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4 ALEXANDRE KOJEVE

Hyppolite, he is responsible for having introduced French intellectuals
to Hegel. The overwhelming interest in Hegel and Marx during the
1930’s was connected to the Russian Revolution and to the success of
the Red Armies under Lenin and Trotsky after the end of the First
World War. In the 1940’s, interest in Hegel continued to intensify in
France because of the active role of the French Communist Party in the
French Resistance, as well as their subsequent participation in De
Gaulle’s government at the end of the Second World War. Socialism and
its intellectual heritage were of utmost significance to the political life
of the time. French intellectuals did not see themselves as transcending
politics or philosophizing in a domain beyond the political. To take the
intellectual high ground, to proclaim one's detachment, to declare one-
self above the political fray, were all pretenses. Worse, they were the
routes of cowards who would stand by in the face of unspeakable atroc-
ities. All claims to impartiality were suspect; they were tantamount to
collusion with the powers that be. In short, neutrality was not an option.
The question was not so much whether or not to be engagé, but which
side to take and why.

Kojéve shared this sense of political engagement. And it was in this
highly politicized atmosphere that he embarked on his interpretation of
Hegel. For him, interpreting Hegel was not just an academic matter; on
the contrary, he considered it a work of “political propaganda” intended
to influence action and determine the shape of the future.s

Even though it was Hyppolite who ended up holding a full-time aca-

demic position, and who was the teacher of Michel Foucault, Gilles
Deleuze, Louis Althusser, and Jacques Derrida, Kojéve was by far the
brighter star, and his influence on his generation, including his influence
on Hyppolite, was unmistakable.6

Before embarking on an analysis of Kojeve's Hegelianism, it behooves
us to outline a few of the basic elements of Hegel’s philosophy of his-
tory. The point is not to give an exhaustive interpretation of Hegel’s phi-
losophy, but merely to sketch those aspects of his work that shed light
on the idiosyncratic nature of Kojeve’s interpretation. That Kojéve's
interpretation of Hegel is singularly flawed is a fact that is already well-
known to Hegelian scholars—even if the magnitude of the difference has
not yet been fully grasped.” Although Hegel is at times a very fanciful
thinker, his thought contains a certain sobriety that is altogether lacking
in Kojéve's work. My intention is not to criticize Kojéve for being untrue
to Hegel. But since I am sympathetic to Hegel, I will occasionally use
Hegel's ideas to criticize Kojéve.

