Chapter Thirteen

ON THE AMERICAN COUNTERCULTURE:
THE HEGELIAN METHOD IN POST-HEGELIAN USE

The two previous chapters have considered Hegel’ s use of the didectical method in elaborating his
own system of philosophy. Buit if the didectica method is not available to usto do anything different from
what Hegd did—not just to retrace his steps, not just to replicate or fasfy hisreaults, but to obtain results
dependent on our historica Stuation that he could never have obtained—it is not a scientific method.
While concluding chapters examine non-Hegelian didectica methods, this chapter examines fruitfulness of
the Hegdian didecticd method in the human sciences. 1t isamethod for obtaining an objectively correct
(though incomplete) interpretation of the speech and actions expressing an ided typical standpoint common
to a present or past time. When the available texts and behavior our correctly interpreted, the ided typicd
standpoint they expressis correctly understood. The present standpoint is didecticaly comprehended by
being derived logicdly, didecticaly, from prior ided typica standpoints. The standpoints are reproduced
or recongtructed in the experience of the interpreter who understands them. The didectica isamethod of
formulaing and testing empathetic hypotheses about ided typicad standpointsin the didecticd past of a
present slandpoint. The method of testing is by risking prediction of the sort of further textua or behaviora
evidence that will be found.

This chapter is a case sudy in application of the diaectical method for a purpose other than
retracing Hegel’ s own steps in using the method.  The chapter starts out with a twentieth century dialectic
that is conjectured to be that of a didectic recorded in the Phenomenol ogy, but then identifies behaviord
and textua expressons of that standpoint that fasfy the empathetic hypothess. The chapter concludes by
proposing a subgtitute hypothesis.

The twentieth century diaectic that is recongtructed, first falsgly and then in more nearly correct
fashion, isthat of the so-called American counterculture of the 1960s and early >70s, from the New Left
through the hippies, revolutionaries and Jesus people, to the counterculturess collapse in artistry and the
cynicism of Watergate. | initidly view the development as a reenactment of the very smilar didectic of
“active reason’ = in the Phenomenol ogy of Spirit, from the critique of “observation” to “society asa
community of animas”

Y et we must reject the possibility of exact reenactment of individua experience, as contrasted to
ided typicd reconstruction of it. Perfect re-enactment would be distinguishable from the origina
enactment. Higtory, Hegel believed, is the enactment of unprecedented novelty and does not fdl into
eterna returns like nature. 1 conclude that the counterculture, unlike the didectic of active reason, was an
higtoricd, public didectic. It wasthe didectic of Americas discovery of itsown specific concept of a
rationa state. 1nthe American verson, that rationd state regulates technocracy, awould-be sovereign will
to apply science.

Y et, inan age of technologica globaism and global insecurity, this discovery cametoo late. The
technological and military basis of the only world-history that Hegel knew, the history of territoridly limited
states from Chinato the modern rational state, is disappearing. As a consequence, reconstruction of the
counterculturd didectic of the American rationa state can no longer recongtruct or didecticdly vindicate
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the present standpoint of the United States, whichisin radica flux. A didectica recongtruction of pax
Americanaisasimpossble for usasadidectica reconstruction of the Napoleonic Empire was for Hegdl
in the Phenomenology. Hegd’sinordinate private interest in this empire a the time of the time of the
publication of the Phenomenol ogy, as shown by hisletters, could gain no scientific expression. Thelimits
of higtorica congtruction are dso limits of diaectica reconstruction.

Since higtory isthe unfolding of unique and unrepeatable events, any post- Hegelian reenactment of
adidectic that has already appeared Hegdl’ s past can only beinexact. When we practice the didectica
method today, abandoning ourselvesto thelife of an historical movement whose didectic we
methodologically reconstruct and view, we must do so without furtive Sde-glancesto Hegdian texts. Yet,
a the same time, it may be possible to find in Hegek-s texts ideal typical didectica progressonsthat are
repeated in generd though never in particular.

To usthe “counterculture’ seems ancient history, and yet it has marked not only a generation, but
the character of the United States since. If | link it to Hegd, it is partly to see to how an Hegdlian
reconstruction of the counterculture might illuminate Hegel and the counterculture, each by the other. Yet
given the contemporary context in which | have place the counterculture, | want to say something about the
scope and limits of adidecticd understanding of the United States. The counterculture is a possible test of
how Hegel:s writings might contribute to the comprehension of our own age (and not merely Hegek:s) in
thought.
| shdl preface my andysis by caling attention to the al-too- neglected convergence of belief
between Hegel and Freud." Both take what we may call “the didectic of revolution and restoration’ to be
an essentid key to the drama of human history. Thisisadidectic by which the reflective abstraction and
term absolutization of something contained in a pre-reflective immediate context—in negation of the thing's
correates in that context—ends by restoring the thing in the context on a post-reflective leve. Every
didectic as Hege concelvesit isadidectic of revolution and restoration. Term or property abstraction and
absolutization dways revolts againg the concrete truth of interna rel ationships between terms and
properties. And in negation of the negation this revolt dways confesses its incoherence and concurs with
the thing's now explicit contextud redefinition.

Thisdidectical patternis the driving force behind al developmentsin the Phenomenology?. If
some section does not seem to show this didectic, it occursin alarger context that does show it. Yet the
“didectic of revolution and restoration” need not imply a conservative biasin didecticd developmentsor in
the didecticd method, asif every didectic ended in the vindication of everything present if the present is
concretely understood. For the standpoint of the present is not ways one of negation of the negation. It
may be one of false term or property absolutization, and false theologica absolutization. The “established
disorder” may be an indtitutiondly presupposed false diaectical assumption by indirect proof. In that case,
the diaectic of revolution and restoration has come to be stuck a some kind of false absolutization, and the
negeation of that absolutization by the other which it has negated gtill struggles to disestablish the disorder. In
this Stuation the didectica method in no way promotes reconciliation with the existing fal se aosolutizationn,
or aredoraion of the false absolutization if its saf-negation has disestablished it. False absolutization of
every typeisrevolutionary in revolting againg alived experience of the organic unity of terms and of
characterigtics, and by negating the organic unity the absolutization, digging its own grave, isingrumentd in
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restoring that unity. What is called “revolution” is often redly the restoration of a unity disturbed the
understanding (Ver stand).

Wewill be chiefly concerned with how the didectica pattern is played out in the historical sections
of text. Reflecting on the Phenomenol ogy, we see this didectic enacted on three different levels. Firg, it
isapparent in the didectic of sdf-consciousness, of lordship and bondage. In this didectic, the dave
revolts againgt the master, only to restore the authority of the master through identification and
interndization. He revolts againg his chains, only to reproduce them interndly through free, uncoerced
choice. Thusin the unhappy consciousness which results from the diaectic of lordship and bondage, the
magter-dave relation is reproduced within individua consciousness. As Jean Hyppolite remarksin
commenting on this section of the Phenomenol ogy, the master becomes the superego.® The master-dave
didectic isa particularization of the didectical pattern of revolution and restoration. Yet the interna
restored master is not exactly the same asthe origina externd master. The restored Bourbons were,
precisely as restored, not the original Bourbons.

We meset a second particularization of the same diaectical pattern in the didectic of >observatiorr
and »active-reason,: of subjective theoretical and practicd spirit. Findly, the same pattern occurs on a il
higher leve in the didectic of objective spirit. The evolution of collective history repests that of the
individua from rebellion to adjustment and identification with authority.*

A case for viewing the counterculture as areenactment of the didectic of active reasonin the
Phenomenology, & least initslogica coreif not in dl particulars, may be pedagogicaly helpful by making
Hegd relevant to recent history. A kind of breakthrough occurs as the student sees the didectic a work
around her, and not merely in adusty past. Y et the case we congtruct might have interest beyond Hegel
sudiesif it actudly shed light on recent history and, a the same time, tests the limits of nineteenth century
Hegdianism in the twentieth century.

