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 Review of International Studies (1983), 9, 191-205 Printed in Great Britain

 The Hegelian state and international politics*

 Andrew Vincent

 It is a characteristic of political theory and international politics that certain well
 worn stereotypes are perennially wheeled out for generations of students. Some
 of these may be useful landmarks for scholarship, others offer only partial
 insights. This paper addresses one of these stereotypes which does not dissolve

 with more intensive study. It attaches to the Hegelian concept of the state in
 relation to international politics. I refer to the view that Hegel's concept of the
 state, elaborated in the Philosophy of Right, is the final unit of analysis for any
 theory of international politics;1 that it is impossible to go beyond the nation
 state; that it possesses a finality in that international affairs are only to be
 understood through the relation between nation states. One of the conclusions
 which is sometimes drawn from this stereotype is that Hegel's account of
 international politics is Hobbesian in character; that is to say, the relation
 between states is rather like that between individuals in Hobbes' state of nature.

 The ruling principle would thus be that 'clubs are trumps' ; or, more conveniently,
 that might is right. For an Hegelian there cannot be a legitimate concept of
 international order, because order only exists in the individual state. Each state
 has its own legal system and concept of right, therefore the relationship between
 states is simply the conflict of rights. To put this in a moral perspective: states are
 neither right nor wrong; this is simply how things are. This has often led to the
 paradoxical conclusion that Hegel is a realist as regards international affairs,
 though perhaps a better term would be 'idealist-realist'. The aim of this paper is
 to examine the arguments for and against such a stereotype.

 The caricature presented above has a great deal of truth to it. There is an
 impressive body of arguments which can be marshalled in its support. However,

 what is often not realized is that there is a body of arguments which can show us a
 contrary perspective. Paradoxically, both sets of arguments can be supported
 from Hegel's existing writings. A similar ambiguity can be found in some of the
 writings of his disciples. This paper will attempt to marshall the arguments on
 both sides as clearly as possible. The cases are overall fairly evenly balanced;
 however, I will argue that ultimately the most consistent Hegelian position will
 end up with a more cosmopolitan perspective. The nation state is not the final
 arbiter in international affairs and Hegel would have been ultimately sympathe
 tic to some form of international order. This is not to argue that Hegel would
 have subscribed to the Kantian idea of Perpetual Peace. This is patently false as
 the briefest acquaintance with Hegel would demonstrate.2 However, I will argue
 that Hegel must necessarily have subscribed to the possibility of a world order
 based on international customs, which is a different argument from Kant's. This
 conclusion is based on logical rather than substantive grounds.

 The arguments which identify the Hegelian state as possessing a finality in

 * This paper was delivered at a recent University of Wales conference on idealism and international
 relations.
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 192  The Hegelian state and international politics

 international politics have wide acceptance and credibility in academic circles.
 They have led many commentators in this century to associate Hegel with
 German nationalism, Prussianism and international aggression.3 As argued,
 critics can find ample support for these conclusions in some apparently quite
 bellicose statements in Hegel's texts. But the last few decades have seen a greater
 sensitivity and understanding of the texts and this encourages a deeper
 appreciation of Hegel's position. Much of the debate revolves around textual
 interpretation. The precise arguments supporting the 'finality thesis' can be
 structured on seven basic lines, each with a number of substantial arguments

 within them. The seven basic lines of argumentation can be briefly indicated as
 follows: (1) the nature and sovereignty of the state; (2) ethics and freedom can
 only be identified within the nation state; (3) the nation state has a final divine
 sanction; (4) the individual person is only identified through membership of a
 given nation state and therefore expresses the norms of that state; (5) given the
 foregoing points, and Hegel's remarks in the Philosophy of Right, any
 international law is impossible and history must be the final judge between states;
 (6) this connects with the extremely broad topic of war in that Hegel speaks of the
 necessity of war and the impossibility of any lasting relations between nation
 states; (7) finally, when Hegel seems to posit the 'end of history' in the Germanic
 realm, he is once and for all denying the possibility of any international harmony.
 This last point is also contained in the often stated view that Hegel was Prussia's
 official philosopher: states would either agree with Prussia or suffer the
 consequences. I will take each of these arguments in turn, state their major
 elements and then present the alternative position.

