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GWF Hegel is a critical and central figure in the history of modern philosophy, nationalist ideology and political philosophy in general. He was a highly systematic thinker, with each part of his philosophy connected closely with every other. In this paper, the main issue is the connection between human psychology and epistemology on the one hand, and the nature of the “rational community” on the other. Hegel's concern was to trace the origin of right and justice. He rejected Enlightenment Liberalism root and branch, but it was in his critique of the revolutionaries that led him to becoming one of the more unique and unapproachable philosophies of social man and the universal reason of which he is a part.

Hegel rejects liberal theories of the state of nature and the social contract and instead,  argues that the movement from our “natural” state to a social one is based on the very structure of our personhood. It is on man's possession of self-consciousness, not in any external institution, that the social world rests. There was no “natural” man, and man was always part of a social order. This implies that man is inherently rational, and thus the fulfillment of any desire coming from that man's rational nature is the only type worth satisfying. Other desires are necessary, but can never satisfy a spiritual being. Hegel suggests that man's “restlessness” comes from this fact that man cannot be totally satisfied by pursuing basic, bodily needs alone. The work of Hegel is to understand and overcome this restlessness.


As Hegel argues in his Philosophy of Nature, animal life is characterized by the constant cycle between fulfilled and unfulfilled bodily desire, with the animal kingdom unable go beyond this simple rhythm. Although any satisfied bodily desire will eventually reassert itself, the natural desires of the animal are all its soul can bring about; it is never “understood” by the animal, but pursued through instinct. When the bodily desire is satiated – desires and needs such as thirst, hunger or insecurity – that is the end of the process, and no reflection on the structure of these needs are necessary or possible. For better or worse, man is destined to take the third step into synthesis, that is, desires and needs that are on the spiritual and rational plane. In other words, particular, physical things (of themselves) do not and cannot satisfy man since man is inherently rational and thus spiritual. 


Hegel's central argument was that human desire is a spiritual matter because its effects are inherently based on logos as a matter of instinct; in other words, reason is anything but discretionary, but is an automatic reaction. This is what makes justice and right a matter of nature (and objective) versus being intersubjective (as in Rousseau). Man is created to conceptualize things in order to have a conscious experience of any desired object, but reason is at the root of this experience, and this changes the very nature of desire itself. For example, man does not see particular things alone, as animals do, but due to self-consciousness – the existence of an “I” or a self – a particular is perceived as a member of a universal category or Form. This means, at any point in human development, man needs a basic “theory” about what is pursued; desires have to be prioritized and systematized. Something such as food or water is not just present to the senses, but must also be perceived scientifically (in the broad sense), becoming integrated with all other aspects of life, and in turn, multiply into a culture. There can be no separation between a desire or need and a claim to the object to satisfy it. This is why things like rights, duties or property come to be formalized into laws only among human communities. Bodily necessities are never perceived as singular objects, but they also represent specific moral or personal claims, that is, they partake of the Form of justice and right. Hegel argues that this automatic and instinctive conceptualization of the world has always been present in human action and are motivated by man's rational nature.


Everything man does, no matter how primitive, requires reason (and not just instrumental logic, as animals possess) as a part of the natural order and so it is justified to refer to logos as the universal reason (nous) present in all creation. So as desire is a part of the human logos, the nature of satisfaction is too, since this is always mediated by intellectual claims. The satisfaction of bodily needs does not, in itself, satiate for long because reason forces man to theorize about the future and aim towards universal truths. It is not so much that a needed object has been obtained, but that true satisfaction comes from the recognition of one's belief that the possession of the object is a matter of right; it is, in other words, part of a universal structure that recognizes the present satisfied desire is a necessity, and therefore, the acceptance of a universal claim, or a right. 


It is also the case that any such claim can never be a personal one, but has to be accepted by the others in the community, since at no point is man separated from a concrete, that is, ethnic, community. Self-consciousness does not make sense unless there are other beings with the same inherent quality, and the rejection of this communal faculty is the disease of solipsism. Therefore, if one is denied something that is required to function (and is thus entitled to), it is not merely the loss of the object, but it is more importantly a violation of one's very personhood, it is an injustice. Nothing is ever just a particular thing, but is always part of a universal hierarchy of needs under a universal claim, otherwise it would be a specific and momentary demand. For what man desires is primarily the recognition as having a valid claim, and this eventually becomes part of culture and eventually, law. If the claim is denied, then it is nothing less than the denial of his human and rational identity; it becomes not just a deprivation, but an insult to his humanity.