INTRODUCTION 5

HEGEL'S PROJECT

There are several aspects of Hegel's philosophy of history that are rele-
vant for our purposes. First, Hegel's philosophy is dialectical; second, it
is optimistic without necessarily being progressive or deterministic; third,
it is preoccupied with the moral life of the spirit; and fourth, it has a sober
view of the role of philosophy in the history of the world. As we shall see,
all of these elements of Hegel’s philosophy are overturned by Kojéve.
Hegel does not believe that history is simply about isolated individuals
and their actions. He thinks that it is also a manifestation of the forms
that the historical consciousness or Spirit assumes in the lives of a people
or Volk. Individuals are heirs to this world spirit and do not “grow out
of the earth like a mushroom.”® Hegel did not think that this universal
mind or spirit was an alien God in a distant heaven. It is not a “motion-
less statue” but a “mighty river” to which we are heir—not as passive
recipients, but as active participants.® Our inheritance of principles,
beliefs, prejudices, and possessions is something that we act upon and
transform. To describe the transformations of this inheritance is not
simply to describe change, but development. And unlike simple change,
development builds on what has gone before. It “enriches and preserves
at the same time.”!® Of course, Hegel is famous for preserving that
which he transcends. Aufheben, the hallmark of the Hegelian dialectical
movement, means both to cancel and preserve. It is therefore not sur-
prising to find all sorts of philosophies in Hegel—philosophies that he
enriches only to transcend. . .
Hegel's project is nothing less than an attempt to grasp the various his-
torical shapes that the world spirit assumes in its quest of self-discovery
and fulfillment. The Phenomenology is a study of phenomena understood
as the diversity and multiplicity of shapes and forms which Spirit
assumes in the course of its development from rudimentary to more
sophisticated levels of self-understanding. Hegel has a clear idea of whz?t
a deep self-understanding would entail, but nowhere does he find this
manifested in historical life. Nevertheless, he does clearly indicate higher
and lower levels of such actualizations. But Hegel’s general optimism
leads him to think that Spirit is constantly struggling toward completion,
self-fulfillment, and self-understanding. At the intellectual level, this ele-
vated self-understanding would transcend the usual dualism of subject
and object, the mind and the world..
Hegel’s unique brand of idealism dissolves the rift betweep con-
sciousness and the world, between Being-for-itself and Being-in-itself.!!
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However, this reconciliation of consciousness and the world of sense
experience is not to be accomplished by making the actual world, the
world of sense experience, a mere figment of the mind; nor is it to be
accomplished by reducing the mind to an epiphenomenon of the world.
Hegel insists on a unity of both in a relation of mutual dependence and
independence. Hegel describes a consciousness for whom the world is
not alien—for it finds the other in itself and itself in the other.
Consciousness can achieve this level of self-understanding only when it
is genuinely dialectical—which is to say when it involves a dynamic unity
of opposites each completing the other, being completed by the other,
and finding itself in the other.

At the practical level, the exalted Hegelian conception of self-
understanding refers to a genuinely fulfilling moral life that combines
freedom and oneness, individuality and community, transcendence
and immanence, God and man, in a moral life that is as deep as it is
wide, and as all-inclusive as it is intimate. All this may sound too
incredible to be believed. Yet there are so many simple levels on which
it makes perfect sense. At the moral level, Hegel is talking about a life
in which individuals live according to the moral law, not out of fear, or
habit, or unquestioning obedience, but with a glad heart because the
recognized law is the same law that springs out of their own hearts and
that conforms to their own conscience. Hegel believed that such a rich
moral life was the gift of Christianity. He had a definite antipathy
toward the Catholic Church because he thought that it subverted the
unique dignity of Christianity. According to Hegel, the Christian legacy
was connected to the emergence of conscience, and with it, the free
ethical personality that follows the moral law not as an external and
alien thing, but recognizes itself, its identity and its very being, in that
law. Hegel describes a moral life in which the spirit is at home. In con-
trast, the Church was autocratic, hypocritical, and Pharisaic. Cynics
may dismiss Hegel’s project as fiction, but even they cannot deny the
beauty of his moral vision. And even if it is unattainable, Hegel may
be right in thinking that it is the sort of homecoming that every spirit
longs for.