 The nature and sovereignty of the state

 There are a number of lines of argument here which need to be disentangled.
 First, Hegel's fundamental concern is with the inner structure of the state, its
 internal constitution. This internal constitution is not simply picked out of a hat,
 but is slowly and organically built up in the historical life of that nation state.
 Hegel is deeply critical of societies which simply adopt constitutions; he shares
 this particular disquiet with thinkers like Burke. Thus a state has its own specific
 constitution and history, which cannot be articulated outside itself. Each state is
 unique and unrepeatable. Hegel is not interested in the idea of any political
 organization over and above the unique cluster of nation states and their
 individual constitutions. This point can be seen clearly in the structure of Hegel's
 presentation of the state in the Philosophy of Right.* The articulation of the Idea
 of the state begins with a long disquisition on the internal constitution, discussing
 the nature of the crown, executive and legislature. Hegel introduces the notion of
 internal sovereignty, which is symbolized in the monarch, to indicate that the
 state's laws and powers are neither simply abstractions nor wholly embodied in
 functionaries. This is another way of saying that the law is neither something
 alien to the individual's interests and needs, nor simply the whims of state
 bureaucrats and officials. It is embodied in offices which themselves embody
 rational concerns, like that of the monarchy. Hegel is thinking fundamentally of
 a constitutional monarchy. The next main stage of the discussion of the Idea of
 the state is concerned with the relation between states. The final stage of his Idea
 of the state is world history. Thus it is relatively clear that Hegel is, on a simple
 theoretical level, not interested in any institution over and above the individual
 nation state.
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 Added to this is a far more substantive issue: when Hegel defines the state, part
 of that definition logically requires the existence of other states.5 This is the
 external definition of the sovereignty of the state. The state partly defines itself
 and its sovereignty vis-?-vis other states. Unless other states existed and
 recognized each other as states, the whole enterprise of speaking of states would
 be pointless. Hegel in fact makes the same point about individual persons. To
 define oneself as a person is to do so in relation to other persons, who recognize
 that personhood. Hegel puts it thus, 'Existence as determinate being is in essence
 being for another'.6 He is expressing here a typically Hegelian paradox. To define
 oneself is both to express one's separateness and individuality, also one's reliance
 on others. It is through others that one acquires individuality. The same point
 applies to the state. Each autonomous determinate state defines itself in relation
 to other states. As Hegel unequivocally says, 'A state is as little an actual
 individual without relation to other states as an individual (person) is actually a

 person without rapport with other persons'.7 Thus part of the very definition of
 the state and the nature of its sovereign quality presupposes the separate
 existence of other national states. In fact, for Hegel, each citizen in the state has a
 duty to maintain the sovereign individuality of his state at the cost of his life and
 property. Therefore, whether one approaches the state via international politics,
 or whether one approaches international politics via the state, each presupposes
 a multiplicity of states. It is a logically necessary feature of the world and it has a
 finality which is irrevocable. As Hegel argues, 'every state is sovereign and
 autonomous against its neighbour'.8 Each state is self-complete and is the final
 unit in international politics.

 There are thus a number of claims within Hegel's argument. He is only
 interested in the internal structure of the nation state and this internal structure is

 unique to that state and its history. He is not concerned with anything over and
 above the nation state and the definition of that state and the character of its
 sovereignty presupposes the existence of other states. A multiplicity of nation
 states is therefore a logically necessary feature of the world.

 I now move to the difficulties with the above claims, beginning with the
 internal structure of the state. It is certainly the case that Hegel is interested in the
 internal structure of states, but the critic would be wise to consider Hegel's
 remarks about this more closely. It would be justifiable to think that Hegel is
 engaging in a form of historical and political relativism, where each state has its
 own unique character. Yet in the same paragraph where he speaks of the nation
 state being the absolute power on earth, he also makes the following
 qualification. He argues that the recognition of a state is dependent on its
 content.9 This content is, he admits, dependent upon its constitution, situation
 and people; yet there are certain rational requirements encumbent on all states.
 In fact these requirements are necessary for a state to be a state. These
 requirements are formal and substantive and have to be teased out from the
 overall text of the Philosophy of Right. Formally, Hegel overloads his concept of
 the state. There are a number of senses which he uses in the text which all come

 under the term state. For example, he speaks of the state in terms of civil society,
 a codified system of laws and institutions over and above the m?l?e of the market
 order. This is the state considered as 'Abstract Right'. Second, there is the
 description of the internal structure of institutions and offices, e.g., the crown,
 the executive and legislature. This might be called the internal political state.

 There is also the state considered from the ethical perspective, where the citizen
 finds ethical import in the institutional structure of the state. This is closely
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 194  The Hegelian state and international politics

 connected to another sense of the state as the totality of social life, including
 political and non-political elements, united by ethical and communal bonds.
 Hegel essentially wants none of these perspectives to be excluded, although at
 times he appears to be performing a dangerous balancing act.10 He wishes to
 indicate that in the modern state we reach a culmination of human and historical

 development. The state is neither just a domain of codified laws, which are
 independent of the citizen's interests, nor is it to be regarded as simply a political
 structure or protective contractual institution reflecting aggregated interests.