To understand the counterculture one must of course first understand the dominant later twentieth
century American culture to which it is opposed. With thisin mind | want first to say something about the
concept of atechnocratic society. | shdl define technocracy as asociety control by problem solving
expertstrained in scientific rationdity. A technocratic society is one controlled by technocrats, by those
whose scientific training orients them toward the rationd solution of problems. Wherever atechnocrat sees
an unsatisfied need, he or she perceives a problem to be atacked technologicaly. More ominoudy in the
eyes of some, technocrats tend by ther training to posit the need to solve any problem which presents itsdlf
as susceptible to technologica solution, so that scientific problem-solving by dretching the limits the
technology and demondrating more deeply what we are capable of, tends to becomeanend initsdf. The
current frenzy surrounding the application of technology in the classroom in the United Statesillustrates
such atechnocratic trend. Classes can be taught with Powerpoint presentations and forums on the Web,
so they should be taught this way.

Hegd’ s conceptud system is most fundamentaly an adaptation of the Aristotelean system in which
sdf-actudization replaces Arigtotl€ s actudization an other which is dready in act because sdf and other
turn out to be insgparable. The dominance of the understanding alows Aristotle to separate self and other,
to suppose that an action on the self by itsworld is an action by an irreducible other. Hegel takes the other
to be none other than the more concrete completion of the salf. Essence, being in sdf, is potentidity.
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What we are in oursaves, by our being in self [an sich] or essence, iswhat we are potentidly as
demonstrated by our being for the other [flr anderes], i.e., by interaction with our world that alone can
actudize potentidity, and by our being in and for ourselves [an und fur sich] infinding ourselves, our
potentidity, actudized in thisworld and thus in finding oursdves in the world.

In atechnocratic society human beingsinhabit aworld of scientificaly designed equipment which
actudizes an ever increasing range of human potentia, and since human beings are who they are only
through this world which they have fashioned the current range of human potentid is self-actudized in being
actudized by that world. A technocratic society does not consider that human beings contain in themselves
potentidities that are not sdlf-actudized by the technologically fashioned world. Nor doesit consider that
the technological actudization of potentials may frustrate the non-technologica actudization of other
potentials. The teacher who teaches by Powerpoint and the Web is self-actudized in one range of hisor
her pedagogicd potentids, but the potentid for saying something new whose content changes livesis
ignored by the technocratic stress on technologically sophiticated delivery. The time, expertise, and
seduction of the polished presentation may so distract a young teacher from the transformation content that
ateacher’s potential for unsettling students with new ideas may be left unactudized.

The once technologically insuperable problem of teaching a class with a thousand dides organized
in sequence can be solved by new technology, therefore ought to be solved, and in fact has now been
solved. Teachers who never conscioudy wanted to teach a class with a thousand dides are now rewarded
by university adminigrations for wanting to do what has become possible. A thousand dides in a semester
an easly understood, quantifiable measure of pedagogical achievement. Students, seduced by the polish,
raredly redize what is missing when the time required to make a thousand dides, though far less than before,
does not permit concentrated intelligent effort to transform established course content in away that brings
sudents to the forefront of adiscipline. Even adminigtrations, even departmenta colleagues with their
different specidizations, rardly know whether thiskind of effort has been made. The prudent young
teacher is better advised to am for quantifiable the results rewarded by technocratic society.

There are of course different kinds and degrees of technocracy: capitdigtic, socidist, and what |
shdl cdl “absolute technocracy.”  In capitaigtic technocracy, the means of economic production are
controlled by technocratic managers, but the ends of production are determined by the requirements of a
return on investment, by the owners of capitd. Engineers, those responsible for research and devel opment,
do not enjoy complete control. Although their expertise gives them control of the means of production
Private owners determine the problem to be solved, while the technocratic personnel merdly determine the
condition of its solution.

At least in principle, technocrats do not determine the ends of production in socidist technocracy
ether. The ends are determined by the purported exigencies of socid justice, whether those exigencies are
decided by democratic dections or by non-elected dite.

In absolute technocracy, experts determine both the ends and the means of production. The
technocrat ceases to be amere hired hand and becomes the principa director of sociad development. And
what ends would he be likely to choose? If atechnocrat is allowed to determine the ends of production as
a technocrat, he or sheis attracted, | have suggested, by the view that a problem ought to be solved
amply because there exigs the technicd possibility of asolution. The result iswhat some might call
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technology gone wild, gpplied for the pure professiond joy of its gpplication, with regard to neither profit
not considerations of socid justice.

In trying to position the United States relative to these three types of technocracy it is necessary to
remember that redlity is never as Imple as an abstract modd, that it usudly displays contradictory
tendencies. All the same, there are certain observations capable of indicating a dominant tendency. First,
the United States does not seem to be, at least at present, an absolute technocracy. If it weresuch a
technocracy, it would probably have chosen to construct a supersonic transport or go to Mars by afixed
date. These are problems open to precise, mathematically eegant solution, the kind that technocrats like.
But there are doubts as to whether such schemes are either economic or humanly urgent. The fact that
Americahasrgected them sgndsits refusa before the specter of absolute technocracy, even though
economic growth is driven in unforeseen ways by technologica innovation pursued for its own sake, by the
Crestion among consumers an economic demand for offshoots of any technology.

Nevertheless, absolute technocracy became a powerful trend during in the 1960's, in part due to
the impetus that Sputnik had given to science education in the United States. Many would see evidence of
this trend in the Moon program, aswell asin naiond defense projects that proliferate chiefly because the
technology is available, dthough nationalism and nationd security aso play arole. From the perspective of
the early twenty-first century, the technologica advance that the United States enjoys in defense has placed
it inaworld of its own to such a degree that joint military operations and with its NATO dlies become
difficult and sometimesimpossible.

The idea of adefense missle system started out in the 1980’ s as science fiction only to become,
gradudly, technologicaly possible and, to this extent, politicaly mandatory. It issaid that such asystem
should be implemented not be cause it is technologicaly possible but because redization of the
technological posshbility serves nationd defense. Maybe someday it will serve defense. Today nobody
knows for sure, and in the meantime research seeks to establish its technologicd possibility asafact. But it
seems dready decided that any technologica possibility of amissle defense ought to be redized,
regardless of whether it isthe best avenue to true nationa security given dl the other demands on the
nationa budget. Such an assumption bears the mark of absolute technocracy. A missle defense may
never be cogt effective in generaing profitable spin-offs in the consumer economy, it may make no
detectable contribution to socid justice in the United States, and it may not contribute to nationa security
as much as an equivdent amount of money invested in development aid in the poorest regions of the world.

But pursuit of a missile defense system is part of America's struggle to conquer atechnological New
Frontier.

The power of absolute technocracy, then, should not be underestimated in the United States. But
how does America sand in relation to the remaining two modes. capitdistic and socidist? Itisusudly sad
that the United States has a mixed economy, though since the 1970’ s the tax-supported socid safety net
has increasingly been put on adiet. Programs like the war on poverty in the Johnson administration, wage
and price controls in the Nixon adminigtration, and CETA ?? during the Carter adminigtration have become
unimagineble. Nationa hedth insurance has been soundly rgected, and in many cities individuas who
depend on public transportation are not made to fed like firg-class citizens. Programsthat are in principle
socidig dill exig in the United States as in Europe dong Side capitdism Y et the proportion of the onesto
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the othersis areversal of the proportion that has prevailed in European socid democracies—though
globaization is leading to the privatization of large public corporations in Europe.

