses are so nade that we c¢rn put glases
on them. There are no holds that are barred: there are no sacred mountains
that you cannot build railways over. Yes? ﬁverything is sinply subject to
nan and to man's bodlly needs. lowv Hegel soys that these higher people were



# much’ deeper human beings than thesé other fellows wareéithey knew that man -/
““‘cnn never be satlsfied ifth the satisfaction of his bodily needs; that there *
is sonething like the soul and the bliss of the soul. That was something in
vhich the orthodox people. were right., DBut on the other hand the orthodox peo-
ple linked up the splritual with the sensible in an inpossible mamner., lilra-
cles, for instance! And here llegel accepts the view of the Enlightemment that
this wos a superstition and this vhole sphere of, say, all the great questions
of niracles, the sacredness of the Biblical texts as preserved by divine dis-
pensation, were all superstition. Christlenity does not have anything to do
vith externals; the worship of God in the spirit does not depend in any vay
on such external thoughts. The Enlightermont was fully right on this point.
But precisely because it is purcly spiritunl, the traditlonal understanding

of Christianity as laid down in the dogma is only a provisional thing. The
true statement is that spirituality. I dont know how far this answers your
question.

(In terms of Hegelt's definition of spirii, where does the ra-
tional faculty come in? Vhat is the rational faculty? Is
_ it the spirit?)

Yes, but the questlon 1s how is this to be interpreted., The distinction
on which Hegel starts, as did his contemporaries, is that of the subject and
the object. Yes? And there aore various levels of that, for example, sense
perception but also desire, the subject you and the objJect apple, an& in this
¢vose the relation is consumated in the dissappearance of the object. - But on
o higher level it would be the theoretical understanding, physics, for example
But Hegel would say that understanding thus understood, say nodern physics,
is fundomentally inadequate; 1% polnts beyond itself. We discussed this sub-
ject once, in his analysis of matter -~that matter 1s characterized by gravi-
tv and spatianlity. DRenember that? Where he tries to show that if one thinks
through this gravity and spatiality, one sees that matter is something which
ig in itself contradictorys and if you want to understand matter, you have to
understand it 1n the light of mind. The fullest uwnderstanding, which Hegel
czlls "reason" as distinguished from understanding, is that in wvhich every-
thing is understood as nmind, either already nind or mind in disguise, I dont
Inovw to vhot extent that answers your question.

{Well, in the rational man who is trying to act rationally
and wvho also has passions, ig there a duality or is there..)

Yes, sure, Hegel wouldnt deny thats but he would say that the nore inter-
_esting question is, for him, under what conditions can a man be substantively
rational, You see, when you say "a rational man', what do you mean by that?
That does this concretely mean? For example, what does 1% mean if a man goes

about in a rational wny, not eating too much and not drinking too much?

(Well, I think it would be an awareness of one's own desires
and a controlling of them.) :

Yes, but with a view to what?

(Well, he would have to have a vliew of absolute retionalitys
he would have to have a view of the truth§{ he would have to
have his ends in nind, as Hegel..)

Yes, but is man at all times capable of having a full grasp of the ends?
That 1s llegel's ouestion, and he denies this and says 1t took these many mile
leniums in order that man was able to see the true ends in their proper order,
and this was inseparable from the fact that now this is the society, at least:
potentlally, in which the true ends are embodied. So, in a way, of course
Socrates was a rationel mon, clearly; but 1t is not merely the formal ratlon-,.
ality, as Hegel would put it, it 1g also the substantial rationality. Substan
tisl rationality wns not yet present in Socrates; otherwise Socrates would
have vritten the final system of philosophy —-and he didnt even write anything
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, That shows the defect of his Tationality; to say nothing of the fact that the ¢
conflict betuween between Socrates and the city of Athens shows the absence of

rationality from the overall situnation.

What Iegel means by rationality is not difficult to say in concrete terms
in o genersl way. I have sald it before and I wlll repeat 1t: the rights of
rnan -~-the absolute impossibility of slavery or anything of that sort, or.of
sonething like the paternal power of the Roman Lay, vhere as long as an old
fellow lives, if he lives to be 90, his sons are not free men according to
the old Roman Law. That 1s against any reasonableness. So llegel means the
rights of man, but also govermment vhich is not derivative from the atomic
mittitude, That is equally important. If you want to state it in historical
terns, he means the Bastille, the seisure of the Bastille, sunplenented by
Janoleon, by a ruler of the state vho is capable of keeping the rights of man,

say, as embodied in Hapoleon's civie code..

You know, Hegel was throughout his life opposed to democracy, there is
no question about that. But this has nothing to do with Iiitler, 1t would be
absolutely stupid to mention that In the same words. If you reand his more
politiecal writings, for example, about the estate of Gutenburg, which was a
kind of primitive constitutional moharchy around 1815~16, what he wanted was
a representaticon of the people. Sure; but who should be the representative?
The preferred representatives should be the state officials; elected by the
people, but they should be people who really understand something of governw
ment. If you say that Hegel believed in bureaucracy, you do not speak non-
sense, but it nust be properly defined ~-tho actual govermnment in the heands
of very well trained and very well educated and conseientious people. 4and
the formal support For that 1s a hereditary monarch ~-if nay bDe non-heredi-
tggy, bgt at any rate something which was exenpt from the approval of the
nultitudes.

That was his notion of govermment and it was certainly not the rule of
z party in any nommer or forn., Hepgel was a liberal but not a democrat. This
thing existed in former tines. Of course there are great objections, but He-
gel would probably say that the guarsntee depends 1n critical periocds on the
existence of a few very able and corrcect men in the right spot, but this pro-
blem exists in every regime --~even denocracy ~ndé cormunisn needs them. But to
the extent thot something can be arrsnged by humon provision of institutions,
this Is the proper thing to do ~-not Chinese Mandarins who devote too ruch
tine to enply fornalism like beautiful style, but people properly tralned and
gcucated and filled with the right kind of spirit and sense of honor -—-this
1s the best you can do. That 1is vhat Hegel meant., DBureaucracy, alright! --
but sensible burezucracy. And the supnlement to that is surely the rights of
mans there is no question about that. We have seen what he said about such a
relatively lnnocent thing as vhipping as a punishment, After all, if that is
legally epplied, and the heaviness of the whip is determined by law, and there
must be a medlical examination of the culprit before the vhipping is applied
this would be an infinite improvement on vhat is done in a number of so-calied
totalitarian countries today. And Hegel even rejected that as being lncompat-
ible with the dignity of man. You have read that. Yes? -

{Question inaudible.)

well Hegel had roughly this notion: the nass of the people would be rursl,
peasants, who would be completely preoccupled with thelr hard and somewhat iso-
lated work, and their proper attltude i1s what he calls confidence, confidence
in thelr betters, deference. By honestly working and being deferent they ful-
fill their duties. How of course that neans fighting, too. Then you need,
however o mobile class, a class vhich doesnt have the stability of the tillers
of the soil. That ls essentialj and Hegel indicates this by what he says about
the sea ~~the individual doring elenent] less responsible but essentlal to the
grectness of the state; great industry, perhaps. Hegel accepted Adanm Smith ’



TR

(5, .and’ Tree’ aconomy, i There are some remarks in which you nust have seen thaty |

gwhéﬁﬂhéﬁéﬁﬁﬁks*about'thé“ﬁropefty”problem”hénding between the patricians and -
the pleblons in the agrarian law, for instance. - Hegel was an adhersnt of the
lanchesterian econorics, there is no question about that, it nust be there.
Fart of his grounds are the old Adam Smithian ones: that’ this 1s the nost con-
dusive to the "wealth of nations". But just as Adam Spith gave great leeway
to the merchants but they should not be the rulers, Hegel says this is not an
activity vhich enables you to be a good governor, there must be a governing
class, a governing estate, different fronm both, and these are the truly educa-
ted classes. IHegel was distrustful of lawyers vho do not belong to Class One
or Class Two, sinply because of their inclination to look at everything from

But vhere do the rights of man come in? Every citizen, vhatever his orl.
gin, nust have no legal inmpediment to acquiring any position in the state. The
reasant's son, by studylng and doing the other required things, ceases, of
course, to be a peasant, and the fact that he is a peasants son is unintersst-
ing. Hegel was absolutely in favor of a mobile soclety and there is no questic
for him that the restrictions, the guild restrictions or vhatever, are absolu-
Loy Irrational mnd must be abolished, It was a modern state that llegel had i:
nind, but not the nodern democratic statesnor, of course, the modern so-called
totalitarizn state.

(It seems to me that he criticized the desire for creating s
Roman private sphere.)

Hot for creating a private sphere, but for forcing people to find their
satisfaction in a private life only. These people in the Hegellan state, the
thinlkding people, would find their satisfaction in theip capacity as citizens,
viiich does not necessarily rean in the capaclty as governors, of course., It
is a worldng conmunity, not a rotten thing, vhich Hegel wanted. Yes?

(As a footnote to an earlier thing of yours, wouldnt the nost
Hegelian thing that ever happened be the Anglo-Indisn Civil
Service --bringing an end to suttee, etc.?)

Yes, that is part of the story. Sure. If one wants a single formula in-
dicating what Hegel's philosephy of right stands for, it would be "rights of
nan’ plus a wholly independent civil service., And the connection, in his case,
would be via monarchy. But the nonarchy is only for the sake of %hese other
two elements; these are the two pillars of the state, there 1s no question
about that. I recalled to you on a former occasion a remark vhich later was
nade by a Nazi that on the 3lst of January, 1933, which was when Ilitler came
to power, that "Today, Hegel died!™. That is absolutely true, as far as Ger-
nany goes, the intellectual rule of Hegel lasted until that moment --wotered
- dowmn, modd £ied in many things, but fundamentally the old ruling people thought
in Hegelian terms and it played a decisive role., And that was also very deep
in the German popular nind; thelr respect for high officials was along these
lines., ‘

/ End of Lecture #9.7



....It appeared from your pgper that one of the greatest difficulties is with
this German word +...../ ?_/. Do you know German? : '

(A 1ittle.)

Jell what does 1t meant 1llegel appeals to sonething wvhich the lrmedlate
addressees, the students in Berlin and German readers in general, would lnow.
This is one of the really untranslatable Gernan words, and it 1s regarded pop-
wlarly in Germany as a great asset of the Gernans. For example; the other na-
tions lack gemug: the Germans have gemug.. It 1s extremely difficult to say
vhat it is., It is the Gernan translation of the Latin word aninug, and has
sonething to do with the word put vhich means courage and ls derived from that,
but genut  1s really something snecifically German, What 1s Ilegel's judgement
on germut? Does lie think it is such a magnificent thing? _

(I think he believes that the Germans had to temper it; that
it could lead to barbarism as well as to the highest expres- .
sion of man.)

Yes, it 1s vholly undetermined. Hegel sald that gemut 1s the opposite .
of character. That throws some light on it. And there is the famous remark
of Goethe, who sald that gemut is the indulgence of one's own and other people:
wveaknesses. Gemutlich is the adjective and 1s commonly used to nean that peo-
ple are together without making any effort but they enjoy it and there is no
formality about it. But yet a cocktail party, for example, would not be ge-
mutlich to the Germansy more coffee and cake. DBut at any rate, it 1s an un-
translateble German word, jJust as you cannot translate generosity into German.
That 1s a fact! It is impossible to translate generosity, there is no Germon
enulvalent of that, And treuwa, the othor great word, ig, of course, translcte
shle to fidelity. It is also a particular clalm of the Germans that they are
loyal and falthful --treue. And again what does Hegel say about this German
fidelity? '

{He said that it was a purely perscnal..)

o, he goes beyond that, he says ¥ is comparable to Punic faithlessness.
So Haogel has no great sympathy for German nythology. Not at alll He 1s not
a nationalist in this sense at all. One can say gemut means a certain inter-
nality which does not express itself in action. That,one could perhaps say, .
cr something of thig sort. Dut in Hegel's construction of the history of the
world, that takes on a neaning --quoting Hegel, "subJectivity". But the clear-
est case of subjectivity we had is at the beginning, in Africa: the mere sube .
jective will. Tow that means absolute barbarism. Illegel doesnt say much about
the non-tarbarism of the Germans prior to the conguest by the Romans, or else
by thelr Ronanization. What is the difference between the mere subjectivity
of the Germans and the mere subjectivity of the negroes?

(Well, he would say that it was unformed and that a potentla-
11y more rational aim was possible.) :

But take the description of the negroes: there is nothing above the sub-
jective will, not even the gods, because the gods are merely used by them,
"Theg are sorcerers™ Herodotus says, and Hegel accepts that. And regarding
the Germans, he quotes a passage from Tacitus about the Germans and their po-
sition to the gods, and they are not so very different --no real subjection
to the gods. Now vhat is the difference then? Well, one could say thiss as |
soon as the Germans became important for world history, they looked up to Rome,
either pagan or Christian, but it became important for them when Rome had be--
come Christian. So thls subjectivity ls distingulshed fron the subjectivity
of mere barbarism becouse i1t has sonething beyond it to bow to, in a way, but:
which has not permeated it, and this peculiar formlessness and infinity of the
merely internal derives its meaning fron the faet that 1t has, ouiside of 1t,*

this un-understood but in a verv vague way believed-in objectivity. I cant
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fornul; is.“Negel's procedure here, as throughout, is fﬁi
that he starts frofi the most hassive ‘and riost ¥isible phenomena: this modern 3
world, say from the end of the pagan Roman Inpire up to, or from the end of
Reonon Lmpire propery 476 up to the Reformationg and there are certaln features.
thare uhich every child knows —~the unity of Christianity, that Christianity
did not energe anoug these peonles of Northern Durope, that it 1s an alien
religion., In all earlier cases the religions were indigenous to the country
and here, for the first time, it is alien, and this duzlism characterized them
very superficially

Secondly, connected with this dualism, the Germans in their native tribal
haoblts and Christianity coming from the Meéiterranean. And this dualism is
then reflected in the whole life of the liddle Ages. The contrast between
srints and barbarinsns. The neditation, the good citizen, 1s absent; it emerges
very slowly znd does not yet predominate. Secondly, the dualism between the
clersy and the laity and in the extreme forn of the monks and tie non-nonls,
the duollsnm between the nouver spiritual and the temporal., By virtue of the
fact thot the unity is spiritual and no temporal, we have feudalismy vhich
meang the absolutization of the particular and not of the universal.

. And nov there comes certain features vhich are peculiar to the Germans in
the iddle Ages and these are the particularly great political miseries. In
France and Fngland the modern state develops in the Middle Ages, already, In
Germony it develops only at the cost of the German state proper, that 1s to
sny, the Empire. Certain parts of the German Empire begin to becone rodern;
but the German state as such does not become modernized, i1t is destroyed, as a
feudal monster, about 1806. So Germany 1s characterize& by a particularly
high degree of political misery. The sane applies to Italyy but there it is
for some reascon vhich is not so important. The most strildng thing is that
the bishiprics as thieves are characteristic of Germany and to some extent of
Italy, and are absent from England, France, and Spain. Thls neans a cornpletely
irrational merger of the power spiritual and the power temporal. That this
had very good practical reasons originally --that the German Emperor or King
could rely to a greater degree on the Blshops, who were much better trained
for sdministration and other purposes-- 1s of course true. But the crucial
point is what it means in the overall context of society. The other two char-
acteristics of Gernmany, fidelity and germut, we have already mentionedj although
we will have to go into that again later.

. Mow, however, there is one other point vhich is most massively character-
stic of the Middle Ages; the event or action in which nmedieval 1ife culnin-
tes. Vhat is that?

{The Crusades.}

The Crusades! In other wvordsg, just as the conguest of Troy and the expe-
dition of Alexander the Great are the crucial events of Greece, and the Punic
Wars ond the conquest of the whole inthablited world by the Romans, the charater-
istic event of the lidddle Ages is the Crusadess which are from legel's point
2f view a clear indication of the misery of the liddle ages. Bult also fron
Hegelfs noint of view the Crusades are at the same tine absolutely necessary,
piven the premise of the lMiddle Ages. Doth the Crusades and thelr fallure
contribute toc the beginning of nodernity.,

Now we nust discuss these things in sonevhat greater detail. IHegel nakes
the renark right at the beginning of this section that "Here (mearning in the
Germendc world) the ideal rules in the manner of providence and fulfills its
purposes through the contradicting willling of the nations. In the case of the
CGreeks and Romans, both are not so different (meaning providence znd the will
of the peoples); but the Greelts and Romans have to a higher degree a correct
consciousness of that vhich they will and of that vhich they ought to will.,"
™ fAreeks and Romang vwere lese blind than the medleval men; vhy is this so?
Lnowurer words, we have in the history of the lilddle Ages and the Dark Ages

claoar example ¢f a ruse of reason, where reason wills something without the
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actors being aware of it. :In classical antiquity there was a greater.agree.g
‘nent between vhat the world-mind willed and what the Greek and Roman peoples
willed, Vhy is this so? Vhat is the most strildng differcnce, from any poir
of view, between classical antiquity and the lMiddle Ages? Let us see vhether
we can link this up. ‘/hat is the characteristic feature of the medieval worl
as coupcred with classical antiquity? It is nothing very far-fetched, -

(Christianity?)
Yes, but what does this mean regarding man's knowing, man's understandin

(That it is ultimately based on falth, whereas, among the Greeks,
i1t was based on reason.)

Yes, it was something of this sort. In other vords, the true content is
supernatural, there are mysteries of faith, Nothing of this kind existed in
clagsical antiquity, therefore, the classical men were able to understand the
selves better than the medieval men were. But fron Hegel's point of view thi:
means that vhile in regard to this formal rationality the classical people
were superior to these medieval men, the content of classicnl rationaligy was
harrower --~but subjectively the ancient Deople were nore rational than nediev:
men. That is the remark on which he begins.

Then the point on which Hegel starts is this: that the supernaturalness
is elien to the human nind as human mind. Now this radical alienness is re-
Tflected in the fact that for the Germsns the religion of the Church was an
alien religion. But these two things are connecteds by its very nature reveal
ed religion had to be alien to man as nony othervlse in its own elaim 1% woule
be primarily rational.

There are other points vhich do not come out in the English. I read tto
you one remark: "The historical gemesis of such a state (namely, of modern mor
archy) is necessarily romantic; that is to say, that wvhich happens for this
purpose, hapnens unconseiously, seems to take place as if 1t wvere sorething
accldentaly for here spirituality presents itself as external necessity. No
state in nodern times has come to its laws like Athens or Rome, everything has
happened hapharardly --this or that rneed showed itself and was satisfied by
thlg or thet lew. The passions and interests of the various princes of the
estates and 5o on produced the laws. The pretensions of the varlous parts
conflicted with eachother and thus produced the whole vhich the mind had felt
as & need.” In other words, this Burklan notion of vhat the nroner place of
the coming.into being of a society 1s --here a grievance is remedied without
thinking of how the remedy fits into the estabiished order; new frictions arils
and you remedy them; and yet. in the course of time it appears that this was
a much viser process than planning would have been. The ancient world wvas a
planning world, Ilegel implies, and therefore there was a notion of a legislato
oythical or not, who at the beginning orders the polis and the welfzre of the
polis is bound up with the preserving of this Tatlonally established order.
llo such claim is made in the ldddle Ages; the customs remain merely regional
custons and people get along with them as well as they can., They get into
great troubles and they do something if the troubles becone too great and so o

How, llegel's new point: this medieval thing was a monstrosity, but by vir
tue of the over-all context this monstrosity was the neans by vhich the most
Tational stote emerged. The Greeks were rational but their state was imper-
fectly ratlonal; medieval man was irretional but this very lrrationality was -
vhat led to the truly ratlional state. This is the implication, And therefore
Hegel®s judgement was ambiguous in relation to the nodern world: He has hard-
1y anything but contenpt for the Middle Ages, and the justification for the .
Iiddle Ages 1s only that it's misery led to modernity. The only justification
But since nodernity supplies the solution to the human problem, the rational -
state, this is a justification of the Middle Ages --Hegel's claim being that

~only through this nisery and irrationality could the rational state be estab-

lished. Or as he says in another pagsage: "Only through that slavery could



T¢4 rational freed

emerge, .- nd that is Based on the premise that the ultimake
Teason for the Eiscry of the Mdadlo Apes wis Christianity and that Christian-
ity, which led to that terrible misery and irrationality, became purified, be-
cane conscious of itself, through thils long process in vhich the Crusades pla;
¢ speclal role. IHe also speaks of the principle of proscription in this con-
text. That is in English on page 344, :

("In this period, two aspects of society....
+sespTivate right excluding a sense of universality.