These accepted claims do not just appear however, though reason demands them. Claims to Right derive from conflict, as any such claim will inevitably be contested by others in the community's life. The “struggle for recognition” is a core Hegelian concept for this reason, and this means that Right and Justice originate in conflict and war, making these also a part of man's rational nature. The desire for recognition is so powerful that war can be the result, since death is preferred to dishonor and injustice. All animals are conscious, but only man, being rational, is self-conscious, and this is the origin of any universal claim both discovered by and manifest in reason. This is to say that recognition is even more basic than bodily desire, hence reason as an instinct is more powerful than bodily needs. Preferring death to dishonor is outside of the Darwinian universe and so must be explained in non-biological terms. 


Man operates through reason, so any claim to something take the form of a moral imperative. This leads to an ongoing struggle among self-conscious beings with each seeking its interest at the expense of others. Property is a matter of exclusion, and the resulting conflict leads to a victory for the strongest faction. From this, the Master-Slave dialectic begins. This is the origin of man's warrior archetype and the development of that class, what Plato would call the Guardians. Personal oppression is then an evil that must be resisted even to death, making even life secondary to Right, but this hypothetical struggle cannot last forever. The fear of death creates a Slave or a producing class that serves the victors, the Masters. In man, reason can override the object desired for the sake of a further, spiritual end, or Right itself (outside of a theological context, as Christ is the universal solution between universal and particular in the Chalcedonian idea). Only an inherent rationality, or a universal logos, offers an explanation for this. 


If any socially significant action towards a moral claim is frustrated by another with greater power, then the Master-Slave dialectic has not been overcome. This suggests that when two exclusive claims are made, at some point, there must be a desire for a solution – a structured compromise between them – since there is no such thing as an isolated ego. This is a necessary achievement of the intellect and is very satisfying to it, as it comes from the acceptance of one's heretofore frustrated claims by others, but it is also the result of struggle and war.


Consensus after conflict is the foundation of social life, and the desire for recognition is the most fundamental desire that provides the basic structure of our self-consciousness. For as soon as rational men come to an understanding of the content of Right, what emerges is an ethnic entity united by the language within which such claims have to be made. There is no abstract (or isolated) community as there is no abstract ego and thus, there are no rights-duties that can be asserted in a vacuum.

The community – in the mutual rights and duties forming a “proto-nation” – is what transforms the Master-Slave relation into truly free men. Freedom is defined as a rational autonomy born of patriotism and self-sacrifice; the ability to freely do the right thing. Prestige (a claim of reason and recognition) comes not from mere victory in war, money or from a noble lineage, but only from labor, which creates a claim of Right. The Slave ends up being the historical winner, since as the Slave class must work to survive, it develops the techniques of science that transform nature; he makes the Master's life possible and ends up growing more powerful than the Master. The Slave – soon to be a former slave – is capable of producing what he needs through labor and from this, finds the true origin of Right. The Master turns out to be the dependent one.


The laboring class discovers the autonomy made possible by skill and work; without it, everyone is a slave to nature and hence, unfree. The Master is free, but only due to his class; it is a freedom taken for granted and, because of that, it never becomes an idea or a goal for which to fight. The Slave (the producer) had been forced to build his freedom through his own labor, creativity and scientific understanding. It is precisely that the Slave is not free that he can and must build – and then appreciate – the true idea of liberty as rational freedom, or autonomy, and put it into action. A slave can use this to create the conditions of recognition from others like him, but the Master can never be so recognized, since a Slave is beneath him and thus the recognition received from the Slave is incomplete; it is not granted from an equal. Labor does not just transform matter into needed things, but it also transforms the worker, the Slave, into the only being that can fully understand what liberty is. 


Human history comes to be the product of the Slave and not the Master. Things like Stoicism and Skepticism in Hegel's understanding are the early stages of the Slave realizing his potential, creating the mentality of the Slave slowly realizing his status and the nature of the freedom he alone can create. As history progresses, Hegel posits “Stoicism,” as an early stage of this process, a stage which rationalizes the Slave's inaction and fear. These stages, made famous in the Phenomenology under poetic verbiage, are all derivative of the Slave's fear of confronting the Master and taking on the burdens of freedom. These are not literal historical claims (that is, they are not direct references to Roman Stoicism, for example), but they suggest the progress of the self-conscious mind as it overcomes cognitive obstacles. Skepticism is another strategy that tries to negate the Master-Slave relationship entirely, playing word games to dethrone the Master in theory, but not in actionable terms. Both Stoicism and Skepticism in Hegel's mind are radically secondary to the Master-Slave dialectic overall and derive from it.