Even though Hegel holds out the hope of this self-actualization of the
spirit, he does not find such fulfillment in the historical world. Nor
does he give us any reason for thinking that the history of the world is
progressive in any simple meaning of the term. Hegel's use of ancient
Rome and eighteenth-century Europe as examples of the estrangement
and alienation of the spirit trapped in a soulless community devoid of
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warmth, depth, or intimacy indicates that the Phenomenology is not a
uction of history.!? '
reCTO'}rlleSz is no doubt th?ic Hegel’s view of history is optimistic. BL'1t this
does not mean that every historical development that comes after is nﬁc-
essarily superior to the one that came before. And as Jud::‘;h Shklar‘ as
noted, Hegel’s account of history can be quite regressive.'® In her v1e\1/<v;
Hegel’s conception of history begins with the golden age of t}.le Gre:h
and their moral community and degenerates into the alienation of (;
eighteenth-century European civilization and i‘Fs supposed Agfe t}(:
Enlightenment that finally culminates in the Re1@ of Terror o . z
French Revolution. The Greeks were at home in their world; ‘Fhey live :
a truly communal life and did not suffer from the modern s1ckn§ss Of
alienation and its corresponding unhappy consciousness. The’ rise O
individualism put an end to this primal happiness. In Shklar’s view,
Hegel regarded history as a long tale of woe—the result of the experi-
ments of individualistic consciousness from Socrates to the pre.sent.f
The rise of this individualistic consciousness has been thg ruin Of
mankind and has precluded the possibility of any future happ%ness' or o
the return to the blessedness of Greek life. Shklar's argument is br1111§.nt
but incomplete. What makes it scem plausible is that Hegel is deeply tﬁ—
turbed by the conditions of his own time. He thinks of the Terror as d.e
logical outcome of the demand for absolute freedom of ah.enated indi-
vidualities. Shklar’s work is a good antidote to so many 1n‘Ferpreters,
including Kojéve, who portray Hegel’s view of h1stc?ry as r-ad1ca11y pro-
gressive and rigidly deterministic. For Kojéve, history is a series of regl}rlnis3
that pass away only to be followed by better ones, w1.th the w (E
process culminating in a definitive world order that is destined to lasthofc
all eternity. The value of Shklar’s work is that it alerts us to the fact tha
these interpretations are quite misleading. ‘ . —
Even if we abandon the idea that Hegel’s view‘o.f h1story, is progres
sive, it is impossible to deny that his view is optimistic. ergel s op‘c.1m.1sg}E
consists in his ability to find the rose in every cross. Even if Shklar is rig
that in the whole history of the world Hegel could not find a h.uman con
dition that compares to the blessedness of the Greeks in its beautly.
happiness, and homeliness, it is nevertheless the case that hg nolt orliI z
thinks a return to that happy time is impossible, but unde§1rab e.
matter how wretched adult life may get, Hegel does not think any(ilnj
would choose to return to the puerility of youth. And much of tvl\; a
Hegel says about the Greeks clearly indicates that. he thought of f}?e)
as a manifestation of moral consciousness in its infancy. Despite
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beauty and homeliness of their moral life, Hegel thought it consisted of
little more than blind obedience to conventional morality—a Sittlichkeit
as distinct from a Moralitdt."> The difference is critical.

Sittlichkeit is intimate and cozy, but unconscious and uncritical. It is

a simple, almost instinctive obedience to established law and custom. In
this sort of moral community people live unreflectively by tradition
and not by their own lights. But there always comes a time when the tra-
ditions are questioned; this is an age of enlightenment or Aufkldrung, as
a result of which Sittlichkeit gives way to Moralitéit.'® The latter is an indi-
vidualistic morality that has its source in individual conscience. And even
though Hegel regards this morality of conscience to be far more sophis-
ticated and enriching than a merely conventional morality, he also thinks
that this enlightened morality has its dangers, as the case of Socrates illus-
trates. Liberated from the shackles of conventional morality, individuals
may wreak havoc on their communities as Critias and Alcibiades did.
The latter was an Athenian general and a traitor who contributed to the
defeat of Athens in the Peloponnesian wars, while the former was one
of the thirty tyrants who ruled Athens after the Peloponnesian wars.
Both were students of Socrates. In Hegel’s view, Socrates did not encour-
age their treacheries, but he is responsible for having opened the
Athenians up to the dangers of a subjective or reflective morality. Yet in
doing so, Hegel is certain that Socrates discovered a higher morality. The
latter is the fruit of knowledge of good and evil; and even though this
knowledge is linked to the Fall, Hegel reminds us that it also “contains
the principle of redemption.”"’

