Conclusion

Hegel, Heidegger, and the Metaphysics of Modernity

Heidegger’s famous “grand narrative” of the completion of Western metaphysics in the nihilism of
technological modernity has profoundly influenced a host of contemporary critiques of subjectivity,
deconstructions of metaphysics, and challenges to the legacy of the Enlightenment project. In this
regard, Heidegger’s confrontation with Hegel enables us to explore a number of problems that remain
of contemporary philosophical interest with respect to the related projects of overcoming metaphysics and
the critique of modernity. My contention throughout this thesis has been that both Hegel and Heidegger
present powerful versions of the identity/difference problematic, and in doing so represent
‘paradigmatic’ versions of the simultaneous critique of metaphysics and critique of modernity. The
connecting theme that links the identity/difference problem with the critique of metaphysics is that of
achieving an adequate conception of our selfhood and freedom within the historical context of

modernity.

For Hegel, the dialectical-speculative path points towards the suspension of the metaphysics of
reflective subjectivity (or Verstand) in favour of comprehending the self-developing system of
speculative reason. Indeed, the standpoint of the understanding, which remains caught within the
dichotomies of reflection, belongs to the eatly period of modernity (Descartes, Locke, Newtonian
sciences), a period which in Hegel’s day was already showing signs of transforming itself into a more
complex configuration of Spirit.[1] The rational demand for freedom, whether as the principle of
individual subjective freedom, the ‘objective’ sense of rational social institutions and norms, and the
comprehensive sense of self-recognition in otherness, now demands a genuinely speculative system of
free (self-grounding) thought. Thus the standpoint of consciousness and the formalist standpoint of
self-consciousness are to be overcome through a historicist-intersubjective conception of self-
consciousness as Spirit. Freedom, comprehended in the speculative sense of a ‘being with oneself in
otherness,” is supposed to suspend the potential domination-relations between Self and Other implicit
within both substance- and subject-metaphysics. In this manner, the overcoming of metaphysics (in the
sense of Verstand or reflection) ushers in the appropriately dialectical-speculative thought Hegel thinks

is adequate to the historical condition of modernity.

After the radical project of a preliminary fundamental ontology, Heidegger’s ontopoetic path
turns and takes a ‘step back’ behind the metaphysical foundations of modernity as the epoch of
technological en-framing. The task of thought is to think the (unthought) ontological difference at the

heart of metaphysics in its culminating phases (Hegel to Nietzsche in philosophy, self-willing
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subjectivity and planetary technology in modernity). Indeed, Hegelian speculative thought is grasped as
the culmination of the Cartesian ‘egological’ interpretation of Being as self-certain subjectivity, and
therefore as that which must be ‘enveloped’ in order to re-think the mutual appropriation or belonging-
together of man and Being. This confrontation with Hegel and the metaphysical tradition will prepare
for the possibility of an ontopoetic experience of the event of appropriation beyond the objectification
and nihilism of technological modernity. Heidegger thus confronts Hegel equally on the terrain of

‘overcoming metaphysics’ as that of ‘overcoming modernity’.

As I have suggested throughout, Heidegger’s Verfallsgeschichte of the forgetting of Being gives
Hegel a decisive role in the modern metaphysics of subjectivity. Hence the legitimacy of Heidegger’s
confrontation with Hegel becomes a significant factor in evaluating Heidegger’s critique of modernity:
if Heidegger’s interpretation of Hegel remains problematical, this would also make questionable the
‘orand narrative’ describing the culmination of metaphysics in the nihilism of technological modernity.
In the spirit of ‘disputatious dialogue’, I shall pose a few questions in conclusion that begin a
questioning of Heidegger and suggest a recovery of Hegel. These concluding remarks are also
intended indicate some of the contemporary resonances in their respective approaches to the

identity/difference problem in the philosophical context of modernity.

The first issue concerns the adequacy of Heidegger’s engagement with Hegel’s thought.
Although Heidegger clearly seeks to uncover the “unthought” of Hegel’s metaphysics, Heidegger’s
most sustained engagements with Hegel remain oblique, fragmentary, and, consequently, misleading. As
we have seen, Heidegger interprets Spirit according to a Cartesian-Fichtean “egological” model of self-
consciousness that Hegel is at pains to supersede; while this facilitates the ‘deconstruction’ of Hegel as
a crypto-Cartesian subjectivist, it nonetheless fails to do justice to Hegel’s complex struggle with
Kantian idealism. The main difficulty lies in Heidegger’s failure to grasp the znzersubjective constitution of
self-consciousness that provides the basis for Hegel’s dialectical interpretation of reason and Spirit. For
Hegel’s contribution to the theory of subjectivity lies precisely in his move from the abstract self-
identity of self-consciousness (the Kantian and Fichtean I = I’) towards the socially and historically
constructed identity of the self through participation in a system of intersubjective relations of
recognition within a concrete, historically specific community. This intersubjective dimension of
Hegel’s phenomenology remains absent from Heidegget’s interpretation. This would not be a difficulty
if Hegel were a minor figure in the history of metaphysical subjectivism; but it does become significant
if we take seriously Heidegger’s thesis that modern metaphysics is completed in absolute subjectivity,

and that Hegel provides the paradigmatic case of this process.

A more serious question is whether Heidegger can account for the critical orientation of his

diagnoses of technological modernity. As we have seen, Heidegger abandons his earlier project of an
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overcoming of metaphysics, a critical confrontation with modernity itself, since this project remains
mired in the ‘activist-productivist’ metaphysics of self-willing subjectivity. Nonetheless, the critical
attitude towards this metaphysics of subjectivity remains intact—an attitude that articulates and
performs precisely that which it is supposed to abandon. The later Heidegger, as discussed, abandons
the overcoming of metaphysics and performs a “step back” behind the metaphysical tradition in order
to inquire after its unthought origins. This abandonment of the critical project is at the same time in
the service of an undeniably critical orientation towards the nihilism of technological modernity, and a
positive orientation towards the possibility of what I have called an ontopoetic experience of the
relationship between Being, beings, and human being in the context of the all-encompassing
technological Ge-stell. The poetic releasement or Gelassenheit from the tyranny of the metaphysical /Jggos
and its culmination in modern technology is motivated by a fundamentally critical impulse: to foster
(through thought and language) the overcoming of the domination of thought over Being and
consequent obliteration of the ontological difference. Heidegger’s diagnosis of modern nihilism—the
imperialism of planetary technology, the devastation of the earth, the consummation of utter
meaninglessness, and so on—is motivated by the possibility of an “other beginning,” an “other origin”
of metaphysics that makes manifest that which the metaphysical tradition has covered over, another

way of experiencing Being beyond technical domination and environmental devastation.

