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Infamously, Hegel in his 1821 Elements of the Philosophy of Right 

maintains that it is an essential feature of modern European 

 societies—and in accordance with the principles of right—that women 

are confined to the family, excluded from the public spheres of work 

and politics. “Woman [die Frau] . . . has her substantial vocation in the 

family, and her ethical disposition consists in this piety.”1 Feminist 

scholars have offered a range of interpretations of Hegel’s philosophi-

cal rationale for making these claims. For instance, according to 

Carole Pateman in The Sexual Contract, Hegel makes these claims 

because he retains classical social contract theory’s male-defined con-

ception of the civil individual.2 Others see these claims as rooted 

more broadly in Hegel’s philosophical system. Genevieve Lloyd thinks 

that his relegation of women to the family reflects a hierarchical 

opposition between life (gendered female) and self-consciousness 

(gendered male) that structures his whole philosophy of mind. Even 

more broadly, Luce Irigaray thinks that Hegel’s claims about women 

and family reflect the nature of his dialectic: he places whatever is 

oppositional and other to (male) subjectivity at the service of that self-

same male subjectivity, thus having women serve men within the 

family.3

In this chapter I will put forward my own reconstruction of Hegel’s 

reasons for confining women to the family, drawing on Frederick 

Neuhouser’s argument that Hegel endorses a form of political 
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212    ALISON STONE

 organicism. According to this organicist position, the modern state 

(in the sense of politically organized society as a whole) is subdivided 

into three functional spheres: (1) the family, embodying the principle 

of “immediate unity” or “undifferentiated unity” between its mem-

bers; (2) civil society, embodying the principle of “difference” between 

its members; and (3) the strictly political state, embodying the prin-

ciple of “differentiated unity.”4 Since, in his philosophies of nature 

and mind, Hegel also holds that the female body is organized upon a 

principle of “immediate unity” between the female individual and the 

species, especially as embodied in the child, the essential principles 

that organize the female body and the family correspond to one 

another, so that for Hegel women are preeminently suited to family 

life. In sections 1 to 3 I will elucidate these Hegelian views.

Moreover, as I will examine in section 4, Hegel’s interpretation of 

the female body as organized by a principle of self/other indistinc-

tion, and of the male body as organized by a principle of self/other 

difference, forms part of a broader set of symbolic equations that we 

can trace in the sections of his Philosophy of Nature (1817, 1827, 1830) 

that precede and prepare for the account that he gives in that work of 

the difference between the sexes (Geschlechtsdifferenz). Hegel con-

ceives of nature as consisting of two basic elements, matter and con-

cept, which exist in an initial opposition that is progressively overcome. 

Following a philosophical tradition that goes back to Plato, Hegel 

symbolizes matter as female and the concept as male. Moreover, since 

he identifies matter as the being-outside-itself of the concept, he 

implicitly understands the female as the being-outside-itself of the 

male—as an inverted and inferior form of the male, rather than as a 

sexuate identity in its own right.5 Given that Hegel symbolizes matter 

as female, it is unsurprising that in his account of sex difference he 

reciprocally identifies females as comparatively “material”: in his view, 

the lack of self/other difference characteristic of the female sex repre-

sents a form of relationship to the species that is relatively “material,” 

compared to the more “spiritual” relationship to the species that dis-

tinguishes the male sex.

Given Hegel’s sexual symbolism, the process that he narrates in his 

philosophy of nature—whereby the concept re-emerges from matter 

and progressively remodels matter in its own image—amounts to a 

progressive mastery of the female by the male. The philosophy of 

mind—which includes Hegel’s political philosophy—narrates the 

continuation of this process once the concept has assumed the form 

of mind. Thus, the progression of male citizens beyond the family 

and their entrance into spheres of economic and political life from 
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MATTER AND FORM    213

which they exercise jurisdiction over the family represent a culminat-

ing stage in this progressive domination of (female) matter by (male) 

mind. Ultimately, then, Hegel’s exclusion of women from civil and 

political existence reflects hierarchical, gendered oppositions that are 

fundamental to his system—as Lloyd and Irigaray suggested. But 

unlike Lloyd and Irigaray, I think that the key opposition that 

 structures Hegel’s system of nature and mind is not between 

 self-consciousness and life or subjectivity and alterity, but between 

concept and matter, as I will try to show.

1. Hegel’s Political Organicism

For Hegel, modern states are rightly organized into functionally dif-

ferentiated subsystems in the same way that organisms are. In his 

Philosophy of Right Hegel defends this prima facie unfashionable posi-

tion through an immanent critique of contractarian views that derive 

the legitimacy of states from the consent actually or hypothetically 

given them by free individuals. Hegel begins from the contractarian 

premise that individuals have free will in the sense of the capacity to 

choose between options, including between their own desires.6 He 

then argues that freedom requires private-property ownership, 

through which the individual embodies and realizes his or her free-

dom in material things, something that in turn requires contractual 

relations in which property-owners recognize and respect one another 

as persons of equal standing.7 Yet since property-owners will when-

ever possible try to obtain recognition without conferring it upon 

others, relations of right (Rechtsverhältnisse) are ever-liable to degen-

erate into crime.8 Overcoming this problem requires that individuals 

learn to be moral, to heed the interests of others for their own sake—

which depends on individuals being morally educated by an appropri-

ate set of social institutions,9 namely, the family, civil society, and the 

state, collectively called “ethical life” (Sittlichkeit) or “ethical sub-

stance” (sittliche Substantialität).

Within the family, individuals relinquish their sense of having 

purely individual interests and identify their good with the common 

good of the entire family. Individuals experience their identification 

with the family’s common good in the form of love for their family 

members. The family thus instills in individuals a direct concern with 

the interests of others, in the form of the interests of the family as a 

whole. However, this kind of immediate identification with the com-

mon good is possible only in small-scale, emotionally intense 

 communities—such as nuclear families—whereas modern societies 
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214    ALISON STONE

are large and complex. Civil society, then, plays a crucial role in edu-

cating individuals to pursue their personal economic interests in ways 

that profit the common weal. The strictly political state is necessary, 

in turn, because it educates citizens to consciously identify their inter-

ests with those of the whole community and to see themselves as 

essentially members of society.