Hegel’s profound analysis of Socrates as both the “ruin” of Athens as
well as the “great historic turning point” of the West sheds light on the
project of the Spirit that he believed was seeking actualization in history.
In the Hegelian view, the Greek world was animated by a collective
“we” that personified a spontaneous harmony of ideas and feelings. Those
who were part of this collectivity were at home in the world because their
personal feelings and inclinations were in complete concord with the
social order. They did not suffer from the alienation, isolation, and
estrangement so characteristic of men in modern society. The Greeks cre-
ated a world in which order and liberty existed side by side in perfect har-
mony. Hegel envied them this harmony, but by the same token, he
thought that they were morally infantile. Their freedom and harmony
was the product of thoughtless conformity to conventional morality. It
was Socrates who broke the spell of this happy coincidence of freedom
and order. Socrates represented a new sensibility that was richer, deeper,
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and more introspective. He taught his fellow citizens to listen to the voice
of conscience that had for so long been silenced by their collective mania.
Socrates did not destroy the public morality in the name of private
caprice or will to power. Socrates discovered an “I” deep in his soul that
was not just a private or personal voice.'® It was the voice of the universal,
the transcendent, the beyond that is higher than the collective concord
of the Athenian “we.” By introducing this universal and transcendent stan-
dard, Socrates created a rift between heaven and earth, nature and con-
vention, the political and the good. When consciousness wrenches itself
from the public morality and gains an awareness of its own independence,
then it no longer acknowledges unquestioningly and immediately wha}t
is put before it. The result is that law is no longer the "unbroken.cogn-
nuity” of a collective consciousness. A rift occurs between the subjective
and the objective, the reflective consciousness and the community, the
individual and the state, the truth of society and the truth of the soul. As
a result, the state loses its power and the positive morality is shaken.!®
There is no doubt that Socrates is guilty of having destroyed the Greek
world. But he did not accomplish this single-handedly. The Greek sen-
sibility was already in decline and a new consciousness was alre?dy
emerging, which Socrates merely articulated. The fact that the Athenians
repented the condemnation of Socrates is not an indication that he was
guiltless, but that he personified what Hegel called the tragic “innocence
which is guilty and atones for its guilt.”?

Socrates is a tragic figure (and not just an unfortunate one) because
he is both innocent and guilty.?! He is innocent because the principles
he represented are valid and good, yet he is guilty because what he stood
for was destructive of Greek life. Tragedy consists of a clash of two
principles that have legitimacy, validity, and value, but that are mutually
exclusive. The Socratic “I” came into conflict with the collective “we” of
the Athenians. Because their coexistence was impossible, one had to
destroy the other. Yet, it was through this tragic sacrifice of Socrate’s that
the West got its glimpse of the “universal Idea” or the “true good.”?

According to Hegel, Socrates discovered a superior morality thgt
springs from the heart—a morality that is rooted in the universal and is
therefore inclusive—unlike the Athenian morality, which excluded
dlaves and non-Athenians from its collective “we.” The trouble is that
Socratic consciousness has a way of getting mired in subjectivity, and a
terrible subjectivity at that; for it is a subjectivity that tends to absolu-
tize itself and to make demands in the name of the universal. This is the
sort of subjectivity that can be the ruin of all collective life, order, and
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happiness. It is the same subjectivity that was responsible for the Reign
of Terror of the French Revolution. So, while Socratic consciousness rep-
resents a higher level of development, it is also a very dangerous thing.
It would be easy to say that the emergence of this new subjectivity is a
watershed after which all happiness was irretrievably lost, but Hegel does
not say so. Even though he is painfully aware of the hazardous road that
Socratic consciousness has traveled, he never doubts that it is a definite
advance. And if it ever reaches maturity, Hegel thinks that it will achieve
a harmony of the moral law with passion, desire, and inclination—
which have been categorically excluded from all accounts of the ethical
life from Socrates to Kant. The Romantics of Hegel’s time certainly af-

firmed the passions, but they did so in a revolt against reason and in .
opposition to all its claims. The postmoderns of our time have also suc-

“cumbed to the same romantic aversion to reason. In contrast, Hegel’s
project consisted in discovering a harmony between reason and the pas-
sions, duty and desire, discipline and freedom.