But how can Heidegger account for this critical animus towards modernity if the critical project
of “overcoming metaphysics” has been abandoned as an avatar of self-empowering subjectivity? If we
admit the critical impulse in relation to Heidegger’s understanding of technology, then we are admitting
that the paradigm of self-willing subjectivity cannot be entirely abandoned. If we completely abandon
self-willing subjectivity, as the later Heidegger claims to be doing, then it would seem that we should
have no grounds at all to critically confront technology other than gesturing poetically to another way
of dwelling on the earth. One can do this, of course, dismissing all critical objections to Heidegget’s
“ungrounded” critique of modernity as merely regressive instances of the very self-willing and self-
grounding modern subjectivity that Heidegger is attempting to question. But, in that case, it is not at all
clear why Heidegger’s claim to have unearthed the secret and hidden origin of modern nihilism, the
fundamental philosophical origins of the epoch modern technology, should claim any superior validity
to other competing accounts of the “philosophical problem of modernity”—above all, any superiority
to Hegel’s critical legitimation of the project of modern freedom as self-realisation in mutual
intersubjective recognition. We can accept Heidegger’s “alternative” narrative of the metaphysics of
modernity, but need not accept that it has the “grounding” power to claim that Heidegger has achieved

clarity about the “truth” of modernity in its entire philosophical breadth.

Moreover, although the content of this radically ‘other beginning’ beyond technological en-
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framing remains indeterminate or opaque, it is unquestionable that Heidegger stresses the affirmative
possibilities of the mysterious event of appropriation in the context of our experience of modernity.
Such a positive emphasis on a radical otherness or ineffable beyond that remains utterly opaque in
content can be regarded as based on the yearning and longing of a neo-romantic subjectivity to achieve
release from the antinomies of the modern world. In this regard, we recognise one of Hegel’s famous
phenomenological figures in Heidegget’s thought of ontopoctic releasement from modernity: the
romantic “unhappy consciousness” or “beautiful soul” who longs for the restoration of the broken or
lost unity of Being, the lost sense and voice of Being itself in its silent and mysterious presencing, the
ineffable event of appropriation that will save us in this “parlous time” of the devastation of the earth
and flight of the gods.[2] Heidegger attempts, in this sense, to have it both ways: to detach his thinking
from metaphysical subjectivism in order to think the event of Being as such, but at the same time to
engage in a devastating critique of technological modernity as the apotheosis of metaphysical nihilism
from which release, or rather releasement, is desired. Yet how can the latter critique be performed
without admitting the legacy of the self-critical modern subjectivity, the dissatisfied subject of

modernity that has supposedly been abandoned?

This difficulty leads directly to my third remark. Despite Heidegger’s caveats concerning the
thoughtful character of the dialogue with the metaphysical tradition, the grand narrative of
metaphysical nihilism leaves little space for critical engagement. Indeed, Heidegger’s narration of the
closure of the history of metaphysics and the obliteration of Being in modernity can be grasped as the
inverse or negative image of the Hegelian reconciliation with actuality through the historical realisation
of freedom. In this sense, Heidegger’s narrative of the culmination of the metaphysical forgetting of
Being in technological domination is more an znverted Hegelianism than a detachment from metaphysics.
For Heidegger’s history of the forgetting of Being is at least as totalising as Hegel’s history of the
realisation of Spirit. Indeed, it presents an equally teleological end-point, albeit as the culmination of
metaphysics in the nihilism of technology rather than the self-realisation of subjective freedom in
modernity. I would even suggest that Heidegger’s oblivion of Being articulates the ‘same’ historical
experience as Hegel’s actualisation of freedom. Heidegger’s narration of the withdrawal of Being is the
inverse reflection of the Hegelian narrative of the coming to self-consciousness of Spirit: as the event of
Being withdraws, the freedom of subjectivity emerges; conversely, as the freedom of subjectivity
withdraws, the possibility of ‘another experience’ of Being returns. The speculative conclusion one
might venture is that the experience of nihilism /s the expression of the possibility (and dangers) of
freedom: a radical freedom of subjectivity which, as Hegel pointed out, can always end in ‘abstract
negation,” but that is nonetheless the enduring legacy and principle of modern culture as much as of

modern metaphysics. Hegel certainly analysed the dangers of an abstract conception of absolute
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freedom, a freedom that can culminate in violence and terror,[3] but he also outlined the possibility, as
I have argued, of a rational freedom in modernity born of and sustained through the mutual

recognition of the Other.

At the same time, however, we must draw attention to the sharp opposition between Hegel and
Heidegger concerning their respective critical attitudes to modernity. Hegel’s critical affirmation of
modernity aims to provide a legitimation of the principle of subjective freedom. It points to the
historical achievement of rationally grounded, self-reforming social institutions that comprise the
‘closed’ (in the sense of no longer to be superseded) yet mobile, self-resolving system of modernity.
Speculative philosophy is supposed to provide the adequate legitimation of the historical condition of
‘fully-fledged’ modernity in its self-correcting dynamism. I have suggested that Hegel’s (sometimes
implicit) conception of mutual recognition provides a principle of intersubjective rational freedom
adequate to the experience of (late) modernity. Nonetheless, it must be acknowledged that Hegel does
not always successfully reconcile, within the Philosophy of Right, the ‘modernist’ commitment to the
principle of subjective freedom, intersubjective recognition, and rational universality, with the seemingly
‘pre-modernist’ aspects of organic community, civic patriotism, and unreflective trust in the laws and
institutions of the state.[4] Indeed, it could be argued that Hegel’s project of constructing a genuinely
speculative system does at times suffer from the tendency to ‘force’ aspects of phenomenology and
logic into the closure of the speculative system, and consequently that Hegel does not always
successfully reconcile ‘modernist’ and ‘premodernist’ aspects of intersubjective freedom in his account

of modern social and political life.[5]

On the other hand, however, it is important to note that the simple opposition between
“modernist” and “pre-modernist” (or indeed “post-modernist”) aspects in Hegel’s political philosophy
is difficult to sustain without doing injustice to the complexity of Hegel’s account of modern social and
political institutions. Hegel does not by any means simply assert the need for a blind trust in every
aspect of the modern state, which would deny the very principle of subjective freedom and rational
autonomy that is the lasting achievement of modernity. Rather, Hegel is pointing out that the rational
conception of freedom implies (along with education, choice, property, and so on) an affective trust in
and habitual disposition to follow the laws, social practices, and political institutions that are necessary
to the realisation of modern freedom itself. Otherwise we would likely remain caught within the
insuperable dichotomy between the formal-universal freedom of abstract legal personhood and the
conflicting private interests and asocial desires of the alienated subjects of modern civil society. In
order to overcome the ’alienated’ character of modern atomised individuality, genuine socia/ freedom
requires an affective disposition as well as a rational legitimation, in other words, a fe/f or intuited, as

well as a reflective, understanding of the appropriateness and legitimacy of laws and social institutions.
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Modern subjective freedom, in its concrete rather than abstract sense, is genuinely autonomous in that
it gives itself its own formal laws and social institutions, to which it is then necessarily subject both in
terms of its social habitus as well as its critical reflection. In this sense, Hegel’s proposal for authentically
modern rational freedom as autonomy seeks to overcome the limitations of an abstract freedom and

atomised individuality that is characteristic of modernity in general.