For Hegel, this family/civil society/state constellation, found more 

or less fully realized in modern European societies,10 accords with 

right because it provides the conditions for secure contractual rela-

tions, therefore, secure property-ownership, and thus individual free-

dom. Immanently criticizing contract theory, Hegel has established 

that voluntary relations between individuals (and, a fortiori, between 

individuals and states) can be coherently maintained only if those 

individuals already belong to and are educated by certain social insti-

tutions, institutions to which those individuals must, therefore, 

belong non-voluntarily.11 Ultimately then, for Hegel, individuals can 

have freedom of choice only if they also have what Neuhouser calls 

“social freedom”: the freedom to act in accordance with social roles 

and positions (for example, the role of a family member) that they 

embrace as essential to their identities.12

Moreover, for Hegel, individuals can attain social freedom only if 

the social order is structured into the interlocking set of basic institu-

tions (family, civil society, state) that he finds to be present, or at least 

emergent, in modern European societies. A social order that is struc-

tured into these distinct but mutually supporting spheres is organized 

organically, for Hegel. Here Hegel takes it that an organism is an 

entity that has its own purposes (above all, it aims to reproduce itself) 

and articulates itself into specialized subsystems (for example, the 

digestive system, the reproductive organs) that support one another 

so that they collectively realize the organism’s purposes.13 Hegel also 

thinks that every organism is self-determining—that is, free—in the 

sense that it develops and articulates itself in accordance with its own, 

inbuilt, purpose or plan. For Hegel, then, individuals cannot have 

freedom of choice unless they first have social freedom, and they can 

achieve social freedom only within a social order that is itself free in 

the sense of being organically articulated. Societies ordered in this 

way are to be found more or less fully developed in modern European 

countries.

When Hegel describes the elements of the modern social order 

within the Philosophy of Right, he takes it that this kind of social order 

is a living system: “As living spirit, the state exists only as an orga-

nized whole, differentiated into particular functions which proceed 
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MATTER AND FORM    215

from the single concept . . . of the rational will and continually produce 

it as their result.”14 Hegel is using the word “state” here, as he some-

times does, to mean a structured social order as a whole.15 The overall 

purpose of the modern social order is to reconcile people’s sense of 

having individual interests—and, correspondingly, their sense of 

being different from one another as individuals—with concern for 

others and commitment to the collective good, corresponding to a 

sense of “unity” with others. As a purposive entity, the social order 

must be subdivided into specialized spheres, each with a function and 

character that flow out of the purpose of the social order as a whole. 

Specifically, then, the social order must be subdivided—as in modern 

European states—into three spheres: (1) one sphere that fosters a 

strong sense of unity between people (the family); (2) one sphere that 

fosters a strong sense of difference between people (civil society); and 

(3) another sphere that reconciles the two (the state).

Hegel’s organicist conception of modern society seems to imply 

that the individual should have access to all three spheres, because 

each sphere represents an essential aspect of membership in a modern 

society. But Hegel instead declares that women may participate only 

in the familial sphere. This is because, as Allen Wood explains, for 

Hegel “differentiated institutions require a social differentiation 

among individuals. Each principle [that is, each sphere] must have its 

proper representative and guardian.”16 Given specialized institutions, 

certain individuals must be permanently based in and responsible for 

each of them. This conclusion follows from Hegel’s idea that modern 

societies are rightly structured like organisms. Each of the function-

ally specialized subsystems within an organism is realized by a spe-

cific range of organs: for instance, the stomach, bowels, et cetera 

realize the digestive system; the gonads, genitals, et cetera realize the 

reproductive system. Similarly, Hegel assumes that each social subsys-

tem must be populated and maintained by a dedicated set of people 

who serve as its “organs” or functionaries.

However, even if we accept Hegel’s position that there must be 

some people who are permanently based in and responsible for their 

families, it does not automatically follow that those people must 

always be women. Why should it be contrary to right for men to play 

this role in some families and women in others, depending on indi-

vidual preferences? To answer this, Hegel introduces the further idea 

that women as a sex must play the familial role because their bodily 

and psychical nature uniquely suits them to do so: “The natural 

determinacy of the two sexes acquires an intellectual and ethical 

significance.”17 In particular, this “natural determinacy” is that 
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216    ALISON STONE

 women’s nature is to embody an “immediate unity” of self and other, 

both corporeally and psychically, while men’s nature is to embody 

“difference” between self and other. Hegel expands on this in his 

Philosophy of Nature, to which I now turn.18 We can subsequently 

return to clarify exactly how natural sex difference becomes trans-

lated into a socio-political differentiation in roles.

2. Hegel on the Difference between 
the Sexes

In his Philosophy of Right, Hegel indicates that the “natural determi-

nacy of the two sexes” arises out of “life in its totality, . . . as the actual-

ity of the species and its process,”19 thereby referring us to his discussion 

of the “species-process” (Gattungsprozess)—that is, reproduction—

within §368–369 of his Philosophy of Nature. Paragraphs §368–369 

of the latter, however, discuss reproduction without referring to sex 

difference. Hegel’s account of sex difference is in the addition to 

§368. This, like the other additions to the Philosophy of Nature, was 

assembled by Hegel’s editor Jules Michelet from various sources 

including student transcripts, Hegel’s Heidelberg and Berlin lecture 

notes on nature spanning from 1819 to 1830, and his Jena lecture 

notes on nature and mind from 1805 to 1806. It is from the 

Heidelberg, Berlin, and, especially, the Jena notes that Michelet drew 

Hegel’s account of sex difference.20

It might seem that we cannot wisely interpret Hegel’s mature con-

ception of men, women, and their social roles based on passages 

largely composed of material dating back to 1805–6. Yet the very fact 

that Hegel did not include an account of sex difference in the main 

paragraphs of his mature Philosophy of Nature, and that he did not in 

his maturity give sex difference the same prominence as he did at the 

time of his Jena drafts (for instance, sex difference is mentioned only 

very briefly in the transcript of Hegel’s 1823/24 nature lectures made 

by K. G. J. von Griesheim),21 suggests that he saw no need to qualify 

or revise his Jena account of sex difference. He presumably remained 

satisfied with this account, as is also suggested by the fact that the 

Jena account ties in with those comments on sex difference that he 

did make during the Berlin and Heidelberg years, as well as with his 

treatment of women in the Philosophy of Right. So we may, after all, 

rely on the addition to §368 as presenting Hegel’s considered and 

continuing view of sex difference.