Yes, that is crucial. Only private right excluding a senge of universal-
1ty; there is no law proper. A law is a decision of the connmunity as comrmun-
ity through its representatives. But in the l4ddle Ages, all rights, the rigr
of ruling, are considered as private richts. The liege lord and the vassol;
relationship if fundamentally one of private right; it is not that of ruler of
a govermment and a subject. And this goes through all stages. We will see
vhat this means in conereto. :

One more of these general remarks about a few more points from this intre
duction. UWith the entry of the Christian principle, the earth had become (1i-
terally stated) for the mind. The earth has becone property of the mind, one
cowid alnost say. The world has been circum-navigated and for the Buropean it
is something round. What is not yet ruled by the Europeasns is either not wort
the trouble or it is destined to be ruled by the Buropeans. The relation to

he outside is no longer determinate; the revolution takes place within them.
In other words, in all earlier cultures there was s relation to the outsido;
the Greeks and the barbarians, The Romans and their subjects, and so on. But
now, after the original influence of the Roman-Christian world on the Gernans,
all further hapnenings are strictly intra~Furopean, and Europe reaches its
full freedon once it has been given this initial motion. Europe ean no longer
learn anything from non-Burope, everything it needs is implied in the heritage
1t pot via Christianity, and therefore it is the final culture.

Perhaps you will look on page 350, at the end of the first paregraph.

("Yet this entire body of peoples....
++o.For in history, we have to do with the past.™)

Yes, this seems to confirm.. You remember this question we discussed in
connection with Anerica? --Has history come to an end? or, differently stated,
Does llegel regard history as finished merely for the connmon sensicenl reason
that we cannot know the future and, therefore, every historian has to regard
the present, whatever it may be, as the end? ~-This was Collingwood's interw
rretetion, and this fornulotion would seem to confirn Collingwocd's interpre-
tatlon. But we have seen other passages regarding America and also sorme more
general statements which make 1t clear that thesge are really only popular and
provisional statements of Hegel. Ilis true view is that there can no longer be
a new orinciple, because the true and nost corprehensive principles have been
found, and anytﬁing new would merely be a representation of sonething which
had aiready been overcome. But I wont to draw your attention to this passage
in order that you can see that there is at least some prima facie evidence for
the opposite interpretation. Let us turn to page 345, second paragraph. .

("We mey distinguish these periods.... L
«oee5pirit 1s the culminating of the antithesis,") =

Yes, there cannot be another developnent aofter the kingdom of the spirit -
has come, with the full completion in the Reformation, as we shall see next
time. The realn of the Son is, of course, the lMiddle Ages, vhere the appear- -
ance shines on the worldly existence as on sonething allen --the clear separ=’
ation of the worldly and the other-vorldly, of the spiritual and the temporal,
The end of history has come. ' oo

ow I follow the argument. There are a fey roints, some of vhich are
nore curiositles than of broader interest. There is a passage vhich doesnt
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‘ocour -in’ the translation:  "Prussia’'and Austria sre not properly spedking”GEfﬁi

‘fian states. "y Hegel soys, not around 1800 and when he was slready a full pro-§

fessor of phllosophy in Berlin. That is quite interesting. Because, of courst
they are narginal, they did not belong to the German Relch proper, excent

hose parts vhich vere fiefs of the Reich; but Prussia prover, vhat came to be
celled Dast Prussia, were not Germans.

low let us turn to page 35%, second paragraph.

{("e have sald that the Germans were predestined....
»esshad that opposition been absent.™)

How here he speaks of the general character of the ldddle Ages in which,
he says in ecrlier nassages, there was the greatest dissention which history
hes shown. Ho antagonisn of such nagnititude and of such an extreme had ever
existed in the history of rmankind. Christianity and the Germans, these were
the most extreme things; and Christlianity was imposed on the Germnns, this was
nov the quiet development of a princlple vhere the alien has only the relation
oi a stimuius, but this heterogenious thing was put as an infinite weipght on

‘human beings, and this created the radiecal conflict.

Now we go on to the top of page 356, in the German on page 789.'

("In short, while the West began to shelter....
-+..the totallty of spiritual manifestation,™)

Yes, that is all we need. Note the "necessarily® vhich comes out more
strongly 1in the German. The partlcularization of all relstions in the West
had to be opposed by the opposite direction, so that the vlicle bocoues inte-
grated. In other words, the fact that Christianity was challenged by Islanic
rising 1s on absolute necessity. Kot only Christiamity but Islam, too, 1s a
necessity of the same kindj although not of the same rank. What Hegel necns
here is that the lest decayed into complete particularization, the feudal sys-
tem, and it could only be united to sone extent by a threat from without. And
furthernocre, Western society and human life had exhausted so much that it couid
not be a threat; therefore, a new prineiple hod to emerge which united none
Westerners in order that they could bring the Westerners tc a sense of unity.
This is z most characteristlc remark of llegel. What do you think of it? Well,
1f lohecmred had died or had been murdered very early, prior to his flight to
Medinz or soy vhat would llegel have szid to that?

(Hle would have said thet sonebody else would have done the
sane thing.)

Tes, sure, vhatever happens that is of any nagnitude, of any significance,
happens necessarily. Not necessarily in this particular form, it could have
been a man called sonething else, that doesnt make any difference; but it was
necessary that this emerge, and then, of course, it did emerge. We will find
other passages to this effect later.

Now he begins at the starting point of the German development. Page 369,
betton. We can safely skip quite a few sections because they are merely sum-
maries of what is known from general history. '

("As observed sbove, the idea of duty was not present....
ee..it had to be restored.")

Yes, this is the sentence I meant. Now in the German this is ruch more
fully developed: "These nations had accepted the principles of Christlanity
into their hearts and the principle of Christianity is the principle of free-
dom, but sonce they accepted 1t only in thelr heart, it was effective in them
orly in the individual (meaning it dld not become a social force) and, there-
fore, there didnt exist a sense of duty. The problen consisted in developing
and tronsforning the principle of freedom into a sense of duty." This is a'
zenerni descrintion of the nroblem to be solved. e

dow let us turn to his renmsrk abeut the Church in particular, on page 377,



“"Agés, as he calls 1t. Tirst I would 14

second paragraph, vhere he tries to show the fundanentsl lie of the liiddle %

' e to read a passage which isnt there:
"The princinle of the Church is this: the wonder of presence; that God is spi
itual presence and yet is vnresent as a thing. This is the essence of Cathel
ilcisw." How let us see how Hegel continues his argument in the paragraph vhi

we nowr read.

("Je have, then, to probe to its depths....
-+..That belongs to the idea of deity.")

How never forget this, we discussed it last time, this thing never exis-
ted in any religion prior to Christionity. The Greek gods looked like men,
but they were not men, they were idealized human beings, they did not die.
Only in Christianity is God at the same time truly manlike. This is underlin
and preserved in medieval Christianity. And now we nust sec vhere the funda-
nentsl nmisconception entered,

("The condition of the mediation in question....
«seo0utward, as sanctity ascribed to it.")

How thls 1= a crucial point. Go on. ‘
("The Holy is a nere thing which has the character of externality....

£ Some omitted due to change in tape._/

so0 21l sacrifice has not only happened once, but as a living, suffering, .nd
dylng God, it takes place always. It is shallow and irreligious to rege:d the
suffering life and death of Christ nerely historically, as a happeninz, It is
a real God vho sacrifices himself, and this sacrifice takes place alr-«ys and
everyvhere in the cormmmity, and as a true sacifice in which the cormunity is
acting wlth Cod, and Christ is resurrected again in himan beings.” In other
words, the presence of God in the whole. That is the sound principle, the rel
gious principle; but on the other hand, that the Host is divorerd to some ax-
tent frem external ritual happenings, is the fundamental defec. of mediev:zl
Christianity. For example, that the moral qualities of the uriest are utie ly
ilrrelavant as far as his sacramental funection is concerned. That is, for Te-
gel. the impossible point; vhat sone other uriters after Hr.zel calleé the ‘
"sacramental character of medieval Christianity". To reprut; the eternal re-
vetition, the eternal presence of this event, as distinguished from a me:e
event vhich happened once, is the truly religiovs. DBut chat it 1s connacied
with the mere external world is a fundamental defect. rom this point of view.
Hegel tries to understand the Crusades, esvecially. FPut let us first sre a
few octher points.

In the immediate sequel, llegel explains how out ¢f this fundarenial mig-
conceptlon the Immorallty of the Middle Ages, as he calls it follows} namely
the degradation of narriage, work and freedom. The desradation of rarriage
~-celibacy wos regarded as more holy; of work ~-the preise worthy cnaracter
of poverty; of freedom ~-the vow of obedlence, which mecans, in effact, obed-
ience without understanding, a servile obedience. We can read orty one pas=
sege from thrt, nerhans the most important one, on nag:z 380, secsnd paragraph,
in the German on vage 828, The second moral principle 1g that wvhich we call
probity. Now what happens to probity in the Middle Ages? '

{"A second point of social morallty is preseated....
«-sothus recieved the stemp of consecration.™)

In German that is more extensive: "The second roral ovrinciple is thet

which we c¢all probity in general; namely, that man has a right, that he galns
by hils particular intelligence and his ovm work, his means of iiving. In such

activity, in the work of man for his subsistence, lies his honor. That he
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d s a§ rogards to his Heeds only on his industriousness, his conduct, and

“his intelligence, ‘and that he also enjoys what he acquires. That he enjoy it

is noraly for to the extent to which he enjoys it, others drov their means of:
subsistence from it vho by this very fact are agaln active. This principle of
activity, industry, one could almost say bourgeoisle, is opposed by the prin-
ciple of the Church, in which it is regarded as meritorious to choose poverty
and not to enjoy what is one's own but to give it to the poor. By this fact,
poverty, laziness, and inactivity, were put higher than bourgeois nrobity, the
immoral was consecrated inte the whole." You see ow much lHegel identifies
hinself with the modern principles.

But let us now come to the statement of the fundamental contradiction of
the medievel world., On page 381, second paragraph. :

- (MAccording to the above, the Church.... :
i vesoils none other than a lie.™

Let us leave 1t at that. That is in a way a very succinct formulation
of all the criticisms of the Churech which have been nmade partly by Protestants
znd partly by rationalists. Dut in liegel it 2ll tekes on a strict unity be-
cause 1t is all deduced from the single principle that the absolute has be-
come a thing. It would not be strict in Hegel's language to say that it has
becorie something objective, because in legel's language sonething objective is
sorething of universal validity and 1z, therefore, something mental, spiritual.
The strict word would be sensual, some%hing accessible to the senses; nanely,
the visible Host 1s identlfied with the absoclute. In other words, to seek the
spdritual or infinite in the wrong place means to radically nilsunderstand both
the infinite and the finite, the spiritual and the temporal. The only genu-
ine unity of the liddle Ages =-~that follows from all these things-- 1s the
Church; there is no genuine unity in the secular. Any genuine unity of the
secular would weaken the Church on vwhich everything depends.

But at the same tine there is a genuine demand for a reanl unity of the
secular and this contradiction finds its fuil expression in the shadowy char-
acter cf the Emperor. The Lmperor clalms to universal rule, but, of course,
cannot go beyond that clalm. Iiow this externallity of the holy which Hegel has
spoken of before leads %o this consequence: there is an extreme, a peak, of
the external holy. What 1s that? It cannot be the lost because everybody
mows that the llost 1s nade in Trance or Germany or vhere ever it was. But
i¥ you seek the holy In externals and find it, for example, in miracles --He-
gel says & lot about the noint of miracles and religion-~ but there is sone
point vhere this external is concentrated. Vhat is that? God has becone man
in Jesus and you want to commune with God, but sensually. VWhere is, from the -
polnt of view of sensuality, the closest polrnt for such cormmunion?

(The human body?)

llo, the hmman body is the body, say, of you! What 1is sensually accessible
of Jesus as the Christ? Sensually accessible; not in the spirit? §

(The grave?) ks

Yes. That 1s the relic, par excellance. And therefore Hegel says the B
Cruscdes are the fulfiliment of the Middle Ages! fundamental error. a%he Cru- "
sades are the vorll of united Christicnity, the only worl: of united Christisne -
itys and neoccssarily so, because of the fundamental misconception of the Church
And here we see the fundamental contradiction, according to Hegel, very clear-:
1y: a nilitary operation at the head of which is the Pope, the head of the po-
wer spiritusl 4

How this development of vhat Hegel snys 1s the fundamental necessity of
the Crusndes is, I think, a beautiful exanple of Hegel's construction of hige
tory. Thet the Crusades are the most strilking event of the Middle Ages 1s ad-;
ritted by everyone; and then llegel tries to show how the pecullar Catholic docs
trine of trans-substantiation is distinet from both ILutheran and Calvinist doc-
trines. That these two things --the Catholic doetrine of trans-substantiation.

e



" l¢& and the Crusadegw=

are necessarily connected by nore than.mathematical necesi

‘sity, is, T think,"&'Hagnificant exanple of’this procedure. ;
How let us look at some other points iﬁ%thisfconnection, on page 391 in -

the Unglish, and page 847 in the Gernman.

("The West once nore sallied forth a hostile ArTaY e ese
«+..the essential interest of the Crusades.™)

This is Ilegel, I would say, not at his best. He asks why there was not
a singie leader buv always nore than one leaders and answers that the peak,
the leader, was sought in the lloly Sepulchre and therefore there could not be
unity of leadership. This is not so good, I think; because he admits in ano-
ther passcge that the unity of leadership was supplied by the Pope. In this
comection I also mention that later on he spesks of the nilitary orders of
the Ilddle Ages, the Terplars and so on, and there are three, and liegel does
not even try to show that there had to be three. On the page before, he had
spoken of the two great orders founded in the 13th century, the Doriinicans,,
and the rranciscans, and you see there were only two of them. Becnouse Hegel
is trying in every respect, vherever he finds a triad, for example, epic, ly-
ric, and dramatic poetry, %o connect 1t wvith the fundamental triad. This is
one reason vhy he is so frequently rebuked; but this is not a sufficlent cri-
ticism, although it is perfectly legitimate when used in s subordinate manner.

We conme now to the crucial passage and I hope we can understand it. On
2age 392, paragraph 3, and in the German on page 849. Mou, before we go into
tha®, you must see that Hegel has now to show, after having shown first that
nedieval Christendom had to culminate in the Crusades, vwhat is the meaning of-
the fellure of the Crusades. The Crusades are the peak of the Middle Ages in
both weys --the vhole movement of before moves up to 1%, and then there 1s the
feilure, and in this failure, nodernity is born. lNow let us see how he achie-
ves that.

("Thus does Christendon come into the possession....
esosilt Was practically undecieved.™)

"Practically undecieved" means undecieved by practice, by action on it,
vou knows; not nractlcally in the local sense, vhere it neans "for all practi-
cnl purpoges". It means that i1t was undecieved in the nost convincing nanner
-~they drew the practical conclusion from the Crusades; they rcally went to
the holy land and conguered the grave and they did 1t fully, and there they
learned the lesson, at least potentizlly.

{"And the result vhich it brought back....
+sse5elf reliance and spontaneous activity..™)

Sell confidence would be a better translation.

{"They bade an eternal farewell to the Easteseo
o»«capDeared on the scene as one body.")

30, in other words, the worldly unity of Christianity contradicts the
idea of Christlanity. That is whot he had in mind, HNow let us see vhat re-
solves this. What was justified and legitimate was to seek the definite em-
bodiement vhich unites the finite and the infinite, the worldly and the eter=-
nals but the liddle Ages sought it in a thing, and this is impossible. The
only reconciliation of the finite and the infinite is the human mind, and this
began to appear after the failure of the Crusades. And this is the principle
of modernity, legel sezys. Characteristicly he doesnt call it the soul, al-
though in a more colliquial speech he night speak of the souls but the soul
suffers, fron legel's point of view, from the old anbiguity that there are :
souls of plants =nd animnls ond there is the unconscious rnd so on. This is  °
not so _clearly developed in the Lnglish; I will try to show it from the Ger- - :
nan. In the Gernan on page 85% following: "The quest for the "this" as the i
other-yorldly or absolute has fniled. That is vhat led the Crusades, lan -
turned, therefore, to the "this" as worldly. The "this" as worldly is not the



~ lost, because the liost as- the "this" as worldly,claims to be the Ochelr-voTLGLY

' to0 the "this" as worldly, without any equivocation. And that is the nind’'s s
vorldly activity. Nan begins to find the "this" vhich he is seelting in his :
ovn finite activity." And this, of course, neans "work". And then the desire
leading to work. DBut work is, of course, much nore than desire --in desire
vou are not active, in work you are acting, you transforn nature, you trans-
forn the given. And this means that in work there is nresent a necessary ele-
rent of universality. Said very simply; you cannot work on wood, for example,
iithout becoming awvare of certain qualities of wood as wood -~vhich is the
universal. So work is essentially something intellectunl --work as transform-
ings; we are not sperking nov of work in the simple sense of carrying blocks of
stone, that would rot yet be of this nature. And as o consegquence of that,
associations are iformed for thls external purpose, but aiterward, also, for
the purpose of civil freedon. Thus a new elenent in DBuropean Christendom emer-
pes vhich is different fron the Church and even excluded fron it, and also dif-
ferent fron the feudal order. This principle -~desire, work, freedon under
lav-- has as its content a reasonable rational frecdom; although it appears:
only in s linlted form as the freedon of property, frecdom to use one's ability,
and so on. In other words, the first emergence of rational freedon 1s the free-
dort of property derivative from work. 7You see there is a Lockian element con-
ing out, according to llegel, already in the late liiddle Ages. In the strilcily
nedieval system it is Indeterminate whether the content is reasonable or not;
in the feudal systen private property is recognized; but at the scne time things
aore regarded as private property which ought not to be so regarded, For exan-
ple, the right of the First Knight, the right to positions as ninisters and
officials vhich were bought as private property. To repeat; the liddle Ages
uvere the age of private rights! There were no public rights, strictly speak-
ing, because feudal law is net public law. DBut in this order there encrges
an entirely new concept of private right; namely, such a private right as is
legitimately private right, the right of rational freedom. And this is, in
the most narrov and fundomental sense, the right of property derivative from
work. The liddle Ages had private right without distinguishing whet is reason-
ably private and wvhat ls not reasonably privates and the extreme example of
vhot should not be private right Is the right of the First Knight; whereas the
right which a nan derives Irorn the fact that he has worked on a certain thing
is a raticnal right., Let us never forget this vhen the guestion of private
properdy comes un. There was a clear eleboration, or at least an attempt at
a clear elaboration, of a natural right to property {in the language of Locke),
or of a ratlonal freedom (in the language of llegel), which does not allow every
thing to become private property, but which, regarding certain things, denands
that they be private property. Do you see then the overall construction of
Hegel? The unity of the finite and infinite is thought, in the liiddle Ages,
to be a thing which 1s neant to be in itself finlte and infinite, sensible
and spirituesl; and this is impossible, ond the emplrical proofs were the Cru-
sades. The only "this™ in vhich this unity c¢on be found is the human conscl-
cusness --nc things only the human consciousness. DBut the human consciousness
begins to find itself as the unity of the finite and infinite, only, as it
were, by turning its back to the infinite and limiting itself to finite work,
to an aetivity in the world vhich clains to be only worldly =-lagbor! Out of
thls there emerges with inner necessity the rational notion of nrivate proper-
ty which requires, within itself, a rational legal order protecting private
property. And that is how llegel collapses a long story into a few sentences;
he telescopes it into a very short one. -