Hegel’s considered position thus critically affirms the inherent potentials for subjective and
intersubjective freedom as the lasting achievement and legacy of social and cultural modernity. As a
normative account of the principles of intersubjective freedom, Hegel’s philosophical project still
offers, I suggest, important critical insights into the problems of modernity. Heidegger’s approach,
however, involves a more ‘despairing’ diagnosis of modernity as the epoch of planetary technology.
Modernity as the age of the “world-image” [Weithild] is the historical condition of completed
metaphysics in which Being is utterly obliterated and beings (including human beings) are reduced or
objectified to mere ‘standing reserve’. Heidegger’s philosophical meta-narrative about the completion
of subject-metaphysics (via Hegel and Nietzsche) in modern technology explicitly rejects the eatlier
“activist” stance of resolutely confronting the antinomies of modernity in order to contribute to the
reversal of the nihilistic forgetting of Being, Instead, Heidegger turns to the ontopoetic releasement
|Gelassenbeif] from the horizon of modern subjectivity, a meditative preparation for the possibility of a
more originary experience of the “belonging-together” of human beings and Being within the context
of technological en-framing. Even though the later Heidegger has left behind the ‘activist’ and
‘subjectivist’ aspects of ‘“authentic resoluteness,” there nonetheless remains an element of
‘subjectivism’ in the now passive comportment towards the destinal sendings of Being, a passive hearing
and heeding (rather than active decision and resolve) that remains the esoteric privilege of the thinker
of Being. ‘Freedom’ in modernity is no longer, as for Hegel, the intersubjective freedom of mutual
recognition that offers the paradigmatic resolution of the relation between Self and Other, identity and
difference, universal and individual. Rather, for Heidegger, the modernist project of rational freedom
gives way to the ontopoetic experience of the appropriative event, the solitary releasement towards the
gifts of Being, which in the context of modernity is revealed in the ordering-calculating frame-work of

global technology.

Heidegger’s re-thinking of identity and difference in a non-metaphysical, ontopoetic register,
moreover, raises an interesting paradox that returns us to certain insights within Hegelian speculative
thought. In attempting to think the (ontological) difference as difference, Heidegger ends up affirming
the (ontopoetic) identity (mutual appropriation or belonging-together) of man and Being. The attempt
to think the hitherto concealed and obliterated difference returns us to identity, now apprehended in

the ontopoetic sense of a non-instrumental and non-reductive relationship between the world and
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ourselves. Moreover, the task of thinking at the end of metaphysics, namely to think the obliteration of
the ontological difference, ends up affirming an esoteric discourse that cannot be universally
communicated. Rather, it is restricted to the privileged “few” who are able to hear and heed the (silent)
voice of Being. On the other hand, Hegel’s project of superseding the difference of consciousness and
standpoint of erstand in favour of speculative reason would seem to be a paradigm case of the
metaphysical valorisation of identity over difference, the subordination of particularity to universality.
Yet as I have argued in this study, Hegel’s metaphysics of Spirit is a thinking of identity axd difference,
of universality, particularity, and individuality, a metaphysics of modernity that is oriented by the Idea
of freedom as “being with oneself in otherness”. In thinking the speculative identity of thought and
Being in the universality of the Concept, Hegel produces a discourse that is in principle open to all, a
path that even the naive, unhappy consciousness of modernity can tread. This speculative thinking of
identity and difference, universality and particularity, finds its concrete meaning in the freedom of

intersubjective recognition: the adequate thought of freedom in late modernity.

In this sense, we find that Hegel’s account of the movement of reflection is demonstrated in
the unfolding of the ‘disputatious dialogue’ between Hegel and Heidegger. In thinking the ontological
difference, we find Heidegger thinking ontopoetic identity; in thinking speculative identity and
universality, we find Hegel thinking intersubjective recognition and freedom as self-identity in
otherness. The question is whether the metaphysical critique of modernity and the critique of modern
metaphysics are reconcilable or not. The two paths I have discussed—Hegel’s speculative—dialectical
and Heidegger’s ontopoetical paths—provide dual sources for the contemporary discourse on identity
and difference, freedom and subjectivity, metaphysics and modernity. Some thinkers, such as Gadamer,
have attempted to produce a ‘reconciliation’ between Hegelian and Heideggerian paths, a hermeneutic
Aufhebung that preserves the dialectical rigour and hermeneutic sensitivity but negates the speculative
excess and ontological hubrtis of each.[6] Others, such as Derrida, have attempted a ‘double game’ in
which Hegel as a thinker of speculative difference is played off against Heidegger as metaphysician of
presence, while Heidegger as thinker of ontological difference subverts the closure of Hegelian
metaphysics, with both movements of thought simultaneously affirming and negating each other within
an “undecideable” deconstructive writing.[7] Then there is the Habermasian path of intersubjective
communication, the communicative turn not (consistently) taken by Hegel, who ultimately remained
within the philosophy of consciousness despite his comprehension of modernity (1987, 23-44).
Heidegger, on the other hand, exploded the philosophy of the subject, according to Habermas, but at
the cost of destroying the foundations of Western rationalism, leaving nothing but the nihilism of a

“totalising critique” of reason in his wake (1987, 131-160).

In this sense, both the contemporary “philosophy of difference” and ongoing “critique of the
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subject” approaches draw much of their inspiration and philosophical grounding from Heidegger’s
extraordinarily powerful confrontation with metaphysics and modernity. A host of contemporary
thinkers draw their inspiration from the Heideggerian diagnosis of modernity and critique of
metaphysics in order to propose an alternative form of ‘therapeutic’ non-metaphysical thinking.[8] The
thesis that the project of modernity has culminated, if not in utter nihilism, then in the subordination
of difference to identity, finds one of its deepest roots in the Heideggerian diagnosis of the
metaphysical foundations of modernity: namely that the (ontological) difference has been obliterated
by the dominance of self-willing subjectivity and representational thinking. Within this critical
diagnosis, Hegel stands as one of the paradigmatic figures of the metaphysics of identity, exemplifying
the subjectivist will-to-power that subjugates otherness and subordinates difference to the unity of the
same, the primacy of (abstract) identity. This now standard image of the metaphysics of modernity, 1
hope to have shown, demands further scrutiny and critical questioning as to its validity and plausibility.
For if Heidegget’s confrontation with Hegel, as one of the key thinkers of the completion of subject-
metaphysics, can be shown to be questionable, then we have good reason to re-evaluate the
‘Heideggerian’ narrative of the completion of metaphysics in technological modernity, and hence to
question the claim that only a radical thinking of ‘difference as difference’ will be adequate to address

the problems of (late) modernity.

Indeed, if Heidegger’s own ontopoetic path to thinking the ontological difference ineluctably
reverts to an ontopoetic thinking of identity, and if Hegel’s project of thinking the speculative identity
of subject and object ends up affirming freedom as self-identity in otherness, then this strongly
suggests that any one-sided attempt to oppose the claims of radical difference against identity, or of
rigid identity over against difference, will be bound to fail on its own terms. Furthermore, we can point
to the emergence of two different forms of “closure” in the attitudes of Hegel and Heidegger to
modernity: for Hegel, the critical affirmation of modernity through its dialectical-speculative
comprehension provides a concrete conception of intersubjective normativity and freedom within the
modern state; at the same time, this rational reconciliation with the (perhaps irresolvable)
contradictions of modernity raises the question of an historical ofher to the antagonistic but self-
moving systems of modernity. Hegel’s concrete diagnosis of the contradictions comes at the price of a
certain ‘conservative’ reconciliation with a “modernity at variance with itself” (Habermas, 1987).
Heidegger, by contrast, provides a radical diagnosis of the nihilism of modern technological en-
framing and counsels a radical openness to the event of appropriation that Being itself may send. That
towards which we are supposed to remain hearing and heeding remains, however, utterly opaque, even
though it is to provide the way forward through the historical labyrinth of modern technology.