The context of this view is Hegel’s account of “sexual relation-

ships” (Geschlechtsverhältnisse)—the reproductive activities of  animals, 
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MATTER AND FORM    217

including human beings considered solely in respect of the character-

istics they share with animals. “Sexual” relationships arise when one 

animal encounters another of the same species. These encounters are 

the first case that Hegel finds within nature where there exists a rela-

tionship of one subject to another—in effect, a primary and non-

conscious relationship of mutual recognition. In any such encounter, 

the animal senses that the two are both “identical”—insofar as they 

belong to the same species—and “different” as individuals. The ani-

mal senses a tension between the identity and the difference: it “has 

the feeling of this defect [or tension]. The species [Gattung] is there-

fore present in the individual as a straining against the inadequacy of 

its single actuality.”22 The animal acquires an urge to realize the iden-

tity of the two animals by copulating with the other and producing 

offspring in which this identity will be embodied: “In the natural 

state the identity of the sexes is . . . a third, that is, produced, in which 

both sexes intuit their identity as a natural actuality.”23 Ultimately, 

though, reproduction (Begattung) is futile, because the offspring are 

still individual animals who differ from their parents as yet more sep-

arate individuals, and who will become compelled to pass back 

through the same reproductive process in their turn.

To see how Hegel’s account of sex difference flows from this the-

ory of reproduction, we must spell out certain assumptions that Hegel 

makes at this point. (He does not make these assumptions explicit, 

but we may legitimately impute them to Hegel insofar as by doing so 

we can make intelligible the logic of his ensuing approach to sex dif-

ference.) He assumes that in any reproductive process the two par-

ticipant animals must play different roles. Reproduction is a process 

with a purpose: the purpose of producing a third entity that incar-

nates the identity of the two animals who have contributed to it. Just 

as every purposive organism must articulate itself into specialized 

subsystems, likewise the two individuals who are carrying out the 

purposive activity of reproduction must assume specialized roles 

within that process. The entity to be produced must be a “third,” dif-

ferent from the parents, and so one parent must be responsible for 

producing the child as a distinct individual. Yet the offspring is also 

to be nothing more than an embodiment of the identity between the 

parents. In this respect, the offspring must itself be identical with the 

parent(s). It falls to the second parent to produce the offspring as 

something that is identical with the parent(s).

Each parent animal develops a specific reproductive anatomy that 

enables it to play one or the other of these roles: “The formation [that 

is, anatomical shape] of the differentiated sexes must be different, their 
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218    ALISON STONE

determinacy against each other which is posited by the concept [i.e., 

which is rationally required] must exist.”24 Notably, then, Hegel does 

not think that different animals play different roles in reproduction 

because they have different anatomies. He thinks that there are dif-

ferent roles in reproduction, of which each animal must assume one, 

and that the anatomy of each animal develops accordingly. Sex differ-

ence is primarily not a biological difference, for Hegel; it is rather a 

difference in reproductive role where reproduction (Begattung) is 

conceived, in metaphysical rather than narrowly biological terms, as 

the process of resolving the difference between individual and species 

(Gattung) by producing a third in whom this difference is— 

temporarily, imperfectly—overcome. Since reproduction is this meta-

physical process of joining the individual and the universal, sex 

difference too, for Hegel, is ultimately a metaphysical difference and 

is only secondarily anatomical.

Regarding the reproductive anatomy of male (männliche) animals, 

Hegel states that by lying on the body’s exterior, these genitals 

embody “the moment of duality [das Entzweite], of opposition.”25 It 

is distinctive of male genitals that they are located primarily on the 

outside of the body. Hegel believes that “external” organs and limbs 

generally enable animals to engage and interact with items in the 

external world. He holds that the outward development of an ani-

mal’s anatomical shape reflects its “connection with an other outside 

it.”26 The “other” to which male animals are related in the reproduc-

tive process is the species as-it-is-to-be embodied in the offspring. 

Thus, male genitals have the form they do because these genitals 

enable the animal to play the role of relating to its offspring as to 

something that is other to or different from it. It is not that males so 

relate to their offspring because their anatomy causes them to adopt 

certain attitudes. Rather, for Hegel, it is in the nature of any repro-

ductive process that one of its participants must relate to its offspring 

as to a different individual, and these participants develop male repro-

ductive anatomy as the necessary expression and realization of their 

reproductive role. This anatomy enables male animals to contribute 

to the offspring in a way that treats that offspring as something dif-

ferent from the male parent—by expelling it outside that parent’s 

body, as semen.

However, those animals whose role is to produce the offspring as 

something identical with them develop female (weibliche) anatomy. 

The female genitals are located on the inside of the body: “The male 

testicle remains enclosed in the ovary in the female, does not emerge 

into opposition.”27 The females’ internal anatomy allows them to 
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MATTER AND FORM    219

contribute to their offspring in a way that treats the offspring as some-

thing identical to them—a part of their own bodies—and to retain 

their offspring in their wombs, within their own bodies, as part of 

their own bodily processes. Thus, “the female remains in her unde-

veloped unity.”

Hegel sums up his picture of sex difference as follows: “in one or 

other of these genitals, one or the other part is essential; in the female 

this is necessarily the undifferentiated element [das Indifferente], in 

the male, the moment of . . . opposition.”28 Hegel’s idea is that female 

bodies are organized by a principle of self/other unity. Female anat-

omy reflects and realizes a reproductive role in which the mother and 

her offspring form an undifferentiated unity, with no firm boundary 

cordoning off the mother’s body from that of her offspring. The 

female body embodies immediate unity between self and other. The 

male body, for its part, embodies difference between self and other.

Moreover, since the other to whom both animals are related is—as 

well as being a distinct individual—the species, the self/other unity 

around which the female body is organized is simultaneously a unity 

of individual and species. This implies that for Hegel the female body 

is placed at the service of the species in a way that the male body is 

not—interestingly, a position that survives in Simone de Beauvoir’s 

Hegel-inspired account of woman’s alterity: “woman [undergoes] 

subordination to the species . . . in no other [mammalian female] is 

enslavement of the organism to reproduction more imperious.”29

Hegel’s account of sex difference in the Philosophy of Nature feeds 

through into his Philosophy of Mind. He holds, now with respect spe-

cifically to human beings as the unique bearers of mind, that female 

embodiment transmutes into a specific maternal-female form of psy-

chical organization in which no firm distinction exists between the 

mother’s self and the self of her fetus or child. Hegel discusses this in 

the section of his Philosophy of Mind on the “feeling soul.”30 The con-

dition of being a “feeling soul” (fühlende Seele) is one through which 

each individual human being must pass at an extremely early stage in 

his or her life. As a feeling soul, one is overwhelmed by the flux of 

one’s sensations, not yet having the cognitive and conceptual skills to 

organize and comprehend these sensations. As a feeling soul, one is 

not yet conscious, having not yet developed the capacity to take one’s 

sensations to be one’s own—to attach these sensations to oneself as a 

subject, a capacity that is a precondition of being able to organize and 

comprehend those sensations (and, therefore, to be conscious, taking 

it that someone is conscious if they have experience as a specifically 

cognitive state).
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220    ALISON STONE