Rene Descartes began the field of modern epistemology with his famous “I think, therefore I am,” but who is it that does the thinking? He focused on the act of cognition at the expense of the thinker. This is a matter of self-consciousness; as man both thinks and reveals the nature of thought to others in language, that is, words having a socially significant meaning and containing socially accepted definitions. A specific form of speech, using words to facilitate communion, reveals being, implying that being has to be ethnic at its foundation. Self-consciousness is the “I,” and the “I” is a communal being, since the thinking entity did not make either itself nor its surroundings it requires to think or exist at all.  All desire is an apprehension of both the thinking self as a qualitative object since it must simultaneously refer to the community that permits its existence and sustains this self, creating the ability to think about anything. 


Transforming desire (in this case, the grounding of the self) this way not only creates claims of Right, but this Right has a connection to labor, or the rational means by which a community satisfies its needs and plans for the future. The “I” of Descartes is not self-sufficient, which implies that Right is inherently a communal possession that comes from the concrete demands of a concrete self within a concrete community, not an abstract ego. Hence, Hegel's criticism of Descartes, to simplify, is that he perceived the “I” as abstract, not connected to any community or to God, its creator. There really is no “I.”

Those such as Alexandre Kojeve interpret the phases after the Master-Slave dialectic to be just variations on a theme. The engine of the progress of human reason over time for Hegel does not rest in the typical causes such as technological progress, strong leaders, migration or warfare, but rather, this progress is consolidated by the structure of logos as it presents itself in and to self-consciousness. Change derives from the mind overcoming cognitive obstacles, in particular, the realization of man as systematically unfree. In other words, it is how the historical consensus, deriving from reason, is accepted from one era to another. For example, the Master-Slave dialectic is based on the problem of the status of any recognition of the Master from the Slave, since the Master does not see the Slave as an equal, and thus, the Master receives what recognition he does only because the slave has no other choice.  It is a contradiction that takes the ground out from under a system of unfree labor. This means that recognition can only come from a fully free and rational self-consciousness and nothing less.


If man's striving was simply to satisfy a natural, bodily set of needs, any kind of historical development would be impossible. Animals do not write history nor do they consciously worry about rights and duties, since they live at the level of self-preservation; that is, they oscillate between a thesis (want) and an antithesis (satisfaction) with no synthesis. Animals have no self-consciousness. Hegel is describing the idea that history is the domain of logos both in the broader world and within our cognitive lives. Near the end of the Phenomenology, he calls it “a conscious, self-mediating process,” one that can only be understood on the spiritual plane that each era takes as normative, deriving from reason. 


In describing the basic categories underlying judgment over time, Hegel's doctrine of the Concept details the reason that has been instinctively working throughout history. The Concept is identical to logos. This is because, for Hegel, it is absurd to believe that, if we are rational animals, our rationality would not be at work in the very products of the human spirit through which men seek to know ourselves, that is, our labor.


Hegel’s Phenomenology is meant to show that it is our rationality that makes archetypal human experience possible. Once that proof has been furnished, then exposing the logical structure that underlay reason in all its fundamental dimensions, thereby changing the very mission of logic to a formal outline to human experience itself, becomes comprehensible. As Hegel puts it, now “spirit has won the pure element of its existence, the Concept,” that is, the human process of conceptualization as such, but in so re-conceiving logic, Hegel’s Phenomenology developed an original conception of it as Concept, or a modernized version of the ancient logos doctrine.

Hegel's understanding, given the above, connects at least three aspects of human experience: 

1. Bodily drives that must move beyond the subjective, animal level, and urge man to create an objective ordering of needs relative to human nature;

2. Reason as the key to any social and historical experience as the out flowing of this nature over time; and,

3. Freedom as the other side of the rational coin, equally part of human nature, as freedom without reason (and the reverse) does not make any sense. One cannot exist without the other, hence making them a single object.


Reason, though the world's intellectuals, rulers and diplomats, instinctively seeks to justify action and thought in the same sense that cats pounce on their prey. Man's bodily experience, as a system of needs, is a “system” at all because it is part of a rational order, so bodily sensations, perceptions and concomitant desires are never just given as they are for other animals, but are experienced as revealing systemic information about the world and thus providing motivations for action. Such motivations are already the product of our reasoned claims in the sense that any act is preceded by a claim of entitlement based on reason rather than on a demand. 