 Rather, formally speaking, it is an ethical institution which embodies, in its laws
 and political structures, the real ethical interests of its members. There is, or
 should be, no discontinuity between the individual's will and the will or purpose
 embodied in the laws. This allows Hegel to claim that the truly subjective, the
 intrinsic desires and needs of the individual citizen, is rooted in the objective

 world of institutions. It is quite clear from these formal features that Hegel, in
 defining the state, is not thinking of any political structure. He is laying down
 fairly stringent criteria on a formal level for a state to be a state.

 The critic might reply at this point that it is still the case that Hegel has neither
 specified what the ethics or purpose of the state might be, nor what the internal
 institutions are. It is at this point that we must turn to the substantive
 requirements of statehood which are scattered rather haphazardly in the text of
 the Philosophy of Right. It would take too long to list them all, but the following
 examples will give some flavour of the precise conditions Hegel is envisaging. (1)
 The modern state needs an organic constitution and cannot mechanistically
 invent its rules. It is thus dependent on traditions. (2) Hegel details a very precise
 structure to this state, basically that of a constitutional monarchy, arranged in a
 distinctive manner, e.g., the role and function of the crown is very precisely
 discussed, also there is a structure of mediating estates, each with its political
 institution. (3) A state must possess a stable civil society and free market,
 controlled according to certain parameters by public authorities. (4) The laws
 must be codified and jury systems established. (5) The state must respect and
 maintain the institution of monogamous marriage and take a certain degree of
 responsibility for children's welfare, e.g. in formal schooling and vaccination. (6)
 The state must respect freedom of speech, conscience and opinion, especially in
 relation to the various estates. (7) The state is also grounded on the realization of
 freedom in its membership. Man is inherently a free being. A state therefore
 cannot be based on slavery. Slavery is, as Hegel puts it, 'an outrage on the
 conception of man'. In fact, Hegel goes farther in the additions of the Philosophy
 of Right, stating that 'The state is actual only when its members have a feeling
 of their own selfhood' and that the subjective aims of the citizen body must be
 fully satisfied. (8) Finally, Hegel is thinking explicitly of the Protestant state, that
 is to say a political order embodying all the essential Protestant Christian values,
 e.g. the values of private judgement and conscience.11 From these more
 substantive requirements, it can be seen that Hegel is not a historical or political
 relativist. He has very clear formal and substantive ideas on what a state is and
 ought to be.

 This might lead one to draw the logical inference that there are good and bad
 states, or at least states with less reality than others. This is exactly the step that

 Hegel takes when he argues that a bad state, that is to say one that does not fulfil
 the formal and substantive requirements, has no 'genuine actuality'.12 This is a
 deeply puzzling remark by one who is supposed to accept a plurality of distinct
 nation states. The internal structure of the actual state is not wholly unique. In
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 fact Hegel is suggesting a distinctly consensual attitude between actual states,
 borne out by his remark that The European peoples form a family in accordance
 with the universal principles underlying their legal codes, their customs, and their
 civilisation. This principle had modified their international conduct.'13 This
 quotation also supports the view that Hegel is interested in units over and above
 the nation state. Since it is customs which underpin the more fundamental view
 of the state, Hegel is, perhaps unwittingly, positing the possibility of a European
 state. The ambiguity in Hegel's perspective here is explicable through his attitude
 to Kant. Hegel is associated with a rigorous rejection of Kantian formalism in

 morality.14 The way in which he is supposed to have corrected Kant is by placing
 morality into the actual customs of the ethical community. He removes the
 argument from Kant's abstract theoretical morality to the ethical community.
 Yet, when he comes to speak of the particular ethical community, he shifts his
 argument back to universal, virtually Kantian, criteria outlined in formal and
 substantive requirements for a state. So the argument moves from the formal
 universal to the relativistic particular, yet the articulation of the relativistic
 particular moves us back to the formal universal, although Hegel would have
 called it the concrete universal. The relativistic particular argument is the essence
 of what I have called the 'finality thesis' in Hegel, whereas the formal universal
 agrument constitutes the more Kantian perspective. In one sense Hegel wanted
 to have his cake and eat it and this whole debate also leaves unanswered a central

 question?can the good person be a bad citizen and vice versa?
 One final point should be made on the external definition of the sovereignty of

 the state. Sovereignty implies supremacy. If the sovereignty of a state is
 dependent on other states recognizing it, and further, if that recognition is
 dependent on that political unit having a specific content relating to the formal
 and substantive requirements for being a state, then it is surely stretching the
 meaning of the word sovereignty too far to say that the state is supreme. The state
 is a dependent and rationally constrained institution, which could only be called
 sovereign in the loosest sense. This latter point is nearer the facts, that is to say
 that states are caught in a web of constraints internally and externally which

 modify their conduct. As to whether a multiplicity of such nation states is a
 logically necessary feature of the world is debatable. Hegel is describing the
 actual state of affairs of his time. He is not prescribing for all time that this should
 be so. This accords with the role of the philosopher and philosophy in Hegel's
 terms. They are always retrospective, coming on the scene when events are 'cut
 and dried'.15 The philosopher's function is to describe passively. This point is
 relevant to all the arguments in this paper.