What Hegel means is not as mystical as is often believed. I once heard
Canadian prima ballerina Karen Kain describe the development of her
dancing in perfectly Hegelian terms. Even though Karen Kain has prob-
ably not read Hegel, her description of the three phases in the devel-
opment of her art is a testimony to the richness as well as the reality of
the Hegelian synthesis. When Karen Kain was young, she danced with
complete abandon; her body was at one with the music, her limbs were
indistinguishable from the notes, and her spirit was the melody itself. But
as she matured, she became more self-conscious, more reflective, and
more preoccupied with technique. In this period of her development she
acquired a proficiency and virtuosity that made her a technically flaw-
less dancer, but she was also less natural, less spontaneous, more mechan-
ical and more deliberate. One could say, as Hegel says of Socrates, that
something rare and beautiful was shattered by the emergence of self-con-
sciousness. But one must add, with Hegel, that the new awareness had
the potential of giving birth to something that far surpasses the primal
oneness from which it originated. Karen Kain would agree. In the third
and final stage of her development she returns to her earlier abandon
and spontaneity; but she preserves the technique she acquired while
transcending its mechanical, deliberate, and artificial dimension. As a
result, her dancing reaches a new height in which it combines the self-
consciousness of flawless technique with youthful exuberance, self-abandon,
and spontaneity. This is the highest stage of her development, which is
a genuinely dialectical movement beginning with a simple unity and pro-
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ceeding through self-consciousness and alienation toward a synthesis of
opposites that is superior to the original and unconscious unity from
which it began. Karen Kain is a microcosm of the Hegelian dialectic, and
a testimony to both the actuality and the richness of life that it describes.

What is significant about the Hegelian project is that it is dialectical
in the sense of being a genuine synthesis of opposites. In the case of
Karen Kain, the opposites combined in the highest stage of her devel-
opment were spontaneity and deliberation, self-abandon and self-con-
sciousness. In the case of the moral life, the synthesis is between duty and
inclination, reason and desire, the objective and the subjective, the uni-
versal and the individual. There is no denying that at its deepest level,
the moral life does not consist of blind obedience to unquestioned
traditions and conventions; nor is it compliance with law out of fear of
punishment either here and now or in the beyond. There is good rea-
son for thinking that the man who is motivated to be just out of fear, or
who is righteous by convention and unthinkingly, like Cephalus in
Plato’s Republic, is one whose righteousness has no depth and is easily
swept away when put to the test. And this is precisely what led Plato to
believe that any genuine virtue requires knowledge and love of the
good. Hegel goes even further by insisting that the good one loves
should not be a distant and alien thing, but should spring from one's own
heart. For Hegel, the deep ethical life belongs to one who knows “that
the law of his own heart is the law of all hearts.””> One need not believe
that such a life can be realized on a mass scale or that it is the goal of
the historical process, in order to endorse the beauty and richness of the
Hegelian vision.

In contrast to the depth and intimacy of this Hegelian vision, we will
find Kojéve’s inexorable march of history to be cold, soulless, and al-
together indifferent to the moral life of the spirit. And even though
Hegel's view of history is optimistic, it is far from being radically pro-
gressive and rigidly deterministic. Moreover, Hegel’s view of history is
dialectical in the sense of providing a dynamic unity of opposites that is
not as mysterious as is often believed. In comparison, we will find that
there is absolutely nothing dialectical about Kojéve’s vision. Indeed, I will
show how Kojéve replaces the Hegelian dialectic with a rigid dualism.

One more aspect of Hegel’s philosophy is important for our pur-
poses: Hegel's understanding of the role of philosophy itself in the
world. Hegel does not believe that ideas make history; nor does he
think that philosophers shape the world. On the contrary, philosophy
always arrives too late:
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When philosophy paints grey in grey, then has a shape of life
grown old. By philosophy’s grey in grey it cannot be rejuve-
nated but only understood. The owl of Minerva spreads its
wings only with the falling dusk.?*

Philosophy can only describe the shapes that Spirit assumes in its quest
for greater self-understanding, but it cannot lead or direct its course. In
contrast, we will find Kojéve giving the philosopher a most exalted role
in the history of mankind.