According to Hegel, other subjects and, above all, the individu-

al’s mother are principal sources of these sensations that overwhelm 

the feeling soul. In fact, Hegel suggests that this condition of being 

swamped by sensations that emanate from the mother begins while 

the child is still a fetus in the womb. At this time “opposition is 

completely absent” and the fetus is utterly “dominated” by its 

mother, who is the source of all its sensations.31 A trace of this dom-

ination continues after birth, with the psyche of each young child 

being fundamentally imprinted by sensations that are simultane-

ously the sensations of its mother too. “The mother” (Mutter), 

Hegel says, “is the genius of the child”32—the presiding spirit who 

fundamentally stamps the child’s personality. Unable to distinguish 

its own sensations from those of others, the child is in a state where 

the sensations of others—particularly those of the mother with 

whom the child’s life is so entwined—can be literally transmitted 

into the child: “The child is . . . infected in a preponderantly immedi-

ate manner by the mind of the adults it sees around it,” chief ly its 

mother.33 Hegel concludes that in any child’s early life there is a lack 

of psychical opposition between the child and its mother, prolong-

ing the physical indistinction that obtained when the child was still 

in the womb.

Evidently, Hegel has described the psychical mother/child rela-

tionship from the child’s perspective, but we may extrapolate that 

his point applies to mothers as well. Just as in pregnancy no firm 

physical boundary demarcates the child from its mother’s body, in 

the early stages of the child’s life no firm psychical boundary demar-

cates the sensations of the mother from those of the child. This 

psychical indistinction recapitulates the physical lack of distinction 

that obtained during pregnancy. For Hegel, the self/other fusion 

that expressed itself in women’s anatomy during reproduction trans-

mutes, postnatally, into the psychical form of a self/other fusion at 

the level of sensations. Although the mother, unlike the very young 

child, is conscious, it seems that in her relationship with the child 

she undergoes a kind of regression to an infantile state of indistinc-

tion (Hegel remarks that individuals may “relapse” from higher to 

lower stages of mind).34

The essence of the female body and of the maternal-female 

psyche—Hegel draws no distinction between maternal and female 

here—is immediate self/other unity and, simultaneously, immedi-

ate individual/species unity. Let us now see how these Hegelian 

claims inform his relegation of women to the family in the Philosophy 

of Right.
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3. The Political Implications of 
Sex Difference

As we saw in Section 1, Hegel believes that modern European states 

are becoming increasingly organically structured, and rightly so. 

These states are on their way to being articulated into three subsys-

tems or social spheres: the “immediate unity” of the family; the “dif-

ference” of civil society; and the “mediated unity” of the political 

state.35 Hegel also believes that some people must be permanently 

based in each of the earlier spheres, that is, in the family and in civil 

society, and that it is and should be women who always remain in the 

family. For Hegel this lot falls to women because, corporeally and 

psychically, to be female is to draw no self/other, individual/species 

distinction—women are suited to a familial role because their bodies 

and psyches are organized by the same principle of “immediate unity” 

that regulates the family. How precisely does Hegel think that this 

(ostensible) fact about what it is to be female equips women for the 

familial role?

Contrary to what one might initially assume from his reference to 

the “natural determinacy of the sexes,” Hegel’s form of argument is 

importantly different from that of biological determinism. Biological 

determinist arguments take the following form: women’s and men’s 

biological traits—perhaps their hormones or energy levels— predispose 

them toward certain kinds of activities and away from others, toward 

the domestic realm and away from the public realm in women’s case, 

and vice versa for men. Women and men should (the biological deter-

minist claims), therefore, stick to the activities for which they are each 

predisposed, and society should be so arranged as to encourage men 

and women to do this, because anything else would be futile, would 

lead to frustration and unhappiness for both men and women, and 

would be damagingly inefficient for society.

Actually, though, Hegel’s approach to sex difference differs from a 

biological determinist approach, first, because he does not under-

stand the “natural” difference between the sexes to be biological in 

the standard modern sense. That sense, which became current fol-

lowing the French revolution, is that differences in anatomy cause 

men and women to think and act differently.36 Hegel, though, believes 

that men’s and women’s different biological traits reflect and realize a 

difference in reproductive roles that is required by the metaphysical 

character of reproduction. Because the two sexes are defined by their 

different ways of relating species and individual, universal and par-

ticular, the natures of the two sexes are primarily metaphysical rather 
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than biological. If Hegel is an essentialist with respect to sex, he is a 

metaphysical rather than a biological essentialist.37

Second, Hegel’s approach departs from biological determinism 

because he does not think that women must remain in the family 

because their nature causally predisposes them to do so, by disposing 

them to prefer family-focused activities or to perform poorly in the 

public world. Instead, Hegel’s view is that women’s bodily organiza-

tion around “immediate unity” corresponds to the organization of the 

family around the principle of “immediate unity.” He writes,

The natural determinacy of the two sexes acquires an intellectual and 

ethical significance by virtue of its rationality. This significance is 

determined by the difference into which the ethical substantiality, as 

the concept in itself, divides itself up in order that its vitality may 

thereby achieve a concrete unity.38

To paraphrase, the “ethical substance” of society subdivides itself into 

family, civil society, and state because this substance is a “vital”—that 

is, organic—whole. The resulting difference between family and pub-

lic sphere (the latter encompassing both civil society and state) gives 

ethical meaning—a socio-political dimension—to natural sex differ-

ence. Once arisen, the higher-level, more spiritual difference between 

the social spheres of immediate unity and difference imparts a new 

layer of meaning to the lower-level, more natural difference between 

bodies organized by immediate unity and difference. On the one 

hand, then, when sexually differentiated human beings find them-

selves living within (modern European) societies that are organically 

subdifferentiated, their natural sex difference becomes enfolded 

within the higher-level domestic/public difference. On the other 

hand, the natural sex difference should be enfolded by the domestic/

public division in this way, because, through this enfolding, that 

which is more spiritual—the social order—takes up what is more 

material—bodily sex difference—and renders this material functional 

for its own ends, thereby imparting to this material an enhanced level 

of rationality.