What he had in nind is this: the problen of the private particular will
and the general will. The vnrivate will directed to legitimate goals, the na-
tural right, as it was formerly called, cannot be prescrved unless a generagl
will emerbes.--=That is to say a law protecting these naturel rights, these ra-
tional freedons. Thls is, then, of a much higher order than mere rights of
private property, because it has this universrlity which mere right of property
lacks. How once this worldly world of the rationzl state 1s understood as sa~
cred and in no way inferior to any other human organization, say the Church,



eroated for transforrming what hitherto was spiritﬁél.;kﬁéﬁ?’

the condition i3 ercated for: transforr
into the free rulé of "the Spirit;#snd that is, in historic terms, the Refornp
tion. This is Hegel's construction of this process. -

Let me see.. From a certain nonent on, Hegel says, the church ceases tc
be the bearer of the vorld-mind, because the world-mind has already reached
the stage to know the sensual as sensual, the external as external, to be act
ive in this finite in a finite menner; and precisely in this activity to kno
itself in a valid and justified activity. This relstion to the worldwmingd
--that now man has discovered the most elententary principles of a rational
worldly order-~ 1s the reason vhy the Church now externally decays. The Chur
as 1t vere, cannotllive in the same world with the presence for the first tinm
of the true nrincinles of rational freedom in its primary form. Its primary
forn is private property understood as derivative from labor, Private proper:
is very old; but that the true prineiples of private property have been disge
covered is a new thing. And that is due to the foct of man turning avay fron
hopeless attemnts to find the unity of the finite and infinite in things and
surning to things, vdthout claining that they are more than things, the pre-
occupation with finite things. This humble and unimposing sactivity, a man
naking shoes, a men making a table, contains in itself the vhole realn of ra-
tionallty. 1t is not in itself; 1% contains 1t. Beseusn tin order vhich ma-
kes possible private property is the rational state, and then the rational
state requires for its owm understending a rational understanding of the infin
lte --vwhich is, finally, Hegel's philosophy. But it is important to see that
for Hegel .the beginning of that thing is the turning away from the 11legitimat
fusion of the finite and the infinite, to a merely finite fusion which develor
for the first time as the principles of rational freedon.

On page 402 in your translation, you will find the famous renark of Hegel
about gunpowder. We mentioned this, but let us read it.

("Another invention also tended to deprive....
«+++1t nade its appearence forthwith.")

Yes, that is a crucial sentence. Humenity needed i1t, and it almcst *=€ds
iotely wrs there. But you know this in another form! Do vou renenbe - che Mar-
ian fornulation of the scme principle? "Mankind doesnt prse itsel” axy'tasks
for vhich it doesnt have the solution." I dont remerber & litevally, Han-
dnd doesnt pose itself any tesks which it cannot solve; where.c individual
dreancrs in their cabinets may very well think of possibiliZies whi.h are not
possibilities. That is, of course, the per’ect formulat:on of mod.Tn ration-
alism —-if mankind needs something, really nceds it: then they get 1t. There
are no insoluable problems ~-that is the point! And. of course, =€ get here .
the sane difficulty wvhich we had with the philcsopl; of history :o a vholej in
that it 1s necessary to distinguish between the n:cessary and the: accldental,
between the important and the unimportants and hewv to drav the line. Is Alex-
ander's dying as s young man --vhich fits so bent tifully into the Greck schene-
the work of the world-mind? And on the other hani doecs the faeth that there
are three sniritual military orders huve anythlng to do vith the ceeper triad
that we can verify? Lut go on to read that, nleuse,

("It was one of the chief instruments.... '
- »es.0n the part of the ‘orces they corsand.™)

The German goes ont: "The wars are also nov less bloody Yecause everyone

can recognlze danger from afar.” And I have hesrd frequently the gtatement .
that since the French Revolution the battles have become nere bloody. Church-
111 has a nice discussion of that in his Marlboough, vhere he discusses hoy
terribly bloody Blenhiem and other battles of tioe 18th century were. 1 wonder,
whether anyone knows anything about the bloodyness of medieval battles conpared
with the battles after the invention of gunpowder? I have the feeling that
we havent gailned anything by this change. Yes? :

{Inaudible.)

b



:Ohy - you mean the number of the population? I seel Yes, but.. éfﬂ&?a

T
7 7 (Inaudible.)’ e

That, of course, is partly to to procreationj you must not forget that.
One would have to count the number of dead and compare with (A) the mumber of
soldiers engeged in warfare, and (B) the number of population. And one would
have to do this Tor the different periods. I do not possess such statistics
-=1 dont Imow whether there are any reliable statistics for earller timesg. At
any rate, 'egel doesnt even try to prove this and therefore one can only take
this as an assertion. Yes?

(I just have one statistic in this respect, I do not have any....)

Yes, but one could say that the Thirty Years VWar was a very unusual war.
I dont Imow, but I en very skeptical of such statements, that is all I ecan say.
The ennobling of war by the invention of gunpowder can be very well question-
ed by the very exanples which he gives here: "The greatest coward, well placed,
cen kill the rost heroic man with the greatest possible ease."

(The remarlc about generalshin is very questionable indeed, but
sse+/ Tenainder inaudible

Hegel would not deny thats but vhat Hegel means 1s that the need for
leadership is more important in modern wer than in tribal war vhere the mere
physical power snd perhaps the cloment of surprise slone might be decisive.

(It may also have something to do with the abstractness of the
eneny. This i1s vhat Churchill implied --in that there wss some-
thing vrong wvith the First World "ar, especially for the geney-
als, in that the eneny was conpletely abstract. Perhaps the
change betveen the I'irst World War and the Second World War is
in respect of the fact that the generals really pot themselves
killed in the Second World War. That probably impraved the
qualities of generaiship.)

I see. Vell that had something to do with airplanes, I think,
(Also with automobiles.)
I Igea.

(Churchill's contention is that what disappeared was the conception
of the warrior king.)

I remenber the description which he gives in the Marlborough, sonevhere,
of the generol who rerlly surveys with his oun eyes the field of battle; and
not there is a counlete denendence on reports, they can only look at naps and
ne longer at the field, and the quality that this nrescnce innlied in former
tires, the variety of gifts thich were required, and this is no longer necesg-
sary. lHov therc ney be a strictly scientific general who would be connletoly
uncble to address the troops and to inspire them; vhile in former ages he would
hove to have this variety of gifts. That is interesting because Ilegel has, of
course, to show everything characteristically modern has the narks of progress,
Thet 1s a very interesting point. ) -

How there is onc nassage vhich we hove still to consider, on page 397,
sacond paragraph.

("Thought was direccted to theology....
reeWns a stereotyped dogma..,

"stereotyped" is not a very good translation; "an established" would be
better. It doesnt have a derogatory neaning.

(The innulse now arose to Justify the body of doctrine....
ss+eothat philosophy devoted its energies.™)

]
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373 expéct miything differént fron Tlegel, of course. If &ven |
von in’ the simple sense --that there is a world, for example, cannot be:
accented by philosophy, still less can there be a given dogna. Yes? But a
riore interesting ronark on this subject occurs on page 838 in the German: "In
the iid le Ages, theology snd philosophy are one. This is, 1t nay be renarke
in passing, the proper nosition for theology. If theology is not philosophy,
it does not know vhat it wents (uemning, the comming of it) =-the doctrine

is contained in the Cetechisn. The execution of thls 1s philosophy, since the
historic is not religion.'" That is o very swumary statement! Do you under~
stend 1t? According to the officinl medieval doctrine, theology and philoso-
phy are radically distinguished ~--philosophy being the work of human recason,
rnd religion beinp bnsed on falth., Iegel says, contrary to the historiecal
truths, that in the ldlddle Ages, theology and philosonhy are one. 3ut what is
the element of truth in this 1i%era11y untrue rcomnork? _

(I think it is the content thet brings them together rather
thon sone..)

The »nroblenm is discussed today in thils form particularlys the old-fash-
itoned Thonists insist on the distinction between philosophy and theology as
it is sieoted particulsrly by Thomas Aquinas; but the more nodern neo-Thonists
sry thet Thomas' purely philosophicrl works are the conrentaries on Aristotle
rnd thet kind of thing; but the two greatest works, the Summg Theologica and
The Swma Lontragentldes, are theologlcal works, and theology and philosophy
sre here in a vay unlted, ~n? a strict separntion hetween theolegy and philo-
soohy 1s not vhot Thomes was concerned with., To that extent one couls say
ag llegel srys, thnt in the !4ddle Ages, theology and philosophy are one. I
go on: "But this iz the right point of view for theology “eethat theology and

- nhilosophy are one. Ile doesnt say this is the right point of view for philo-

sophy!  Then he goes on to say, "If theology is not philosophy, it doesnt
lmow wihat it wants, for the teaching that is easily accessible, the Creed,
the Catechism, gives you that; but in the moment that you want to think about
it and not nerely accept it as the content of falth, you begin philosophizing.'
ind vhat Hegel implies, of course, is that 1f you philosophize consistently,
von will finally arrive at llegel's Logie, which is the authentic interpretatior
o' the Catechisnm, the only authentic interpretstion. This 1s clearly what he
reans!  Because 1T the final philosophy is Christisnity 'understood', and the
finel philozophy is Hegel's Logic, that follows necessarily. But this occurs
only in »assing.
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eeesthe question is only vhether they hit Hegel.

(Fo, they dont. I should nake the point that the hige
torical position certalnly doesnt apply to Hegel.)

Yos, but wo must nerhaps try to clarify thet. I think you nade one
technicn] nistale in your paper. You nade an attempt to clinb up b,
Evorest, when there were same hills around in vhich you would have ace
quired sone.. You would have found out more than you did in this unsuce
cessful attamnt to climb ¥, Everest. 'hnt I nosn is thiss In the

0 liegel links up tho facts knowm to every school
ch a veiy rodlcal and profound philosagh{; But 1n sposnling about
these woll kmown things, s~y the difference betwecn Luthoranism and Cath-
olicien, therc is inte1lizibility, there is no difficulty. Tow by have
ing tried to ascend fron theso :I.n%cmedinte statenients, say vhet the Rew
formation meant in Hegel's interpretation m would not have been cone
ge.ued to go up straight to this height of ghts, his concept of free=-
on, vhich is, I am sure, vholly unintelligible to someone who reads it
for the first tine becruse it presupposes Imouledss of Kentls philosophy,
to put it very sinply. And I dont blame you for one moment f£or not suce
ceeding in undergtanding it, _

(I hope I have succecded in understanding it for nyselr.,)

I dont bolieve so. Because, as you steted, it is simply shocking
to cormon sense; there is no place fron vwhich we in our ordinary undorw
stending of frecdon could recognize anything., I will give you an oxole
ple:t In the book e of Sc e s by Relchenbach, vhich
i recad last year, S nan beging, in order to s that you have to be
scientific, with a quotation from Hegel's IL o And
then he srys that this is the nonsense to whic you arrive you do not
proceced scientificolly but rather netaphysically as Ilegel does, Vell,
1f you read this sontcnce fron the English translotion of the %m;m
]Qg_mgi;_%q, you cant blane him., But if one lnous a bit about I egel, one
movs 8 not nonsense ~-but otherwise i1t roads like nonsonse., And it
iz not wise to bogin from that point because Legol really begrn and even
onded with nropositions vhich are not simply abstruse and noaningless
ond one rust.. Vhat you said about freodon is, I bolieve, unintelligible
to nost students here., I dont say to »11, but to most I would say vith-
out any hesitation. I will cone to that.

: Dut yem had here a cloar plan, supplied by the frect thrt Ilepel deals
in this sectlon with two dlg events: the Reformation, and the rench Reve
olutlon. And according to Illegel thorc is a 1ink betwsen these two. The
problon poses itself in purely ompirierl torns as Tollows: Ilow come
that the Revolutdion broke out in Prance and not in Gerurny? And he gilves
the answer nade popular by Carlyle that the Germans snd the Iinglish had -
the Neformation for their Rovolution. So in other words, the principle
vhich had to be ostoblished with such violence in Trance, wns ostablishe
ed in Gernmany and Ingland vith much less violonce, Let ne put it this
vayt Thls wes certninly true in Gernmany, nainly by the Reformation.

How the quostion is, then, vhat is thnt principle vhich is cormnon
to the Reformation and the Revolution? Hegel soys "freedon®, suroly.
But frecdon is a word of nany neanings, and therefore 1s in a way a peane
ingless word, a useless word, unless we say nore preciscly vhat ve menn., -
Tiow in vhat sense couid the ﬁefomation be soid to be a nove for freedon?



I moan, fronlm'k you Imovw of o Refomation, sny of Luther? mtheu-,
you nust I:now, vas an suthoritarian, -

(Jell, recognition of 1nd1v1dns11ty, or more so than vwas
then vresent.)

Yoz, but this is a word vhich doesnt occur in Luther. Dut vhat are
the aclmmrledged principles of the neromaﬁ.on, of the Lutheran Refoma-
tion that everyone Immrs?

(Faith?)

Foith elonel Very good! So one thing we learn, then, is that the
geat of frocdom is the inner self of man., Yes? In s gense it 1s
neant., A

(t/ith Ilegel's interpolation of freedom, vhat we learn '
fron the Reformation 1s that he has defined God, Christ,
as the seat Of.o)

Lat us not go into these subtiltles, let us stick to the surface:
faith alonel In other werds, a process in the human mind alone 1s that
vhich 13 the sont of frecdon, and everything else depends on that. lhat
is missing here, so that the ’Revolution wras stlill necessary? Because,
vhile Hegel says the Gernang did not need the Rewvolution, on the other
"hand he nakes it clear that the real inportant change in Gernany was
effected not by the Roformation but as a consoquence of tho Revolution.
This neans, in plain Inglish, that to sone extent the Protestont nations,
too, needed the Revolution, 8o vhot was nissing in the Reformation?

(The content. The content and rotionality aTe tho two,.)
Iet us be nmore precise. We have secn that freedon is..
(The rights of nan,)

The rights of man! Dut vhot is the difference between the rights
of nan and the frecedon of bdelief —~between falth and the rights of man?
The freedon of bellief was secured in principle, according to Hegel
der the Reforn~tion. Dut vhat 1s the difference between freedon ob ra'.lth,
or "the freedon of the Christian man™ ag Luther called it?

(Well Hegel nnkes the stotemont in this section that
vhile Luther expected thot everyone would accept Chrise
tian Revelation as being the uwltimate truth, vhat the
Revolution did vms to nmalke thoe truth nore in torns of
vhat wvas absolute or rationsl to nan himself,)

8t111 pore slmply, Inther hod a very fanous writing titled

don: of the maggg ?;; and the "rights of man" wvere the freedans
nan as nan, not as hrsl'.i an. In other words, vhat wvas origl 1inte
ted to reli or, to use another tern, unlted to ilmrardness, to
beconie externnlized ==gn@d that tms throug h the French Revolution and its
congequences, And here thesc reflections core in, I adnit it was dife
ficult to follow here, because Hegel sometines nontlons very hetorogene=
ous facts, facts cloxe to the center and facts vhich arc more perinheral,
and you nust sce vhich are together. When he spoaks about the witches
ond he has a long discussion sbout the witch trials, that has not the '
sone central lnportance as vhet he says about the imnrdness of the Iue
therans 2 the concern with the purity of intentions instoad of with act

T yeve o et



(I didnt n.- 4+ put I crmsidered that the vhole
section cant"fgnrttf,er a dirtectic, Flrst you have
the externsnliv, +#:en the turn imsard, and the remee
dy for the imm™,ess is then the reconciliation of
the immrdness ont the -utwardness.)

One would have to say th.rs First thore was a falsc externnlity in
the Middlo Ages: Catholicism. the Crusades. And we discusscd that last
tine., The fallure of the Cri:scdes ricant the reclizstion thot the reconw-
‘e1liation cannot bo found thr:igh any externrls, Iuther steted this clear-
ly and successfully. But this immer reconciliation, that is Ilegel's
point, must issue in externaiity =-not tho externallty of pius works,
but in the externalitr of moel and political action, The Reformation
saw, rightly, that the »oot )£ the vhole thiag 1s the inner man; but it
did not see %hat this alcri: 1g the true reconciliation, Yes?

(But isnt Hegel's 17int that the inner nan is proe
jecting himself at 511 times throughout history and
that is vhy we can mderstznd history in terns..)

But not knowing itl

(llo, of course not. But%..)

But now he knows it! If you take the Perslans, or vhatever you
wont, the Persions relipion is a ‘rojection of the Persian foll mind; but
the lsersians dont Imovw %his and tivrefore they ore not free. The nmodern
man, and in a sense, the posteRevolitionary man, Imows thet this is his
projection, and therelore he is fre., 850 one ﬁttle point of clarifica-
tion we ga;{ned by this step is that freedon is not possible wouhout con-
sciousnegs of l1t.

(WVell, that is the will itse’? vhich becones conscie
ous of vhat is identical wii1 itself.)

Yes. Let us proceed step by stmw. I nention a few points wvhich
you riade in your paper: The differeice between Gernany and England, re-
garding the Reformation. Ifow Hegel ioes not labor thot and does no% ela-
borate it cven in the Germen tronslcetion, but we all lmow vho initisted
the Reformation in Germeny. Vho iniiiated the Reformation in England?

(The K‘lng.) _

Sure. And in Ingland 1t led to Anglicanisn, vhich nesns s minimum
deviation fron Cathollclsm, accordirg to the original idea. The tgrinci—
ple was not offected, In Germeny the principle wns affected by the Lu-
theran Reformation, vhich nennt not merely a break vith the ecclesiastle
cal hierarchy but vith the key teachings of the Church. And in England,
Angliconism 1s inconsistent, vhich the Anglicens regord cs an advantageeee

i
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'ILCTURE # 11 = HEGEL (cont.) o

veeothe fééfxﬁhdtrnrifain has.nb wrltten constitution, the famous things;
ond the high dogree of self goverrmont and de-centralizatian in Inglandj
this all did not jibe with Ilegells notion of a rationsl state.

(I £felt that he was reslly going out on a linb vhen
he snid that thore wos not freedom but that these
private rights were feudnl,)

Ho, the principles involved are the point,

(But he also gives the right of porimogeniture as an
exarple of..

tlell of coursc the great exomples here are the Rottenboroughs
the way in vhich it is openly admitted that the votes are bought, %he
gsqulre Inviting his tennants to get drunk at his expense, and so forth
s0 that in thet drunk condition they go to the polls, t was absolutow
ly shocking. Uhet does this nean? Was this a free people consclentiouse
1y making up its mind as to its represcntation in the national assembly?
There 1s a polnt there, but you could say, as many people say today, that
since you never get a really rational state, let us have innocent traves-
ties rather thon shocking ones. And that is a very gobd point for prac-
tical purposes; but one rust also see the problom here, _

(Comldnt one charge Ilogel vwith toldng advantnoge of
history in condemming Tngland on sonething like that.)