Governmenta assumption of control over Amtrak’ s passenger train serviceisaso indicetive. A
socididic pattern isexemplified: aneed for passenger sarvice, left unsatisfied by the private railroads, was
dleged by the government. Government acted to satisfy the need by the introduction of new technology,
such as high-speed trains. Sometimes, especidly in the area of defense or aternative energy sources such
as hydrogen-powered automobiles, the new technology is o expensive and so laden with financid risk in
the free market that only government can offer provide the information, the nationad policy orientation,
financid incentives, and guaranteed market judtify its application

Most important in the long run, as an indicator of the socidigtic trend of technocracy in the United
Sates, is the government:s commitment, at least in principle, to ecologica concerns, to pollution control, to
energy conservation, to dternatives to foss| fuels, and to clean technology. Technocratic capitaism could
turn out to be avictim of its own success. This does not mean that the profit motive will fadeway in
economic life, but rather that the kind of economic activity that yieds a profit isincreasngly determined by
public planning for the public good. The fantastic growth of production in highly indudtriaized nations
creates such waste and pollution that only nationa and, increasingly, globd planning can offer the hope of a
solutiorBand a hope that the poorest regions and population groups could share in sustainable growth
before the ecologicd limits to growth are reached. Thiswas of course thethesisof The Limitsto Growth
published by the Club of Romein 1972. Thirty yearslater, a the beginning of the twenty-first century, the
Club of Rome report has proven itsdlf to be the most important economic analysis of the contemporary
era. It provides an important point of departure for questioning a basic assumption of Das Kapital, which
foresaw communism as aredm of endless economic growth, an endless increase in capital and consumer
goods. Marx’s perspective, which today enjoys wider support among American technocratic capitdists
than among French sociaidts, is not necessarily refuted, but the indirect costs of economic growth were
never adequately considered by Marx. It is possible that by paying sufficient attention to them it will
become possible to remove the limits to growth without with less danger to the public good.

But perhaps enough has been said to suggest the conclusion that, dthough American technocracy
remains capitaist by tradition, it may gill, by pragmatic necessity more than ideologica conviction, become,
objectively, increasingly socidistBdespite or rather precisaly because of the exuberance of American
capitdism. Minima government at the domegtic level becomes neo-isolationism &t the globd level. The
active leadership of the American government in world governance for the welfare of globa civil society
conflicts with America s disnclination to active leedership in planning the public good of the domestic
American society. But in thelong run it is probably better that both domestic and globd planning and
programs be established by anti- socidigts, by men and women who can be trusted to have tested the
socidigtic conjecture in good Popperian fashion by the energetic search of aviable dternative with which to
refuteit.

The counterculture of the 1960's and early 1970 s againgt the dominant technocratic culture has
introduced in some ways alasting and revolutionary change in American society. In private lifeit proved to
be an enduring the sexud revolution in the name of pleasure and freedom of sexud orientation without guilt.

In education it introduced nontprofessiond gods such as the expansion of experience. In economic life, it
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raised protection of the environment as aworld of individuas and species enjoying being for themselves an
not just being for human producers. introduction of the god of maintaining away of life rather than
maximizing profit, .

The youth rebellion of the 1960s was not a homogeneous movement. | shdl give an account of its
development that distinguishes four phases: 1. the New Left, 2. hippies, 3. yippies and 4. Jesus People. |
have placed these groups in the apparent order of their historical development, which how | shdl consider
them. It will gppear, | beieve, that the counterculture has gone through a didectica development, and that
isthis development is a reenactment of Hegel=s didectic of subjective sairit in the Phenomenology,
beginning with the critique of observation and going dl the way to society as a community of animals.

The so-caled New Left may be considered in retrospect to be the first phase of the counterculture,

C.W. Mills, Herbert Marcuse, N.O. Brown, and Paul Goodman and others were active before anyone
had heard of hippies 1964-1965.° Theinitiators of the New Left were chiefly intellectud critics of
diendaion in modern technocratic society. What is characterigtic of the New Left critique, in contrast to the
Old Left of the 1930s, isthat it was directed againgt tendencies toward absolute technocracy present in dl
technologica societies, whether Communist or capitalist. Technica control of the means of production
becomes control of the ends of production when investors and state socid planners are not equaly
empowered with technica experts to discuss the means. State planners and investors can of course hire
new technicans, but that becomes risky, especidly if the existing technicians represent a consensus opinion
among expertsin ther field of specidization. Thusinvestors and gate planners remain at the mercy of
consensus opinion among technical personne. They cannot dter this consensus by their own contributions
to the discussion, but must wait for expert consensusin a very restricted discussion circle to change
unpredictably. For a generation non-experts with their own varying non-expert opinions on the subject
waited for the experts to reach a consensus on globa warming, and this was a once along wait to decide
what type of private invesments should be made and what domegtic and internationa planning should be
made. This touches on the most important underlying cause of the current tendency toward absolute
technocracy.

The New Left in the middle of the twentieth century in America began from the premise that the
proletariat on which the Old Left pinned its hopes was lacking in revolutionary potentia. The New Left has
thus vacillated between the pessmism of not being able to point to any historical agent of revolution and
exaggerated enthusiasm for one or another substitute for the proletariat—the Third world, students,
hippies, even technocrats.

The critique of technocracy which was common ground to New Left writers went something like
this. Technocratic society aienates the human person from him- or herself because it imposes the absolute
prestige of the scientific viewpoint of detached observation. This viewpoint is not restricted to the scientific
laboratory or classroom where it belongs. It ingnuates itsdlf into ordinary human activities and
relaionships. Theresult isagenerd spread of nortinvolvement and persona non-commitment (as
illugtrated in the Playboy philosophy). 1t must be said thet the intimidation of dissent resulting from the
McCarthy hearings, the post- Sputnik drive for excdlence in scientific education, and the Beatnik stress on
detachment (keeping one=s cool) combined to reinforce the cult of scientism and the>end of ideology- in the
late 1950s. Clinica observation, technica skill and impersondism replace commitment in relaions
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between the sexes. Internalizing the demands which technocracy makes upon one, oness worth, in one=s
own eyes as well asthose of others, becomes chiefly that of oness expertise. Oneisvaued less as afamily
member or member of oness community, as a citizen, as a person, and more for what one “can do.” One
even relates to oneself as a detached spectator. Even outside the work environment others expect one to
introduce onesdlf to them by one' s professional credentias. One becomes a proverbia organization man,
witha gray flannd uit.

Thisisa caricature of a critique of dienation in technocratic society. The critique is now become
commonplace, but it coincides essentidly with Hegek:s critique of scientific observation in the
Phenomenology. Let us pursue this seeming coincidence abit. Natural science, for Hegd, is a bottom
pursued for the sake of sdlf-redization. In other words, it is pursued for the sake of attaining a being-in-
and-for-itsdlf in which the world ceases to be an dien other, in which the other, ceasing to be aredm of
dien objectivity, becomes nothing other than one' s own sdlf. Through finding retiond, inteligible law in the
chaos of sensory phenomena, the stientist hopes to find himsdlf therein. The intelligent identify with the
intdligible, rational observerslooking at nature find that nature looks back at them rationdly.

Y et the progress of science itsdf teaches that science must ultimately fail as avehide of sdf-
redization. Thisfalure becomes obvious only with the emergence of psychology, the last of the empiricd
stiences to arise. Through what today we would illustrate by behaviorism (Hegek:s example of the upshot
of psychology is phrenology), the scientist discovers the seif to be abone:® What iswrong isthe
fundamenta attitude taken in the natural sciences. Throughout the natural sciences, the basic attempt
remainsthe same. It isto thingify and immohilize the object observed. Life and, more particularly,
selfhood, spirit, do not stand up to observation. They are not to be frozen in the observing glance. They
are impa pable and can only be grasped by thought. Observation is fixated on an sensory object for itself.
Thought interprets the sensory object as avisible expresson of the invisible but objective thought content
of soirit.