As a result of this enfolding, men’s and women’s different natures 

take on a new significance, with male “difference” assuming the form 

of “personal self-sufficiency” and female “immediate unity” assum-

ing the form of “spirituality which maintains itself in unity as knowl-

edge and volition of the substantial in the form of concrete 

individuality and feeling.”39 Naturally, women’s bodies are not 

 differentiated from those of their offspring, and psychically, too, 
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 women-mothers experience sensations that are indeterminately those 

of their offspring. These characteristics now gain added spiritual sig-

nificance by being rendered into the basis for women’s familial role of 

identifying their interests with those of their families—where women, 

unlike men, do not re-emerge from this identification into the 

renewed individualism of civil society. Thus, the enfolding of the nat-

ural sex difference into the social domestic/public difference gives 

women’s natural fusion with their children and with the species a 

new socio-political function. Equally, women’s female (weibliche) 

nature is made into the basis of the socio-political identity of 

 woman-as-wife-and-mother (Frau). Hegel’s position here is not that 

women’s bodily and psychical fusion with their children directly 

causes them to identify their interests with those of their families at 

the political level. Rather, women’s natural character of bodily and 

psychical fusion “acquires” (erhält) or “receives”40 the further charac-

ter of domestic identity when that natural character is enfolded into 

the social sphere of the family.

Hegel’s rationale for excluding women from the public world lies 

in his theory of nature, then, but this does not mean that his is a bio-

logical determinist mode of argument. Rather, his argument is that 

women’s nature corresponds—at a lower, relatively natural level—to 

the more spiritual structure of the family and that, as part of the pro-

cess of spiritualizing what is natural, women’s nature should (and in 

modern Europe largely does) assume the further spiritual form of a 

domestic identity. As Kimberly Hutchings has noted, then, Hegel 

joins together his accounts of women’s place in social life (the family) 

and of mind’s emergence from nature (an emergence that he nonethe-

less insists is non-natural, because mind “over-grasps” nature, enfold-

ing nature into its own higher-level functioning). Woman becomes 

the hinge where this enfolding of material nature by mind takes place, 

so that for Hegel “women only [ever] appear at a point of mediation 

or transition between natural and spiritual existence.”41

My reconstruction of Hegel’s rationale for consigning women to 

the family is not yet complete, however. His account of sex differ-

ence in the Philosophy of Nature emerges out of and represents the 

culmination of a broader pattern of sexuate symbolism that informs 

his entire theory of nature—a pattern in which matter is symboli-

cally female while the concept and mind are symbolically male. To 

fully appreciate Hegel’s account of sex difference and of how that 

difference takes on socio-political significance, then, we need to 

trace the sexuate symbolism with which he imbues his theory of 

nature.
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4. Female Matter, Male Concept

To see how sexuate symbolism informs Hegel’s Philosophy of Nature, 

we must briefly review that text’s basic structure and contents. The 

text begins by presupposing that nature has emerged from the “idea,” 

itself the highest form of the “concept”—the whole rationally inter-

connected sequence of basic ontological principles and forms, as nar-

rated in Hegel’s Logic (being, nothingness, becoming, determinacy, et 

cetera). The Hegelian concept, then, is nothing subjective but is “the 

true, objective, actual being of things themselves. It is like the Platonic 

Ideas, which . . . exist in individual things as their substantial kinds.”42

The idea comes out of itself or externalizes itself to constitute nature 

(by a process that we need not examine here). As the product of the 

idea’s self-externalization, nature initially exists as sheer “externality,” 

partes extra partes—that is, as pure matter. Hegel traces how nature’s 

matter becomes permeated by thought in a “series of stages consisting 

of many moments, the exposition of which constitutes the philosophy 

of nature.”43 First, the concept re-emerges within nature in the form 

of the unifying principles that hold portions of matter together into 

individual bodies. Second, the concept increasingly reshapes matter 

into forms that express and reflect it, so that material bodies acquire 

increasingly complex properties—first mechanical, then electrical, 

then chemical—in respect of which their matter progressively comes 

to manifest the complex, articulated character of the concept. At the 

pinnacle of nature’s hierarchy stand animals, whose bodies are com-

pletely conceptually permeated: “the whole [of the animal’s body] is so 

pervaded by its unity that . . . in the animal body the complete untruth 

of [material] being-outside-one-another is revealed.”44 This presages 

the emergence of mind within human beings, an emergence that 

 represents the concept’s completed return-to-itself from its 

 self-externalization in the multiplicity of material nature.

We can now appreciate how Hegel symbolizes matter as female, 

a symbolic equation that surfaces in several passages from the 

Introduction to the Philosophy of Nature. Consider the following:

The study of nature is thus the liberation of spirit in nature . . . This is 

also the liberation of nature . . . Spirit has the certainty which Adam 

had when he looked on Eve, “This is f lesh of my flesh, and bone of my 

bone.” Thus Nature is the bride which spirit weds.45

By tracing how nature’s material side becomes increasingly permeated 

by its conceptual side, eventually to the point where the concept 
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assumes the form of spirit or mind, we the Hegelian philosophers 

“liberate” nature. At the same time, we confirm that the nature that 

we are studying is of the same “flesh” as us: nature is not pure matter 

standing over against ourselves as beings of pure mind; rather, we are 

composed of concept-permeated matter and so is nature. This places 

nature in the same relation to human beings as the biblical Eve stands 

to Adam: Eve/nature shares Adam’s/humanity’s concept-permeated 

materiality. Nonetheless, nature remains relatively material compared 

with humanity—for in much of nature, the concept struggles to 

express itself within matter, succeeding only partially. By implication, 

Eve too is relatively material compared to Adam. As a woman Eve is 

more material than Adam; implicitly, her greater materiality is what 

makes Eve female and not merely another man, another instance of 

spirit. Matter is, then, symbolically female, so that it confers woman-

hood on those in whose flesh it predominates.

Pursuing the same train of associations, Hegel writes, “The inscrip-

tion on the veil of Isis, ‘I am that which was, is, and will be, and no 

mortal has lifted my veil’ melts away before thought.”46 Once again, 

his point is that when we recognize that nature is conceptually per-

meated we remove the illusory appearance that nature is merely mate-

rial, which corresponds to the philosopher’s lifting of the veil of Isis, 

his symbolic marrying of Isis, whereby (according to Hegel’s account 

of marriage) he identifies with what they have in common—the status 

of being concept-permeated matter. But the fact that Hegel figures 

nature as Isis—a quintessentially female goddess, traditionally 

depicted as many-breasted47—reflects his view that nature remains 

relatively material compared to the human inquirer, and so this figu-

ration confirms that he associates matter with the female.