But is it not truc that in Imglnnd there was, at least up to Hegel's
tine, not any codificatlion of the law? There was codification in Prue
ssia, even in the old Prussian nmonarchy of 1797, vhich was really the
worlk of I'redericlkk the Great, And all these attempts to hnve a rational
order were made on the Duropean contlnent in conmeetion with Curopean
Rationalisn generally. In Ingland this was postulated to sone extent by
Hobbes, pertly, vho denanded that this be done, at that time, already.
And then it was denanded by the Utilitarians. But somehov the British
philosophy, in Hegel's point of view, was connected with thils easye-going
muddling tﬁrough- insteord of this clear and distinet Cartesian content
vhich legel in hls ey accepts ~-only transforms,.

low we have seen the grest "by faith alone™ vhich is 0ld Testaments

but _the crucisl point is thrt now 1t becane clenrly opposed to the letter
- of James, you Imow, vhich Luther practically rejected ot thaf early time,

end vhich he said wrs a "strav enistle" --in other words, it was arid
spirituslly poor, compared with the Paulino letters. Soi Faith alonel
And now if we nmoke a jump vhich llegel nakes, vhat happened after the Re
fornation? After the Refornation we see vhat is neccssary is to trans-
form this imyardness into an invardness issueing into action in institue
tions, ~That did not yet hannen. The decisive sten, according to legel,
is the French Ratiomdlisws amd the key figure is, o} course Descartes.
These ore the things wvhich llegel doesnt produce, they are tﬂerel Nowr
Descertes has, renlly, has this forrmle in his meditationst Knowledge!
that we uant_%o Imow 1s bodies, things, and we lmow then, of coursc, by
inmagination and sense nercoptions but %hat, of course, is not true o
ledge. The true Imowvledge is lmowledge by the nind alone. "By the mind
alone” 1s a higher state than "by faith alone™. But llegel contends that
it was necessory to go over fron by falth alone" to "by mind or thought
alone" because there is still a dependency on extornals in by falth a-
lone" =wsimply nroven by the famous fornula of the Neformation "The inner




testinmony of the Holy Chost”, Yos? That is absolutaly nccossary. But
the ™nnor testimony of the lioly Ghost" is not sufficient, according to
the officinl teaching of Iuther and Calvin, Uhat else do you need?

(ell, I Imov there is a theology as well.)

Yes, but more specifically? According to the strict doctrine? The
Bookl The Scriptures! So you dont lmow thot it 1s the "testinony of
the Holy Ghost® if it does not agree with the Bible., Yes? The Holy
Ghost in you must confirm the truth of the Bible and vice versa. And
this created all kinds of troubles. The Refornation was conpelled to
accept not only the Bible but the First Councll's decisions, Yes? And
then they were driven by the nore radical pceople to the text of the New
Testanent, snd this could lead to the deninl of the Trinity and infinife
other conscquences, And then, finally, the question came 0f how we can
¥now vhother the whole book was inspired verbally. All this kind of thing
corie out of thate And at the end you had in thls process transformed
“the innoer testinony of the Holy Ghost!" into the pure nind, the pure
thought, vhich is no longcr in any sense faith. And the cinsic repre=
sonta'lté.gg of this is Descartes., Now let us leave it for the moment at
pure o

At this stage there ore two possibilitios. One ims greceful and ele=
grnt, and that wes the Cartesian solution: a province of pure mind, human
reason, exerting itsclf in nathematics and physics and so ong and in anoe
ther conpartnent of the scne individurl, a believing Cathollic. Yes? And
I'egel soys that this is not possible tﬁis is not possible in the unity
of men, =nd thererore the fundemental insuffi ciency of the I'rench solue
tion is revealed by thils dunlism, And on n concrete level, it leads then
to the othor solution, vhich is in a wwy consistent: the-Lnlightenment,
vhich accepts Degscartes'! Rationalisn, but denies his adherence to Cathole
icisn, Then you get the Encyclopedie and all these people vho throw out
religion altogether: a materialistic philosophy. And here licgel says a
deeper reflection had to begin, vhich showed the inadequacy of the nater
ialisticeatheistic philosophy, and which, after it wds completed and it
was conploted in Hegel, reveaied the inner truth of Christisnity. This
inner truth of Christianity is then a purely rational teaching for vhich
there are no longer any mysteries of falth w-vhich we have herrd from
time to tinme in this course,.

Now the technienl ression of that is this: The French Rational-
isn or its equivalent, vhich existed at that tine more or less in all the
~other countries only #ne French were the nost fanous for it, is tho com-
plete devclopnent of the understandingg but the understonding is not the
hipghest possibility of nan, The hipghest pogsiliiity of man is called by
Tegel, as 1t is called by Kant, "renson", Understrnding renains vholly
vithin the linits of what i1s colled "ldentity and contradiction®, as liee
gol states it here, Reason goes beyond these principles in so far as it
recognizes (that 1s at least Tegel’s formila for it) the unity underlying -
the contradictions. And this is dialectical. This esscontially dirlecticel
Teason can alone save the truth of Christianity; but it tronsforns the ,
truth of Christisnity fron a thing believed into a thing mown. That is
vhat llegel clailns,

Tow in this transition fronm French Rrtlonalisn, ncedless to say,
every historion would say that Ilegel is beggling all the questions. ﬁe-
couse Luther and Colvin would have turned in thelr graves 1f soneone
would say thnt the Enlightennment is a necessnry development from the Re-
fornation. One can very well say that medieval scholasticlisn is infinie
tely more receptive to renson, especially the Thonistic Scholastlcelsn,
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than Luther and Calvin. That has boen said many times by the nore care-~ °
ful students of the Reformotion; but let us nov linit ourselves to this
crucisl trensition from France to Gernnny, vhich neans here, of course,
no longer a merely externsl thing, but the transition from early nodern
Rationalism to Gernen Idealism. hnd this, indeed, turns all around the
word ™sAll%, "Man 1s will", legel snoys. Vhat does this mean? I will

try to explain it as follows: The tern "freedom of the will" is, of course.
very old, and was alwnys useds the ordinary mecning wrs in the sense of
tho'1ipgiyg‘ggp;§glgg the common sense meaning of that tern, that does
this mean? Starting 2 the ordinary fact that we regard oursoclves and
others as responsible for actions. Yes? Ilow vhen soneone conmits a mure
der, and we say he 1s responsible for it, vhat do we mesan? Ile could have
orted that deed! He could heve comnitbed it, and he did; but he also
could have refrained from doing 1t --othermsise he would not have bdeen
responsible, Thls undecidedness. Ile was not compelled by anything but
his decisions otherwvise it would not have been a decision and he would
not be responsible. If something in him, an urge, compelled himg then

he 1s a nadman, he 1s not responsible. ﬁhis is vhat is implied the
ordinary meening of responsibility; and this is vhot Aristotle developes
in his discussion in the g;n%g;; and this was accepted, fundamentally,

by the more moderante theologlcal traditions, I say "more noderate™ be-
cruse there wrs also the problen of predestination,and divine ormicience,
and e cannot go into these abysses now, Let us lcave it at the simple
notion of the frecdon of cholce vhich 1s Inplied in the idea of respone .
sibility on a cormnon sense basls.

Ilow one thing rmst be emphasized at this point. If we c2ll this
norsl freedon ~-that we are responsible for our actions-- this moral
freedon has nolizlng vhatever to do wlth politiesl freedom, One must new
ver forget that. The traditional notion that a slave can be a pood
nan nakes thls perfectly clear. If noral freedo:: were inseparable fron
political frecdon, there could not be s moral slave, and it wvas generale
ly adnitted that tnere can be a noral slave. Tor examples if the nase
ter commands hin to do an immoral act and he refuses to do it, even if
the master kills him, he is still free. That it is hard to be moral if
you are a slave 1s another natter, a matter of dogree; but essentiallzr#
Egzalﬂﬁiesguu has nothing to do with political frecdon., That is the -
(4] io e,

Looking forward to Ilegel’s view, we see inmediately that in Hegel's
case noral freedon has to be inseparable from political frecdon eevhate
ever political freedon may be in Ilegel. As a thesis we nay say that
. political freedon: was that you have a say in 21l linitations and you are E
not bossed around by anyone, Limitations of freedom are called lavs,

You are a free man 1f you participate sonehow in the nmaldng of the laws.
Yes? Thet 1s vhat is called political freedom, And this inplios cerw
tain other things as a nntter of course: there nust be sone freedom of -
speech, and sone freedon of assembly, and so on, 1f this is going to vork.
Yes? 6n9 does not have to labor these very obvious things. !low vhat is
the great change? 1 mention another point: You can have pollitical free-
don vithout having moral freedon proper. Is this possible? :

(Inaudible.)

At least on the face of it, you can hnve politicol freedom without
adnitting moral froedon.

(ot in Megel.) L
We are not in Ilepel, tre are still trying to climb one of these small




hillss lt, “verest cones later, 1f you please, The first philosopher 1 :
know of vho can be said to be a deofender of liboral democracy was Spinoza.
lle wvas cortainly in favor of politicasl freedor, but he denied noral free-
don, Thore is only a strict necessitarianisn, vhich ncans that, for ex-
ample, 1f I choosc murder, and another fellow chooses nonw-nurder, each is
necessary, there is no frecdom of choice. Yes? So that is also posgible,
at least on the face of it ~-the philosophic objections cannot be raised
nov, we can only understand the genoral assertlon, _ ,

low vhat is the decisive step? The decisive step is that made by
Kant. In Kant there is one forrmula vhich says overything: "Practical
reason and vill are the sane, identical." The traditional view, the com-
non scnse view, is this: In order to act rightly, you must realigac
the right actions for exanple, if you are compelled to behave like a .
decent nan by soneone standing over you and slapping you if you behave
indocently, thon you are not a decent nan. You mst really freely choose
the right behavior, But on the other hand, this freedom of choosing re-
quires a content; and this content is not supplled by the will, but by
the reason, nore specifically the practical reason. Yes? Is tnis clear?

Ilow let us see vhat Kant has done, Kant raises this question: "fhere
does this content cone from?" The tradition answers that nan has natural
inclinations towvard self-preservation, soclety, knovledge, and vhatnot,
Yes? Q%Egtm;l, ﬁ%! These natural inclinations in a way supply
the content, e inc tions precede your will; you are by nature ine
clined toward something and this 1s the basis on vhich you choose. 3But
then the will is absolutcly derivative, because you do not choose your
inclinations. Yes? You only choose sonething on the basis of your in-
clinations. Differently stated: you arc at all times under the tutelage
of nature; nature directs you toward something, so you are not truly free.
Lant stated the problem as follows: The traditlonal notion agssumes that
the natural inclinations are good. How do we know that? Ve would have
to know vhat is good in order to sy that the natural inclinations are
tovard the pood. ‘here do we geot this Iknouvledge of the good? It nust
be from some other source; and that can only be reason, if it 1s to be
rational Inowledge. Dut on vhat 1s the declaration of reason based? If
is is on nature, then we are back in the old predicanent ¢f presupposing
the goodness of nature. So it can only be reason itgelf, in its purity,
vhich can teach us vhat 1s good, DBut reason in its puri%y is purely fore
maly it tells us only that in order to be rational, our will must be of
such a kind as to will vhat is in itseclf suscoptibie of belng universel,.
Yes? In Kentls forrmla of the categoricsl imperativey, we act in such a
way that the maxim of our actlons is susceptible of being given the form
of a universal law. Ilow that means sonething very simple «.it is the pree
cige formulation of something very simple: everyone acts on raxing, vhe-
ther he knows it or not, ond regardless of vhat it nay bes nov Kent says
that in order to distinguish between noral and immoral maxims, a simple
experinent 1s possible; try to state this maxin into the forn of a uni-
versal lav, and then, Kant contends, w¢ can see vhether it is absurd. 1
an not nov concerned with vhether Kant'!s doctrine is tensble or not; I
an only trying to reach the point vhere Illegel begins. '

llow Hegel doesnt belleve that Kant succeeded, but he asserts that
Kant's beginning is the right beginning. You see, you have here as the
ultimate fact, not reason in the sense of a facul'f:y perceiving certain
eternal relations or vhatever, but will, DBut vill, hovever, does not
" nean desire., That is understood. "Will" neans, reeclly, that ret in
vhich I an villing. If I desire, it may very well be, and a natter of
fact 1t is so, that I have not chosen the desire. Yes? Something urges
and pushes ne, but it is not I that do this, Therefore, with ™aAl1%, 1
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muast have really chosen it and I rmust have chosen it as something suse
ceptible of universolity =-only then do I ™will®, *Will" can only will
itself, llegel says; the will as will is nothing but the "choosing of will",
i.e., Oof a universal rule of action, Xant drov one conclusion fron this
which Hegel does not deny: if this is the deepest in man, that on which
his hunmanity depends, then the dignity of man consists aione in his thus

- ™mA1ling", in "willing" strictly speaking. From this 1t follows, hove
ever, that, reversely, there is an essentlal dignity of manj because nan
as man is capable of willing, and this is truo of every nan; and therefore
freedon and equality of all men is inplied in this notion of ™zilling™,
And Hegel imputes, wrongly (but that is uninteresting and, really, also
it is uninteresting for Hegel), that this Kantian notion of freedon was
the motivation for the Irench ﬁevolution; vhereas 1t was really a much
more old-fashioned notion of freedon vhich animated the French people.

That could ensily be shovm by a study of Rouseau. The Rouseauean conw

cept of freedon 1s not the Kantian concept but rather a minor and purely

antiquarian thing.

How vhat Ilegel snys 1s this: Kant formulated it this ways: there is
only one naturnl right (natursl right is not a native right, "a right
congenital to man" would be a better translation), and that 1s the right
to froedony there is no other right. But this is, of course, a right
vhich all men possess. And according to Kant and to legel, %his includes
the absolute impossibility of slavery, as well as equality of opportunity.
That is implied in this formulation =wvhether rightly or wrongly, I am
not discussing now. Ilegel's point, now, is that these fundanental rights,
"the real freedon™ as he calls it, has nothing to do wlth vhat he calls
ufornal frecdon". And this "formal freodom" is the assertion that from
these fundamental rights (wvhich, of course, must issue in action; the
state must guarantee these rights and protect them, not merely assert
then).. I'ron this real freedom, no conclusions can be drowm of a strictly
political nature. By "strictly politicel nature", I mean the assertion
that since every man posscsses equsl freedon, every man rust have an
equal soy in the legisletion. That, Ilegel denies! And that, in hls view,
is the fundamentsl defect of the Irench Revolution and later on of libere
alism --that it bellieves that direct and pclitical consequences, conge-
quences regarding legislation and participation in legislation, follow
fron this fundamental freedom and equality. Could you follow this?

(I thought I sald that.)

Yes, but it wns herd to recognize. It 1s possible that you undeXre
stood it, but you didnt convey it, I believe. Dut I nay be mistaken.

(But I thought that Ilegel points out that every man does
have a say in the legislation in that the leglslation
is vhat every nman is.)

Yell we can read that passage if you wvant to. Let us turn to that
passage. You see, this notion of frecdon which Ilegel has, and which stems
fron Kant, plays a very great role in the developnent of, and today this
notion of freedon is reposited in, extstentialism. Existentlalism can :
be sald to be that form of the Kant-Hegellan philosophy of freedonm vhich
denies that universally wvalid consequences necessarily follow from this
fundamental freedon. - '

(I was vondering? 7T havent read Schopenhauer, but
does he fit in here somevhere?)

Tol Schopenhauer is far lover in renk; he can really not be come
nared wvith Hesel snd Kant. That hss nothing to do with this lssue.



- Schopenhauerts political writings are absolutcly poor —-you knowr, the
lovest stage, a sonevhat ill-tempered bachelor who wants to be left alone
and de protected against the unruly nob., That is 1OTe orf 1less how wei
exagerate a blt~- but it 1s really vory unintoresting, legel was infi-
nitely more penetrating in his analysis of politieal things, to say no-
thing of other nmatters. :

and the "ought" vhich 1s sonchow underlying the fact-value distinctions
but ho 4id it in g different way. ‘'hat Kant meant by this was that know
ledge of the "is" 1s sclence, and an analysis of scionce loads to a fune
damental freedon of the human mind --it is the hunan mind which "pro=
scribes nature its laws"., If you understand this basis of science (those
fundanental acts of rmind, by virtue of vhich science 1s at all possible),
then you are driven into a desper stratun of these fundanental pre
positiong; and that deeper stratum is moral freedom. So, for Kant e
is an absolutely inseparable connection betweeon his so=called apis%m-
ology, or analysls of science, and his moral teaching. That 1s, today,
completcly blurred in the teachings of positivisn, but I bellieve it would
come out if one ralsed certain critical questions. lLet us assume that
sclence 1s vhat the logical positivists say it 1a3:; then the question 1is
vhy is science a meaningful pursuit? Yes? Accor&ing to the strict
teaching, the positivists rust say that the question of vhether solence
is good or not good cannot be answered Ly resson bocruse it is a value
Judgenent, Then science itself, the vhole thing, whether you accept it
as_a vhole or reject it, is an act of radice)l choice, it is a value
Judgenent, you cannot give any reason for it. Iow tl";e positivists vill,
of course, say that their psychology explains vhy certaln people choose
sclence and others, sny reactionaries and strong-headed fools, reject it;
but that is not a good answer because this psychology 18 a part of sci=
cnce and 1t presupposcs science, The question is what is the status of _
this vhole ediface? And then you come back to this one fact, the absol-
utely fundanental fact, of a choice of rationslity itself or its oppo=
site; and this fundamental cholice of rationality, by vhich man becomes
vhat he 1s, is no longer by its nature explicable sciontifically, because
the scientlf:lc explanation presupposes the choice of sclence, Tfne fun-
damental phenomenon is an abysmal frecdom! And this is vhat existentlial-
ism of today toaches, of course, And this is vhat ig inplied in Kont

and Hegel, vith the qualification that this abysnal freedon itself 1se
sues, essontlally, in a rationally universally valid order. That 15 de=
nied, of course, 'By present-day people. So this problem of frecdo exists
tndodayf, given the modern denial of the notural inclinations and a natursl
e or man-

(Does the modern existentielist deny rationality? Does
he éaga;g?t freedon has to0 be inpulsive rather than
rntio .

Toy, it cannot be.
(Vhat 1s the decision based on?)

They must nalte an attempt to show that in one vay or another this
freedom, the realiszotion of this nbsolutely subordinate character of the
choice, gives you sone indieation, sore directive, For exarple, in the
case of‘ Sartre 1t leads sonichow to a 1ibersl denocracy ond excludes come
nunigin. This much is clear. DBut vhether that is enough is a very long -
guaseclon, ' .



Ye rrust noty turn o sone deté:us.' This queétion about liberalisn..
that %s :;.;& nore precisely? There was one point vhere you questioned .
vhat I s ? - :

(inaudidble.)
Then let us turn to page W, in the German on pége 923.

midth the formal principléseee .
«sesthe consummation of natural right." |

Nanelys thot of conserving the natural rights. He is trying to Tree
state, here, the Revolutionary prineiples. TYes?

"But natural right 1s freedoBesee
eessequnality of rights before the law,"™

Yes, thot follows necessarily, becsuse the right cannot be protec-
ted without laws. And secondly the right belongs equelly to everyone,
hence: equnl protection by the iaws.

. "7 direct connection ig manifest heressee '
eessthe concrete absolute substances.."”