Even the most rudimentary conscious experience is always a matter of logos. There is no distinction between our sensations and perceptions of the world on the one hand, and the more abstract and reflective claims of science, on the other. Each is a form of truth geared at capturing what the world is objectively in both the phenomenal and noumenal realms. In a similar vein, there is no essential distinction in kind between human desires and moral imperatives. Even at the level of feeling, man is already involved with what it is rationally owed as its most basic rights within the community and its own priorities. In other words, the question of morals is written into the very structure of man's rational self-consciousness as its origin, as it too is part of logos in the created order.


Relative to social and hence historical experience, to the extent that man is instinctively rational, we are creatures internally compelled to make reasoned (or reasonable) claims about what is true and, in action, what is moral. This exists for both our own claims and their recognition by others. In this regard, Hegel’s model of experience provides an explanation for the community; there is no inherent biological imperative, but that man, being rational, is compelled to form groups both in the noumenal (intellectual) and phenomenal (social) worlds for the sake of recognition. Man's tendency is naturally towards consensus, since it is here that our identities are taken as real and substantial by others looking for the same affirmation. This is because logos cannot tolerate the inconsistency generated by contradictory claims in one community, leading to the necessity of building a social accord, one that obviously must use a single language.


Ethnicity was taken for granted by Hegel, and the nation was essential to the final development of these social forms. This is also to say that, since man is compelled to come to rational and specific compromises over Right, our competing claims should be able to come “into conversation with one another” so that the cleavages in society can be overcome. This is both the foundation and the purpose of logos relative to social life. This is why modern academics, compelled to accept Left liberalism, cannot really make sense out of it except in a strategically abstract way. 


The experience of freedom for Hegel is hardly the Enlightenment's version. If logos is at the root of being human, then so must freedom. Reason without freedom does not make any sense, neither does freedom without reason, otherwise man would just be dominated by passion or instinct like any animal, so the other faculty would have no purpose. Reason and instinct are two very different things. Experience, inasmuch as its originating factor is the Concept (logos), it is not a material concern and does not derive from matter or any biological imperative. Man is a rational animal who both demands reason to underscore and justify action but also must be capable of responding to rational claims made by others. Whether it be the input of the senses, rational and cognitive clarity or moral action, all are founded in reason and deliberation. 


All of this is based on the fact that our mind, based on logos, cannot tolerate inconsistency or cognitive dissonance for long, so the mind must seek out a consensus – an important pillar of the nation. It implies that, intrinsic to the very structure of logical experience, logic is partly grounded by an acceptance of rules within the community, since no reasoned discussion is possible otherwise. Insofar as men are engaged in the project of justifying various claims of truth, these competing concepts and arguments confront one another so that these differences are overcome and an understanding that satisfies all specific sides comes into being.  This is the purpose of the march of history in one direction or another. These understandings are not only the debates themselves, but all the things that must be agreed upon first before any debate can begin, as discourse implies a wide range of prior agreement. A fact never exists in isolation, but only in that it satisfies both the basic laws of logic and social necessity.


The experience of freedom is the gateway to political maturity, and in fact, is almost synonymous with it. Hegel argues that the rational nature of experience must be preceded by freedom, since it has no reason to exist otherwise. To the extent that men are rational and instinctively demand that social beliefs be justified through logic, the ethno-nation, unified by a language, must exist. Consequently, the entirety of experience is a product of deliberation rather than an empiric, mechanistic consequence of isolated observations. Deliberation itself is a social and historical product. 


Immanuel Kant argued that, in order to act rightly, one must freely choose the right action, implying that being compelled to act righteously is not morally praiseworthy. Any such freedom needs content, something not supplied by the will itself, but must be supplied by reason. The debate between Kant and Hegel (or Kantians and Hegelians) is over the nature and origin of this content. Hobbes, for example, claimed that man has a natural inclination toward self-preservation, and this drive precedes any act of will; man is by nature inclined toward self-preservation, so this pre-conceptual drive is taken as good because it is “natural.” The problem is that the will in this argument becomes something secondary since no one chooses these natural inclinations, but any choice must be made on the basis of these inclinations. Man is thus under the tutelage of this external imperative and is thus not free. 