The coincidence of the New Left critique with Hegek:s critique of observation becomes clearer if
we place obsarvation inits socid context. Observation, for Hegel, is astandpoint of individual or
subjective spirit, and subjective spirit is dways an abstract moment isolated and absol utized gpart from
objective spirit. Intersubjectively share spirit becomes objective sairit when it is indtitutionaized, when its
presuppositions are those of a stable ingtitution and not merely those of atemporary consensus of public
opinion. Public opinion by its does not qudify as objective spirit. A stable phase of objective spirit
appears as the inditutiona generdization throughout society of what initidly was a subjective individud
gtandpoint, and of what subsequently became intersubjective through a consensus of opinion Inthelight of
this, we may ask what form of objective spirit inditutionalizes the standpoint of observation. The
inditutiond generdization of the observationd standpoint marks the imperid type of Sate (eg. Rome)
which isthe successor of the city-state in the West.

Aslong asthe city-gate remains vitad, local myths and customs dominate which give the individua
asense of belonging, but which smother individudity and block redization of hisor her destiny asa
member of acosmopolis. The standpoint of observation, such as Herodotus assumed in his Histories of
various nonGreek contemporary cultures, is one which presupposes a degree of detachment from the
provincidism of the city-state. The devotee of theoretica reason is a potentialy subversive force, afifth
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columnigt in the city-state, which iswhy the intuitions of Socrates: executioners were not have been far
from the mark. The sdentific observer is acutdy aware of the rdativity of locd bdliefs, and does not
identify unconditionaly with any of them. When the imperid system, combining a variety of ethnic
communities into a new sodiety, isfindly established, he or she is more comfortable, and rationa
observation and tolerance make him or her avauable servant of the new order. Pontius Pilate serves as an
example of the type. With neither Christian nor Jewish sympathies, his sole overriding concern was imperid
order. The problem of governing avast imperid society istechnocratic, and ethnic prgudice isafata flaw
in atechnocrat. That iswhat, from European and Arab points of view, has seemed to make most recent
American presdentsin the imperia presidency bad emperors in conducting Middle Eastern policy.
Technocratic observersin an imperia sate seek to construct a pantheon drawn from dl ethnicities on the
model of azoologica garden. The juxtaposition these ethnicities and their respective gods facilities
scientific comparison and contrast amed at reconciling ther legitimate clamsin a gable imperid order and
Roman or American peace.

Now of course the United States is not an >imperia- state in the exact sense of the Roman Empire.

But it does resemble Rome in being a vast, geographicaly and ethnicdly diverse society in which the

individud risks being uprooted from any city-state or locd ethnic origins.  Furthermore, the expansion of
America s unigue role in world security with regiond military commands around the world, withan
increading ligt of client states, is making it increasangly resemble aspects of the Roman Empire. The prestige
of the observational perspective affected Rome, not because it was imperidigtic but because it wasin
practice aplurdigtic state, and this characterigtic it shares with the United States. A plurdidtic Sateisa
gate which is nether totditarian and revolutionary nor authoritarian and traditiondigtic, but which tolerates
competing revolutionary and traditionaist opinions, life styles, and organizations so long as they do not
threaten to transform the plurdigtic sate into atotditarian or traditiondist Sate. Findly, Americas
technologicd preeminence, dong with the capitaistic assmilation of persons to commodities, has served to
generdize the observationd standpoint of thingification beyond any level known in Roman times.

Pursuing an analyss of the American counterculture, the writers of the New Left offered an
intellectua indictment of depersondization and dehumanization in technocratic society. However, they
were frequently neither young nor particularly nonconformist. Severd were academics. The second group
were the hippies. We cannot assume them to have read academic critiques of absolute technocracy very
assduoudy, but it nonetheless seems to have gone to work to put the New Left=s critical understanding of
technocratic society into practice.” The hippies tried to opt out of the technocratic society. They revived a
back-to-natureided. They sought a smpler, more soontaneous, less regimented, and lessintellectud way
of life. To the establishment view that life is competition and career struggle, they opposed the subversive
view that itisjoy. They naturdly find their place in the Hegdlian didectic a a stage of hedonigtic egotism
described in the section of the Phenomenol ogy entitled Pleasure and its Necessity.? The hippy aversion
to work, the cult of spontaneity, the a-socidity of >doing your own thing,= and the socidly unrelated
pleasure tripping induced by drugs dl illustrate what Hegel appears to have in mind.

Of course hippies are not goecificaly dted by Hegel in the Phenomenol ogy, but the standpoint of
pleasure and its necessity in the Phenomenol ogy is not assumed by Hegel to be afully determinate
gtandpoint whole concept andyticdly contains dl its particularizations. Rather, like dl Hegdian concepts, it
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is a determinable concept capable of expressing itsdf in countless non-deducible and unpredictable
determinations. The concept with its essentid thought content remains the same as we pass from the text in
the Phenomenol ogy to the counterculture. Y et the concretdly universal concept embracing its
particularizations continues to have life only asit expressesitsdf in ever new particularizations.

In the Phenomenol ogy the pleasure pursuits of others and the conditions of civilization, the
congraints of rules and regulaions that make the private pursuit of pleasure possible, negate private
pleasure. Reason responds to this aien otherness or necessity, which negates its present incarnation in
egoistic hedonism in contradiction to the diaectically preceding standpoint of observation, by reflecting
socidity (adimengon of the dien otherness which is confronted) into its goa or standard, which isthus
expanded into the standard of redizing pleasure for al. The new standpoint is not a complete collapse of
pleasure into necessity, but is an inclusion of the necessity or inescapability of other persons (necessity;)
into the redefined hedonistic standard, the standard of universalistic hedonism This new standpoint,
discussed in the section entitled the Law of the Heart, expressesitself in the Phenomenology inpalitica
romanticism and revolutionary idedism.®

The law of the heart is not a Benthamite technocratic universdist hedonism thet calls upon
legidation and utilitarian experts in the hedonigtic calculus to produce the greatest pleasure for the greatest
number. It isamuch more spontaneous universaism. The system of legidation and rationd caculation
from the standpoint of detached observation on which Bentham depended isfor the law of the heart the
enemy of universal pleasure. To implement the universa law of the heart meansto creste a ociety in
which everyone is free to do what the spirit moves him or her to do. Everyone does what feds good.
Congtraints designed to produce greater pleasure in the future are ploy to reduce the only pleasure we
redlly know. The pleasure of the now generation isthat of the here and now. Future pleasure caculated
by technocrats who forgo pleasure themselves for career advancement, and who are fundamentaly envious
of those who actudly have pleasure is at best hypothetica and at worst trickery.

At this point, too, the didectic of the American counterculture repeets the Hegelian didectic. A
utopian radicdism eventudly grew out of theinitidly a-political hippie movement. >The fun-and-games era
did not last log, perhaps only from 1965 to 1966.:° >From 1967 onward many hippies renounced norn-
violence and palitica indifference:"* The hippies failed to achieve what they sought. They soon
discovered that it was impossible to >drop out:= of technocratic society and >do your things asif this society
did not exist. To suppose that one could isto fal into the error of abstract thinking. In various waysthe
hippy would fail to escape contact with the society she was rgecting. She would be obliged to find an
uninteresting job. Or, if particularly tented, she would end up compromising with the system by
commercidizing the counterculture, exploiting the popularity of its musical and artistic fads. Or she would
be obliged to write home to her parents for money. In oneway or another, hippie ended up as parasites
on the dominant culture which they sought to reject.

The group that goes beyond the hippies and their romantic egoistic hedonism in the counterculture,
agroup that expresses Hegel-s law of the heart and its romantic universal hedonism, we might stereotype
asthe>yippies: dthough | shal understand by this term a broader group than that properly caled by the
term. By theterm dyippies | shdl refer to apaliticaly radicaized hippie, or dternatively to a hippified
political radical.® This eventua merger of the New Left, which had gained its origind momentum from the
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avil rights movement, and the initialy independent hippie movement was helped aong by the anti-war
movement, apolitica issue with which draftable drop-outs could easly identify. The fuson gave the New
Left what seemed to some a potentidly revolutionary condtituency, arenewed feding of contact with
redity. Many hippies seem to have eventualy redlized the impossibility of dropping out. And to the extent
that they retained the goa of overcoming dienation, they had but one logica choice: revolution aimed at
changing the sysem.