The same associations emerge when Hegel claims that traditional 

Christian doctrine offers a merely “representational” grasp of the 

relations between nature, concept, and matter—that is, a grasp of 

these relations that partially attains to the level of conceptual thought 

but remains infected with pictorial, imaginary thinking. The process 

by which the idea, at the end of Hegel’s Logic, transforms or inverts 

itself into pure matter corresponds to God’s creation of the world.48 

The stage at which the concept has returned to itself from matter and 

has assumed the form of mind corresponds to the appearance of 

Christ. Nature, Hegel writes, corresponds to “the son of God, but 

not as the son, but as abiding in otherness . . . Nature is spirit estranged 

from itself; in nature, spirit lets itself go, a Bacchic god unrestrained.”49 

Nature corresponds, then, to a dead, dismembered Dionysian 

God—in other words, to the concept dispersed in materiality. Insofar 
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as Christ is born from out of this materiality of nature, this material-

ity occupies the symbolic place of Christ’s mother Mary—so, once 

more, of the female. Interestingly, in a fragment from his Bern period 

(1793–97) Hegel suggests that Bacchanalian festivals existed to sat-

isfy “female temperaments.”50 He implies that the condition of God 

being dismembered in matter is a peculiarly “female” condition, so 

that the cult of the dismembered God would have appealed especially 

to women—perhaps alluding to Euripides’ tragedy The Bacchae in 

which it is female revelers who, possessed by the Dionysian spirit, tear 

apart king Pentheus.51

Since Hegel symbolizes matter as female and since he also consid-

ers matter to be the being-outside-itself of the concept (“nature is the 

idea in the form of otherness”),52 he implicitly understands the female 

to be the being-outside-itself of the male. The female ranks as an 

inadequate, self-alienated form of the male, rather than being a sexu-

ate identity in its own right. Moreover, the progression that occurs in 

nature whereby the concept re-emerges and progressively reshapes 

matter is a progression wherein that which is symbolically male 

 re-emerges and increasingly converts the symbolically female into the 

vehicle of its own self-expression.

One might wonder whether this sexuate symbolism is inessential to 

Hegel’s philosophical thought, and whether his basic claims regarding 

matter, the concept, and nature can be (re)stated independent of this 

symbolism, permitting Hegel’s latter-day readers to retain those claims 

while discarding their symbolic wrapping. That is, one might suspect 

that Hegel’s symbolism is merely superficial, not deep—not constitu-

tive of the substance of his theories. Yet the historical character of 

Hegel’s thought militates against ready classification of his sexuate 

symbolism as either deep or superficial. Hegel’s philosophical system 

is explicitly formed as a working-through of previous philosophies. 

But throughout the history of philosophy, as feminist philosophers 

have documented, matter has been symbolized as female—from Plato’s 

idea of the maternal chora (
��) or “receptacle” in his Timeaus 

through to Descartes’ theoretical reconstitution of the living, ma-

ternal cosmos of medieval times as bare extended matter.53 Because 

Hegel draws openly on this heritage of thinking about matter, struc-

turing his own account of matter/concept relations as corrective of the 

deficiencies within this heritage, he necessarily imports the tradition’s 

sexuate symbolism into his system. So, regardless of whether the met-

aphor of matter-as-female is deep or superficial in Plato, Descartes, 

and other philosophers, the fact that this metaphor has become 

 historically sedimented means that that metaphor  inescapably becomes 
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 embedded in Hegel’s thought, since this thought is constituted as a 

reworking of the history of philosophy. Sexuate symbolism might not 

be necessary to Hegel’s account of matter and the concept if it is con-

sidered in abstraction from its historical provenance and precursors, 

but that symbolism is necessary to Hegel’s account when it is consid-

ered—as he intended it to be—in its historical concreteness.

Hegel’s account of sex difference in the Philosophy of Nature is the 

consequence of the symbolic equation between female and matter, 

male and concept, that has informed his entire preceding account of 

nature. Although Hegel has described male and female reproductive 

anatomies as organized respectively around differentiation and its 

absence, he adds that the female and the male respectively contribute 

“the material element” and “subjectivity” to their offspring.

Procreation must not be reduced to the ovary and the sperm, as if the 

new product were merely a composition of the forms or parts of both 

sides; the truth is that the female contains the material element, but 

the male contains the subjectivity.54

Because the female retains the fetus within her own body, as part of 

her own physical processes, she exchanges bodily materials with the 

fetus on an ongoing basis, and in that respect she contributes to the 

fetus materially. On the other hand, the male expels his semen outside 

him and thereafter has no further material, corporeal relationship with 

the fetus. In what sense, though, is the male thereby bestowing subjec-

tivity upon the fetus? Hegel explains: “The seed is . . . [a] simple repre-

sentation . . . —simply a single point, like the name and the entire self.”55 

That is, because the male’s contribution to the fetus takes the form of 

one single emission of semen (rather than many material exchanges 

over time), the male is providing matter in a shape suited to represent 

the individuality of the fetus: the single emission of semen “represents” 

the child-to-be as a single individual. As such, the material aspect of the 

emission of semen carries a meaning: its matter is concept-permeated. 

Hegel can, therefore, extrapolate that the male is contributing to the 

fetus matter that is fully concept-permeated—that is, subjectivity.

Since Hegel has tacitly equated matter with the female and the 

concept with the male throughout his system, it is unsurprising that 

when he has come to theorize sex difference he has mapped the man/

woman difference onto the concept/matter opposition. And since the 

progressive domination of the concept over matter is, symbolically, a 

progressive domination of male over female, it is equally unsurprising 

that, when this process of spiritualization of matter continues through 
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the Philosophy of Mind into the Philosophy of Right, this process results 

in women being placed in subservience to men. As we have seen, 

women are—rightly in Hegel’s estimation—confined to the family 

because their immediately unified nature corresponds, at a lower, 

more material level, to the immediately unified structure of the fam-

ily, which enfolds women’s nature into its own higher-level function-

ing. This enfolding of women’s nature by the family is part of the 

broader process of the spiritualization of matter: the process whereby 

the (symbolically male) concept renders matter into forms that express 

and reflect the concept’s sovereignty. Since the concept is symboli-

cally male, the spiritualization of women’s nature simultaneously ren-

ders that nature into a vehicle of service to male citizens. Spiritualized, 

women’s nature becomes the wellspring of women’s devotion to the 

reproduction and tending of the male citizens who exercise economic 

power and legal jurisdiction over the family and its female inhabit-

ants. Women’s spiritualized nature thus expresses and reflects the 

mastery exercised by the male citizens for whom that nature has been 

made functional: so that, as Hegel concludes in one of his Jena drafts, 

“The sexes are plainly in a [hierarchical] relation to one another, one 

the universal, the other the particular; they are not absolutely 

equal.”56

The deeply gendered structure of Hegel’s philosophy that I have 

described is hardly likely to enhance the appeal of his philosophy to 

feminist readers. Nonetheless, it is important for we feminist readers 

of Hegel to acknowledge that his thought does have this deeply gen-

dered structure, and for our efforts to use and reconstruct Hegelian 

ideas to be informed by this acknowledgment. Otherwise we run the 

risk of inadvertently reproducing in our own thinking the very gen-

dered schemata that we aim, as feminists, to expose and challenge. 