Heidegger’s radical openness to Being remains empty of content in the face of a modernity whose
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sheer complexity escapes the ontopoetic thinker of Being. And this radical openness to what Being
itself may send us has its own ethical and political dangers, as Heidegger’s political involvement with
Nazism strongly suggests.[9] This chiasmatic reversal of the relationship between identity and
difference in the dialogue between Hegel and Heidegger, 1 suggest, demonstrates the difficulty of
thinking identity and difference, universality and individuality, and the meaning of rational freedom in

modernity.

This thesis has attempted to explore a dialogue between Hegel and Heidegger concerning the problem
of identity and difference and its significance for understanding the critique of metaphysics and
critique of modernity. This dialogue is less harmonious than disputatious, much like the “lover’s
quarrel” Heidegger describes between thinkers devoted to the “matter itself,” that which philosophy
demands us to confront in thought. While I have attempted to affirm the hermeneutic importance of
reciprocity, I would also remark that each participant brings his or her own hermeneutic interests,
‘prejudices,” and interpretative horizons to any historically situated philosophical debate. In this sense, I
have not been an impartial adjudicator, allowing each speaker to have his say, and thereby discreetly
removing myself from the fray. My intention has been to present a ¢ritical dialogical encounter between
Hegel and Heidegger oriented around a shared problematic—the problem of identity and difference
and its significance for the critique of metaphysics and modernity. My critical proposal has been to
argue that Hegel’s conception of intersubjective freedom offers an important path of inquiry within
the contemporary critique of modernity, while Heidegger’s meditations on metaphysics and modernity,
and in particular his confrontation with Hegel, must be submitted to further critical scrutiny in the face
of its rather uncritical acceptance. Indeed, the prospects for a ‘post-metaphysical’ appropriation of
Hegelian themes are promising, particularly concerning the concept of intersubjective recognition,[10]
as are recent attempts to draw on Hegelian themes for a critical theory of subjectivity and ideology in

(late) modernity.[11]

I have suggested, in short, that Heidegger’s “thinking dialogue” with Hegel seems in some
respects closer to a philosophical monologue. Heidegger’s fine ear for the unthought at the heart of
metaphysics—so brilliantly attuned to Kant and profoundly engaged with Nietzsche—seems somewhat
deaf in the case of Hegel. Heidegger fails to heed that the nihilism of metaphysics is not only the
forgetting of Being but also the experience of modern freedom. In this respect, it is Hegel who
presents the more radical version of philosophical modernism compared with Heidegger’s post-
modernist reversion to neoromantic ontopoetics. The contemporary scepticism towards the possibility

of any emancipatory project in modernity, the anxiety that remaining committed to Enlightenment
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ideals such as autonomous freedom could only result in nihilism and catastrophe, the suspicion that any
rehabilitation of concepts of subjectivity and rationality is tantamount to the most dangerous kind of
metaphysical hubris, all seem to owe their provenance and plausibility, in key respects, to Heidegget’s
powerful philosophical Verfallsgeschichte concerning the fate of metaphysics and subjectivity in
modernity. In this sense, the debate between Hegel and Heidegger concerning the philosophical
problems of modernity remains as pertinent today as it ever was. It is for this reason that I have
emphasised the importance of the philosophical dialogue between the paths of speculative-dialectical
and onto-poetic thinking, Indeed, the Hegelian and Heideggerian narratives of metaphysics, which
mirror and invert one another, still provide a horizon for our own questioning of modernity, our own

restless quest for freedom.

A final word on the Hegel-Heidegger relationship. Genuine dialogue requires reciprocity, an
engagement with the Other, for it is this encounter with the Other that opens up the space for genuine
thinking, reflection, and the possibility of thinking and acting otherwise than we do. But perhaps we
cannot demand this ‘human-all-too-humanist” impulse of a thinker exclusively devoted to the ineffable
mystery of Being. I therefore close with Hegel’s wise remark, as though anticipating Heidegger, on our

need for continuing the work of philosophical thought:

the high sense for the Eternal, the Holy, the Infinite, strides along in the robes of a high priest, on a
path that is from the first no path, but has immediate being at its centre, the genius of profound
original insight and lofty flashes of inspiration. But just as profundity of this kind still does not reveal
the source of essential being, so, too, these sky-rockets of inspiration are not yet the empyrean. True
thoughts and scientific insight are only to be won through the labour of the Concept (PhG 48/970).

[1] Cf. “it is not difficult to see that ours is a birth-time and a period of transition to a new era. Spirit
has broken with the world it has hitherto inhabited and imagined, and is a mind to submerge it in the
past, and in the labor of its own transformation” (PhG 14/911). The appearance of philosophical
Science was to have been a harbinger of the “approaching change,” contributing to the illumination of
the “features of the new world” (PhG 14/9[11).

[2] Cf. Hegel’s description of the “beautiful soul,” a figure of alienated modern “morality” or reflexive
moral self-consciousness: “It lacks the power to externalize itself, the power to make itself into a
Thing, and to endure [mere] being. It lives in dread [Angs?] of besmirching the splendour of its inner
being by action and an existence; and, in order to preserve the unity of its heart, it flees from contact
with the actual world, and persists in its self-willed impotence to renounce its self which is reduced to
the extreme of ultimate abstraction, and to give itself a substantial existence, or transform its thought
into being and put its trust in the absolute difference [between thought and being]. The hollow object
which it has produced for itself now fills it, therefore, with a sense of emptiness. Its activity is a
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yearning which merely loses itself as consciousness becomes an object devoid of substance, and, rising
above this loss, and falling back on itself, finds itself as a lost soul. In this transparent unity of its
moments, an unhappy, so-called ‘beautiful soul’, its light dies away within it, and it vanishes like a
shapeless vapour that dissolves into thin air.”” (PhG 354-355/9658).

[3] See Hegel’s discussion of the collapse of abstract freedom into terror and violence in the example
of the post-revolutionary Jacobin Terror (PhG 9582-595).

[4] See Theunissen’s rigorous analysis of the “repressed intersubjectivity” in Hegel’s exposition of
abstract right, morality, and ethical life in the constitution of rational political community (1991). For
Theunissen, Hegel never fully articulates the possibility of a radically democratic interpretation of
collective will formation through intersubjective recognition, even though this comprises a necessary
element in Hegel’s analysis of the modern state and the overcoming of the primacy of civil society over
the state in modernity.