However, genuine socid revolution proved impossible. The counterculture remained just that: a
counterculture. Representatives of the law of the heart, in a new underground culture, included the
pleasure of othersin the god, but hard necessity of petrified institutions (necessity,) remained. Theyoung
radicas falled to find in American society a sufficient mass base for fomenting red revolution. If they hed,
what was in fact a phase of subjective spirit, a revolution which went on primarily in the imagination of the
radicas, would have been escdated to the level of objective spirit. And in ther frugtration, some radicals
resorted to theirrational and sdlf-destructive violence and terror which gppeared at the end of the 1960s.

Many survivors of the counterculturess revolutionary phase recognized the futility of violence and
terror, the hopelessness of transforming an unwilling career-oriented mgority according to the vision of
their paradise. Inthe 1970's America s romantic cultural revolution fared no better than Mao's cultura
revolution. Those who retained their rgjection of technocracy became subject to a far-reaching religious
reviva. | am not suggesting that individud politica radicals converted to religion as much as that rdigiosity
replaced revolutionism in the forefront of the youth culture. We shdl refer to this fourth group of the
counterculture as the >Jesus people:* The paradise of spontaneity and emotiona freedom is projected
into a sphere beyond existing society, the kingdom of heaven. In part the Jesus movement merely
developed the vague rdigiosity which had been a part of the hippie movement from the beginning. But &
the same time the new movement reflected the more genera post-revolutionary romantic yearning and
nogtagiawhich swept the country in the early 1970s. This phase of the counterculture should be brought
into relaion to Hegeks discussion of »Virtue and the Way of the World,= which follows the section on the
heart and its law.™

The Jesus movement stood apart from the world, issued sermonsto it, holding out the promise of a
sdvation of which it isdready convinced in its own case. The movement tended to be paliticaly
consarvative: to sermonize to the world is, far more than to foment revolution againg it, to recognize its
inherent goodness. Only the corrupting principle of sdfishness, the vice of living merely for one' s own sdf
rather than for the whole world need be abandoned. Since other people are dready inherently virtuous, no
revolution is necessary for them to manifest virtue. All that was needed isfor inner virtue to be manifested
outwardly. The faith was that thismora converson from the sdfishness of what the New Testament calls
the “the World” to Jesus ethic of love could be effected without violence and revolution by rhetorica
gppedls, sermons, the arts, the media, in short, by “the Word”. Those who have the power of the Word
dready livein Chrigt and thus need no sermons. Their lives are lived out of the virtue of seflesslove, ad
thus they are no longer under the Law.

However, the sdf-righteous standpoint of virtue preaching the Word is perversaly sdfigh itsdf,
gnceit affirms the universdity of its own persond virtue, a virtue not redized in the world asit outwardly
appears. Virtue, given to preaching, would remain gpart from the world, but the artistry of the successful
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preacher is corrupted by the very egotiam that it negates. Preachers, each with his or her unique gifts,
compete for afollowing. These gifts come from God. Y et to each preacher goes the merit of opening
himsdf or hersdf to divine grace and of having been eected to receive these gifts of the Word and none
others.

The next standpoint, discussed by Hegel in the section entitled >Society as a Community of
Animals: negates that negation.™ It reflects the competitive individualism which according to the previous
standpoint perverted the world, but which now in the form of individua self-redlization through cregtive
work becomes the new standard. The preacher becomes essentidly a caculating artist. What counts for
him is not so much the cause for which he spegks as the slver tongue with which he spesks. Generdizing,
everyone has his or her own work to do, and jedloudy guards it from being purloined by others. Followers
are welcome, but not competitors who would stedl credit. Since everyone rates his or her own work
highly, reations with colleague are not dways collegid. When thereis no fear that the other worker will
sted one' sideas, thereisfear that the other’ s ideas may be better. Society as a community of animalsis
not literd life and death struggle, but it isalife and desth struggle for the surviva of the careers of some &
the expense of the careers of others.

It is possible to see, in the artists who commerciadized the Jesus movement in the form of rock
opera, aswdl asin the widespread cynicism surrounding the 1972 presidentia eections, evidence of the
trangtion to society as acommunity of animas. Many noted that in the McGovern- Nixon contest that the
energy of mora reform accompanying the dection of Kennedy in 1960 had spent itself. Charges of
politica corruption now fell on deef ears. It did not at that point redly matter how much publicity
Watergate received. After dl, were not dl politicians corrupt? With the arrival of this stage, the
counterculture came amogt full circle. 1t collgpsed back into the acquisitive, achieving society agangt
which it initidly rebdled. The newly emerging society based itsdf on amord expertise from the standpoint
of objective observation, but it goes beyond the standpoint of observation prior to the counterculture by
holding present to mind the diaectic by which such a standpoint has just vindicated itself.

The standpoint of observation in the Phenomenol ogy arises from reason seeing itsdf in dl redlity,
where such universa reason seesitself as the solution to the problem of unhappy consciousness.
Theoretica reason is observation knowing the world, while practica reason isthe action of making one's
world. Theoretical reason transforms concepts to make them conform to redity. Active reason transforms
redlity to make it conform to concepts. In the Phenomenology theoretica reason and hence observation
precede active reason. Observation is an immediate but false method of rationd sdf-actudization as
unhappy consciousness tries to find itsalf in aworld that it has not made. Pythagoras, the father of natura
science and observation, tried to find himsdlf in the lawful proportiondities underlying sensory phenomena
Sdf-actudization by naturd scienceislike trying to find onesdlf in astone, but if we reflect that naturd
stienceisitsaf an higtorical congtruction it becomes possible to seek sdlf-actudization by sudying naturd
science rather than nature, the subject of natura science. Pythagoras s thought was, more than natural
science, a philosophy of natura science that construes human natura science to be the nature' s sdif-
knowledge through human scientists. This philosophy of science dearly goes beyond what Hegdl cdls
observation. Hegd himsdf, following Vico, would find himsdf in the condructions of world history
(induding natura science) which human beings like himsdf have made. AsVico argued, it is possble to
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find yoursdf fully only in aworld that you have made, and thisis the judtification for rating active reason
over theoreticd reason.

Theoretical reason, observation, in the above anaysis of the counterculture is abstracted, not
merdy in generd from unhappy consciousness attempt to overcome its unhappiness by establishing a
rationa awareness of being of being one with dl redity, but more particularly from scientismin American
culturein the 1950s . Scientific theoretica reason in generd expressed itsdlf, in particular, in the American
technocratic mystique. The United States won World War 11 in the Pacific by sparing American liveswith
anew technologica gpplication of theoretica physcs. Thereis no contradiction between the
Phenomenol ogy and the above andlysis of technocratic society in America. As dready noted, agenerd
concept is never present merdly in generd, but ways requires some particularization or other that is not
deducible fromiit.

The recongtruction of the counterculture | have given does not imply that there are no longer
hippies that hark back to 1965, or radicals who recal 1968. The 1960 s continue to serve as modds for
some. However, just asthe survival of an emigré aristocrat does not belie the destruction of the ancien
régime, o the surviva of a hippy commune in Colorado or Utah does not disprove the claim that the
movement has died as an avant-garde movement in the imagination of the generd public.