There is an assumption that these natural inclinations are good because they are natural. Nature as such cannot supply the criterion justifying the claim that nature itself is good, so it is question begging. The knowledge of the good must come from another source, and this has to be reason, since it must be rational knowledge. Yet, in itself, this is just a formal statement, saying only that in order to be rational, our will must freely will what is in itself susceptible of being made into a universal law: this is the Categorical Imperative. Everyone acts on maxims of some kind, but Kant had to argue that in order to distinguish between moral and immoral motives, the options can be evaluated in the form of a hypothetical universal law. Yet, in itself, such a criterion provides no motivation to act. Yet, his view of autonomy is interesting: “The will is therefore the faculty of desire considered not so much in relation to action (as choice is) but rather in relation to the ground determining choice in action.” This is to say, things like popularity, utility or self-interest are ignored by such an Imperative.


Hegel had to fill in this blank. Kant says that the will is nothing but the choosing of itself, that is, a universal rule of action. That is, an action is morally permissible only if its underlying rule could become a universal law for everyone without contradiction (that is, social breakdown). From this, it follows that there is an essential dignity that belongs to man as everyone is capable of willing in this way, and therefore it is implied that all men are equal. The idea that “everyone” can do this is dogmatic and not critical (it is taken for granted), and it is likely false.


Kant argues that this equality is the source of Right and “all men” possess it, thus, equality of opportunity and other such well-known rights must follow. This however, comes from the assumption that “everyone” is capable of willing the universal law, a statement that no one can know with systematic certainty. 


Hegel's point now is that these fundamental rights, deriving from the Imperative, have nothing to do with the assertion that these rights must be guaranteed by the state. No such conclusion, however, can be drawn of a strictly political nature from Kant's argument over the implications of the Categorical Imperative. In other words, that freedom implied by the Imperative, one possessed by “everyone,” does not mean that “everyone” should therefore have an equal say in the life of the state. This problem became the beginning of Hegel's criticism of liberalism and revolutionary doctrines in general. In other words, the errors of the Left, formally speaking, derive from the belief that one sort of freedom, that deriving from the ability of all men to will the universal, has any connection to “everyone” having a right to intervene in political decisions. This distinction between the two conceptions of freedom are of immense importance.


Hegel's rejection of this doctrine is equally significant. Hegel is a Platonist of an eccentric sort, as his doctrine of the Concept is logos, or the fullness and unity of the Forms. The Concept is related to the eternal (since it does not change) and hence becomes an object of theological understanding. God is unknowable in essence, but logos is present in the world as that aspect of divinity men can partly understand, and in becoming flesh, logos was brought to the level of all rational men. The Father is eternally what He is and cannot change. If He could, He would not be the ground of Being (He would not be God) and hence, the ground could change as fashion does, so the Concept must be outside of time. Logos also implies a “word,” something with a fixed definition that presents an unchanging truth accepted by all. The eternal Concept then, situated in time, is partly expressed as a word; the word both rises to the Concept and the eternal meaning is so revealed, but it also descends from meaning to the specific thing signified. A language is a vehicle of the Concept; the word thus makes Concept or logos present in the world. This too can be found in the Incarnation as understood by the Council of Chalcedon.

Logos becomes a part of the cosmic order during the act of creation and is that which structures change from the point of view of fallen man. Man becomes free only relative to eternity, and as a result, from and through logos. In other words, man must somehow disconnect from the phenomenal world, and act according to something above and outside of it, that which is internalized only through asceticism, the control over desire. Logos or the Concept is essential: individual things exist in the empirical world, but the word that points to them is different and does not appear in the phenomenal realm. Hence, it is within speaking and communicating (communion) can man be free; the realm of the Forms is the home of the Word. 


Put differently, the term “cat” reveals the essence of that animal seen in the empirical world, and without the term used to denote it, its essence could not be revealed. The word “cat” further permits a judgment to be made, that is, a cat does not necessarily have to be well-behaved to count as a cat in the phenomenal world, but it is necessarily furry, four legged and carnivorous. The Forms exist in the realm of Noumea, or the realm of logos, but my cat, an empirical manifestation of that Form, Stanley, exists in the empirical or phenomenal world.

Liberalism deifies time in many ways, one of which is the State of Nature, the other is Darwinism, the latter being a very non-liberal idea that liberalism, capitalism and Marxism have all found essential to its doctrine. Hegel correctly argues that State of Nature theories are nonsense as they are an irrational way to begin building a social idea since the conclusion is already contained in the premises. It assumes the existence of reason prior to society and hence, the contract becomes a manifestation of that reason, not its origin. Reason always existed as a part of human nature, since man has always been part of a community and therefore, one that runs on the mutual acceptance of rights, another term for culture which, by definition, is based on ethnicity, race and thus language and partly formalized into law. Man cannot exist without this complex structure.