Yes, this forrmla is insufficient, and Ilegel says, here, that 1t
does not yet have say content, it does not yet arrive at the concrete
absolute substance of the universe.

(I wondered about the word "seliigion"; could you trans-
late that as "morality", rather than..)

Yeos, but we come to that in the last paragroph of the book., Let
us postpone that. Let us turn to page !#rsJ: second paragraph.

"That fornal individual willeecee 7
essesSuUch as the soclal Impulse..

Yes. You sec, that is the point. The "soclal ulse"”, the ime
pulse toward soc:!.aiity was the olde«fashioned AristotellianeThoristlic docw
trine that man is by nature social, ordered toward soclality by nature
snd not by cholce, Think of the nodern contractural doctrines --free
individuals choose society, there is not a natural urge vhich jJustifles
" that choice, no urge outside of their vills, the basis of the state is
Ai1l" alone. This is the meaning of the contractural doctrine; but Hee
gel says this 1s not enough. Yes?

"the desire for security, for property.. . .
...:of that of trutl.z; vhich needs to
be distinguished from 1t,"

In other words, the fact that "I rmust be certain; otherwvise there
is no genulnecness in the vhole thing." Yes? If I agrec to something :
vhich is proposed to me by an anthority, I do not havo a subjoctive cer<
tainty of it. So subjective certainty rmst be the begimning, DBut sub=
jective certainty can never be the vhole; it must be subjective certalnw
ty of the objective truth =-the two things must coe together, llow this
finds its politleal parallel in the "rights of individuals" as one kind
of freedon, and also something clse: the objective freedom, These two
must cone ‘;ogether. Go on. .




"m:ts 1s a vast discovery"in ardjto'....
: esvas exhibited ﬂl‘ aﬂairs of the world."

That i1s the difforence between the Refomaﬂ.on and the Revolution
;thail: pencotrating of the worldly life and the giv:lng of its character
on

'"We should not, therefore, contradict the assertion....
ee.sassertod 1tself against the existing right.”

Tlow what he neans by this is something very sinple: the French reve
olutionaries were confronted by all sorts of positive law of the o0ld none-
archy and those claimed to be valid merely because they were positive
lavs. Agoinst this, the Revolution agsertod that in order to be law, the
1ny must be rational =-the mere fact that it has proscription on 1ts side
is :I.rrelevmt& ultimately. Thls is the true but abstract denand of the
Revolution., "Abgtract" because in itself it leads sinply to destruction,
the destruction of eve positive., Thore rmsh be a positive princi-
ple, and it is vith this that we have to fight. lNow lot us see page W47,
paragraph one.

- "A constitution, therefore, wms established in harroNYeese
evoocentored in his hﬁ&d' 1,84, in thought..

No! It has never been seen that nan stands on hls head. That is,
Hegel nakes this concession t0 the vulgar criticisn of the Rervolut:lons
"Cverything is upside dm nen stood on their hoeads", but vhat does it
mean to say that they stood on their heads and tried $o dulld up reelity
according to their thoughts? :

eoin thought ingpired by which he builds up the world....
eeeothought ought to govern spiritual reality."

In othor words, Anaxagoras had thou ght only of the heavens, so to
speak, but the world of man, the world of soclety, "the spiritusl reale
ity", as llegel cplls 1t, should be governed by thought. That was the
deed of the Revolution.

"This was, accordingly a glorious nental daMeeoe
ve..mil Ihinking beings shared..

A1l thinking beings"! --Edrmnd Burke was not a thinking being! Yes?

«.devotions of a lofty character stirred nen's minds.eee
ssssbetieen the divine and secular vms now
first sccomplished,”

Iloir thet is a re“lection of legel's youthful enthusiasm for the
French Revolution, you see, this 1s szid as on o0ld man, e does
not completoly reject rae P Al ot A principle of the French Revolution
was the rational society. He fully agrees. And he clains that this was .
the first tine that nen attempted ~-not only individual thinkers, but the
vhole soclety=— to establish a fully rational society. Thnt 1s,’in Hegel tc
opinion, the oternal glory of 1789, This is inportant. e:fde of
Tlegel 15 legs known than his so-called reactionism,

But vhat wvas the limitation of the French Revolution? We cannot .
read the vhole thing, but we must read page W47, last 1line, and page W48,



’ "I-m o.f. rationality, of 1nh.'insic _righ'b,...
....the continmuance of serfdon and slavery.

Do you see the point? In other words 11: nust be roason alone, not
feeling! A man can feel very happy as a but that doesnt nean a
thing. But vhether he %ﬁ a slave: or no can only be established
by reason. That is the gist of the "rights of non",

llow the othor point. I will translate: "The fornal freedon :ls the
naking and execution of the lawvs. But this activitzha governnent as
such." lov vhat Ilegel developes, in the naxis t the Pronch nlge.
construed this fornal freedom, and that 1t is s freedon vhich 1s the
vhole problen ~-nonely, that all rienbers of soclety should have an equal
say in the naking of lavs. In thls respect llegol agrces, of course, u:l.th
Burke, Durke also adnits the "rights of nan", but he denies that ony
political consoquences regarding the contribubion of the individual citd-
zen to the naking of laws would follow fron that, Government has a prine
ciple of its own which 1s deeply comnected with the "rights of nman®, but
vhich is not identical with them., That is the polnt,

(That is vhy I say that he does accept this pr:l.nc:lpie
that all nen have a say in the naoking of laws =-becausc
" the laws arc the essence of nan.)

Yes, sure, but not thet man should be completely selfecontered ine
dividuols thinking only of themselves and entering into the voting booths
and that Is that. As such, thoy should not have a say, according to Hee
‘gel, becnusc they muld no% think of the conmon good. It is *IY as a
responsible and reasonable human being that should have a sey in the na-
king of laws.

(But isnt this tho "end" of nan?)

Yes, but it is not possidble, from Ilegel's point of view, that this
esn be scbtunlized denmoceratically. This crn only be actuﬂized i1f the
government has a power of its owm wvhich is not derivative fron the expli-
cit w1l of the individual. That is vhat he calls atomlsm --the attempt
to compose the general will through the wills of the narv This goes

back to the complicated discussions in Rouseau's Soclgl gﬁi f vhere
lousenu hag the greatest difficulty to soy that the genero can be

the najority will. There 1s a recl difficulty here, wvlithout any questlon.
Vhy should the gencral will not be expressed, in a given situation, much
nore by a tiny ninority than by the large nnjority? That is the d:[fﬁ.cul-
tye. lmtl.g for Hegel the answer is a certein kind of monarchy, as we shall
sec 1Loger, .

Tlow let us turn to onother point thot will 1llustrate Hegelts solﬁ.-_-
%g:.z -uhat he says about the July Revolution. Thet 1s on page 451, bote
"A fifteen year farce was played, for although the Charte..

The Charte was the cofistitution of the Restoration. Yes?
+oWas the standard under vhich all were entered.
By the way, that very heart 1s Tiegel's henrt.

«sthere renains on the one hond thot rupture uh‘lch the Catholic....
ecosln thelr individual capacity, should rule." ’



(But thot night have led to ell kinds of dire consequences,
llow farse :

That goes beyond hunan responsibility altogether and no one can be
praisedtg; blamed for things vhich no sensible person could have forseen
rt the Se i

(But there 1s so much thaot sensible people cant forsee..

But look for a moment. In the light of your private life, vhat
conclusions would follow 1f you nade your distinction between your wise
and your umrse declsions on the bagis of this Ikind of inescapable darke
ness of the future. All of our decisions must be based on whet can be
knovm, That by accldent a most foollish action night lead to hoppiness,
ve all Inowj but still we would never call such » sction s wise action,
w2 would sinply enll 1t luck., And that is beyond any human pralse or
blame. But let us go on,

"Iiberalism sets up in opnosition to all the atomicesso
ssocand gronted in digplays of arbitrsry power,.

llol TIlegel s~rys they are partlcular wills, hence arbitrary. If it
is only the vill of narty as party, it has no noral authority for the
others,

".ethe 17111 of the many expells the linistry fron power...
eseoanld whose &lutions have to be worked out
in the future."

In other words, Illegel rejects the libersl solution. The last ree
nark nmust not be unﬁerstood to mean that there is still an unsolved pro-
blenm in the declsive respect, thrt 1t 1s not yet the end of history. It
slmply nmeans that in thoe Cothollc countries, wvhere the principle of the
sound solution is not lmowm, there has to be found a way betuveon liberale
isn and Cotholicisn, which %hcy have not yet found, In the Protestant
countries expecialiy blessed Prugsia, the sltuation 1s, according to
llegel, aifeorent,

There are nrny nore passages vhich we shouvld consider., Let us read
Ehe lost passage of the book =-in answer to the question you raised be-
ore,

"But the history of the world with its olurys chonging sceneSeees
....Egt onl 'ROt without God, but is essentially
S YOrx, .

It is more precise in the Germens "The mind is only that to which
1t nakes itself. Therefore, it is necessery thot the nind presupposes
itsélf." Iow vhat does this mean? Vhy is it necossary thot the nind
presupposces 1tself? vVell, i1f the nind were only that vhich it nokes ite
self, the nind would sinpiy be its owm product. But it is not simply
its own product, The fsct that therc 1s the possibility of rind is not
the work of mind, i.e., of hunan nind. In other words, a nercly hunan
phllosophy uhici: does not refer to the absolute, or as Ilegel calls it,
“the God", 1s inpossible., That is vhat he moans, Therefore, in nore _
concrete terns, nature rmst be of a particular character, if there is to
be humon life rnd, in purtlcular, the life of the mind, And the human
nind connot guarantce the availabllity of that nrture, and therefore there
rust be sonething else vhich gusrantecs 1t, a character of the vhole. ¢
That is vhat Hegel necans by the ™vorld minﬁ“ vhich beconos fullynconsci-
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say the process by vhich it nnkes itself conscious is the work of nan,
but that the nEOSSibiliw extists 1s not his vork, In other words, Hegel's

doctrine stands and falls with hls metaphysics, there 1s no question
about that. Yes?

(inaudible.)
Yes, you can put it that vay, but the point is thot llegol's philoso-
phy of history, or his thesis of the mind, altogether, is not self-cone
tained, it requires his philosophy of nature and his iogic and 80 ON.ee

/[ Sone omitted due to bresk in tape._/




essthis hypothesls is thon treated by the man who coplos fron A as fact,
and then it 1s taught. Vell, in the very linited field of history vhere
I have first<hand lmovledge, I know that this is rbsolutoly true, I can
say that the history of classicrl politicsl philosophy, snd even beyond
that, is a webb of hypothesis. In ono caso a scholar i‘ound out that a
a view wvent back to the inmagination of a young man in a PhD thesis, and
it nmigrated fron that apparently nediocre thesis into the handbooks and
tas accepted, until he looked at it more clusely. And vhile this is
practically very importeont, I bolieve 1t is in 1tsclf trivial, Uhat Hew
gel noans "intelligent empiricerl treatnont” is, in the second place,
not to overlook the wood for the trecs, That i3 a bit more difficults
the digtinction betveen the importent and the unimportant.

Vhat is the distinctlon betireen the inportent and the uninportent?
e hear today that it 1s cntirely relative, Didnt soneone write a book
crlled mﬂﬂ% And did he not necan that overy man
has his oun opinions of vhat 1s ortrnt and unirportant? Ilow Hegel
would of course deny thrt thls i1s possible, llo vould sry that the ine
portont 1s thet in vhich a roasonable mon is interested, and the unine-
portent is that in which o rorsonable men is not interested. For examplo,
to talte sone simple cases, how nony cigars Churchill snokes a doy 1s not
en importont question. In other vords, we have a connon sense understand=
ing, if wre ore not particularly stupid, as to vhnt is not important and
whot 1s drmmortant. Dut then another sbop, since this is not sufficient
beceugse thero 1s stlll a variety of opinions as to vhat is important even
i1f we disregerd such ridiculous questions as vere nentloned, Ileggl mrkos,
then, this decisive step: “hat is innortant and uninportant can no
wny c’icpent on the subjectivity of the historien, 1t nust be objective,
But vhat is objectively important? Ilegel cnsworss 'het is inportsnt for
the historlcel unit! And thot unit 1s a natlonl '

And now, ap~in, we cannot strrt fron such things as vhether econorics
or lav or 11‘Eerature nore important. 'le have sn objectlve critorions

Thot 15 nost import-nt for a nation to vhich the nation as nation bows.

A nation as notion does not bow to econonics, excent in a stote of come
nleto degradation. It bous primarily, if it is not in a stote of anarchy,
end 1f e go bock to anciont times, to its gods. And thorofore we have

to understand its recligion above everything clse. But overy nation bows
also to 1ts government, If it is not iIn a state of anarchy; and "govern-
nent" means not sinply this prriicular sdninistration now, but the governe
principle. In Americe thnt is perfectly clenr: the Constitution as dlse
tinguished from the presont adrinistration. And for Hepel tho religion

and the principle of governnent are inseparable w ncodnt be identical,
Let us c¢nll religion ond the principle of governmont ™ideas", Yes? And
therefore llegel soys that empirical procedure consists in £finding out
vhich idecas have becn gover a given nrtion, and that this crn be ane
piricrlly established. And then we have the scquence of this variety of
ideas, and by underst-nding thot varlety, we sec there is an intolligible
order connecting the set of ideas ;/1 vith the set of ideas #2, ond so on,
And thet 1s, then, the process. If one procecds in this wry, the reason=
ableness of the process will become clesr, vithout any interferonce, uise-
cracks, fireworks, or vhatever, fron the historians. It vill emerge from
the subject nntter without any ado fron the historian, except thot he must
have an open nind and a nind willing to scc and to listen. - '

So llegelts history clalnms to be objective in thoe nost emphntic sonse. -
And thaot 1s o very rencrkable conbinction of objoctivity and subjectivity. -
He treats the subjectivities objJectively. He trents objectively the vare
ilous historical subjectivities, i.e., the nations. This rmuch about the
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neaning of Hegel's philosophicrl treatnent of history. Ilegel cleins to
prove this, and we have to be vory severe but not biasod critics of Ilegel.
But Hegel twranted to nnke this sonevhat easier for young people. He addres-
sed students, and therefore he appcals, in the old wny of phllosophers,

to two endo as the Greeks say, to tvo opinions in wogue, gonerally
accepted., lle argues fron gronte& prenlses, without goling :[nto the ques-
tion of vhether these pranisecs arc sound or unsound, That is a very
sinple thing. To use an e le from ny prescnt lecture course, I started
fran the presumption thet 1t is wise to study classical political philo-
sophy. It nay be a vholly wrong assumption but it has the great sdvantage,
for practiesl nurposes, that it is gonerclly admitted, and therefore I
dont hrve to begin wvith a long argunent, I cnn go right into the subject
natter. That is the coumon practice inplied in evory torching, of course.
But HMegel appeals to two endoxe. Ilow let us look up on page 1:[, second
parogrophe :

"I only nention tiro nhrses or points of viev.ese
soeoVhich hove to be enlarged on in the sequel.”

I'ow vhrt nre these things in the air vhich prepsre, psychologically,
Hegel's enternrise? I['umber one?

"One of these polnts 1s that passage in history....
csesTeally distinguish these from eachother.®

In other words, vhert liegel means 1s that Anaxagoras dldnt nmemn nore
thon that the world is rvled by laws, by univers-l lawvs, by an objective
reason. Anaxagoras did not nean tha{', a god as o sub;]ec{-.ivo reason was
guiding the world. That is the first pnoint vhich he nentions, Yes?

And now vhat 1s the sccond thing to vhich llegel refcers? 1 dont be-
lieve it is in the Inzlish., In the Germon it 1s slightly different, 1
will rend it to you fron the Gernent "I hove nentioned this first rppeore
snce of the thought thrt resson rules the world, and also its defects, be-
covgse this principle got its periect opnliertion in enother form in t-rl’lich
it is +rell Imown to- us ond in wvhich we ore persucded of it," In other
words, vhot he docs by impliertion is to disregerd the 01d Testoment, and
thercfore the other principle to vhich he appeals after the Greck onc is
the Christisn one. And nov vhrt does he s~y sbout that? 4ll you rcad
thet nloase? '

Wle hrve next on or horizon this ldea.ees
essosthe ncceptance of any presuppositions.”

In other words, liegel reninds then of wvhot thoy belleve as Christians,
nrnely, that Providence rules the world. But he also makes it clear that
this is, in a woy, only n help to the understending. They sre frmiliar
with '(:hl_s thought fron their childhood., Dut he docs not nake the presups=
pogition that this belief is true, becsuvse thot would be inconpatible vith
the ider of philosophy as a presuppositionless entcrnrize, o

‘S0, after he has nirde clear the status of the religious belief 4in
Providence, llegel has to tale issue with the cormon notion thot Providence
rules the world, Dut the corion notlen didnt give rise to o phijosophy
of history. “hy not? Iegel has to frce this problom! ILveryone belleved °
in Providence, but no ons halieved in the phllosophy of Iistory. ‘/het
wes the difficulty? legel developes thrt in the Irmedlate sequel, Yos?

(innrvdible.)
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Yes, Providenco 1s the ways of Gods And the ways of God sre not the
veys of nen. And nen cornmot know the weys of Gods can lImow in gone
errl that the wrys of God are just, i.c., they crn bolieve that, but they
cannot, strictly speaking, r 1t, becnuse they cannot lmow it in concre-
to. The pgeneral awnreness o e justice and reasoncbleness of God's Pro-
vidence is only frith, not lmouledge. IHegel developes this at sone length
in the sequel. Men cannot 1 God, he can only in Hin! That is
sold by the religlous tradi%ﬂon; and 1t i3 srid p%imlos hicelly by Kant
snd other men., There cannot be Imowvlcdge of Godl And Hegel soys th
controdict the Scriptures becruse the Scriptures demand of nen that
should ¥mow God, That 1s sn 0ld medievsl device of philosophers.

But then he goes a bit deeper and says thot it 1s not presumptuous
on the part of nen to try to kmow God, And then he quotes Aristotle uho
soyss "God is not envious." The old story: God is not envlious; and there-
fore God doecs not forbld us to try to understond hinm perfectly. Then he
poes on to scy, again apnealing to a cormon viewt "God cormrunicates Iin-
self to the heart, and not to the rcason."” Dut llegel s~ys, "ot is
ne~nt by heart? You nean fecling or seatinent! (thils is not in the Ing-
1ish translotion)" If goneone says "I fecl that way", then he hes dravm
o circle around himself. Lveryonc else has the srno right to scy "I feel
d1fferontly"”, and then you dony any cormion brsis, In very partlculsr
points, fecl.: is perfectly in order. In other words, 1f I sry that I
love o pertlcular wonsn, thore is no higher eriterion %hpn thot, 1f it
does not contradict with lawrs but to assert regarding a content that 211
nen must also have this in thelr feclings, contrndlcets the very stond-
point of fecling, nonely, feeling s rn egsentliolly subjective ~nd parti-
culay natter. I} sonieone s~ys he has religion in his feeling, and asnother
says he has no God in his feeling, both are right. On this brsls, univer-
gnlity, objectivity, is utterly impossible.