 Ethics, freedom and the state's welfare

 The division in argumentation in the previous section is given a deeper resonance
 by considering Hegel's attitude to morality. Certainly one of the strongest
 arguments for moving beyond the nation state and conceiving of some kind of
 international organization is that derived from natural law schools?that is to
 say, there are certain universal principles of morality and law which transcend
 states. Hegel has always been seen as a critic of this position, specifically through
 his association with the historical school of law. The argument supporting the
 'finality thesis' and Hegel's quite explicit rejection of traditional natural law can

 be disentangled into the following claims.16 (1) Ethics and freedom are situated
 within the customs of the nation state; (2) each state therefore has its own
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 196  The Hegelian state and international politics

 particular concept of its welfare and freedom. The inference from these claims is
 that there is no moral or ethical code which could mediate between states. The
 state, in terms of international politics, is equivalent to the stage of morality
 within the internal structure of the Philosophy of Right}1 Morals and freedom
 are subjective and relative to each nation state. The claims made against this,
 which I shall come to, can also be briefly summarized as follows. (1) The ethics
 that Hegel is concerned with are essentially Protestant Christian and Kantian
 ethics. Hegel is concerned to defend certain human rights. This ethical code is
 shared explicitly by the European peoples. There is nothing which ties ethics and
 freedom to the nation state, in fact there is no reason why an international
 'ethical life' or code of customary conduct should not be formulated on Hegelian

 principles. Hegel's idea of the 'ethical life', Sittlichkeit, is purely neutral. (2)
 Therefore each state does not necessarily have its own concept of welfare and
 freedom and even if states exist at the level of morality, surely the positive
 dialectic would direct our attention to the movement beyond this position. One
 must always remember that Hegel is only describing what is the case in his time.
 He is not prescribing. However, from a dialectical and logical perspective, it is
 possible to identify areas of contradiction from which one can deduce certain
 consequences. It is a contradiction for the state, vis-?-vis international politics, to
 remain at the level of simply its own particular welfare. Hegel continually stresses
 that the dialectic cannot rest with contradiction. This alone directs our attention
 beyond the state.

 Returning to the previous argument, we can see the 'finality thesis' clearly in
 Hegel's often quoted phrase that the state is 'the actuality of the ethical idea'.18
 The ethical idea essentially refers to the customs of a nation, which the individual
 autonomously wills and the laws promulgate. The interpretation continues that
 these customs and ethical ideas vary between states. The argument is apparently
 supported in paragraphs 336 and 337 of the Philosophy of Right, where Hegel
 argues that states relate to each other as particular wills, each willing its own
 welfare. 'Welfare' is a technical term employed earlier in the text within the
 context of morality.19 Morality, very broadly, ties in with the idea of subjectivity,
 namely the individual's specific desires, wants and purposes. It is a will 'for itself.
 The will determines its action according to its subjective notion of what is good
 for its welfare. Its welfare is its good. This is the situation of states on the
 international level. The same argument is applied to the concept of freedom.

 Morality is the freedom of subjectivity. This has been traditionally associated
 with a Kantian concept of morality and freedom, that is to say a conception of
 freedom as self-determination by the individual, according to a law based on
 reason. For Hegel, so it is argued, this is too individualized, formal and abstract a
 notion of morality. Reason is not an abstraction, but is embodied in the
 communal life. When the individual determines his actions, without coercion,
 according to the customs of his community, he thereby internalizes the essence
 of reason in his own will. His will becomes rational. The individual escapes his
 subjectivity by giving an objective basis to his action. The formal Kantian notion
 of freedom is filled out. True freedom is therefore willing the customs of the state
 which embody reason. The conclusion thus is that each state has its own concept
 of freedom and morality.2 ?

 To turn now to the contrary perspective, it hardly needs to be argued that
 Hegel is thinking of Protestant Christian morality as characterizing the 'free
 subject'. Protestant Christianity is the Absolute 'Revealed Religion'. This
 implies, as argued in the previous section, a range of values and institutions to
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 fulfil the individual, e.g., the formal and substantive requirements of the state.
 Even in some of his earliest essays, for example on the W?rtemburg Estates,
 Hegel took for granted certain fundamental rights which are simply embodied in
 the substance of the Philosophy of Right.21 The claim that these values are
 essentially Kantian can be observed by simply correcting the interpretation of
 Hegel's criticism of Kant. Hegel's view is supposed to be that Kant was right to
 emphasize freedom and morality as self-determination according to an
 unconditional law of reason, but wrong in so far as no determinate duties could
 derive from it, since it was empty. The fault in the critics' interpretation lies in
 moving from this point to the conclusion that therefore Hegel believed in relative
 moral codes and concepts of freedom, since freedom and morality must be based
 on or in a community which provides determinate codes of duty. This conclusion
 does not follow. Rather, what Hegel is suggesting is that a richer conception of
 Kantian morality must be realized in the communal structure. For example,
 when Hegel is criticizing Kant's attitude to Jesus expressed in the Critique of
 Practical Reason, he does not criticize the use of Christian moral codes, but
 rather complains that Kant treats Christian precepts as simply a moral
 philosophy.22 The Kingdom of Ends remains an abstract ideal. Christianity is
 not simply to be summed up in the categorical imperative, it is the actual revealed
 religion progressively realized in history and human society. Mankind realizes
 the Christian religion in his community life or ethical life, Sittlichkeit. The