Arguably, for instance, Simone de Beauvoir does this in The Second 

Sex when she takes up Hegel’s master/slave dialectic as a way of under-

standing the relations between men and women. She argues that 

women’s oppression has its historical roots in hunter-gatherer condi-

tions when women’s reproductive burden prevented them from par-

ticipating in the struggle for recognition by risking life. She does not 

ask whether Hegel’s master/slave dialectic was conceived all along as 

a struggle between men—as Lloyd argues, suggesting that Hegel 

conceives the struggle to risk and transcend life as a struggle to tran-

scend the feminine.57 Because Beauvoir ignores this and simply takes 

over the value of transcendence, she concludes that those things that 

seem most “female” and life-related about women—reproduction, 

mothering, menstruation, et cetera—are inherent obstacles to 
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 transcendence (as we saw earlier, she regards women as being alien-

ated from their own projects in the service of the species). Thus, 

unhelpfully, she attributes part of the blame for women’s oppression 

to women’s own biology, rather than to what society has made of that 

biology. By attending to the gendered structure of Hegel’s philoso-

phy we can avoid simply reproducing it as Beauvoir ends up doing.

Understanding this gendered structure need not make it impossi-

ble for feminists to use parts of Hegel’s philosophy, but it suggests 

that if we do so then we need simultaneously to reconstruct and rein-

terpret that philosophy, or the parts of it that we are using, in a more 

gender-egalitarian form. An example of this kind of simultaneous 

use-and-reinterpretation is Irigaray’s position in I Love to You that 

each sex should have its own dialectic—rather than only the male sex 

undergoing a dialectical development in which it enfolds and incor-

porates the female. In particular, for Irigaray, both sexes should 

undergo a negative dialectic, whereby they learn to limit themselves 

out of respect for the alterity of the other sex. If, like Irigaray, we 

want to transform rather than reproduce Hegel’s gendered schemata 

when we use his ideas, we need first to identify how those schemata 

are at work within his thought, as I have tried to do here.

Notes

1. Hegel, Elements of the Philosophy of Right (henceforth Elements), trans. 

H. B. Nisbet (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991), §166, 

206. Translations of Hegel are sometimes corrected without special 

notice in light of Hegel, Werke in 20 Bänden, ed. Karl M. Michel and 

Eva Moldenhauer (Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 1972).

2. Pateman sees Hegel as criticizing contract theory by putting forward 

his conception of marriage as a contract to transcend the standpoint of 

contract; see Pateman, The Sexual Contract (Cambridge, UK: Polity 

Press, 1988), 174. But she notes that he allocates women just enough 

civil personality to make the marital contracts whereby they relinquish 

any (further) civil personality. This, she thinks, is because Hegel inher-

its from classical contract theory a conception of the contracting indi-

vidual as someone who owns their own body. But because women have 

uncertain bodily boundaries (emblematically in pregnancy) they can-

not unproblematically own their own bodies, so that the contracting 

individual is implicitly male—for Hegel as for classical contractarians. 

I find Pateman’s interpretation unconvincing because Hegel criticizes 

the individualism of classical contractarianism, re-conceiving proper-

ty-ownership as predicated on social relations of mutual recognition 

rather on sovereign self-ownership. Thus, he re-conceives the status of 

the contracting individual in a way that renders this status potentially
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 compatible with being female. His reasons for consigning women to 

the family must lie elsewhere.

 3. See Lloyd, The Man of Reason: “Male” and “Female” in Western 

Philosophy (London: Routledge, 1984); Irigaray, I Love to You: Sketch 

for a Possible Felicity in History, trans. Alison Martin (London: 

Routledge, 1996).

 4. Neuhouser, Foundations of Hegel’s Social Theory: Actualizing Freedom 

(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2000), 133.

 5. Here Hegel’s view of sexuate difference exemplifies what Irigaray sees 

as the pattern in western philosophy whereby “The ‘female’ is always 

described as deficiency, atrophy, lack of the sex that has a monopoly 

on value: the male sex”; Irigaray, This Sex Which Is Not One, trans. 

Catherine Porter (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1985), 69.

 6. Hegel, Elements §4, 37; §11, 45.

 7. Ibid., §71, 102.

 8. Ibid., §82, 115–116.

 9. Ibid., §153, 196.

10. Hegel is not offering a prescriptive account of the right form of soci-

ety in the way that (for instance) Plato does in the Republic. As 

Michael Hardimon has made clear, Hegel is describing what he sees 

as the essential tendencies within modern European societies in a way 

that is intended to bring out the rationality of these tendencies (hence 

Hegel’s notorious equation of the actual with the rational) and so 

reconcile us (modern Europeans) to the societies we live in. See 

Hardimon, Hegel’s Social Philosophy: The Project of Reconciliation 

(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994).

11. On this anti-contractarian argument of Hegel’s, see Drucilla Cornell, 

Michael Rosenfeld, David Gray and Carlson, “Introduction,” in 

Hegel and Legal Theory, ed. Cornell, Rosenfeld, and Carlson 

(London: Routledge, 1991), x-xi.

12. Frederick Neuhouser, Foundations of Hegel’s Social Theory: Actualizing 

Freedom (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2000), 33.

13. Hegel, Philosophy of Mind, trans. W. Wallace (Oxford: Clarendon 

Press, 1971) §381A, 9–10.

14. Ibid., §539, 265.

15. On this use by Hegel of the term “state,” see Z. A. Pelczynski, “The 

Hegelian Conception of the State,” in Hegel’s Political Philosophy: 

Problems and Perspectives, ed. Z. A. Pelczynski (Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press, 1971), 14.

16. Wood, Hegel’s Ethical Thought (Cambridge: Cambridge University 

Press, 1990), 244.