[5] A brief example can be found in Hegel’s discussion of the relationship between the individual and
the state in the Philosophy of Right. According to Hegel, it is within the actual social and historical world
of modernity, with its correlative forms of self-conscious individuality, that freedom is concretely and
historically actualised (PR §142/189). Hegel refers to this historical type of individuality as the “right of
subjective freedons” (PR §124R/151): the historically achieved right, characteristic of modernity, of the
individual subject to seek his or her own ends, to freely choose his or her own manner of life, and so
on. Indeed, this right of subjective freedom comprises, Hegel remarks, “the pivotal and focal point of
the difference between antiquity and the modern age” (PR {124R/151). Hegel’s task was to describe how
modernity makes it possible to unify the subjective freedom of individuals able to autonomously choose
their own modes of life, with the objectzve freedom of the rational system of institutions, norms, and
practices that embody and enable certain possibilities of action. On the one hand, Hegel insists that
this subjective freedom of individuals is an irrevocable social and historical achievement of modernity;
any political constitution that liquidates the freedom of subjectivity as the “principle of the modern
wotld” thereby becomes deficient and irrational (PR §273A/312). On the other hand, Hegel at times
seems to revoke the consistent application of this principle in respect of one of the most significant
aspects of the modern state: the rational autonomy of its citizens. Although Hegel affirms the right of
individuals to subjective freedom, the fulfilment of this freedom is at times presented as an unreflective
performance of socially required duties. Within the modern rational state, custom and habit in the
citizen (substantial freedom) are to counterbalance subjective and formal freedom in civil society. The
highest duty of ethical individuals is to be members of the state (PR §258/275), and the political
disposition of such individuals is a form of patriotism produced by existing institutions: it is a “certainty
based on #uth”’, a “felt” rightness concerning the history, laws and institutions of one’s community, and
habitnal volition concerning the performance of social and political duties (ethical conscience as
opposed to the subjective certainty of moral conscience) (PR §268). This ethical conscience and
disposition consists of a patriotic trust—“which may pass over into more or less educated insight” (PR
§268/288)—in which individuals are conscious, in an intuitive or “felt” way, that their own interests
accord with those of their political community. Hegel thereby suggests that habit and custom, patriotic
trust, and variable insight into the rationality of the political community, are supplementary elements
required to balance the formal rationality and freedom of ethical individuality in modernity. The
question is whether these “felt” aspects of modern civic duty and patriotism are adequate to overcome
the dichotomies of the modern political and social subject divided between the abstract universality of
legal and economic “personhood” in civil society and the formal character of modern political freedom
and universalistic norms of morality in modernity. The fact that this problem is still very much with us
today suggests that Hegel sharply articulated this fundamental issue in modern social and political
experience, rather than definitively reso/ved these problems of atomisation, alienation, and the division
between formal universality and rational individuality in modernity.

[6] See Gadamer’s Truth and Method, particulatly Part I1 (1994).
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[7] See Derrida’s remark in Of Grammatology: “Hegel is also the thinker of irreducible difference. He
rehabilitated thought as the memory productive of signs. And he reintroduced, ..., the essential necessity
of the written trace in a philosophical—that is to say, Socratic—discourse that had always believed it
possible to do without it; the last philosopher of the book and the first philosopher of writing” (1976,
26). Cf. also his remarks concerning the proximity of Hegel’s dialectical conception of difference and
Heidegger’s ontological difference to Derrida’s “quasi-concept” of différance (1982, 14, 23-20).

[8] Gianni Vattimo, for example, discusses the ethical possibilities opened up by the “Heideggerian”
diagnosis of the nihilism of technological modernity (1988, 28); Rainer Schiirmann argues for the post-
metaphysical “anarchism” that the groundless thinking of Being could foment (1987).

[9] See Caputo (1992) for a thoughtful discussion of the relationship between Heidegger’s Greco-
German “mythology of Being” and his political involvement with Nazism.

10] See Williams (1997), Honneth (1992) for explorations and positive developments respectively of
the theme of recognition for contemporary moral, social, and political philosophical debates.

[11] See Zizek’s eclectic appropriation of Hegelian themes (along with Lacanian psychoanalysis) in
relation to the problems of subjectivity and ideology in contemporary liberal multiculturalism and
global capitalism (1993) (1999). On the topic of the problem of universality and individuality in respect
of social and political forms of intersubjective freedom, see the three-way dialogue between Judith
Butler, Ernesto Laclau, and Slavoj Zizek in their recent co-authored text (2000).

269



Bibliography

Adorno, Theodor — 1973a. Negative Dialectics, trans. E. B. Ashton (London:
Routledge).

— 1973b. The Jargon of Authenticity, trans. Knut Tarnowski and Frederic Will (Evanston:
Northwestern University Press).

— 1993 Hegel: Three Studies, trans. Shierry Weber Nicholson (Cambridge MA./London: MIT
Press).

Allison, Henry E. — 1983. Kant’s Transcendental Idealism: An Interpretation and Defense (New Haven: Yale
University Press).

Ameriks, Karl — 1978. “Kant’s Transcendental Idealism as a Regressive Argument,” Kant-Studien 60,
216-233.

Aristotle — 1980. The Metaphysics Books I—IX, Vol XVII, trans. Hugh Trennidick (Cambridge Ma.:
Harvard University Press).

Barnett, Stuart — 1998a. “Introduction. Hegel before Derrida” in Barnett ed. 1998b.

— 1998b ed. Hegel After Derrida (London/New York: Routledge).
Beierwaltes, Werner — 1980. Identitéit und Differeng (Frankfurt: Klostermann).
Benhabib, Seyla — 1987 “Introduction” to Marcuse (1987).

Bernasconi, Robert —1985. The Question of ILanguage in Heideggers History of Being (New Jersey:
Humanities Press).

Biemel, Walter — 1992. “Heidegger im Gesprich mit Hegel: Zur Negativitit bei Hegel,” in Man and
World 25, 271-280.

Butler, Judith, Laclau, Ernesto, Zizek, Slavoj — 2000. Contingency, Hegemony, Universality. Contemporary
Dialogues on the 1eft (London/New York: Verso).

Caputo, John D. — 1992. Denzythologising Heidegger (Bloomington: Indiana University Press).

Comay, R. and McCumber, J. eds. —1999. Endings. Questions of Memory in Hegel and Heidegger (Evanston:
Northwestern University Press).

Coreth, E. — 1954 “Das Fundamentalontologische Problem bei Hegel und Heidegger,” in Scholasti,
vol. 29, Freiburg,

Cornell D,, Rosenfeld, M., and Catlson, D.G. (eds.) — 1991. Hege/ and 1 egal Theory (New York/London:
Routledge).

de Boer, Karin — 2000. Thinking in the Light of Time. Heideggers Encounter with Hegel (Albany: State
University of New York Press).

de Wacehlens, Alphonse — 1960. “Identité et différence: Hegel et Heidegger,” in Revue internationale de
philosophie, vol. 14, no. 52, 221-237.

Derrida, Jacques — 1976. Of Grammatology, trans. Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak (Baltimore/London: The
Johns Hopkins University Press).

— 1982. Margins of Philosophy, trans. Alan Bass (Chicago: Chicago University Press).

270



Descartes, Rene — 1984. The Philosophical Writings of Descartes Volume 11, trans. J. Cottingham, R.
Stoothof, D. Murdoch (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press).

Descombes, Vincent — 1980. Modern French Philosophy, trans. L. Scott Fox and J.M. Harding
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press).

Desmond, William — 1989. (ed.) Hege/ and his Critics (Albany: State University of New York Press).

Dove, Kenley R. — 1970. “Hegel’s Phenomenological Method,” Review of Metaphysics, XXIII, No.2,
Issue 92, pp. 615-641.

Dubsky, Ivan — 1961. “Uber Hegels und Heideggers Begriff der Zeit,” in Hegel-Jahrbuch, 73-84.