 Kingdom of Ends is not something to be endlessly struggled for in moral
 conduct, but is actually the rational essence of present social life. This is not a
 rejection of Kant, but giving Kant's doctrine of, for example, respect for
 individuals as ends in themselves a richer and more contextual meaning.

 Morality and religion are fused in the social order. This puts Hegel's criticism of
 Kant's Perpetual Peace in context. Hegel is not rejecting Kant's doctrine of
 universal reason and morality but is rather arguing indirectly that it must be
 based on concrete social customs and order. An international order would be
 realized if based upon universal concrete customs, in other words, international
 Sittlichkeit. This is exactly the doctrine put forward by the constitutional lawyer
 and Hegelian, R. B. Haidane, in 1914.23 Without this inner constraint on
 personal conduct, international order remains an abstraction, which is precisely
 Hegel's objection to Kant, and in fact would be part of any objection he would
 make, for example, to a League of Nations. This particular argument is given
 further support by considering the logical dialectic of states. In the same way as
 particular individuals within the state cannot rest at the level of subjectivity, so
 surely, if Hegel believed in his own conception of dialectic, he could not envisage
 states resting at the level of subjectivity in international relations. The next step

 might be a union of states in Europe, or a wider unity in the Protestant mould,
 but it could not logically terminate with the nation state. One must recall that
 Hegel is describing his time, not prescribing. Logically, however, it is possible to
 discern a direction. The ultimate point must be international order of some kind,
 however remote it sounds.

 The March of God on Earth

 The next few arguments can be dealt with more speedily. Probably one of the best
 known remarks of Hegel is that he regarded the state, in Knox's translation, as
 'the march of God in the world'.24 The remark appears in an addition. It is
 usually the quotation which is used to signify that the nation states, with their
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 relative moral codes and conceptions of freedom, have each a divine legitimacy.
 This has particular impact when conjoined with the idea of war. The argument
 usually proceeds that the victor in any war has some kind of divine approval.
 Thus it is said that Hegel maintained that the real is rational, the state which
 triumphs is the healthiest, and that ultimately might is right.

 Enough work has been done on this by Hegel scholars like Kaufmann,
 Pelczynski, Knox and Avineri, to pass through the points very briefly. The
 sentence in question is, as Kaufmann notes, 'found only in the posthumous
 edition where it is clearly marked as an editorial addition, based on lecture
 notes'.25 One must raise an important academic question here: who would like
 to be remembered to posterity by student lecture notes? Also, according to

 Kaufmann, it is somewhat of a mistranslation in the Knox edition. The sentence
 'Es ist der Gang Gottes in der Welt, dass der Staat ist', is rather odd syntactically,
 and Kaufmann maintains that a better translation would be 'It is the way of God
 in the world, that there should be (literally is) the state'. Despite the fact that there
 is no way of knowing precisely what Hegel said, one can make an informed
 assessment of his idea. Hegel is not thinking of any doctrine of divine right of
 states or rulers, which he in fact criticizes in another addition.26 Rather, all he
 seems to be saying is that states have not arisen by accident. This simply runs in
 accord with his theory of history as a providential unfolding of Spirit. States,
 given the preconditions that Hegel lays down for the state to be a state, are
 explicable. One can see this in an earlier and less controversial remark, when

 Hegel says that 'The state is the divine will, in the sense that it is mind present on
 earth, unfolding itself.27 All Hegel is essentially stating here is that the state is
 explicable through Reason. In fact all reality is explicable through Reason. As to
 whether Hegel is saying that might is right, one must refer the critic to Hegel's
 own explicit rejection of the doctrine in Von Haller's book in the Philosophy of
 Right.28 If might is always right we would not be able to make sense of Hegel's
 distinction between good and bad states.