17. Hegel, Elements, §165, 206.

18. Surprisingly there has been very little sustained examination of 

Hegel’s theory of natural sex difference at all, although feminist 

thinkers have regularly mentioned it: Irigaray, Speculum of the Other 

Woman, trans. Gillian C. Gill (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 

Hegel's Philosophy and Feminist Thought : Beyond Antigone?, edited by Tuija Pulkkinen, and K. Hutchings,
         Palgrave Macmillan US, 2010. ProQuest Ebook Central, http://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/nottingham/detail.action?docID=619292.
Created from nottingham on 2021-01-29 12:38:01.

C
op

yr
ig

ht
 ©

 2
01

0.
 P

al
gr

av
e 

M
ac

m
ill

an
 U

S
. A

ll 
rig

ht
s 

re
se

rv
ed

.



MATTER AND FORM    231

1985), 214–226; see also Simone de Beauvoir, The Second Sex, trans. 

H. M. Parshley (Harmondsworth: Penguin Books, 1988), 40–41; 

and Tina Chanter, Ethics of Eros: Irigaray’s Rewriting of the 

Philosophers (London: Routledge, 1995), 82–84. None of these three 

authors situates this theory of sex difference in the Philosophy of 

Nature more broadly.

19. Hegel, Elements, §161, 200.

20. The relevant passages from the Jena drafts can be found in Hegel, 

Jenaer Systementwürfe 3: Naturphilosophie und Philosophie des 

Geistes, ed. Rolf-Peter Horstmann (Hamburg: Felix Meiner, 1987), 

160–161.

21. See Hegel, Vorlesung über Naturphilosophie Berlin 1823/24, 

Nachschrift von K. G. J. v. Griesheim, ed. Gilles Marmasse (Frankfurt: 

Peter Lang, 2000), 259.

22. Hegel, Philosophy of Nature, Part 2 of the Encyclopaedia of the 

Philosophical Sciences, trans. A. V. Miller (Oxford: Oxford University 

Press, 2004), §368, 411.

23. Hegel, Lectures on Natural Right and Political Science: The First 

Philosophy of Right, Heidelberg 1817–1819, with Additions from the 

Lectures of 1818–1819, trans. J. Michael Stewart and C. Hodgson 

(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1996), §75, 139.

24. Hegel, Philosophy of Nature, §368A, 412.

25. Ibid., §368A, 413.

26. Ibid., §355A, 376.

27. Ibid., §368A, 413.

28. Ibid., §368A, 413.

29. Beauvoir, The Second Sex, 64. As Kimberly Hutchings explains, 

“Beauvoir follows Hegel’s analysis of sexual difference in his Philosophy 

of Nature, in which male sexual and reproductive roles are associated 

with a principle of activity and individuation and female sexual and 

reproductive roles with passivity and species identification. Moreover, 

Beauvoir argues that the individual/species alienation is carried into 

the lives of women as an experienced reality”; Hutchings, Hegel and 

Feminist Philosophy (Cambridge, UK: Polity Press, 2003), 66.

30. Hegel, Philosophy of Mind, §403-§406, 92–122.

31. So Eric O. Clarke puts it on Hegel’s behalf in “Fetal Attraction: 

Hegel’s An-aesthetics of Gender,” in Feminist Interpretations of G. 

W. F. Hegel, ed. Patricia J. Mills (University Park, PA: Pennsylvania 

State University Press, 1996), 158.

32. Hegel, Philosophy of Mind, §405, 95.

33. Ibid., §405A, 97.

34. Ibid., §405A, 96.

35. Neuhouser, Foundations of Hegel’s Social Theory, op. cit., 133.

36. See Londa Schiebinger, The Mind Has No Sex?: Women in the Origins 

of Modern Science (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 

1989).

Hegel's Philosophy and Feminist Thought : Beyond Antigone?, edited by Tuija Pulkkinen, and K. Hutchings,
         Palgrave Macmillan US, 2010. ProQuest Ebook Central, http://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/nottingham/detail.action?docID=619292.
Created from nottingham on 2021-01-29 12:38:01.

C
op

yr
ig

ht
 ©

 2
01

0.
 P

al
gr

av
e 

M
ac

m
ill

an
 U

S
. A

ll 
rig

ht
s 

re
se

rv
ed

.



232    ALISON STONE

37. I take the distinction between biological and metaphysical essential-

ism from Cressida Heyes, Line Drawings: Defining Women Through 

Feminist Practice (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2000), chap. 1.

38. Hegel, Elements, §165, 206.

39. Ibid., §166, 206.

40. Ibid., §165, 206.

41. Hutchings, op.cit., 45.

42. Hegel, Philosophy of Nature, §246A, 9.

43. Hegel, Philosophy of Mind, §381A, 13.

44. Ibid., §389A, 10.

45. Hegel, Philosophy of Nature, §246A, 13.

46. Ibid., §246A, 10.

47. For a history of the long-standing figuration of nature as Isis, see 

Pierre Hadot, The Veil of Isis: An Essay on the History of the Idea of 

Nature, trans. Michael Chase (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University 

Press, 2006).

48. Hegel, Philosophy of Nature, §247A, 14.

49. Ibid., §247A, 14.

50. In Miscellaneous Writings of G. W. F. Hegel, ed. Jon Stewart (Evanston, 

IL: Northwestern University Press, 2002), 98

51. See Euripides, The Bacchae, trans. Geoffrey S. Kirk (Englewood 

Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, 1970).

52. Hegel, Philosophy of Nature, §247A, 15.

53. See Plato, Timaeus  and Critias, trans. Desmond Lee (Harmondsworth: 

Penguin Books, 1971), 67–73; for this interpretation of Descartes, 

see Susan Bordo, The Flight to Objectivity: Essays on Cartesianism and 

Culture (Albany: SUNY Press, 1987).

54. Hegel, Philosophy of Nature, §368A, 413.

55. Ibid., §368A, 413–414.

56. Hegel, System of Ethical Life (1802/3) and First Philosophy of Spirit, 

ed. H. S. Harris and T. M. Knox (Albany: SUNY Press, 1979), 110.

57. Lloyd, The Man of Reason: “Male” and “Female” in Western Philosophy 

(London: Routledge, 1984), 92.

Hegel's Philosophy and Feminist Thought : Beyond Antigone?, edited by Tuija Pulkkinen, and K. Hutchings,
         Palgrave Macmillan US, 2010. ProQuest Ebook Central, http://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/nottingham/detail.action?docID=619292.
Created from nottingham on 2021-01-29 12:38:01.

C
op

yr
ig

ht
 ©

 2
01

0.
 P

al
gr

av
e 

M
ac

m
ill

an
 U

S
. A

ll 
rig

ht
s 

re
se

rv
ed

.