The attraction of Hegel is undeniable. His philosophy is rich, boun-
tiful, and robust. It combines what appear to be conflicting elements—
idealism with realism, communitarianism with individualism,
conservatism with radicalism. His attempt to reconcile these apparently
conflicting elements into a coherent whole is the reason for both his
greatness and his mystery. My simple account of his thought is meant to
highlight aspects of his philosophy that are altogether missing in Kojéve’s
interpretation.

Unfaithfulness to Hegel is not the sort of criticism that would disturb
Kojéve. In contrast to Hyppolite, Kojeve had a certain disdain for schol-
arship. He was interested in Hegel because he believed that the prob-
lems addressed by Hegel were the most pressing problems of the time.
Although he is generally regarded as the most influential interpreter of
Hegel, Kojéve certainly did not consider himself to be a mere com-
mentator on Hegel’s work. Instead, he saw Hegel as the source of his
own philosophical reflections. And for the most part, I will regard
Kojeve as he regarded himself—namely as a thinker in his own right.

THROUGH THE LENSES OF MARX AND HEIDEGGER

The clue to understanding Kojeve’s Hegelianism is to recognize the fact
that he reads Hegel through the lenses of Marx and Heidegger simulta-
neously. Like Marx, he believes that man is the moving force of history.
And like Heidegger, he understands man in terms of Being-toward-
death. The result is a wild, if not hypnotic, mélange of ideas.

Like Marx, Kojéve's reading of Hegel is secular, humanistic, and anti-
theological. In the conflict between the anthropocentric and the theo--
logical interpretations of Hegel, Kojéve comes down decidedly on the
secular, humanistic side. Kojéve follows Marx in thinking that history is
made by man and not by Geist or Spirit. The theological interpretation of
Hegel, often called the Right or Old Hegelian interpretation, regards
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man’s unhappiness and alienation to have their foundation in his separa-
tion from God after the Fall of Adam and Eve. In this view, the historical
dialectic is a process of reconciliation between man and God. The history
of man’s sin, division, alienation, separation, loneliness, and torment ends
in harmony and beatitude. History is the story of the relationship between
man and God. The moving force of the historical process is Hegel’s Spirit
understood as God or the Holy Spirit. Hegel’s Universal represents the
Church, the earthly mediator between man and God. Hegel’s Absolute
represents the final reconciliation of man and God in beatitude. In this
view, Spirit is the moving force of history. Man's salvation depends on
God; man must be resigned to his lot and wait patiently for his savior. And
even though man believes or knows that salvation comes at the end of the
process, the ways of God remain inscrutable, This is what Hegel must have
meant by the “cunning of Reason.””

In contrast to the Right Hegelian interpretation, Kojeve followed
Feuerbach and Marx in considering God a mere projection of man’s own
idealized conception of himself. In this view, the dualism between man
and himself (projected as God) is transcended in the course of the his-
torical process. At the “end of history,” man recognizes God as his own
creation, and is no longer alienated from himself because he has become
one with himself or his own idealized view of himself. So understood,
history is man’s own self-making project. This is the reason that Kojéve's
interpretation is often characterized as a “Marxist humanism.”