It is precisely in virtue of this that Hegel can, in the Phenomenology, explain what it means for men to be imbued with Spirit, Hegel's term for the presence of logos in the macrocosm (the cosmos), but present in microcosm solely in human beings. The idea is that the assertion of rights and duties leads to the creation of ethnic groups, not abstract “communities,” and that this is a consensus made in a specific language that arises from logos, or man as a rational being. This also means that the ethnic community itself is a production of reason. 

 
Spirit is the Concept, meaning, in his own words: “spirit is this absolute substance which is the unity of the different independent self-consciousnesses which, in their opposition, enjoy perfect freedom and independence, an I that is We and We that is I.” In other words, it is an expression of God, present in the world as logos, that synthesizes the universal and particular as well as spirit and matter. For men, Spirit and that which comes from it is “absolute” in the sense that it has no external support, that is, Right cannot be explained by any naturalist reduction since it cannot change at the level of the Concept. Instead, man rationally puts forth what matters to the community given its surroundings and specific requirements, but partaking in the same Form, which comes down to a version of Natural Law. This shared understanding, mediated by language and race, cannot be idiosyncratic, but specific in its universality, as there is a natural structure found in logos which brings those two – subject and object; universal truth and specific manifestation – together in unity. Man does not “create” this, he only learns to manifest it. Man, as a spiritual being, creates practical (that is, actionable) ways of life that are self-justifying insofar as the normative structure of these communities is solely determined by logos, which in the case of human society, is a specific manifestation of the universal, hence creating the ethnos, a specific community with its own manifestation of Natural Law. 

“Spirit” or the Concept is the ground of the ethical order, the realm of the laws and customs which derive from Natural Law and are inherent to the mind. Individuals interpret these laws and customs in various ways, but these interpretations are never exhaustive of either Spirit or the nation. Spirit is Hegel's term used to denote that which brings about, among other things, the collective consciousness of a society – the nation seen as subjective – as citizens come to realize they are part of a broader community. The communal dimension of consciousness is expressed in the ethnic culture, itself only partly expressed in physical forms. Spirit is located neither in objects nor in the mind, but in a non-material realm of Forms that are the immaterial fullness of a people, something like Heidegger's Dasein. In the Philosophy of Right, Hegel writes:

Spirit is the nature of human beings en masse and their nature is therefore twofold: (i) at one extreme, explicit individuality of consciousness and will, and (ii) at the other extreme, universality which knows and wills what is substantive. Hence they attain their right in both these respects only in so far as both their private personality and its substantive basis are actualized. Now in the family and civil society they acquire their right in the first of these respects directly and in the second indirectly, in that (i) they find their substantive self-consciousness in social institutions which are the universal implicit in their particular interests, and (ii) the Corporation supplies them with an occupation and an activity directed on a universal end (sec 254).


This is the synthesis that creates and undergirds the nation and then, the state. Modern philosophy begins with a profound sense of alienation, not being “at home” in a world filled with apparently meaningless suffering. The positing of purposeless atoms in modern, Newtonian science, has destroyed the ancient and medieval sense of self. He says, taking from Novalis, “Philosophy is actually homesickness. It is the urge to be everywhere at home.” Hegel's social and political philosophy, especially his late Philosophy of Right, is aimed at providing modernity with a way to heal itself from its errors. In fact, this is largely what ethical theory does. Yet, in the erroneous process of making Hegel a modern liberal, the infamous John Rawls said “this is done by understanding the universal moral principles that were gradually being embedded in western politics and society, with a view to determining their overall reasonableness and mutual compatibility.” This could not be more incorrect. What has emerged in modern social life is perversion, and Hegel's doctrine is its cure (cf. the remark at sec. 272 in the PoR). 


Hegel's philosophy aims at reconciling consciousness to the social whole, but unlike revolutionary liberalism and leftism, not by manipulation, coercion or propaganda, but by providing reason with a proper insight into the nature of modernity and its pitfalls, and this is done by its understanding itself in light of logos. Hegel goes so far as to say: “However, we may, at least hope that this surfeit will be effective in producing the general conviction that philosophical knowledge of such topics cannot arise from argumentation, deduction, calculations of purpose and utility, still less from the heart, love and inspiration, but only from the Concept” (ibid). This shows a general contempt for the liberal political theory of his day, especially after the French debacle. 