 The individual and the state

 The 'finality thesis' also finds some support in the social conception of the
 individual. Hegel is not a methodological individualist. From the satisfaction of
 the most basic physical needs to the realization of freedom and morality, the
 development of the individual presupposes the existence of some social life. The
 modern state is the most advanced organ of such social life, without it the
 individual is nothing. The individual presupposes the social. The social embodies
 the reality which the individual realizes. Hegel shares this doctrine with such
 diverse theorists as Saint-Simon, Marx, Comte, Durkheim and George Herbert

 Mead. Again, building on previous arguments in this paper, if the sovereign
 nation states are the grounds for the diverse moralities and freedoms in the
 world, they are also grounds for diverse political realities and individuals. This is
 one point on which L. T. Hobhouse bitterly attacked Hegelians in his

 Metaphysical Theory of the State. Hobhouse remarked that 'The vice of the
 idealist theory of the state is that it denies the need and even the possibility of. ..
 transcendence of state limits'.29 Men for Hobhouse, ought to relate to each other
 as men and not as citizens of nation states. On the idealist argument, individual
 statesmen could not really perceive the morality or reality of another state.

 The difficulty with this claim is that apart from the fact that to adhere strictly
 to the 'social' argument would call into question the status of the Hegelian
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 philosophy itself, by making 'it' but one conception of reality; the above
 arguments also miss the point that because one can define the individual from a
 social perspective does not necessarily entail that there are diverse realities. The
 argument additionally fails to identify Hegel's highly stipulative definition and
 restricted account of what is to count as the social vis-?-vis the formal and
 substantive requirements of statehood. This stipulative account of the rational
 state moves us into the universalist Kantian and Protestant realm. Thus, once
 again, the argument moves away from the 'finality thesis'.

 World history and the impossibility of international law

 When we come to Hegel's explicit account of international politics the critic is on
 very firm ground. The arguments of the 'finality thesis' are very cogent. The
 claims can be marshalled as follows: (1) there are a plurality of nation states with
 sovereign wills; (2) the only way states can interact, apart from war, is through
 treaties and contracts; (3) the only international law that can be formulated is
 'Treaties .. . ought to be kept'; (4) however, since each state has its own
 conceptions of welfare, this, like all international law remains an 'ought-to-be';
 (5) therefore in all cases, world history is the only judge between states.30 These
 points undoubtedly translate the prima facie arguments of the text. It is the
 argument which leads Hegel to attack Kant's Perpetual Peace. In fact, reflecting
 on the Holy Alliance established in 1815 between Russia, Austria and Prussia,
 Hegel remarks that even here this alliance only acquires sovereignty on a broader
 level, in relation to other states, e.g. France. A plurality of states is replaced by a
 numerically smaller plurality of allied states. Kant's argument of course went
 deeper than something like the Holy Alliance. Kant conceived of a court of
 reason on an international level. Again, Hegel is deeply critical of the simplicity
 of this view of reason and morality, both of which must be situated in the customs
 of communal life.31 Any determinate league or alliance must define itself in
 relation to other leagues, and the whole conflictual process is simply carried to
 another level. The only judge is history. Hegel employs Schiller's famous epigram
 from the poem 'Resignation' to articulate this idea? "Die Weltgeschichte ist das
 Weltgerichte' (World history is the world's court of judgement). History is a
 rationalized equivalent of Christian providence. We cannot always see the long
 term significance of the patterns of Spirit, in other words, the cunning of
 reason.32

 There is undoubtedly considerable ambiguity in Hegel's argument, since
 despite the fact that he speaks of states having their own concepts of welfare and
 being able to break their obligations to other states, he also vigorously argues
 that 'treaties ought to be kept'. The arguments in reply to the 'finality thesis' are
 threefold. First, the broader perspective of Hegel's philosophy must not be
 forgotten. He is, in his own view, describing events. In this sense he is a realist. His
 description is remarkably accurate, even of our own contemporary situation.
 However, this is not a recommendation for all time. This leads to the second
 argument bound up with Hegel's dialectic logic. Underpinning Hegel's system is
 a restless logic of movement which is driven by contradiction. It also directs our
 attention to the overcoming of this contradiction. This is a logical point. A world
 of conflicting states negating each other is a contradiction, in the same way as
 within the state a multiplicity of individuals with conflicting moralities is a
 contradiction. So despite the fact that philosophy passively describes the world
 as a multiplicity of states, logically this cannot always be the case. This leads to
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 the final argument. Hegel does substantively argue that the multiplicity of
 conflicting states cannot be the case, although he is very tentative. His remarks on
 the formal and substantive requirements of statehood, his assertion of a
 Protestant Kantian theme, his belief in the alliance of European peoples as one
 family, his vigorous defence of the moral precept that treaties ought to be kept
 and his practical recognition that there are leagues which go beyond the nation
 state, all these points lead to the conclusion that international law and order of
 some kind are not such an impossibility. In fact they are logically possible.