Dising, Klaus — 1969. “Speculation und Reflexion: Zur Zusammenarbeit Schellings und Hegels in
Jena”, Hegel/-Studien V, pp. 95-128.

— 1976 Das Problem der Subjektivitat in Hegels 1.ogik: Systematische und Entwicklungsgeschichtliche
Untersuchungen um Prinzip des ldealismus and zur Dialektik, Hegel-Studien Beiheft 15 (Bonn: Bouvier
Verlag).

Emad, Parvis — 1983. “The Place of Hegel in Heidegger’s Being and Time,” in Research in Phenomenology
13, 159-173.

Fichte, Gottlob — 1981. Grundlage der gesammten Wissenschaftslehre, 1794 in Fichtes Werke, Band 1. Zur
theoretischen Philosophie I (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter).

— 1982. The Science of Knowledge, trans. Peter Heath and John Lachs (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press).

Fink, Eugen — 1977. Phanomenologische Interpretation der ,,Phinomenologie des Geistes™ (Frankfurt: Vittorio
Klostermann).

Fresco, Manuel F, van Dijk, Rob J.A., and Vijgeboom, H.W. Peter eds. — 1989. Heideggers These vom
Ende der Philosophze (Bonn: Bouvier Verlag).

Fulda, H.E and Horstmann, R-.P. eds. — 1994. Vernunftbegriffe in der Moderne (Stuttgart: Klett-Cotta).

Gadamer, Hans-Georg — 1981. “The Heritage of Hegel” in Reason in the Age of Science, trans. Frederick
G. Lawrence (Cambridge Ma./London: The MIT Press), 38-68.

— 1994 Truth and Method, trans. Joel Weinsheimer and Donald G. Marshall (New York:

Continuum).

— 1976 Hegels Dialectic. Five Hermenentical Studies, trans. P. Christopher Smith (New
Haven/London: Yale University Press).

Gallagher, Shaun ed. — 1997. Hegel, History, and Interpretation (Albany: SUNY Press).

Gasché, Rodolphe — 1994. Inventions of Difference. On Jacgues Derrida (Cambridge Ma./London: Harvard
University Press).

Gillespie, Michael Allen — 1984. Hegel, Heidegger, and the Ground of History (Chicago/London: Chicago
University Press).

Haar, Michel — 1980. “Structures hégéliennes dans la pensée heideggérienne de I'Histoire,” Revue de
Métaphysigue et de Morale, No.11, 48-59.

— 1999. “The History of Being and its Hegelian Model” in Comay and McCumber eds. 1999,
45-56.

Haas, Andrew — 2000. Hege/ and the Problem of Multiplicity (Evanston: Northwestern University Press).

Habermas, Jurgen — 1987. The Philosophical Discourse of Modernity. Twelve Lectures, trans. Frederick
Lawrence (Cambridge Ma.: The MIT Press).

271



Harris — 1977. Hegels Development 1: Toward the Sunlight (1770-1801) (Oxford: Oxford University Press).
— 1983. Hegel’s Development. Night Thoughts (Jena 1801-1806). (Oxford: Oxford University Press).
— 1997. Hegel’s Ladder I: The Pilgrimage of Reason (Indianapolis: Hackett).

Hartmann, Klaus — 1966. “On Taking the Transcendental Turn,” in Review of Metaphysics, 20, 223-49.
— 1976. “Hegel: A Non-Metaphysical View,” in Maclntyre ed. 1976.

Hegel, GW.E. — 1968a Differenz; des Fichteschen und Schelling’schen Systems der Philosophie, Gesammelte Werke
Band 1V, Jenaer Kritische Schriften. Hrsg v. Hartmut Buchner and Hans Brockard (Hamburg: Felix
Meiner Verlag), 1-92.

— 1968b. Glanben und Wissen, Gesammelte Werke Band 1V, (her.) Hartmut Buchner and Hans
Brockard (Hamburg: Felix Meiner Verlag), 313-414.

— 1969. Enzyklopaedia der philosphischen Wissenschaften im Grundrisse (1830), (ed.) F. Nicolin and O.
Poggeler (Hamburg: Felix Meiner).

— 1971a. Vorlesungen iiber die Geschichte der Philosophie III, Werke in zwanzig Bdnden, Band 20
(Frankfurt: Suhrkamp).

— 1971b. Hegel’s Philosophy of Mind, trans. W. Wallace and A.V. Miller
(Oxford: Clarendon Press).

— 1975. The Difference between Fichtes and Schellings System of Philosophy, trans. H. Harris and W.
Cerf (Albany: SUNY Press).

— 1977a. Faith and Knowledge, trans. W. Cerf and H.S. Harris (Albany: SUNY Press).
— 1977b. Hegel’s Phenomenology of Spirit, trans. A.V. Miller (Oxford: Oxford University Press).

— 1978. Wissenschaft der 1ogik. Erster Band. Die Objektive Logik (1812/1813). Gesammelte Werke
Band 11, (her.) Friedrich Hogmann and Walter Jaeschke (Hamburg: Felix Meiner Verlag).

— 1980. Phdnomenologie des Geiste, Gesammelte Werke, Vol. IX, ed. Wolfgang Bonsiepen and
Reinhard Heede (Hamburg:FelixMeiner Verlag).

— 1981. Wissenschaft der Logik. Zweiter Band. Die Subjektive Logik (1816). Gesammelte Werke Band
12, (her.) Friedrich Hogmann and Walter Jaeschke (Hamburg: Felix Meiner Verlag).

— 1985. Wissenschaft der Logik Erster Teil. Die Objektive Logik. Erster Band. Die Lehre vom Sein
(1832), Gesammelte Werke Band 21, (her.) Friedrich Hogmann and Walter Jaeschke (Hamburg:
Felix Meiner Verlag).

— 1991a. The Encyclopaedia 1ogic. Part I of the Encyclopaedia of the Philosophical Sciences with the
Zusdtze, trans. T.F. Geraets, W.A. Suchting, H.S. Harris (Indianapolis: Hackett, 1991).

— 1991b. Elements of the Philosophy of Right, trans. Allen W. Wood (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press).

— 1995. Lectures on the History of Philosophy. 3 Medieval and Modern Philosophy, trans. E.S. Haldane
and Frances H. Simson (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press).

Heidegger, Martin — 1957. Satz vom Grund (Ptillingen: Gunter Neske Verlag).
— 1961. Nietzgsche Band 11 (Ptillingen: Glinter Neske Verlag).

— 1962. Die Frage nach dem Ding. Zu Kants Lebre von den Transgendentalen Grundsdtzen (Tibingen:
Max Niemeyer Verlag).

— 1969. Identity and Difference, trans. Joan Stambaugh (New York: Harper and Row).

272



— 1977. The Question Concerning Technology and Other Essays, trans. William Lovitt (Harper and
Row: San Francisco).

— 1980. Hegels Phanomenologie des Geistes, Gesamtausgabe Band 32 (Frankfurt a.M.: Vittorio
Klostermann).

— 1982. Nietzgsche Vol. IV': Nibilism, trans.Frank A. Capuzzi (San Francisco: Harper and Row).
— 1991. Kant und das Problem der Metaphysik, funfte, vermehrte Auflage

(Frankfurt a.M.: Vittorio Klostermann).