Then he pgoes on to argue on the specirl Thristisn prenise that In
the Christirn religlon, God has nanifested himself. And llegel s~ys that
neans thnt in Christlanity God is no longor a mystery or a sccret. This
is, of course, r highly unorthodox internretation of Christionity. Yes?
Becruge the rystery of God uns recognigzed by all others, and I suprose no
one lmew that better than llepel hirself, But thot 1s a kind of defense
of llegel's enterprize agoinst the most powerful opponents he could finds
the Christisn orthodoxy, in hig case, Iuthersnism. In this context there
oceurs o few rcnarks whlch are of a much greoater inportrnce than legel's
noleriical devices,

' So Ilegel appeals to a belief thot Providonce has a plan in vworld

history, and evoryone ndmits that., And Hegel srys that vhoever pdmits
this, if he con think stroight, mmst admit that this plan can be lmowm
Uy man, That is an srpgument g% m;m%,l 1t is cnlled, on argument ade
dregsed to a periicular type of man --in this case, to the bellevers in
the Bible. They ﬁgy-God is reasonable and has a pipn in history, and if
you put two ond to’ together, you sre driven to the conclusion tﬁot this
plon 1s Imowable. - And therefore vhot he does is perfectly defencible on
thosc grounds. “hether this is defoncible sinply, can only be shovn on
the besis of his work, i.e., phllosonhlerlly.

Dut oftcr he has said those things, he goes on as follows: "lhet
then, is the plon of Providonce in world history? Ilas time cone to 1t?"
In other words, vhile 1t wrs universally believed thnt history follows a
plan of Providence since the beginning of Christianity, thet d1d not mean
that the plan could be knowmn fron the very begimning, but only that in
- Christinsnity there wrs the promise thnt such a tine will cone. And legel
ralses the question of vhether this time has come, »nd geys that tue
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stin 7 of the Christirn roligion is that -
ulth Christianity this tine hes conme, that this constitutos the absolute
epoch 4in world his o That is crucinl!l In one respect ho merely ro-
peats vhat cll Christiang have been snying throughout the agest that
Christinnity 1s the absolute, the perfoct final reii on, but Hogel soys
thot viile this is true, still Christianity is religion, thrt is to scy,
faith, and tho question is nov the Pulfiliment of Chrisbianity which vonld
be the knovledge of vhaot was originially only believed. That would be

the absolute monont in the absolute epoch; and Iiegel claims that in fact
this nmonont has nov come, he thinks, on the absolute pesk of history.

I would lilze to nake this graphically clear, so that there is no
doubt. There is a movement by vhich inaudidble/..e but theore is a
point vherc thero 1s no longer amy progress of ught possible, Ilittle
things nay be stralghtened out, you imow, and untidy cormers may be taken
care of by good maids, but in the inportsnt things, es far as rine
ciples are concerned, the ending con only be at 8 place, That 1s Hee
gol's cloin. IHegel clains to stond on the peak, but such a vay eee
innudi‘bl@?...

The objectlions to such a thesis are very obvious, they are PTesSUlipe
tlous to the highest degree, but the queostion is vhethor thoy are so easy
to avold, Let me put it this vays Let us reflect for a nonent on our pose
itivistic brotheran, Uhat do they sey? They say, of course, that there
is infinito progress, in principle. Science goes ony we hove now the
difficulty of the theory of quanta rnd relrtivity. Yes? And o hundred
years fron nov, science will have solved this problen conpletely and there
ill be an ent:{rely unf'orsecable forn of nroblen and so on, You know of
thet. Yes? Infinlte progress, infinite surnrises in the future. That
is it! Our highest goals are subject to radical rovision and no one con
sry vhint vill hapven a century ofter us or even thirty yesrs after us.
Thisg is not in details -=Tito will go on as nore crpitnlist or more come
runisty these things are grantedtg everyone=e but as far as principle
is concerned, 1Is this not dirmetricslly opposed to Hegel's contention
of the "absolute nmonent"? Yes? .

(in~vdidble)

_ In other words, this is the only thing which 1g ioportant, becruse
vho cares for the tl'xeory of quanta or thls other theory vwhich :{s prevalent
et this given time? I nean that it is of sone interost surcly, but if
this is changed, nothing fundanentsl will happen. Dut the cruclal point,
the scientific nethod, the principle of the sciontific nethod, this co=
operation of mathenatlcs with experiment, this is absolutelg established,
end if this should ever be changed, any positivist would tell you that

this would be decay. ile does not exclude that! They might come baclk with
sone frntagtic medieval substontinsl formvia, but they would gsay that was
a decny. It secms to be implied in every position that vhat a nen regarda
as really inportsnt, he rogards as not subject to chonge, as final. o
give you another exanples 'hon Dewey wrote his book Ihman Ilature and Cone
duct, vhich is progressivism vith a capitnl P, ho gives a fornula of Vire _
tue vhich consists of a cert~in relation of hadbit and iopulse, vhich must
co=oporate in guch a wny that maximn satisfaction is possible in the coe
onoration end the relicf coming fron that ~ethis 1s doveloped at some
grortor length, but this much, this formula, the only think vith vhich

he 1s conce s 1s neant, of course, to be final, other words, if
there would be a society in which thére would only be habits, 1t would be
extrenely reactionary in cheracter. And if there wvould only be impulse
there would be nn annrchy which would be unbearable even for Devey. An&

s0 here 1s the decisive Points the formula for virtue. So in other words, |
the cuestion 1s only.. Well, vou covld snv thot *hnoa ans wente mawenod
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e rmst go into that later.

Jut this leads to another 201:11: vhich I would like to nention bé=-
fore wo conclude. The trouble 1z that thls is also onltted 4in the Ing-
lish, The world history shows how the nind gradually comes to a conscle
ousnoss and to a wllling of the truth. The truth davms on non, he dis-
covers the nain point, and at the end he comes to perfoct consclousness,
The hunan nind necesgerily errives at full consclousness, and this has
nov happenod in Hegel. Tliow what is the difficulty occuring in Tegol Mme
sclf? 'le are not nov spoaking of tho difficulties thich might arise from
the outside, Ilegel glves the schona of vhet happens in overy stagoes first
you have a courmnity; vhat he calls "a nctlon", vhich then posits, oute
sidoc of 4%sclf, it's world. TFor excmple, the Ureck Pontheon, the Greak
notions of Jus%ice, and the genernrl charactoer of thoir notions of law

end govermnent, are the world vhich the Greok mind has posited. And then,
vhen it has conz%otely objectivatad 1tsclf, it has reached its peal, Then
vhat happens afterunrd? Un to the pead inclusive, it lives fully tithin
the world, In nore sneciflic termss the Grecks bolieved in the gods, and
these gods are objectivations of the Greck nmind; but they were not'fmoun
to be odbjJectivrtions of the Greci:t nind, they nre thought to be living and
thinking beings with prover nomes. Then, after this objectlvation hasg
been corpleted, aftor the tragedisons, for instance, havo givon the nost
perfaect ob:]oct:lvstion of the Greek nind, after this, then thiniting proe=
ner boging, The Greck nind beconcs aware of its go&s being tho Greck
nind, objectivation of the Greck nind, Dut wvhot does this nean for the
Greeks? This homnens, of course, only in sone special individuals vhich
are loosely called "sophists', or "philosophers's but vhot does this nean?
At thls stoge the sciences begin, sclonces at all levels, including phi- -
losophy. Ilonce the sciences and the corruption and decline of a nation
alunys po together. In this nonont phillosophy beglinsg in the monent the
nation becones aunre of its not being subject to its gofis but the creotor
of its pcods, the corruption begins. Corruntion, of course, hns not the
meaning in vhich wo see corruption in certr-in parts of the runiciple gove
ernnent of Chicapgo, but it neans, really, the loss of orientation, the
conplete loss, the decline of a nation! Alwrys! Those of you vho have
Tead Nouscau's Cou w111l see that llezel agroces with Rouseau at this
point, Ilouseau has written a wvhole discourse on this subjoct of how zcle
cnce ond corruption arc inscparable fron eachothor. Tow in that, of
course, we mist nake an applicotion to Hegel, naturr-lly§ becrusc Ilegel
nas sald in a well lmowm prssnge of his W thet he has
opplied the sane principle to his tines. e Ovl of Iinerva (that is

This may mnlo a Aifferences:

‘visdon) begins flight in the dust." That is to say, vhen night approaches,

vhon the soclety declines and there are no longer any preat tosks

wisdon bogins,  Spengler's Decling of Hie Vegy lets tho ot out of the
brg, becousc ns Spongler sees neans the decline of the ‘‘ost, Of
course os Snonglor sces it thnt noans tho decline of nanldnd, becruse

the 'Jegtern civilization is the last civiiization, as you Imow. That is
the end of any necaningful hunsn life, It 1s one of the greatest difficul-
ties of Ilegel that one does not reoally Imow vhether Ilegol wms fully aware
of vhct he clearly implled: thot with tho fulfillnont, with the completion
of world history, there 1s nowr the beginning of a finnl decry, a finnd
corruption of nankind. This is a nroblen vhich we shrll loter reise in
the forn of the "last nan", wvherec people no longer heove ~ny trsks, ond
vhere 011 great socirl tasks hnvo beon solved, r~nd vhere wo have the ner-
fect soclety. After ell really important intellectual tasks have beon
gsolvad, nnd vhen the truth is Inovn in the final system, vhet will happen
then? Triviallty? Thorec crn be no genulne heroism ony nore; and vhether

gmgigo vhat extent Hegel saw thot is, as £or as I con see, impossible to
ecide, ’
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But larx, as f£ar as I Imow, never had thls difficulty vhich llegel
hrs, in virtue of his agreement with Rouseru's first discourse. lhat
Marx took over fron Rouseau included the conplete disregording of all
conplications. Yes? Rouseru's doctrine 1s very complexs it is rmuch more
sophisticoted than veonle are inclined to think, The German Idealists,
Kant and llegel ospecclally, try to give a harmonistic solutionz vhereas
Rouscau felt unable to give one and he knew it! And yet, coertainly Hoe
gel -=not Kant, accepted this cruclol theumii of the First Discourse, vhere
there 1s o funﬁamentnl dishernony between the peak of soclety and the peak
of Imovledge, 1 nean Rouseau used very sinple 1ma€os like Sparta, the
perfect polig; or early Rome, no philosophy, no art; Athens, the lncarna=
tion of art and intelligonce, but corrupt. Yes? I nean one can easlly
question these, but that doesnt dispose of the fundementsl point, the
fundamentnl problem, And Ilegel nccents this,

(inaudible)

Yes, but I thinkk one cermot mention Morx ond Ilegel in the same dbreath
ss £rr as thesc quest’ons go, becruse Marx is infinitely less philosophlc
than Hesel wns. And the point vhich Farx made ogainst llegel is that ace
cordiggz to Hepel there had been history up to now ond there will be no
history in the future. Yes? And liarx sald thore will be history in the
future and he had cert~in points ngainst llegel vhich on the second 1o
vel support this. And vhat will hoppen, according to llarx? Lve ng
vhich happened up to now, including the conmunlst rewvolution, is only
pro-history; the real history begins vhen nen nnke the jump fron the realnm
of necessity into the realm of freedon. So in other words, wvhot liarx ine
plics is thot there vwill be history in the realn of freodom, the conrmnist
socioty. But vhat does history nean here? 1If it neans ing, it means
vholly mnforseenble changes, complete surnrises. Yes? And that is, of
course, one reason wvhy cormunists are so extremely reticent to say vhat
the finel conmunist society looks 1ike. Yes? Decausc they expect fron
us thrt we shonld go with thenm on the basis of the merce assurance that 1t
vill be wonderful, but they cant soy esnything specific about it. Yes?

(inaudible)

Yes, sure, that 1s vhot he saidl You dont need herolc virtue nny
nore, hecruse %hcre are officlsls vho vill do their duty. That is alll
So there is no longer » need for a Caesar or a llanoleon, becruse sone
genercl will be appointed by the legitinate govermnent, and he will be
intelligently selected rnd will do his duty or noybe he will be defeated
«=bit in both ways it is unheroic, ’ -

(inaudible)

Hoy, I think that cont be done awry with, becrusc Ilegel speaks with
goenuine adrmiration for this lkind of virtue of the historic individurls.
e w111 cone across that passcge., In Hegelts sonse, I think we con sry
therc will no longer be historic individuals, There 1ill be nore or less
good adninistrators, but no longer any historiec indivlidunrls. I repeat
this sontence: "Sclence and the corrupntion of o neople ~re slunys insepe
arable from eachother." You could, of course, say that he spcaks here
only of a nrtlon, and thot thls does not nean the whole hunan race,

(inaudible)
Yes, but still, the question is vhether in the absense of groat

st
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vhat Jlegel undergtsnds by eorruggiaoncan be prevented. That 1s the
question, I mean I dont think t question, vhich is absolutely crucial
for Hegel and for any other rcasonable criticisn of Ilegel, ¢rn be sobtled
on the brsiz of this nassage, but I wrnted to mention thai this is roo.‘lq
the groat problem of Hegel: ‘'hat is the end of hlstory, and vhnt does thi
moan? 1Is it possible o 1ive on thrt basis? One could scy that this was
the beginning of Metzschels critlcism of Hegel. , .

_ One more point vhich I will read to yous "The individusl essentislly
belongs to its time," That is ¢ stetement vhich Hogel repeats in all his
works, "o individual can treonscend that substanco of the nation. It
can be nmore brillisnt and intelligent than neny others, but 1t cormot sur-
pass the nation, nind, The ingenious intelligonce can only Imow, can
only understand the nind of the nation and ccn take its boarings by it.
The mind is radicolly historical."” That is, of course, also an essontisl
vort of his teachings. ‘ -

llow, vithout eny further ado, I must adjowrn the class.

g
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ceeeOnly one 1little point, first: I believe it would be proper to translate

the word by "Germonic", becruse vhot Hegel really has in mind is not his
oun nation but the nations vhich emerged after the migration eethe Chrisg-
tian notions of Durope, Caricotures have been dravm of Hegel in which he
is God Inows vhat, but narrov Gormrn nntionrlisn is certeinly no a prop
of llegel, 3But that is a minor point,

As to the great problems which you railsed, it was certoinly legitie
mate to stort fron Arigtotle and Christion theology, because thot 1s the
wey in vhich Hegel ordinarily presented his owm posltion. In the
,gggglggz_g:_ﬁ;ggahe quotes a passage from the twelfth book of the ligga-
nhvglcg where ig presented as intelligence intellecting itself. Ies?
But since in your prescntotion it appeared that Hegel is closer to Chrise
tian theology then to Aristotle, it would be good 1f you were to stete
vhet 1s the differecnce between llezel and Christisn theology --assuming
that your interpretotion of the doctrine of the trinity is perfectly in
accordonce writh the orthodox Christirn teaching, I do not question that
now., But assuning that, vhat would still be the differcnce, as far as
you vere sble to sec from your readlng?

{insudible)

“ell Hegel discusses in this section the relatlon between his view
and the Christisn view proper. Let us not speculate. Did you get any-
thing out of this discussion? Uhet is the difference betwecn the 8=
tian teaching of the Church, say the Christian Lutheran Church, and He=
gol's book., There is » difference? Hegel doesnt quote Seripture, for
instrnce. HNe occasionally alludes to Biblical nassages, but he never
proves ony assertion of his by quoting a verse fron Scripture. So there
is some difference,

(You mean the "knowledge of God, which is not possible
in man™?) .

I wnderstend vhat you nean but I wonder if there are nony here vho
also understand it,

(Y7ell, as I understand Christinsn theology, the only time
you c¢on Imow God is in the afier-life, so Hegel decided
that God reverls Tiimself... / remninder ingudible_/)

But hOW'doeé the Christinn "know" God in this 1life? Vhat is the
Christisn word for this awareness of God which nan has in thisg life?

(You nean faith?)
Yes. And whot does llegel do with falth?
(e destroyes it.)

"Destroyes™ 1s o somevhat onee-sided expression. Ile "tresnsposes™
Christiasnity from the r:ode of faith into the mode of knovledge. Yes?

(But how, then, did he preserve foith?)
It is the content wvhich is nreserved, not the mode. The substnance

is prescrved, '"hether the substznee is really preserved or not 1s a ques-
tion vhich we hrve to consider. DBut his clain is that the full content
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- or substence of the falth 1s preserved, but it has now become knowledge.

Now there is one other point vhich I would like to clarify before
we go into the dotails., The vhole 0 hinges nround
the particular i1l and the universality of reason, historical pro-
cegs ig rntionnl becruse tho narticular will necessgarily becones a -
1ing of the univers~l, and, therewvith, becomes a fully retionnal will,
In the fully ratlionel will, you hrve particularity on tho one hand, I,
the egos ond you have universniity on the other hand, because what I will
is the simply rationsl. And the process is the union of these two things.

Ilowr hotr ern one understend thnt without using complicrted terminoe
logy, ond by storting from very simple phenorena? Let us start from the
simple case of the particular will, A mon wents to enjoy himgelf. Yes?
lr. Xoy an individual. He doesnt care for rnything else, This is the
particular will in its crudest form! Ilow in the world csn this become
necess~rily rationol in such a wey thrt this tronsformation is the hige
torical process? You gee, 1f you speck only of the individual, you have
the old story thot the clnssical philosonhers aluoys described of the
nen vho 1s concerned only with his selfish interests and is then enlight-
ened by a wvise man obout the folly of his undertaking, and only then does
his vill become rationsl. That is easy to understond. Yes? But Hegel
cleims thot thls tronsition 1s not possidle in any individunl, it is pos-
sible only in the historicrl process. llow does this work? I will not
hold it ngrinst you if you do not answer this noyy, but this is the pro-
blen vhich we have to solve,

(inondible)

Yes, sure, but if we understend vhot dinlectic 1a, then perhaps we
do ndt hrve to use the word dirlectlc., Yes? Ilow does it works Ilow let
us teke this very crude fellow who is only concerned with hrving a cone
venient 1ifel 1In the first plece, he wants to eot, he wonts to sleep,
but he doesnt want to make nny effort. Vhst is going to hapren to him?
A sinple thing! He wont get whnt he wrnts! If he sleeps rll the time
snd doesnt worlt, he wont get these snenities, becruse the 1ife of a hobo
is not so very pleasont. Yes? So he hes to do soncthing, The nost ine
portent thing is thot the other fellows will trke from him vhatever he
ncy have, so the first indisnonsrble condition for anything would be ge-
curlty in the possecssion of vhatever he has acquirod nlready. And that
neans law!l It nay be » conpletely stupild lav, we will come to thot later,
but lgg as lav srys sonmething about every subject or every nmember of =

society.