 War

 The arguments against international order get their biggest boost in the idea of
 war. Strong emotions have been raised by this question. Arguments supporting
 the 'finality thesis' on Hegel can be stated briefly as follows: (1) war is inevitable;
 (2) it is not inherently evil; (3) in fact war is necessary for a number of reasons, for
 example it shocks individuals out of complacency, it enlarges their vision by
 showing the dependence of the private realm of the individual on the public realm
 of the state, it provides the possibility for positive self-sacrifice, which Hegel
 thinks is good, it also has the rather crude function of curbing domestic unrest,
 and it directs the attention of the mob elsewhere; (4) war is also a defining feature
 of a state?if a state declares war on another, it presupposes that it 'recognizes'
 the other unit as a state, although this does not sound a particularly pleasant
 service; (5) war is also dependent on the existence of a 'warrior class', a
 militaristic group in society whose very existence is dependent on the continuance
 of war; (6) finally war is part of the negative in history. This last point is tied up
 with Hegel's rather peculiar theory of good and evil. Unless war existed and gave
 vent to negative sentiments we could not adequately form a concept of the
 positive sentiments, e.g. peace and goodness.33

 In these arguments and in his general commentary on war, Hegel does express
 some extremely odd attitudes, for example, his comment in his Natural Law essay
 that 'Just as the blowing of winds preserves the sea from foulness which would
 result from continual calm, so also corruption would result for people under
 continual or indeed "perpetual" peace,' another off-hand slight on Kant.34 It
 must be emphasized again, however, that this paper is not an apologia for Hegel.
 In these arguments, Hegel does seem convinced of the inevitability of war on the
 international scene and its reciprocity with the very existence of states. However,
 some qualifications need to be made. First, Hegel's philosophical method must
 be re-emphasized. Hegel is showing us the relationship of war to the human
 consciousness and the state in his time. It is inevitable in his time. Yet Hegel is by
 no means exalting war or glorifying militarist virtues. He is giving an historical
 description. This point is specifically relevant to the existence of the militaristic
 class which exists and lives, as now, by the possibility of war. Paradoxically, it is
 in their interest to make war an actual fact. But Hegel is not arguing that this class
 should exist, or that warfare is always valuable. It must also be remembered that
 Hegel is not thinking of modern warfare. Whether he would hold the same views
 about this is a moot question. Hegel's views on warfare as shocking people out of
 their complacency and encouraging some self-sacrifice, were not out of the
 ordinary in his time. In fact he simply echoes Kant's views in the Critique of
 Judgement}5 Kant and Hegel are thinking of war within certain limits. Both
 seem predominantly concerned with defensive war, an evil which annuls an evil,
 rather than an offensive war. It implies that armies respect each other as
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 performing their duty, that prisoners will be humanely treated, that envoys will
 be respected and, most relevant to modern warfare, that war will not be 'against
 private institutions, against the peace of family and private life, or against
 persons in their private capacity'.36 There are thus considerable limitations to
 this type of warfare. In fact there are indications that war should not really exist
 between properly constituted states. It is a negative event which shows the
 individual the instability of life and the imperfection of states. In a Christian
 sense it fits in with providence, namely?do not store up your riches where the

 moth and Napoleonic soldiers can get to them. However, this is a moral
 addressed to Hegel's contemporaries, not to the twentieth century reader,
 although there is no reason why we should not readdress it to ourselves. Thus war
 is not a clearcut argument for the impossibility of international order in Hegel,
 although it is a limiting condition.37

 The Germanic realm

 The final point is simply a case of misinterpretation. It is well known that Hegel
 differentiates stages in his view of history. The culminating stage is the Germanic
 realm. This is sometimes interpreted to mean that Hegel saw history and
 philosophy coming to fruition and an end in Prussia in 1831. Hegel is portrayed
 as the arrogant megalomaniac who offers the world the culminating philosophy
 towards which all previous thought had been aiming, and certainly there are
 elements in his account of the Germanic realm which seem to indicate that the
 contradictions between man and God, eternity and time, had been resolved. Man
 is reconciled, at home in the world, in the Protestant state. The religious
 consciousness is objectified in social and political life. The impossibility of going
 beyond the German world and Lutheran Protestantism, and its connection with
 the Prussian state, indicates to many readers that once again Hegel is intimating
 the impossibility of going beyond the plurality of states, with the one caveat, that
 the Prussian state must serve as the rational model state.