— 1993a. Sein und Zeit, siebzehnte Auflage (Tubingen: Max Niemeyer Verlag).

— 1993b. Gesamtausgabe Band 68, Hege/ 1. Die Negativitit 2.Erlanterung der “Einleitung” zu Hegels
“Phenomenology des Geistes” (Frankfurt: Vittorio Klostermann).

— 1994. Holzwege (Frankfurt: Vittorio Klostermann).

— 1994a. Hegel’s Phenomenology of Spirit, trans. Parvis Emad and Kenneth Maly (Bloomington:
Indiana University Press).

— 1996a. Identitit und Differeng (Stuttgart: Gunter Neske Verlag).

— 1996b. The Principle of Reason, trans, Reginald Lee (Bloomington: Indiana
University Press).

— 1996¢. Being and Time, trans, Joan Stambaugh (Albany: State University of
New York Press).

— 1996¢. Wegmarken (Frankfurt a.M.: Vittorio Klostermann).

— 1997a. Der Deutsche Idealismus (Fichte, Schelling, Hegel) und die philosophische Problemlage der
Gegenwart, Gesamtausgabe Band 28 (Frankfurt: Klostermann).

— 1997b. Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics, fifth edition, trans, Richard Taft (Bloomington:
Indiana University Press).

— 1997c. Hegels Phinomenologie des Geistes, Gesamtausgabe Band 32 (Frankfurt: Vittorio
Klostermann)

— 1998. Pathmarks ed William McNeill (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press).

— 1999a. Beitrige zur Philosophie (Vom Ereignis), GA Band 65, (her.) EW. von Herrmann
(Frankfurt: Vittorio Klostermann).

— 1999b. Contributions to Philosophy (From En-owning), trans. Parvis Emad and Kenneth Paly
(Indiana University Press, 1999).

Heinrichs, J. — 1974. Die Logik der Phénomenologie des Geistes (Bonn: Bouvier Verlag).

Henrich, Dieter — 1969. “The Proof-Structure of Kant’s Transcendental Deduction,” Review of

Metaphysies 22, 640-659.
— 1970. Hegel im Kontext (Frankfurt: Suhrkamp Verlag).

— 1979. ““Identitit’ — Begriffe, Probleme, Grenzen” in Odo Marquard and Karlheinz Stierle
eds. 1979/1996, 133-186.

Honneth, Axel —1992. Kampf um Anerkennung. Zur moralischen Grammatik ogialer Konflikte (Frankfurt:

Suhrkamp Verlag).

Horstmann, Rolf-Peter — 1977. “Jenaer Systemkonzeptionen,” in Poggeler, ed. 1977, 43-58.

273



— 1980. “Uber das Verhiltnis von Metaphysik der Subjektivitit und Philosophie der
Subjektivitat in Hegels Jenaer Schriften” Hege/-Studien, Beiheft 20, 181-95.

— 1995. Die Grenzen der Vernunft. Eine Untersuchung zu Zielen und Motiven des Dentschen Idealisnius
(Weinheim: Beltz Athendum Verlag).

Houlgate, Stephen — 1986. Hegel, Nietzsche and the Criticism of Metaphysics (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press).

— 1991. Freedom, Truth and History. An Introduction to Hegels Philosophy (London/New York:
Routledge).

Hume, David —1978. A Treatise of Human Nature.Second edition, ed. PH.Nidditch (Oxford Oxford
University Press).

Husserl, Edmund — 1991. On the Phenomenology of the Conscionsness of Internal Time (1893-1917), trans.
John Barnett Brough (Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers).

Janicaud, Dominque — 1995. “Heideggeriana” in Janicaud and Jean-Francous Mattéi (ed.), Heidegger
from Metaphysics to Thought, trans. Michael Gendre (Albany: SUNY Press).

— 1999. “Heidegger-Hegel: An Impossible ‘Dialogue’” in Comay and McCumber (eds.), 26-
44.

Kant, Immanuel — 1987. Critique of Judgment,. Including the First Introduction, trans. Werner S. Pluhar
(Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing).

— 1990a. Kritik der reinen Vernunft, Nach der ersten und zmweiten Original-Ausgabe (her.) Raymund
Schmidt (Hamburg: Felix Meiner Verlag).

— 1990b. Kritik der Praktischen 1 ernunft (her.) Karl Vorlinder (Hamburg: Felix Meiner Verlag ).
— 1990c. Kritik der Urteilskraft. (her.) Karl Vorlinder (Hamburg: Felix Meiner Verlag ).

— 1996 Critigue of Pure Reason, Unified Edition, trans. Werner S. Pluhar (Indianapolis: Hackett
Publishing Company).

Kojeve, Alexandre — 1980. Introduction to the Reading of Hegel. Lectures on the Phenomenology of Spirit,
trans. James H. Nichols (Ithaca/London: Cornell University Press).

Kolb, David — 1986. The Critigue of Pure Modernity. Hegel, Heidegger, and After (Chicago/London:
Chicago University Press).

— 1999. “Modernity’s Self-Justification: The Thought of Robert B. Pippin,” The Owl of Minerva,
30:2, 253-275.

Krell, David Farrell — 1976. “Heidegger, Nietzsche, Hegel. An Essay in Descensional Reflection,” in
Nietzsche-Studien, 5, 255-262.

Lammi, Walter — 1997. “Hegel, Heidegger, and Hermeneutical Experience” in Gallagher ed. Hegel,
History, and Interpretation, SUNY Press, 1997, 43-58

Levinas, Emmanuel — 1979. Tozality and Infinity. Trans, Alphonso Lingus (The Hague: Martinus Nijoff).

Locke, John — 1975. An Essay Concerning Human Understanding, ed. Peter H. Nidditch (Oxford: Oxford
University Press).

Macann, Christopher ed. — 1992. Martin Heidegger: Critical Assessments Vol. II: History of Philosophy
(London: Routledge).

Maclntyre, A. ed. — 1976. Hegel: A Collection of Critical Essays (Notre Dame: Notre Dame Press).

Marcuse, Herbert — 1987 Hege/s Ontology and the Theory of Historicity, trans. Seyla Benhabib (Cambridge
Ma./London: MIT Press).

274



Marquard, Odo — 1979. “Identitit: Schwundtelos und Mini-Essenz — Bemerkungen zur Genealogie
einer aktuellen Diskussion” in Odo Marquard and Karlheinz Stiele eds. 1979/1996, 347-369.

Marquard, O and Stietle, K. — 1979/1996. Identitit, Poetik und Hermeneutik VIII, second unaltered
ed. (Munich: Wilhem Fink Verlag).

Marx, Werner — 1971. Heidegger and the Tradition, trans. Theodore Kisiel and Murray Grene (Evanston:
Northwestern University Press).

Neske, Gunter ed. — 1959. Martin Heidegger zum siebzigsten Geburtstag (Ptillingen: Neske).

(132

Peperzak, Adriaan — 1989. “Einige Fragen zum Thema ,,Hegel und Heidegger®,” in Manuel E Fresco,
Rob J.A. van Dijk, and H.W. Peter Vijgeboom eds. 1989, 49-74.