Hegel's philosophical project thus seeks to show that reconciliation represents a coherent and attractive aspiration, as well as an important sociopolitical ideal, but only so long as the proper understanding of philosophy is brought to bear on the issue. Reconciliation, in a sense, is an important purpose in Hegel's work, and not just in his social theory. This project of reconciliation does not seek to bring together the political principles of “individual liberty” and “human rights” within some vague idea of social cohesion, since these cannot be reconciled (though it seems to be the dominant academic view). Dialectics was to overcome such simplified approaches to social theory. Hegel does not, as John Rawls once erroneously stated, seek to calm “our frustration and rage against our social world by showing us the way in which its institutions, when properly understood from a philosophical point of view, are rational” (Hardimon, 2002). Rather, it is a prescription of a nationally-based idea that has its roots in human nature. It is an intense critique of liberalism and things like the market mechanism (or “Civil Society”), not a theory to “reconcile” its errors to the modern nation and state. 


The worst is Wood's 1990 claim that “For Hegel the rationality of the modern state turns ultimately on its actualization of freedom. A free society is one where individuals are with themselves in their ethical institutions. . . As a subject, the direction of my life must, in the respects that matter most to me, be at the mercy of my choices and conscience (257).” It's true he denies this in the next section, creating his own “dialectic” of interpretation. 


Steven Hicks (2001) claims that Hegel's use for philosophy today is to “reconcile us to our contemporary political and social condition.” Like this above, this is a total perversion of Hegel. He is laying out a rational social order, not presenting the Postmodern sickness with a rational foundation. The modern social order is mostly repudiated and a certain form of Social Nationalism or National Socialism is put in its place. Modern translations of Hegel have removed references to the “nation” and “nationalism” from his vocabulary (Ilyin, 2011: 166ff).


The question is what does Hegel seek to reconcile? Certainly not to the social world of advanced, amoral capitalism and Postmodern dissolution, but to a structured labor-state based around a single language and national order; this is the Substance of the state. He cared little for – and in fact rejected totally – the existence of abstract personal and moral freedoms, but sought to expose their true aim and purpose. Liberalism has no aim and purpose except to permit the market to function or its favored groups to rule the state. There is no plural identity except at the level of Civil Society, but the Corporations or guilds Hegel describes in his Philosophy of Right are to provide a national purpose to their essential economic function. He writes:

If the state is confused with civil society, and if its specific end is laid down as the security and protection of property and personal freedom, then the interest of the individuals as such becomes the ultimate end of their association, and it follows that membership of the state is something optional, but the state's relation to the individual is quite different from this. Since the state is mind objectified, it is only as one of its members that the individual himself has objectivity, genuine individuality, and an ethical life. Unification pure and simple is the true content and aim of the individual, and the individual’s destiny is the living of a universal life. His further particular satisfaction, activity and mode of conduct have this substantive and universally valid life as their starting point and their result (remark to sec. 258).


There can be nothing less liberal than this statement, then or now. It is only as a part of this specific community manifesting the Concept that man can be man. In the first sentence, he destroys all “social contract” theories of the state and argues that society must go beyond the arbitrary needs of the “market,” something that has no rational content in itself. The nation provides objectivity and the existence of the national family through the Corporation that creates a virtuous man, not a property-holding baron, since property does not make sense unless it is integrated within a national whole which expresses needs and laws that stipulate the purpose and limits of property itself.


Hegel does not attempt to demonstrate how the institutions of the “modern world” are rational, but to correct the errors of modernity, which is why he spends quite a bit of time writing against Locke and Rousseau. He does not, as Hicks (2021) stated, permit modern life “because they allow individual members to develop and express diverse but complementary types of identity, each of which is indispensable to realizing the complete range of relationships to others (and to self) that are available to human subjects, and that are worthy of achieving because of the personal, moral, and sociopolitical freedoms they make possible.” This abstract conception is very convenient to Postmodern Liberalism, but it is written in a way so vague as to be useless: “diverse and complimentary” mean one thing to Postmoderns, quite another to Hegelians.


It is true, however, that, Hegel's account understands “just how social roles that are not necessarily chosen by the individuals who occupy them can nevertheless be the source of important social and personal freedoms for them.” In other words, Hegel does try to explain how freedom is quite comparable (and in fact, dependent upon) roles that the agent does not choose, or as Hegel would say, that a man can be free “even while bound by the demands of social practices and laws.” He refutes liberalism this way and does not try to “reconcile” it to anything. 
The same academic says, “In particular, [Hegel's] view of the state attempts to integrate liberalism's concerns for safeguarding the fundamental rights and interests of individuals with the importance of certain substantive, identity-constituting attachments to social and communal groups.” Again, a statement very convenient to liberals, since it is just a vague communitarianism. It is a deliberate mangling of Hegel's meaning. It is partly true, and what is true about it is couched in overly abstract terms. Hegel rather cancels liberal errors concerning freedom and integrates that concept both with the ethnic community and an entirely new idea of what logos and freedom entail. Hegel writes further:

 A constitution is not just something manufactured; it is the work of centuries, it is the Idea, the consciousness of rationality so far as that consciousness is developed in a particular nation. No constitution, therefore, is just the creation of its subjects. . . A nation's constitution must embody its feeling for its rights and its position, otherwise there may be a constitution there in an external way, but it is meaningless and valueless (Addition to sec. 274).