 The misinterpretation arises in the initial claim. The Germanic or Teutonic
 realm has nothing to do with Prussia, but is simply a way of referring to an
 attitude or more accurately a reflective disposition, which in itself has nothing
 intrinsically to do with the Prussians or Germans. It is a disposition
 characteristic, in its most limited form, of the European peoples. Hegel's
 description of the Protestant 'free subject' in, for example, paragraph 552 of the
 Philosophy of Mind gives an adequate account of this disposition.38 However, it
 is true to say that, for Hegel, northern Europe, with its Protestant leanings, is a

 more adequate representation of this disposition than the romance nations of
 southern Europe, who have the misfortune tp be Catholic. Hegel also allowed
 himself in his Philosophy of History an uncharacteristic prognostication on
 history. Admittedly this is edited material, but it is still difficult, if not impossible,
 to see how Hegel could justify his speculation about the future, since philosophy
 is essentially retrospective, yet he argues in one passage that the Germanic realm
 is presumably not the end of things, but that America is the 'land of the future'.

 As he put it:

 America is therefore the country of the future, and its world-historical
 importance has yet to be revealed in the ages which lie ahead?perhaps in a
 conflict between North and South America. It is a land of desire for all those

 who are weary of the historical arsenal of old Europe... It is up to America
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 to abandon the ground on which world history has hitherto enacted.39

 As to whether Hegel is thinking of America as simply the tail end of the Germanic
 realm of Europe, which does not seem to be the case from the above quotation, or
 whether he is thinking of a totally new era in world history, which seems to be
 what he is saying is relatively unimportant. What is more significant is that he is
 neither thinking on limited lines in relation to Prussia, nor does he see it as the end
 of history in 1831.

 Despite the claims made against Hegel that he is a servile Prussian nationalist
 and anti-European, it seems quite clear that his critics have simply not paid
 enough attention to his writings. He certainly is not anti-European, or interested
 in Prussia as such, but in fact seems to see world history as going beyond the

 Germanic disposition.40 This runs fully in accord with the restless movement of
 the dialectic. It does seem strange to think that this 'movement' should all of a
 sudden cease for Hegel when the whole essence of his systematic thought is based
 on its continued positive progress. Hegel has already posited the transcendence
 of the individualized nation states, so there is no logical reason why this
 movement should not drive mankind onward to some form of world order or
 even state. In fact this runs far more in line with the general dialectical sense of his
 philosophical method. This point has wider repercussions, since if one looks
 carefully at the structure of Hegel's system, it is quite obvious that the state is
 transcended by the true Hegelian method. Hegel argues that the state, with
 regard to the development of Spirit, is still but a stage characterized by
 imperfection, finiteness, incompleteness and contingency.41 The problem with

 many critics of Hegel is that they do not take the time to place his political
 philosophy in the total context of his philosophical system, which is a developing
 process. The discussion of political philosophy arises in the moment of, what
 Hegel calls, 'Objective Mind'. Objective Mind encapsulates all the insights of
 Subjective Mind, which deals with, for example, human psychology. Psychology
 is given a deeper and richer sense when discussed through social life in the state,
 namely Objective Mind. However, Hegel argues that an even deeper awareness
 arises in another stage?'Absolute Mind', which incorporates art, religion and
 finally philosophy. These realms transcend the claims of 'Objective Mind' or
 social life, and therefore the state, by definition, is not the highest realization of
 Spirit. The artist, religious person and most fundamentally, the philosopher,
 transcend the state. This raises peculiar problems. One might even hazard the
 speculation that the kind of world order that Hegel could have formulated, or
 expected, would be a virtually anarchical community of artists, Christians and
 Hegelian philosophers.

 Conclusion

 Thus the arguments for Hegel's advocacy of a world peopled by sovereign nation
 states automatically clashing, which I have called the 'finality thesis', are fairly
 evenly balanced with those of the 'Kantian universalist' view.42 Despite the fact
 that the former position has more immediate prima facie support in the actual
 texts, specifically in the Philosophy of Right, I have argued that one must place

 Hegel's arguments here in the broader context of his systematic philosophical
 standpoint. It is this which provides the more complete perspective on Hegel. His
 philosophical method is essentially a description of the events of his own time,
 and is not therefore prescribing that these events ought to be the case, or that war
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 ought always to be present in the interaction of states. Rather, war is an
 indication of the imperfection of states. Second, if one takes into consideration
 the underpinning 'positive dialectic', then the contradictory and negative
 description he gives of the world, from a logical perspective, necessarily proposes
 a positive state of affairs transcending the clash of nation states. This may lead to
 a number of allied nations, a Protestant alliance, a new historical epoch
 characterized by America, or just something totally beyond our comprehension.
 The important point to realize is that the clash of nation states must be overcome
 and that an international order of some kind is logically possible. Finally, when
 Hegel does discuss the nature of the state, via what I have called its formal and
 substantive requirements, it is clear that he is not considering a world peopled by
 just any political units. His stringent rational conditions for statehood, which
 might almost be said to be prescriptive, do not lead to the conclusion that he is
 thinking on the lines of the 'finality thesis'. It would be more accurate to say that
 at times he seems to be thinking beyond states into the realms of religious and
 philosophical freedom.
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