1. The member of technocratic society found his or her pleasure negated by the primacy of
observation in such asociety. 2. Individud pleasure abstracted and absolutized itsdf, but by withdrawing
from rather than negating technocratic society that negatesit. Technocratic society negated individud
pleasure merdy initsdf prior to the counterculture. Technocratic society also negates individua pleasure
exiding for itsdlf in the firdt stage of the counterculture, that of the hippies. 3. The cause of pleasure isthen
taken up by the law of the heart, whichintegrates both individuad pleasure and the universa society as
moments of a more comprehensive concept, that of universal pleasure. The cause of universa pleasure
cannot withdraw from technocratic society like individual pleasure, and so it would negate it in revolt. Yet,
except for arisng ecological consciousness, revolt againg the discipline of technocratic society in the name
of the universal freedom of spontaneity must fal. 4. The cause of pleasure then assumesthe form of virtue:
it integrates the goodness of its aspiration to universal pleasure with the matching essential goodness of the
technocratic society to be converted. However, the ways of the world in technocratic society resst
converson.  These are not so much ways of observation as ways of careerism. 5. Failing to convert,
virtue is convert to technocratic society as society as acommunity of animas: it adopts the opportunism of
the world—jeder hat seine eigene Arbeit—asits means of maintaining its pursuit of universal pleasure.

The didectic of the counterculture transforms observation, necessity, technologica society in only
one essentia respect. The standpoint of scientific observation comes to be subordinated to the successful
pursuit of financia rewards or reputation. Society isthe other of pleasure, but pleasure collgpsesinto a
seemingly immovable other, without ever seeming to raise itsalf to atruer concept of pleasure by
incorporating its relation to other. Y et pleasure does rase itsdf to a higher leve in the form of pleasurein
society as acommunity of animals, of pleasure of the redization of talents and rivary. The other is not
totaly immovable. Professona success now replaces observation as the dominant standpoint in
technocratic society. Pure technocratic society gives way to a more entrepreneuria technocracy.

Could the>greening of America someday occur if forces of production developed to the point of
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making arepressive work ethic obsolete? Could the counterculture of some future generation transform
the United States into that bastion of flower power for which some hoped? Both Freud and Marx would
rglect the view that optimally developed productive forces might lead to an unrepressed society.
Communigt society was not to be a society of non-repressing, non-sublimeting, culturaly non-cregtive,
overtly erotic hippies. Too much greenery calls forth areaction of guilt, arestoration of old gods. Freud
and Marx both invoke a Hegdian didectic of revolution and retoration. They conclude that that history
resultsin an interndization and humanization of once regjected socia authority, restoring that externa
authority by raising it to the leve of rationd internd authority. Hippies need the system of “necessity” to
provide the discipline of the civilized work world that makes alife of dropping out possble. A communist
society would no longer need capitdists. Proletarians would internalize the demands that capitdists once
made upon them externdly. They would place the discipline of labor and sdf-redization on themselves as
a df-chosen task, in society as acommunity of animas.

Could a counterculture of afuture generation create a new balance between work and recreation in
harmony with an over-producing society? In the foreseeable future, barring unforeseegble technologica
breakthroughs, the success of any counterculture smilar to thet of the 1960s assumes on an affluence
which, inaglobd context, gppearsillusory. Given large pockets of poverty in the world, production may
be excessve but it ismore certainly misallocated or wasted. In that case, heavy invesments of labor are
gtill necessary to redllocate production, but the reallocation of production isitsdf afurther product. The
work ethic is not out of date.

No doubt this andyss of the counterculture is over-amplified, but it may be part of the truth—that
itistrue asfar asit goes. The chronology of the counterculture and its phases clearly suggest that an
Hegdian >didectical history: of thisimportant movement can be written. The essentia conditions of such a
history, as defined by Christensen,*® are clearly present: (1) amass of empirical detail, interconnected
causaly and chronologicdly, is available, and (2) the causa chronology indicates that the movement of the
period has been didecticaly progressve, rather than regressive or repetitive.

At the beginning of this chapter | noted that the Hegelo- Freudian didectic of revolution and
restoration occurs on the levels of both subjective and objective spirit. The counterculturd didectic was
higoricd in intent and in what it accomplished, but it within American society it remained on the leve of
subjective spirit because it failed to carry American society along with it to aconsensus. However, a
pardld didectic worked its way through the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries on the leve of
objective spirit, in the movement leading up to and beyond the French Revolution. The pardldism is not
complete, mainly because the great hitorical diaectic of objective spirit began with a critique of aristocracy
rather than with the paradigm of naturd science, but it is ill worth noting:

1. The organization man of technocratic society is both smilar to and distinct from the courtier of
the roya court, whose adienation and self-seeking artificidity and conformism Hegd describes in the
Phenomenology. 2. To the New Left critics of dienation in technocracy there corresponds the critique of
aristocratic moras contained in Enlightenment literature. 3. To the hippy there corresponds the back-to-
nature life style more preached than practiced by Rousseau. 4. Correlated with counterculture
revolutionaries we have the French Revolution. 5. Linked to the Jesus people, illustrating what Hegdl cdls
virtue on the level of subjective spirit, we have what he cdls morality on the leve of objective spirit,
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followed by the romantic, nogtagic rebirth of religion in post-revolutionary Europe. 6. Tothecynicism
about gods of universa wefare in which the counterculture resulted in the end there corresponds the saif-
seeking of aristocratic reaction and, especidly after the July Revolution, abandonment to capitdistic
acquistiveness. From thisit would seems that a didectic which took one hundred fifty years to work itself
out on the leve of objective sairit isvery smilar to adidectic that was repeated on the level of subjective
spirit in Americain hardly more than ten years.

Let us return once more to the main question raised by the above andysis of the counterculture. A
didectic of revolution and restoration sarting with aristocracy enacted itself objectively in world history,
and re-enacted itsdlf according to the did ectica- hermeneutic method in the sections on 0000000 in the
Phenemenology. A second diaectic of revolution and retoration in the Phenomenol ogy, starting with
observation, does not transpire on the level of objective spirit at al. Where aristocracy was
disempowered by the French revolution and by Hegel’ s rationa state, rationd state proceeding from the
didectic of observation and active reason cannot disempower the technocratic class, but can only regular
its growing power. Observation for Hegel was not a socid class, but afirst conjecture as to how to redize
reason’s project of finding itsdf in dl redity.

My hypothesis will be that what for Hegel was a non-higtorical didectic, the didectic from
observation through active reason, became higorica in twentieth century American history. For Hegd the
rationa state was based on the dimination of aristocratic political power. The king would only dot thei’s.
In Americaarationa state was based on the regulation (not dimination) of technology, of the application of
science, of invention, and entrepreneurship. 1t means regulation of the technocratic thought that, Snceit is
possible to clone sheep, cats, and human beings, they ought to be cloned. Sinceitispossbleto goto
Mars, human beings should go to Mars. Since it is possble to keep individuas dive by extravagant life
support systems, they ought to be kept dive in thisway. Since amissile defense sysemiit istechnicaly
possible, it should beredized. Technocracy is background rule over foreground corporate and
governmenta budget decision makers by scientists report writersidentified with the redization of
technologica posshility. Therationd state does not diminate the technocratic tendency, but it preventsit
from being sovereign. Today the American effort to congtruct arationa State is threatened by the
fact that the American technologica imagination reached domestic limits and required world markets. The
disappearance of the domestic frontier, according to Hegel, would be connected with the emergence of a
rationa dtate in the United States. The frontier spelled opportunity, and an ever possible escape to the
frontier implied that if one stayed behind one could not complain. The end of the domestic frontier would
lead, for Hegdl, to the class animosities and conflicts that Europe has known, and would required the
rational state for them to be mastered. Y et end of the domestic frontier was also connected with the
emergence of the globa economy as Americas new frontier, the free world as aworld free from
repression but also free for American economic penetration. This new frontier has thus far not operated as
a safety-vave by providing new outbound destinations for immigration like the old frontier. Buit it has
attracted the marketing efforts necessary to amortize the cost of new technology. The purely domestic
regulation of technology can no longer be effective. If cloning is declared unethicad in the United States, it
can be done elsawhere.