Then something else hapnens, You connot put a policenan behind
every nember of the soclety, so the law will not be obeyed 1f a lorge
nunber of the population rogard the lav ns not deserving to be obeyed,

So the law must hrve some intrinsic authority in order to be law. The
vord which men use for this is th~t the lav nust be thoug:t to be "Just®,
And then you have, olready, a universsl strndard for that universsls the
notions of jJustice as strn&prds for the universrls in esdstence, tho laws.
And now we have to do, slrecady, with universals, with notions of Justice,
There rre 1l notions of justice: a tribe in Afriec A1l have & diffurent
notion of justice thon on Lsicino tribe, and they will also be different
in Persia and Chins nnd so on, o

l'ow vhat Hegel says, then, is thrt these various notions of Justice
vhich prevail in different societies nre o differant renks The 01@ Per-
slan notion of justice implies »11 the wisdom which was inplled in the
Brntu notlen of justice and they hove slready seen the defects of these



Bantu notions. “hether thst happened externslly, vhether there wns some -
connection botwecn the Persirns and the Bantus, 1s uninteresting, The
Persinan notion of Jjustice is decper and richer and is not exnosed to the
difficulties to vhich the Dantu notion would be exposed. And so there

is an order. And Hegol contends that this ordor is of such a nature that
there is nn unanbiguous ascent from the lowest notion of justice vhith

is irplied in the most primitive tribea to the highest final notlon.
The fin~1 notion of justice must be one in vhich there is complote agree-
nent betveen the pertlemler will rnd the universels, » perfect hnrnonig
03 you crlled 1¢t, ‘hen 1s that? The perfect harnmony is vhen the sta

is rerched 1n vhich evory humen being wills vhrt rll con will, If you
take the extrome caset the fellow vho wrnts to neroly enjg himself and
does not want to pry ecny price for thet, wills sonething that no ona slse
cen pogsidbly will, I nean, ern I will ‘f:hnt Ire X. should hnve o good
time nt ny exponse and without any obligetion on his czart? llod Certoine
ly not! But there 1s n state in wvhich every follow citizen in his right
nind wvills vhat every other human being ¢rn vwill e wvill. Thot does
not mean that there will not alwrys be criminsls --~that is the diffiounlty
vhich you brought at the end of your paper. Thero 1s rluays the pose
sibllity of crininrls, Surely, But 1t 1s a clearly and umistakably
defined crininslity. “"hen Socrates did vhst he d4id, he wes in a sense

a crininnls he did not believe in the gods vorshipped by the city of
Athens. But liegol says that this crime was not a crime in the full sense,
becnuse Socrates had Justly rnd rightly gone beyond the Greck consciouge
ness, or the city consciousness. Dunt in Ilegel's finel stage, the devia-
tion can no longer hnve any justification, rnd then it is mere crime. So
even in the lnst stage the :Individunl'stiil hrs to nake his noral choices.
I'o one 1s necess~rily decent. But there is no longer a possibility of
crubiguity, as hed existed in nrinciple in 211 the errliier stages.

(7cll, 1f this comes nbout with necessity, in vhot
sensc does the individurl agree vith the low?)

ell, for exrmple, look at lir. Iodgel Could he not have chosen to
be an honest non? : ’ \

(But would that situation be possible in Ilegel's sense?)

Abgolutely! An honest mrn in a Bantu tribe, on honest nan in Perie
cleon Athens, rnd on honest man in midetuventieth contury in America, are,
as far ns honesty goes, indistinguishable. Dut the content of thst hone
esty differs greatly. Tor execmples the Athenian as an honest nan could
own slaves, but the twventieth century Americen cannot owmn slrves vithout
getting in{;o nonflict with the levw, So tho content is different but the
virtue i1s the srme. I exegerste the problen advisedly, becruse there is
a gmwestion as to vhether the subjective honesty, fron f[egel's_ point of
vieu, 1s ot 2ll possible in the earlier stages of the development. But
this question requires, already, cortr-in refinements, so let us disregard
thot for a nonent. Do you sce {:h:ls? And therefore 'Ehe PTOCOSS necessnls=
ily requires » notion of justice leanding fron Periclern Athens to the no=
tion of Justice nrevelling in twentleth century Americn, DBut vhot is not
necesssry in thils scnse 1s the cholce of the individusl, .

{inaudible)

_ Vell, if it 1s man's nature to be free in this sensoc, then sny so-
ci~l order in which there nre some men vho are not free is unjust. DRut
this could not have been understood in an earlier stasge. It crme. to be
understood only as a consequence of christicnity, as Hegel puts it, lore

preciscly, it comes of the secularindion of Christisnity. That is n’




specirl point. DBut nov there is no question any more. The concrete
reaning is thrt eny crste society, rny society in vhich there doesnt
exist perfect freedon of opportunity for every individurl, is not a free
society in Hegel's sense. This doesnt nmean equality of suffrage, for Hee
gel. e vlll see that later. The nirin point is a society in vhich no
one is barred by lav fron choosing his profession, and in vhich the as-
slgment of jobs 1s done entirely on the grounds of merit and not on any-
thing else. That is the procticrl meaning of frecdom, you crn sry, And
needless to sry, there are other implications. There cannot be arbitrary
Justice w~vhich is injustice, And there rmst dbe lavs, and so on., Ve will
cone to this later,

But nov let us turn to the text., Ilere I nrke one remrrk: Since about
tventy or thirty years ago, sone German scholsrs have begun to edit He=
gel's lectures especislly, and the 0 g in particular,
so you get » much lorger book now. e n German 1s now 1000 pages
long, ond the Inglish text you have here is 500 pages long. And there
is 2 prerticulsrly striking difforence =t the beginning, becsuse the first
section of the Germon text is four timos as long as the Tnglish text., I
have read it in the Germnrn, of course, and quite a fev imnortent things
ere missing fron the Inglish., You cannot blsne the older editors. nor
the “nglish trenslators, becruse those new editions were nade on the bow
sis of lecture notes vhich were not sufficlently knovm vhen the first
editions were nrde, shortly after Hegells death. ;

liow Tlegel hegins his discussions by malking a distinction between
three Ikinds of viewing history in order to make clear vhat he is doing.
Ills approsch to history is philosophical, but the rhilosophicerl ap»nroach
is distinguished by Ilegel from two other apnroaches which he erlls the
"originsl historiography", »nd the "reflexive or reflecting historiogra-
phy, both of vhich are inferior in intelligence to tho nhilosophic form,

llov vhat sre these other two? The "origin-l" one, which is a bit
overstated by llegel, is the contemporsry actor vho nuts down whnt he has
done ond understernds best. Churchill would be » contermor,ry exrmple of
this. Iegel's exrmples are Thucydides, nnd Caessr, and he spcoks of coPe
t~in ¥rench writers of the 17th and IB%h centuries as well. The mnin
point is not thot the historisn himself wnrs on sctor, but th-t the spirit
of the ruthor ~nd the spirit of the actions sre 1den£icsl. If Thucydides
had beecn only » nrivate citizen wvho lived on his farm, he still would
heve fulfilled the condition, beenouse his sowd wrs in nerfect ermpathy
wlth the city of Athens. There is no stepping out of the world of action
in this tyne of history. The objectives ~nd the scntiment of the hige
torirn and the objectives s~nd sentinent of the actors are identical, One
cou’d scy thnt this 1s nreescientific and pre-philosovhiec historiogrrphy.
Thucydides is concerned with the nresentrtion and the greatness of Athens
ns much as sny other Athenian, or as much as the city of Athens ccting
collectively. The identity of the objectives and the sontiments nre the
seme in Thueydides and in the city of Athens, Illegel says we cannot recle
1y understeond the sentinents of othor times. *Tho crn Troolly understrnd
vhet was going on in the rind of a troubadowr when he addressed his lady,
or in the nind of an Athenian when he spoke of admiring the beruty of
sone young boy? There ere definite linits to ermathy; 2lthough there is
perfect understanding possible, according to llégel, regording theilr unie
versnl nrinciples. The crucini point, 1 repeat, is the identity of the
sentiment ~nd the objectives of the historian and of the actor. If an
Americen writes a history of I'rance, there ennnot be =n identity of the
objectives, becouse he connot be » French patriot =-he can love France,
but he crnnot be » Trench patriot. Thrt is scnething entirely different,




' The second form of history is vhrt Negel calls "reflecting history".
This is no longor linited to the contemporary, but is in principle uni-

- yersnl =-or to use Hegel's torm, "abstrrcet™, Reflecting history. trane
scends the exmerience, the living together vith, of the historicn, and
1t strys there. The spirit of the author differs fron the spirit of the
actors. One ex~mple tould be someone vho writes a universal higtory. He
43 obviously not » contemporsry of all times, Iivy, writing a lonan hise
tory fran the foundatioh of the city to the time of Augustus, crnnot de
sn originrl historian, so thot must be reflecting history. fd.vy cammot
foel and fully sympathise with the Ronan Council or Tribune of the plebs
of the bth or 5th contury, And thero ere other forms of this history.
One fornm vhich Hegel porticulorly lonthed was vhot he called the "morale
istic eritics", meaning poople vho hnve cocplete lsck of concern with

the objectives of the people studied, and who have no responsibility
vhatever.. Thoy just look rt ~nd ~pply to these acts a mecheniecrl moral
cat~logue thot is rlso fror tho outside of the period., Dut Jlogel's crie
ticism is not 1inmited to these morrlists, the nere compilers or the unle
vorsal historinns are of the s~ne kind., Ile gives one exrmple which would
be intoresting to those vho know snything of the 19th century, For Hegel,
one spccinen of this re”lecting history would be Ranke, You lkmowv that
Ranke wrs regarded ns the grentest Gernan historian, and in a wey the
groatest historisn of the 19th century rltogether. And ilonke wrs the
men vho originrted the nodern critical history ——the use of archives, and
so forth, Ilegel has Teal conterpt for linnke, bec-usc linnke vrote a hise
tory of the French, nnd a history of the Popes and so on, without ever
having trensconded this being ith the actors. (On the highest level,
there is 2 return to the being with the nctors, on the philosophic level
of vhich I will sneal 1lnter.) To rencat: The characteristic of this re=
flecting history is that the spirit of the historirn differs fron that
of the actors. The reflecting historien hns a universal purpose, sy of
nmorslity, or he n~y bo concerned vith establishing unmiversal 1lnws of hise
tory, or he nsy s1so be trying to find out sonething about human nature
in gonerrl, All of these rre universal categories anproaching the past
the nhenorionn, fron without. liuch of the tradition~l historiogrephy haa
this chorocter of roflecting history. Thot is to say, fev of these iore
originsl writers like Thucydides end Caesar, nost of %hen were such broad
writers of universal history. This use was bagsed on a cert~in notion of
the use of history. You will find this on page 6, in the centor. Here
Hegel repeats sone conmonplnces vhich go back to antiquity. ‘

"It may be allawed that examples of virtuee..so
« eotenchings vhich exnerience offers history,"

You knov that vwns really a cormonplace fron classical antiquity on.

"Mut vhen experience and historyesse
esssconnected with itself and itsclf slone,"

Thet is only pnrt of Nlegel's criticism of reflecting history, but
you ern see vhy this 1g "reflecting"” history. Becruse the 1dea 13 to de-
rive universal norns of either r morrl or of on expedientiel kind, And
this 1s impossible, rccording to Megel. The universsrlity vhich ve as
thinking beings must be concerned with connot be of this nnture.

T mention only this subdivision vhich Hegel mrkes in the reflecting
historys Tither it i1s compilntion, the putting togother of 211 times; or
it i1s pragmatic, it tries to shov the inner connection of the actions in
such a wry thot we con loarn prudence from it; or it 1s criticel history,
vhich ccme to the forefront in the 19th century, especiclly through men -
like Ranke, and in which you have a criticlsm of the texts as to vhether
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- the infornmation is reliable cnd so on, and for vhich Hegel has almost
nothing but conterpt. IHegel thinks thet the traditions rre reliadble as
far as the naln points nre concerned, and vhether you lmow that a partie
culsr Pope ws elected by intrigues stnrting vith Cardinel A or wi M
dinsl B. i3 not something vhich enn bo of serious interest to sorious
poople., Ho really dospises this kind of higher criticism connletely, In
this respect he was very old-fashioned, ' '

And nov we come to the third forn of history, vhich is the philoso-
phicel history. The philosonhierl history has in corcnon vith the reflect-
ing history thrt it 1s universal, end it sonething in connin with the
origincl history in that it is not abstract. llow vhat can that menn?
There is ono passage on this in the Tnglish tronslation, osnd we cen read
thnt on nage 1, first paragrrph.

"The subjcct of this course of lectures..s.
esssnot a collection of goneral obaervations,,

That is not good! "ot gonersl recollections™ would be better, since
that is the key word,

", .8uggestod by the study of 1t's records, but proposed
to be 1llustrated by a frect.”

Yes. "Trken from it's content s if there were examples", but from
the contont of wniverscl history itself. ‘hat he irmplies 1s this: The
originsl history has to do with the content, snd the reflecting history
uses the content in order to arrive nt universal laws, snd the philoso-
phic history has, again, to do with the content. ILet me try to stote 1t
in simpler ternss The originsl history deals with individusl hunecn beings, -
individual nations, indlvidunl political sociotles; the rellecting hise
tory uses this 1ndividurl oshenonicne o8 naterinl, but only 1n order to ase
cend fron there to the rules of wniversal sction or to universal lawss
»nd the phllosonhlc history has, sgain, to do with the content. The orie
ginal historien 2lwoys uses 1ndividua1 noncs, proper nanes, like Pericles,
Athens, Thebes, or ihatever. The reflecting historirn clso uses names,
but oniy ag a qurrry, as ncteriel, and vhot he 1s driving at is universal
laws in vhich no proner nanes can ocsur, So the contont of history is
only materisl for tho reflective historian, 1t is not his theme. For the
philosophlc historinn the content is agrin the theme., Universsl hisgtory,
os Ilegel understends it, cannot be written vithout the use of proper names
--proofs the teoble of contents, Persio, Grecce, Rone, the contents of his-
tory., 1 will rend. to you a fe'r nassnges vhich do no% occur in the English
transletiont Miistory has in front of itself the nost concrete object,
that wvhich comprises all the differont aspects of existence vithin itself.
The individurl with which philosophic history 1s concerned is the vorld
nind, The Individual. Philosophic history has to do with The Individual.”
And %hero are othor exnrossions of the scme kind occurlng sgoln ond agaln.
And vhen he snerlks of the "olksgelst!, the folk mind, as people soy (The
nind of a nrtion, would be » better tronsletion.), it is, of course, a
nind vhich crn only be found by designating 1t with » nrme, soy "llorues
girn", And this 1s not to be transecnded, bhut is the content of history.
So the "world mind" is, suneriiciclly strted, the scquonce of these indie
vidual nntion ninds, each of vhich hns a nroner nane, And therefore the
fworld nind® ig aS'Individurl as i1t's clenents.

Another wmy of putting 1%, in the c¢rsc of reflezting history, is
thrt the uvniversel is beyond history. If songone derives a certrin lav
of civillization, or a static or dynroic soclology or vhrtover 1t may be,



thon the universrl is boyond history, evon if it 1s found outngx studyw
ing historicel m~torinls, The orizml'his is not concer with
universals at all, And the philosophic historirn finds the umiversals
within history itself. : _

I vonder vhether this point is clear to you? It 1s absolutely cru=-
cla) for the understanding of Ilegel. licy I soy one things This disting-
ulshing of three forns of history conforms to a very generel Ilegolirn
gchematisn, 'e live first in a world of unreflected erience, Ve do
our Jobs, our dutioca, or we do not do thon, but it is stil)l the scwme ele=
nents, the some clinates. Ve 1live in an e:[ment in vhich we understend
every%hing adequertoly for the purnose of doing our jobs. Then reflection
arises vhich 1s destructive of that naivete, But naivete dces not mosn
stunidity or childishness for Hegel, it ncans a very high degree of ine
teliigence, but completely within t.l'ze world, within your world, narrove
er or broa&er, but you do not try to t-keo a strnd outside of tﬁe world.
Then mon begin to tole a stond outside of the world, and the nost impor-
tant form of thnt is scionce, Scienca, in Negel's sonse, bolongs to
reflection. And then you have, indeed, a clarity, a procision, an exact-
ness, but you hnve lost touch with things, snd. thereforc you get a wrong
pleture. The vory exnct picture of real:l{:y, vhich you get at this stoge,
is by virtue of it's very oxactness » wrong picture, a one-sided plcture.
And thon there is o higher stegoe of thinking, the highest, vhich is vhen
you have recoverced the roality, tho snbstant:iveness of the prinary undere
standing, ond rt the srme time you surpass in thoughtfulness the reflec
tive, Thils 1s philosophy! : :

(In the return to the first stage of the history, by
the philosophic history, is the return in scne \ray

the return to the 1dentity of the spirit of the author
ond the snirit of the actorz)

Yes, Thot 1s a very osscntinl point, and I should have said that.
But in vhat vay is this done? Tor example, if llegel writes a philosophy
of history, ns he does here, he obviously Is not ¢ contemporary of the
Persians or the Greooks or the Romang. liow cen this identity be? This
1ill perhans becone cleorer later on, The contents of the rhilosophy of
history are the principles of justice of the differcnt societies, let me
say. Ilow thesc principles of justice ~-principles!, not the pnr%icular
institutions, or the narticulsr battles or wars--~ of ¢l1l1 these different
cultures =»re nov ny busines:i because my understonding of the rights of
‘man 1s no understonding at all, if I do not see it as a culnination of
thoet nrnlvind elwveys was groping ofter and vhich has £innrlly been achieved
in this understonding, So thero is, rgrin, identity. You are quite
right! Identity of the spirit of the phildsophic historian ond the
spirit of the men of the nast is rgoin achieved here, 'le rmst be intere
ested in the Greek nrinciple of justice because it is pert ond percel of
our ovn notion of Justice, ''e cannot be concerned with the battle of
Marcthon. as Marathon equrlly. Yes? Thrt was a vitel question for the
Greelts in the year 490, and in o wny it remained a viterl question for as
long as they prescrved their liberty, but it cannot be of irmedinte CONe
cern for us. I ndvisedly use this very vague term "princinles of justice"
for indicating the universsl. ‘e shsll see vhrt the authentic llegolirn -
tern for that is lrter on in the course. ' '
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*"'One "could ralse “an interssting quéstion here, but I wonder if we have'
e for it --I vill only suggegi-it as a subject for your reflections
Yhen Hegel”héd”an‘overpowergggﬁinfluence in Germany and derivatively also
in the United States, Ingland, and France, there was an equally poverful
end externally more powerful reaction against hinm by the scientific his-
torians and by the scientists themselves, naturally. That is well lmowm.
But the only pan who took up the problem of history on the level of legel
was IMletzsche, about forty years after llegel's death. Nietzsche's writing
is called Of the Use and Abuse of History, and is, one could say, the be-
ginning of a reply to Hegel. Nletzsche also made a distinction ﬂetween
three kinds of history. Does anyone remember that? Nonumental, antiquar-
lan, and criticall That is, of course, something quite different fronm He-
gel's dlstincetion betweon original, critical, and philosophic history, and
it is quite good to clarify this for one's self by contrasting these two
atterpts to meke such dlstinetions of kKinds of history. But we dont have
tine for that now. ' . - ’

How there is time to clear up any point vhich we have made, so if
there is any question then mention it; othervise I will go on because we
have to cover a lot of ground.

(Inaundible.)

According to Hegel, yes. I will come back to your question. There
is one little point I would like to make here about the translator vho al-
ways translates the German wvord geist as "spirit". I would not do that,

I yould translate it as "mind", because it nakes Hegel sound much more
"spiritualistice" than he really is. Thils is only because of the under-
tones of the word "spirit", so perhaps it is a wdser translation., For He=-
gel there is no question that there is a "spirit of the ningd". Vhy do you.
aslkt that question? .

(Inaudiblie.)

T think that you underestinate llegel‘s sophistieation. How could one
answer to that?

{Agaln inaudidle.)