Freedom in Hegel's idiosyncratic sense is the realization that laws derive from human nature and society's history, not Kant's abstraction of the pure and universal will. The very concept of freedom is a communal creation and thus, can only exist within traditional parameters. Freedom is not the ability to do what one pleases, but rather to work for the common good in a socially useful area of expertise. Civil Law, a creation of early Rome (according to Hegel) creates two things: the ideal world of money and capital on the one side, and the world of labor, on the other. Liberalism by definition cannot produce a free man and hence, is just another statement of alienation via the rule of capital. It is only when these are synthesized into the Corporations that make up the “Senate” of the national (ethnic) state can this begin to be overcome and the national idea manifest to everyone. Ivan Ilyin's important two volume work on Hegel ends with this essential conception of the state's foundation:

Socially concrete life is ethical life; and conversely. If people in their shared existence create a speculative order, then they dwell in an ethical condition; and conversely. For the essence of ethical life lies in people experiencing, recognizing, and bringing about their “identity” with one another, and through it, their “identity” with Substance; and in precisely the same way, their “identity” with Substance, and through it, their identity with one another. Therefore a nation leading a spiritually mature life is nothing other than a unified “ethical substance.” On the lips of Hegel “the spirit of the nation” and “ethical substance” are synonyms. “Spirit is the ethical life of the nation,” or, otherwise, “spirit as actual substance is the nation.” But since Substance is always “the totality of its members,” then the nation can be defined as an “absolute ethical totality,” or as an “ethical organization.” It is precisely “the ethical” which constitutes “the

absolute bond of the nation,” and the falling away of this “element” undoes the concreteness, dispersing it into “abstract” singularities (Ilyin, volume II: 167).


Every person belongs to a nation and the various economic sub-communities that always exist within it such as unions, civic clubs, churches, guilds or professional associations. These are the locus of identity within the broader national community that unifies them all. Since each professional specialty aims at fulfilling a socially important need, they soon realize that all these fields need each other, and must act together as organs in a body. In this way is the liberal individual canceled. This, in the Philosophy of Right, becomes the realization of the linguistic community as the very expression of individual freedom. This is how Hegel can argue that both the laws of thought and the laws of civic life are analogous to each other, since both have a social origin as manifestations of both Natural Law and national culture. People in a functional and natural community perceive law – whether of thought or social life – not as alien, coercive impositions, but as tools needed to pursue a rational life. Law must derive from human nature, that is, as something that both expresses and completes reason itself. 


As mentioned above, logos provides the foundation for universal standards, or Hegel's version of natural law. One is the foundational role of the extended family (as the so-called “nuclear” family did not exist in the early 19th century). Hegel, despite his very brief mention of “international law,” was a firm nationalist and what might be termed a “guild socialist.” While the typical academic has to twist Hegel to make him both a liberal and a globalist, Hegel sought the rational grounds for overthrowing both liberalism and fashionable cosmopolitanism. Without specific loyalties to ethnicity, none of the institutions he describes make any sense, including that of a strong executive in the form of the monarchy. 


Bringing it all together, reason demands and compels men to make reasoned claims about what is true and right, meaning that such arguments are rationally binding (which is what reason does). Statements without logical basis, or positions put forth that do not make sense, cannot stand for long. Men do not form groups solely because humanity has a biological demand for survival, since reason does not stop at mere biological sustenance. 


Reason requires group identities mediated through language, the foundation of the ethno-nation, something likely taken for granted at the time. Reason is inherently social and national since it derives from a society's long experience and tradition, the convergence of shared outlooks and goals relative to the specifics of their environment. Thus, the nation is not only natural, it is the basis of the language by which any logic is possible. Today's philosophers have willfully dropped terms such as “nation” from their translations, opting instead for the less offensive “community.” Yet, all of this finds its terminus in a world of strong states, with a local crown and labor represented in the Senate. This is the end of history.
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