The European Union isaworld economic power equd to the United States. Bt it takesonly a
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groll through European supermarkets and stores to redlize how much European production, especidly
value added production, is a production of American-invented products by European subsidiaries of
American corporations. Similar rollsin storesin the United States tell no smilar story about European
corporations. The United States rise to prominence in internationd politics and economic life during the
twentieth century caused a quditative growth in presidentia power, as foreign policy—in which the
Condtitution and pragmatic necessity protect the prerogatives of the President—gradudly eclipsed the
importance of domegtic policy. The American presidency of recent vintage illustrates Hegel-s concept of
the chief of state who in domestic affairs ceremonioudy officiates and solemnizes the results of
inditutionalized decisorn making but who in foreign policy exercises, in his person, a sovereign power of
decision-meking."” The Nixon adminigtrationin particular showed the same vacillation between domestic
condtitutiondism (law and order) and monarchica aosolutism in foreign policy (with the latter sometimes
undermining the former) that Hegel was unable to purge from his own description of the chief of Sate.

There are, of course, apparent differences between Hegek:sidea of the state and the United States.

The Hegdian sate is marked by corporate rather than parliamentary representation. Hegel was suspicious
of universal suffrage based merely on oness satus as a citizen like dl other citizens. He was opposed to
meass democracy in which individuas vote asidentical atoms with identical rights abstracted from their
differing particular domestic and professiona rights and responsibilities. He preferred individuds to vote
according to their education and interests as members of professona and occupational organizations. The
United States has mass-democratic parliamentary ingdtitutions, but their operation is sometimes more formd
than real. The power of specid interests groups, the Washington lobbies, labor organizations, and
corporate business makes the difference between Hegel:s state and the United States on this score less
important than a mere reading of the Condtitution might suggest. America sinforma congtitution is closer
to Hegel’ srationd corporate sate that its forma congtitution.

The Hegelian state is an hereditary monarchy, while the United States has an elected president.
Hegd had fears, born of his observation of the Holy Roman Empire, that an elected chief of state would
turn the sovereignty and higher interest of the state into a political football, prey to the demeaning assaults
of partisan and sectiona interests. Presidentia candidates are Eastern etablishment or Southern, pro-
labor or pro-business, big-government or smdl-government, isolationist or internationdist, Catholic or
Protestant, femae or male. Elected presidents areinitialy held captive to the partisanship of their
campagns. They are dected to use their judgment in the nationa interest, not to represent unconditionally
any sectarian interest, but a new eection returns their august office to the arena of partisan debate every
four years.

Here, then, is one respect in which the American Sate apparently failsto actudize the Hegdlian
idea of the state. The Hegdian chief of stateis not eected. But the degree to which American democracy
separaes the United States from Hegdl’ sidea of arationd state is not as greet as might be imagined. The
United Statesis a presdentid demaocracy, not a parliamentary democracy, but presdential democracy isdl
but a contradiction in terms. When the chief symboal of the nation and chief focus of patriotic alegianceis a
once the natiores chief policy-maker, in other words when the chief of state dso head the government,
citizen dissent becomes unpatriotic. The very possihility of aloyad oppostion, the underpinning of
democracy understood as governmentd answerability to public-minded scrutiny by the associations and
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groupings of civil society (i.e. democracy in a sense Hegd gpproves), is undermined. All oppostion
becomes didoyd, and dl loyaty becomes non-oppostional.

Being achief of sate mug, like al abstract universa characterigtics according to Hegdl, be
somehow particularized, but being atrue chief of state, one who istrue to the concept of a chief of date, is
not compatible with al proposed particularizations. It is cannot be particularized by being a head of
government, though the sovereign must, according to the very concept of sovereignty be particularized by
having a head of government. When someone who functions as a nationd father figure has the powers of
government, in the psychologicd regresson which ditizens show in a crigs these powers are quickly
assmilated to those of afather over children. Either one says “After dl, he isthe Presdent,” or oneis
made to fed that oneisthrowing mud on theflag. Such aresponseis gppropriate in atruly greet crigs, but
the near religious reverence is paid to agoverning chief of sate lowers the threshold of atruly greet criss.
The determinable reverence due to a nationd figurehead cannot become determinate in the critical scrutiny
due to a natiorrs chief policy-maker in normal times of deliberate decision making.

When the indtitutions of a nation push its citizens to combine determinable a abgract universd with
an incompatible determinate particularization, a kind of ingtitutionaized objective (i.e., intersubjective)
contradiction arises. Thisis not the contradiction of absolutizing whét is abstract and thus reletive to that
from which it is abstracted. The absolutization of what is abstract is didectical contradiction, arationaly
motivated contradiction which is interna by didectica logic to the congenitd dodtractive act of thinking.
The term-absolutization of a chief of satein abstraction from any head of government, or of ahead of
government in abstraction from a chief of Sate, generaes, | shdl argue in amoment, true didecticd
contradiction. But contradiction between an abstract universal and afasdy dleged particularization is non
didectica. Itisdueto acollison between two mutudly externd abdtract universals neither of which
successfully subsumes the other as a particularization. Such a collison iswillful.

If political thinking has term-abstracted and term-absolutized the chief of state and if (as| shall
argue) to be achief of gateis nonetheessto have ahead of government, the chief of state will abstract his
necessxy other, the head of government, only to negate him in order to maintain the term absol utization.
But negation of the other isambiguous. It may mean negation of what the other is, or it may mean negation
of only the otherness of thewhat it is. To negate what the head of government isisto deny that the head of
government, the other, is ahead of government. His existence as head of government is repressed. But
repression can be supported by other defense mechanisms. To negate merdly the otherness of the head of
government illudtrates the mechanism of identification with the aggressor. Any ather which (who), in virtue
of what (who) it is, contradicts afixated indirect proof assumption absolutizing some term or property
poses as an aggressor. |If the chief of stateisled by hisor her condtitution to identify with the aggressor, he
or she poses incongruoudy as head of government. Progressin the diadectic beyond this point requires the
return of the aggressor to resolve the incongruity. Denying the otherness of the aggressor the other does
not make that otherness go away anymore than represson makesit go away. If identification with the
aggressor fails, repression by itsalf may not be strong enough to prevent conscious negation of the term
absolutization by the negated other.

Any governmenta policy against an opposition presupposes that neither the government nor the
oppogition is sovereign. As soon as ether Sde is sovereign, politica struggle escapes the area of domestic
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politics to become inter- state struggle. Domestic governmenta policy becomes foreign policy. Thus ahead
of government pursuing adivisve policy that creations oppogtion isrelative to achief of date exerciang a
unifying function that checks sovereign behavior by either the government or the opposition and subjects
both to the internal sovereignty of the sate. A chief of date as oneterm isrelative to a head of government
as another term. For a sovereign without ahead of government is a power of action without action, which
isno power a dl. Thetruth of apower isinitsexercise. A chief of sate implies ahead of government
other than him- or hersdf. A unifying interna sovereign divides a ate into two sovereigntiesif he or she
prosecutes a governmenta policy againgt an opposition. The governmentd policy becomes sovereign
policy. As aresult the opposition, unlessit abandoning its opposition and thus remains subject to the
sovereign’ s unifying power, escapes subjection to the sovereignty of the state and becomes aforeign
power towards which the sovereign’s proper response iswar.

If thisis correct, we must conclude that democracy can be sustained only if the chief of Saeregns
without governing. This seems the one continuing lesson of the 1960s, from Kennedy to Nixon, from the
Bay of Pigs, through Vietnam to Watergate. After the 1960s, the non-activist presidency of Eisenhower,
so maigned in the 1950s, could only inspire admiration. (The Nixon presidency of course not acomplete
repetition of the>5S0s, but it was arepetition of Nixon.) American presidents dternate between, on the one
hand, abuse of their symbalic figurehead role to protect policy and persona initiativesfrom close scrutiny
and, on the other hand, forbearance from aggressve and controversid policy-meking initiatives in order to
preserve respect for the figurehead. Eisenhower and Gerald Ford and Bush Senior were the other side of
the coin from Nixon or Johnson or Clinton

After the September 11 terrorist attacks, President received sweeping powers from Congressto
prosecute awar againg terrorism with afree hand, without redly having to presshiscase. Inacrigsa
nation wants a monarchica figure to act aggressively without the necessity close public scrutiny. In such
times the contradiction inherent in the democratic scrutiny of monarchica policy-making does not arise.