Oh no, let us not do this schematlc thing! Let us say there are two
extreme poles in a given situation, in a given age. Yes? And then there
are all kinds of things in between, a whole ralnbow. But Hegel would con-
tend that the "splirit of the age™ is that rainbow, and all the oppositions
taldng place talce place within a common framework. If you take a present
dny denocratic liberal, a cormmmist, a cripto-fascist, a Catholic, and a
Muslin, Hegel would say that there are differences, of course, but there
is something going through all of them which you would not find in the pre-
ceding age. Yes? You must have heard the words "atomic apge? Yes? That
weuld be an example of vhat he means! Whatever differences there may be,
and there are surely sone very great differences, everyone today is affected
by the fact that he lives in the "atomlec age" at least in his thought. ‘No
one was affected by that iIn 1910, to say nothing of earlier times. And He-
gel would say that thls 1s vhat really counts, what gives color to every
nositlon taken within the age. O0f course the concept of the spirit of an
age nust be questioned but first one must understand vhat it means. Yes?
For example, when Spengler, wvho pooularized certaln aspects of Hegel which
were perhaps not egually popularized before, gives this notlon in his
Decline of the West about the 17th century where you have barogqus, absolute
monarchy, a certain kind of music, Trench classical drama, and all of these
rrve the same spirlt. Yee? In this polnt Spengler only sald what Heéel '
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meant., There is something in common from which no one can run away, He- g
gel would say, even by opposing 1t; your opposition shows there is some-~
thing and your position ls then formed by the opposition to it, therefore

you cant run gwvay from it. -

But surely we should not subscribe to Hegel's assertion. By no neans.
We have to examine it! DBut a certain kind of simplistie positivistic real-
ism does not really come wilthin halling distance of wvhat llegel meant. You
must not forget that! One can only begin to see the problem by looking
back to the past. TFor example, for Plato or Arlistotle or Thomas Aquinas
such a thing as a "spirit of an age" wouldnt exist. Uhen people spoke of
the spiritus geculng in former tirmes, they meant of course the spirit of
this-worldliness, say the spirit of the devil, as distinguished from the
spirit of God, the spirit of the world. Vhat would be the English transe
lation of seculuwm vhich is a Latin word from which secularized and these
words are derived? ‘'This world'? Yes? As distinguished from the other
world? I think the term Yspirit of an age" was coined in the 17th century.

It is interesting to see that Hegel's authority, so to speak, for
this concept 1g Yontesquieu, Spirit of Laws. Book XIX, where he speaks of
the general spirit, le ggiritg general. Montesquieu came to England as a
Frenchran and saw that there-was an entirely differcnt spirit; for example,
the Drittish have spleen and the French do not have spleen --that was one
prejudlce at that time. And I suppose the Brittlish have a very good break-
fast and a very good tea and a very inferior luncheon, and the French have
a very good luncheon and a very inferlor breakfast. On every level you
sae the difference. They have juries in Britton and no jurles in France
and so on. That is a very beautiful passage and a crucial one for the
development of the concept of the spirit of an age. DBut for Montesquieu
the spirit of an age ls the confluence of *lII' factors. This ig the way a
presert day soclal scientist iwould go about it, becasuse if he would speak
of a spirit of gn age he would say there are zll kinds of factors --econo-
mic, geographic, and so on-- which produced this spirit. TIor Hegel the
spirlit of an ape is rnot the product of factors but a genuine unity because
of its nental, i.e., spiritual, character. Ilegel misunderstood Montesquieu
in this point, but that is uninteresting as far as we are here concerned.

(Suppose therc had exlisted two Hegels at the same time,
each writing universal histories, each using the contents
of histories to provide universsl principles of justice,
and then they came up with different principles of jus~
tice. What wvould Uegel have said as to the other man's
nosition?)

For legel that would be utterly inmpossible. There could be minor
differences of style and the use of different examples; but as far as the
substance is concerned it would be impossible. Can you write two textbooks
of calculus whlich are dlfferent? One nmay begin with integration and the
other with differentiation; but as far as the substance...

(But human life is not calculus and..)

Surely not; but as far as substance.. You nust not forget one thing:
Hegel's rationalism is unsurpassed and unrivaled; as far as universal cers
tainty goes, he wouldnt cede in any way to mathematlics. What he would say
ls this.. Ie was a very good Iknowver of the human heart and he would say
that 1f a very gifted man would come up, he would be compelled by the truth
to see that Hegel was right --he would rite it in a different way, perhaps,
but the substance would be the same. Thls could happen! There could also -
be a priority thing, which existed in a way.. By the way, Schelling dld
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or at 1 gel cormleted, " there was a certain rival-’
ry betwecen them, DBut that is only interesting to individuals at the
tine, After they are dead, people spneak sbout the issue vithout par-
tisanship, or vithout this ldnd of partisanship, and then it would
cone ouk, .

(Inaudible,)

1ell, if the vholc subject is done on a lower level, or if it is
a linited subject. Por exorple, the history of the Refornation by a
Protestant and by & Catholic will aluays differ, Is that not true?

(I think that two Protestants writing about the Refore
rnation could be Just as well differont if they use
just source material and dont use secondary works,

If they just use the sane naterial they nay systena-
tically come up wilth very different conclusions about
the sane nmaterial.)

Hegell!s forrmla is "Truth 1s totality", and, therefore, any par-
tisl presentations of a sublect are necessarlly untrue, and therefore
has a necessarily accldental character, So if you study only the Re-
fornation, you can have (If) presentations of the Reformation, each of
which has its particular merit, and the only way of the truth would be
of wniversals.

_ There avre irportant things wvhich legel would, of course, adnmit,
For instance, if one man were a plagerist and never did decent worlk
and another ran does decent work, that would show. And also imagine
ation or lack of it would show. Dut the vhole effort there vould not
be on the highest level. Of course Hegclts contempt for this lind of
enpirical study led to hig dovmfall later on because he sald same
things in his Phi 10%02 hy of %’%gtoiﬁ vhich were simply untrue. Then
people had an easy triunph s "Loolr, this man pretends to pre~
gsent the truth and he malos such gross errors,™ I thinlk there is o
story that he soid something about crocodiles in the Amazon Rivers
and hig general thesis is thot the new world is inferior to the oid
world, and thercfore the crocodiles in the Anazon River are smaller
thon those in the Mile. Alexander wvon IIumboldt had seen these croe
codiles and assured everyone that they vere as big or bigger than
thosc of the IMle, DBy these things he nade hinself ridiculous, surcly,
tut one must see hov lmportant these things are; one cannot hecessdr-
ily regard then as settling the vhole 1ssue,

Ilow let ne continue., Let us forget, now, about the pre-philoso-
phic 1rays of human bhistory and 1imit oursclves to the philosophy of
history. Thoet neans, Ilegel says, simply thinlking conslidoration of
vorld history, As a thinking consideration it means, however, that
it does not simély depend on the given, but construes historg a ei_ugm.
This shocking statenent is nade ond meant very seriously Ly legel,

This was not his inventiong IMlchite dld this Ikdnd of thing before lle-
gel. A philogophy of history would be an g congtruction of
history in that the fundamental character of the historical developw
nent 1s understood by understonding the essentinl character of the
rnind. But Hegel ermhasizes the fact that there is s fundomental cone
tradiction here betueen the philosonhic gh%;-%n character of the inves-
tipation and history proper. After all, story proper is a record of
vhat happened and has to do wlth the given., lNore generally stated,
there ls, here, a contrast between thinlting as a spontaneous act and




the devendence of the thinker on vhat haprened. The solution 1s this:

vhat hoppened wag oltogother rationa% and therefore by the use of ny
reason I Imow vhat happened because l: is rational, This nay sound lil
a Jjolte but Hepel, of course, kuows vhat he wants and he states 1t as
follows: "The ra{:ionality o%‘ history is a part of the agsertion that
cverything is rationall, This, Hepel saoys, has been demonstrated in
philosophy itself --in philosophy itself i% has bean denonstrated that
reason 1ls the substance, llegel does not nresuppose that you believe
hin, Whot does philosophy itself mean in terns of bookks? lhen Hegel
says that?

(The Logic.)
The Logde, chiefly, and also the %’genone%o%oag% of I'lggg' 3 but nainly
he neons the Lo %3. :Bu'f'. Hegel does not exnec e have understood
s

or dlgested og%c, he says that the Qg0 of Iistory, these
lectures; denonstrate this nroposition, Te broceeds here hypotheticall:
he approaches history with the hypothesis that it has been rotional and
he tells us in advance that he thinks he hag been suecegsful, By oppro-
ching history with his hynothesis of rationality, we will find thet it
is sound. So the Philoso of ilisto beginning with an hypothesigs,
transforns that hypothesis into the tru% s Perhaps you vill look on
nage 13, line 6~10,

("The science wvhich we plan to treat will supply the
proof, not indeed of the truth, but of the correcte
ness of the principle,™)

Hanely, that reason ig the substonce and especlally the substance
of history., You see he nakes here a distineiion betireen truth and cor-
rectness. ‘hat does this neon? The &i_%O_&)_m'_x%mt‘__II_iM, this very
unpretentious nnd exoteric part of Hegel's wor ty proves that as o nate
ter of fact tho historical process 1s rational. It does not prove that
it rust be rational; that can only be done in philosophy proper,

And then Iiegel nakes it quite clenr thot vithin our present enterw
prize e must proceed historlienlly and as he ndds Yerpirically™. So
he cloims that in this bool he proceeds crmpirically ond this alone can
nolke it of Interost to us -~thot Hegel clains that on enmpirical study
of the history of the world leads %0 the realization that renson is the .
content of the history of the vorld. Dut vhat does "ermirical procedure:
neon to Hegel? ov there is sortethlng which o con learn fron hin hers,
I believe, In the first place it means sanething VCrY necessal¥ese

£ Sone onitted due to change of tape._/
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veeS0 let us begin again. The thesls vhich Hegel dev ed in these
pages is that history is rational because belng or reality is rational,
and history is the highest stratun, let mo say, of that reality. Now
here we must make a distinction behwmeen two ementss the first is the
assertion that being or history is rationaly and then there is the ap=-
plication to history. lhat do we know about the assertlion that being
or history is rational or intelligible? Is this an innovation by Hegel?
I nean nothing farfetched or abstruse ~-only the manifest things which
are written large in any history of philosophy and in any toxtbook hou-
“ever inferior? I mean the nassive facts like Alexsnder!s conquest of
the Persian Emplre? ‘ :

Well, for Plato and Aristotle and even earlier, it is understood
that belng is vhat 1s truly intelligible; the unintelliglible is only
that vhich is not true being. Parmenides, you can Sa.g, be that.
Dut these older thinkers, these pre-Hegeﬁans, inplied that history is
not rational, history 1s not intelligible, vhen they sald that true
being is intelliglible. Or to state it simply: *History doesnt exlst,.!
It is impossidble to express in Greek the phrase '"philosophy of hise-
tory" in the sense in vhich we use 1t today. Illstory meant for the
Greeks a cortaln kind of inquiry vhich proceeds by asking other people.
You know that if you wvant to f£ind out about the insides of a dog you
have to cut it upg but if you want to find out how things were before
you were born, you have to inquire with other lhman beings., This kind
of inquiry with other human beings is nore characteristically what the
m._q%r_ig of the Greeks means, Needless to say that if you consult the
archives and so on, you consult other hman beings., INow history doesnt
exlst in the cense that it 1s a dioension of reality. UVhat i1s the
equivalent of that? There are no political orders or regimes which
follow eachothers this is a sequence vhich 1s fundanentally a chance
sequence. This is nost clearly stated in the Vth book of Aristotlel's
Polizicg in hls polemlcs agalnst Plato,

Furthernore, there is another thing vhich is of the utmost impore
tance for Hegel and that is the nations. The Greek word %ﬁ does
no% have the emphatic meaning vhich the word "nations" has egel.

It also has the neaning of "tribes®, In other words, very often tvhen
Aristotle speals of the word g he means "the barﬁa:cians" or the
"Heathens', you could also say ==howvever, this is from a Greck point
of viev. f‘or Aristotle in particular ~-and the same is true of Plato
as wellw- there ire different nations wlth different custons and

live side by side, but there is no principle involved, Iothing 1s
more revealing of Aristotle than when he has to speak of umchangeable
principles, the unchangeable principles of rights he says these prine
ciples are the same everyvhere; he does not s are alvays or at
ell times, He 13 more concerned with the local variety than with the
terporal varlety =-not that he did not Iknow that, but the side by side
is sonehow more interesting than succession. The reason is not Alffie .
cult to understend since our Imouledge of other cultures, as we say toe
day, 1s of course ruch better if we can travel there and if they are
in %eing now =-1f they no longer exlst we have to rely on vhat other
people tell us; it is not first-hand knovledge. From this point of
view the present side by side takes precedence over succession, There
does exist 2 kind of over all unlity vhich tould be called the "histore
ieal process" by Hepel. If we toke, again, an example fron writers

vhoe sre rost explicit about it, there is a beginning of civilization
end an end, clther becruse the lmman rece hag core into being or bee
cause the lmman rece has been interruvnted, os 1t were, by cctaclysns.
S0 There was nhysleal continudty wvith the nreceding nen, but no cule
tural continuity. Doth nossibilities have been suggested.




Now generally, then, there is an ascent fron primitive begimmings,
sn ascent both in art and in political institutions, but this is necessar-
1ly followed by a decny. And to the extent to uhicﬁ there is an overall
development, there is this curvei in such a wvay, though, that the peak
of politicai life does not coincide wvith the peak of intellectual life.
If one studied Aristotle's.ﬁg%;jigg vith sone care, one would see this
very clerrly. The perfect e nost divine pgovernments existed in the
past, that 1s to soy, the fime in which philosophy had mot yot renched
its ncak,

Another plece of ovidence for this kind of question is Imcretius,

the lonon poet. In his book On the H?turg °$ ge%ggg, book five, this
»1s6 nnpears very clearly. I only Jusirete a bit vhat one could
¢nll with the sonevhot immroner expression "the philosophg of hlstory .
underlying anclent ration~lisn", IHlistory wns not rational. There were
sone cortoln rationsl end intellectual stratz, as it were, but on the
vhole, accldent and chrnce were of too grest en irmportcnce to give it

any oversll ration~lity.

How, then, 1t is clerr thot Negel diverges rrdicelly fron the ane
clent rﬂ%ional sts in regrrd to history. Dut the question is yhether
this is conpatible with full ogreement betwecn Ilegel rnd s.. / incudible/
regording "being" in general. In othoer words, in order to ncke possiw-
ble the assertion that history is rationr~l, Ilogcl hod to nodify the
neaning of the traditional thesls thot being as being is rotional or ine
telllgible. i‘owr in vhot wey dld he do thrt? I shrll nention two nolnts
vhich are obvious r~nd of obvious importsnce, Ilow vhat is "true being"

in Plato? 1 nust ask thesc very simple questions in ordor to sce that

wve get sone content.s Ploto has o very froous word for true being?

(Idess)

Yes. So in other words, the toble is not true being, vhot is true
being is the ldes of trble. Alright, Ploto erlled vhot 1s true "the idea'.
fley wvhat is the Aristotelirn equlivnlent of the ideas? Again this is from
the very sumerficlal comnon textbook type history of philosophy? The
Yonnoved nover®! 7Dut you rust not forget thoat the "iders"of Plato zbe
rlso vnnooving, ‘So the highest, vhat 1s, truly, is not noving, is sioply
unchenging, U'ow vhat legel says is thn% vhnt %ruly 1s 13 a noving nover,
To be, truly, is in a wy to becone, to cornc into being. To s~y it very
vulgnarly, to be 1is to be o process. This is surcly one crucisl differe
ence betreen Ilegel ond Plato ~nd Aristotle.

Hut the second noint is nore lmmedintely nore relevant as far as
history is concorned, I hove mentioned in the bezinning of this seminar
the crucisl significrnce of Kant for legcl. The cheorncteristically Kane
tirn thesls 1s the nrinacy of vractlical reason, of the reason governing
ections. One could s~y that Kont replaces the thinging ego, the'ggg :
cogitng of Descrrtes, by the villing or scting subject. At rny rote
vhrt llegel rsserts is thrt the highest thene of theoretiesl nhilosop
is the field of humen actions or nroduction ==history! So the primncy
cf practlicrl reason is integrrted by llegel into his vhole object. That
is the second rost striking difforence betireen Ilerel and the clessics,

This rmuch »s » ron’nder. [ow we must turn to nore snecific points,
end 2goin I begin ot the beginning., I!Mstory is rrtional. This necans
one unique process, vhosc stages are indicated by proner naness Grecks, .
lionrns, Gernrns. The historicesl nrocess is » snecies of vhich there is
only one individusl. Is this strtement intellipgible? ‘'lell, if you terke



the snecles most Imowm to us, which cotisist of infinitely nony indivie
durls ==cats, dogs, nice, nnd hunrn beings.. But theoreticnlly 1t 1s
poselible tha% there is a species of vhich there is only one individunl.
For exsmple, in the liddle Ages, in the doctrine of the Angels, of separ=-
cte intelllgences, it was nssumed that each Angel belonged to a different
speclas, ~nd thrt each vas the sole individunl in thet snecies. This is
herd for us to understnnd becouse we herr no longer sbout the angels, in
»hilosophy, wvith sepnrnte intelligences., Dut in the ense of histo .o

In other words, this process is s universrl, but such a universal thot
therz exists only one individusl, To sec vhrt this means, we only have
to contrsst 1t with the alternative. In classicsl antiquity the equi=
vrleat to such » philosophy of history wonld be e doctrine of eternal
returns, cyclos infinitely repcated. There wns & humnn culture, prior

te a ca%aclyam, there is one now, ond then there will be enother catsclysn,
rnd ~fter thrt there will be another clvilization, ~nd this will go on
infinitely. Hegel denies this, he soys the process is only one, but
wvidle being individuol, 1t is st the same tine universsl. You can also
sny thet form nnd mrtter coincide in this process. The nractical nean-
ing I explrined lost times listory crmnot be understood by neans of ab-
strect universals, as legel nuts it, but only by concrote universals.
“herefore there 1s greater lkinship between phllosonhic history and orie
ginr~i history, then with reflecting history or scientific history vhich
saes universni laws, These universrl lawvs do not contrin any proper
rozes. 1 explained this last time: you study individusl phenomena and
roach abstract laws in which no individval nanes sre contained. The phi-
lssophlic history decls vith the individual cultures, the proner nrnmes,
and yet understsnds them as universals.

Ilistory is rational be:zruse it is the history of reason. Renson
suppiies both the form ~nd the nrtter --thorefore this coincidence. But
this seens to be a fontrstic assertion. Vhrt about chonce? ‘hat about
rugged n~turrl conditions like clinote, terrnin, rnd so on? These have
nothing to do vith reason, they are just thore, and they strmp the nen
living in these cultures., Hegel's ~nswer, in the nost nhstrret form, is
this: These nTe no objections; everything is rrtionals everything i1s nmindl

How we must see vhat NHegel neans by that, and wvhether that is such

~n absurdity ns it sounds. Therc is a book cnlled The Rights of chﬁﬁ-
tific Philosgohy, by Rickenbrch, vhich I rerd r short tine ago, shich
begins with » quotrtion fron lHerelt's Philosonhy of IIi o And Rlckene

bech thinks this is sinple nonsense, "hether thnt is 8o, we will hove
ocersion to examine,

2§w if you turn %o nege 19 in your edition, ~nd in the Germrn on
nroe 63.

"The destiny of the sniritunl woride...
seeohns no proof ageinst the spiritusl world."

That 13 211 we nced, So thrt is the more assertion: the physicol
vorld is subordinrted to the world of the nind; or in the l-ngunge of
specwlationt it hes no truth, cornered with the s»iritual world., Ilov
1ct us turn to nage 19 in your cdition, vhere Hegel gives some 11lustrae-
tions of these things vhich he develoned in hls Iorie. The purpose of
this nassrge is to give & kind of indication of Whot it means thot "nae
- ture hes no truth in it, compared with the msnd",

"The nrturc of the spirit nry be understoode...
eeoelt would hove porished..



"eelt strives nfter the realizntion of it's 1368cese
seseothen my existence depends on itself,”

Lot us stop here. Illow here Hesel gives a provision~l indicotion
of vhat he neans by the rssertion that nature has no truth. Hegel re-
duces it to it's simplest forms "Hature, in contradistinction to mind
is vhet 1t is as n~tter, charcctorized ﬁy the fret thrt it is divis:lbie,
it consists of parts.. ’ -

Z "nd of tabe]