Pelyczynski, A. — 1986. “Political Community and Individual Freedom,” in Pelyczynski (ed.) The State
and Civil Society: Studies in Hegels Political Philosophy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press).

Pinkard, Terry — 1990. “How Kantian was Hegel?”” Review of Metaphysics, 45, 831-838.
— 1988. Hegel’s Dialectic. The Explanation of Possibility (Philadelphia: Temple University Press).

Pippin, Robert B. — 1982. Kants Theory of Form. An Essay on the Critique of Pure Reason. (New Haven:
Yale University Press).

— 1985. “Marcuse on Hegel and Historicity,” The Philosophical Forum, Vol. 25, No. 3, 181-206.

— 1989. Hegel’s Idealism. The Satisfactions of Self-Consciousness (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press).

— 1990. “Hegel and Category Theory,” Review of Metaphysics 43, 839-848.

— 1991 Modernism as a Philosophical Problem. On the Dissatisfaction of European High Culture
(Oxford/Cambridge Ma.: Basil Blackwell).

— 1994. “On Being Anti-Cartesian: Heidegger, Hegel, Subjectivity, and Sociality,” in H.F. Fulda
and R-. P. Horstmann eds., 1994.

— 1999. “Response to David Kolb,” Ow/ of Minerva, 30:2, 277-286.

Plato — 1989. The Collected Dialogues, E. Hamilton and H. Cairns (eds.) (Princeton: Princeton University
Press).

Poggelet, Otto — 1997. (ed.) Hegel: Einfiihrung in seiner Philosophie (Freiburg/Minchen: Verlag Karl
Alber).

— 1995. “Hegel und Heidegger tiber Negativitat,” in Hege/-Studien 30, 145-165.

— 1990. “Heidegger und Hegel,” in Hege/-Studien 25, 139-160.

— 1980. “Selbstbewul3tsein und Identitit,” in Hege/-Studien 16, 189-217.

— 1970 “Hegel und die Anfinge der Nihilismus-Diskussion,” Man and World, Vol. 3, 163-199.

Redding, Paul — 1991. “Hegel’s Logic of Being and the Polarities of Presocratic Thought,” The Monist,
74, 438-4506.

— 1996. Hegel’s Hermenentics (Ithaca/London: Cornell University Press).
Rose, Gillian — 1984. Dialectic of Nibilism. Poststructuralism and Law (Oxford: Basil Blackwell).

Riedel, Manfred — 1989. “Erster und Anderer Anfang. Hegels Bestimmung des Ursprungs and Grundes des
griechischen Philosophie” in Logik und Geschichte in Hegels Systemr, Hans-Christian Lucas and Guy
Planty-Bonjour (her.), (Frommann-holzboog).

Rosen, Stanley — 1974. G.W.F. Hegel. An Introduction to the Science of Wisdom (New Haven: Yale

275



University Press).

— 1993. The Question of Being. A Reversal of Heidegger (New Haven/London: Yale University
Press).

Sartre, Jean-Paul — 1969. Being and Nothingness, trans. Hazel E. Barnes (London: Routledge).

Schelling, EW.J. — 1985. Ausgewdibite Schriften. Band I 1794-1800, (her) Manfred Frank (Frankfurt:
Suhrkamp Verlag).

Schmidt, Dennis J. — 1988. The Ubiquity of the Finite: Hegel, Heidegger, and the Entitlements of Philosophy (
Cambridge Ma./London: MIT Press).

Schulz, Walter — 1959. “Die Aufhebung der Metaphysik in Heideggers Denken” in Giinter Neske ed.
1959.

Schiirmann, Rainer — 1987. Heidegger on Being and Acting: From Principles to Anarchy, trans, Christine
Marie-Gros (Bloomington: Indiana University Press).

Sell, Annette — 1998. Martin Heideggers Gang durch Hegels ,,Phéanomenologie des Geistes” (Bonn: Bouvier
Verlag).

Siep, Ludwig — 1992. Praktische Philosophie im Dentschen ldealismus (Frankfurt: Suhrkamp Verlag).

Smith, P. Christopher — 1968. “Heidegger, Hegel, and the Problem of das Nichts,” in International
Philosophy Quarterly, Vol. VIII, 379-405.

— 1971. “Heidegger’s Critique of Absolute Knowledge,” in The New Scholasticisnz, Vol. XLV.

Souche-Dagues, Denise — 1979. “Une Exégese Heideggerienne: Le Temps Chez Hegel d’apres de {82
de ‘Sein und Zeit,” Revue de Métaphysique et de Morale, No. 1, Jan-Mar., 101-120.

— 1992. “The Dialogue between Hegel and Heidegger,” in Christopher Macann ed., 1992.

Stambaugh, Joan — 1974. “Time and Dialectic on Hegel and Heidegger,” in Research in Phenomenology 4,
87-97.

Surber, Jere Paul — 1978-79. “Heidegger’s Critique of Hegel’s Notion of Time,” in Philosophy and
Phenomenological Research, Vol. 39, 358-377.

Taminiaux, Jacques — 1985. “Dialectic and Difference,” in Dialectic and Difference: Finitude in Modern
Thonght, ed. James Decker and Robert Crease (New Jersey: Humanities Press), 79-90.

Taylor, Charles — 1975. Hege/ (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press).

— 1989. Sources of The Self. The Making of Modern ldentity (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press).

Theunissen, Michael — 1980. Sein und Schein. Die kritische Funktion der Hegelschen 1ogik (Frankfurt a.M.:
Suhrkamp).

— 1984. The Other. Studies in the Social Ontology of Husserl, Heidegger, Sartre, and Buber, trans.
Christopher Macann (Cambridge Ma./London: MIT Press).

— 1991, “The Repressed Intersubjectivity in Hegel’s Philosophy of Right,” in Cornell D,
Rosenfeld, M., and Catlson, D.G. (eds.).

van der Meulen, Jan — 1953. Heidegger und Hegel oder Widerstreit und Widerspruch (Meisenheim: Anton
Hain Verlag).

Vattimo, Gianni — 1988. The End of Modernity. Nibilism and Hermeneutics in Post-Modern Culture, trans. Jon
R. Snyder (Cambridge: Polity Press).

Westphal, Merold — 1998. History and Truth in Hegels Phenomenology (Bloomington: Indiana

276



University Press).

Williams, Robert R. — 1989. “Hegel and Heidegger” in Desmond ed., 1989, 135-157.
— 1992. Recognition. Fichte and Hegel on the Other (Albany: State University of New York Press).
— 1997. Hegel’s Ethics of Recognition (Berkeley/London: University of California Press).

Woltf, Michael — 1981. Der Begriff des Widerspruchs. Eine Studie zur Dialektik Kants und Hegel (Hain).

— 1999. “On Hegel’s Doctrine of Contradiction”, trans. Erin Flynn, Kenneth R. Westphal Owz
of Minerva 31: 1, 1-22.

Wood, Allen W. — 1991. Hegelian Ethical Theory (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press).

Zizek, Slavoj — 1993. Tarrying with the Negative. Kant, Hegel, and the Critique of Ideology (Durham: Duke
University Press).

— 1999. The Ticklish Subject. The Absent Centre of Political Ontology (London: Verso Books).

277



	Bibliography