For democratic scrutiny is suppressed for reasons other than the sanctity of the presidentid office. Cockpit
cross examinations of a pilot decisons by passengers are willingly silenced by the passengers themsdves.

A solution of the contradiction inherent in the American presidency would be a move toward
separation of the President:=s conflicting roles through the creation of an office of prime minister dongside
the chief of state, according to the European modd. A logicd extrgpolation from the same principle of
separdion between sovereign state and political government would be the compl ete dimination of the chief
of gtate from palitics through the suppression of presdentid dections and the establishment of a hereditary
monarchy. But the historically based resistances to both proposals are dl too evident. At onetime there
would have been some hesitation in the United States to congder prime-ministerid government because of
itsingability, asin post-war Itay or France under the Fourth Republic. But the America s two- party
system and ideologicd indifference might save the United States from such factiondism and ingtability.

In any case, Hegel:s own theory of the ate is open to the charge of inconsistency in, on the one
hand, advocating hereditary monarchy in order to keep the chief of state out of palitics and, on the other,
tolerating the paliticization of the chief of sate through his foreign-policy functions. What | take to be the
more basic Hegelian ided of separating the mgesty of state from the dissension of politics would seem to
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argue for arevison of his pogtion in the Philosophy of Right in the direction of minigterid responghility for
foreign affars. Such ministeria respongbility for German foreign policy leading up to the First World War
might have saved the Hohenzollern monarchy and contributed to German politica sability in the post-war
era

However, mention has yet to be made of the one all-important fact which increasingly prevents the
United States or any other state from truly redlizing the Hegdian idea of the state even if it separated
scrutinized government from the individua who embodies sovereignty. AAutonomous states,) Hegdl says,
Aare principally wholes whose needs are met within their own borders™® We recall thet it was the Holy
Roman Empires military impotence in the face of the French revolutionary state which convinced Hegel
that Germany was no longer agtate. We presently live in aworld in which what, in absolute terms, is
certainly the most powerful state ever to gppear on the face of the earth 1. has been incgpable of securing
its national defense except on a doctrine of deterrence and baance of terror which was incredible in the
long runBespecidly in view of nuclear proliferation—and 2. isincgpable of securing its economic well-being
through purdly internal measures. Formaly spesking, the United States approximates the Hegelian state
quite remarkably, but substantialy it islikely to do so less and less because, given the economic and
military bads of the Hegelian state, the United States came too late. It isnot only Germany that isa
verspatete Nation. Today the state, like the countercultural process of discovering its necessity, isa
subjective phenomenon with little an objective bass. We live in the birth throes of anew world-higtoricd
age unknown to Hegel. The age of city states and nationd and imperid states, dating from the orienta
despotisms dl the way to the modern Germanic states, is receding into the past. The solution to the
problem of atechnocratic globa civil society taxes the capabilities of netiond parliaments. It requires the
congtruction of inditutions of globa governance, idedlly globd federation..

This reference to world federation may appear either utopian or subversive, but in fact it is neither,
gnce it is meant descriptively rather than ideologicdly. 1t isnot arhetorica apped to join a band-wagon of
one-worldism. World federation [barring conquest] can only come about as the cumuletive effect of the
piecemed cregtion of internationd inditutions each born of pragmatic necessity rather than any sdf-
conscious ideological movement. As our world becomes increasing remote from Hegel:s we will be
increasingly incapable of achieving an comprehension of our own age in thought through the diaectica-
hermeneutic method merdly by reading the Philosophy of Right and studying its doctrine of the territorialy
limited rational Sate.

My conclusonisthet a diaectica reconstruction of the American counterculture is correct as far as
it goes. | have completed my account of a subjective or non-historica diaectic of reason actively redizing
itsdf in the Phenomenology by reflections on the sate. | have portrayed the diaectic as one of revolution
againg adehumanizing state and restoration in anew role of the sate asthe guarantor of rights. This
account makes the diaectic into one of objective spirit, Snce the sate exists on the level of objective spirit
and since the didectic leads from one type of state to another. Hegel says very little about the state in the
Phenomenology. Yet hisomisson of the state in the 1807 text did not mean that he was less interested in
political life a thetime. On the contrary, hisletters show that he was intensely interested in Ngpoleon, and
that he believed that the Napoleonic empire was coming to stay. Hegel interpreted partid measures
tending to establish such an empire astips of acomplete ingtitutiond iceberg that was dready virtudly
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present. Y et the Phenomenology isa confesson that the ingtitutiona whole was il inconmplete, and that
he could not use the dia ectical- hermeneutic method to reconstruct the Napoleonic edifice because that
edifice had only begun to congtruct itsdf. In Hegel’ s hands, it is not a method of congtructing the future.
My introduction of arestored rationd state and the end of the didectic of the counterculture makesthe
state the guarantor rights to the product of intellectual as well as physica Iabor in society as a community of
animds. Yet, ancethe sate is objective, a purdy subjective didectic can only lead to arationd state that
does not yet exist. The same didectic leading to arationd state that has already congtructed itself must be
intersubjective or objective.

| have introduced Freudian defense mechanismsinto my account of diaectical logic: represson and
identification with the aggressor. Didectica development isinferentidly necessary in an indirect proof
context. Yetif didectical thought cannot proceed each step of the way by taking instructions from Hegel
or some other didecticad authority, it is necessary for it to figure out each new operation by reflection on
where it isnow and by what previous congtruction it got there. Rules of deductive logic govern the
congruction, but they are only part of the story. They legitimate moves. Y et—with the exception of the
negation of contradiction in indirect proof—they do not move thinking to make any particular move rather
than others among the immense range of what is deductively permissible. Indirect proof is the emergence
of eements of didecticd logic within forma deductive logic. If gpplication of the rule of Negation of the
Other (Rule 5) indidecticd logic is motivated by a need to repress some abstraction of an other that
embarrasses some absol utization of what is abstract, we may wonder whether psychoanayss can be
combined with deductive logic to provide a more complete account of didecticad logic. In other words,
can we understand didectica logic as adidectica psycho-logic? The next chepter is an attempt to
respond to this question.
NOTES

2. By >the historical sections of the Phenomenol ogy: | mean those which correspond to the
emergence and development of the paliticd dtate. | take the didectics of life and deeth struggle
and lordship and bondage, in the chapter on self- consciousness, to correspond to the
emergence of the sate, as explained in the writings of Franz Oppenheimer.

3. Jean Hyppolite, >Hegel-s Phenomenology and Psychoanalysis, New Studiesin Hegel=s
Philosophy, ed. By W.E. Steinkraus, Holt, Rinehart & Winston, New Y ork, 1971.

4, This didectic of revolution and retoration follows the formd pattern of Hegek:s classica
didectic of the organic whole. A method of trandating such adidectic (which Hegel himsdlf
never formalized) into a deductively necessary derivation using ordinary modern symboalic logic
isgivenin>The Reducibility of Hegdlian to Standard Logic,= a pgper of mine forthcoming in The
Personalist.

5. C.W. Mills,>The New Left,- Power, Politics and People, ed. By |.L. Horowitz, Balantine,
New York. Thisessay wasorigindly published in the New Left Review, No. 5, October
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1960. For an historica survey of the New Left, see Jack Newfied, A Prophetic Minority,
New American Library, New York, 1966. See aso William CG:=Nelil, >The New Left Comes
and Goes;: Coming Apart: An Informal History of the 1960s, Quadrangle, Chicago, 1971.
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