Having replaced Geist with man, Kojeve follows Marx in thinking that
man makes history, and pays less attention to the other half of Marx’s
proclamation—namely, that history makes man. Kojéve encounters
familiar difficulties. Who is this abstraction called man who makes his-
tory? Is it or is it not the ghost of the banished God? If by man, Kojeve
means real live individuals, then if they are to make history according to
a plan, they must all agree on the same plan. If they disagree, then his-
tory will be nothing more than a struggle between competing visions of
the good society. And if these visions are not satisfied with small local
manifestations, but insist on being globally realized, then a grand strug-
gle will ensue. The triumphant one will then rule the world. On the
other hand, man could refer to a given human nature with universal
needs and desires that operates mysteriously behind the activities of indi-
viduals who, in pursuing different ends, eventually converge on a single
outcome. In this way, Hegel’s “cunning of Reason” is replaced by Engels’s
“cunning of History.” Kojéve writes as if the latter is the case. He writes
as if there is a single set of human needs, desires, hopes, and aspirations
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that are eventually realized in the course of the historical process. But I
suspect that this latter view necessarily collapses into the former view.
In other words, in the absence of common hopes, purposes, and aspira-
tions, history remains a conflict between individuals who are bent on
mutually exclusive ends. If history comes to an end in a single universal
and homogeneous state, that state must be a tyranny achieved by force,
In this way, the abstraction, man, necessarily becomes the basis of a
tyranny of some men over others—a tyranny justified in the name of a
common and universal humanity. This explains why the radical political
projects inspired by Marx in our century have been mired in irrational-
ism and tyranny. Kojéve anticipates this sort of criticism and tailors his
philosophy accordingly. And as we shall see, this admirer of Stalin did
not shrink from the prospects of a global tyranny.

Kojéve has a fixed conception of human nature. Unlike Marx, he
does not think that human nature is shaped by the social and material
conditions of life. For Marx, human nature under the conditions of cap-
italism is aggressive, materialistic, and competitive; but with the con-
quest of scarcity and the advent of communism, the aggressive and
competitive inclinations are bound to give way to social and cooperative
ones. But for Kojéve, human nature is given—it has fixed desires and
inclinations, even if some of these desires are regarded as more genuinely
human than others. History is the project of transforming the world so
that it can satisfy man’s given nature and its desires. Once the world is
so transformed as to furnish the complete satisfaction of human desires
and aspirations, then the historical project is complete.

The whole question of man is further complicated by the fact that
Kojéve’s conception of man, the protagonist of history, is inspired pri-
marily by Heideggerian existentialism. According to the latter, man is rad-
ically distinct from the rest of the world. He alone is conscious, he alone
is free, he alone is aware of his existence and of his impending death.
Human freedom and authenticity can be achieved only by living in the
face of one’s death and finitude. Indeed, the whole of Kojéve’s philo-
sophical project can be understood as an effort to historicize Heideggerian
existentialism. Kojéve defines man as a being who flirts with death. Only
by risking his life and by facing his death, understood as complete anni-
hilation, can man attain his freedom. The quest for freedom is intimately
linked to the transcendence of the fear of death, and is believed by

-Kojéve to be the goal of the historical process. The end of history is
reached when man shuffles off his comforting religions and other child-
ish illusions and faces his mortality without fear and trembling.
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Kojeve attempts to blend a Marxist view of history with an existen-
tial view of man that emphasizes his radical freedom. This may leave
Kojéve tangled in an irreconcilable clash of ideas. But he insists that the
historical consciousness of Hegel and Marx must be supplemented by
the existentialism of Heidegger and vice versa.

By reading Hegel through the lenses of Heidegger as well as Marx,
Kojéve gave birth to that curious phenomenon known as existential
Marxism, which is epitomized by the works of Jean-Paul Sartre.?S Start-
ing from the same premises, Sartre arrived at different conclusions. It
may be argued that Sartre’s rejection of any end to history is more com-
mensurate with Kojéve’s premises and that Kojéve's conclusions are
ultimately defeated by his existentialism. However, I will argue that
Kojéve managed to reconcile his conception of man with his end of his-
tory thesis in surprising ways.

In conclusion, I have highlighted certain aspects of Hegel's philosophy
that are not found in Kojéve’s interpretation. It is necessary to belabor the
simple point that the Hegelian dialectic always involves a dynamic unity
of opposites. [ have tried to illustrate how Karen Kain exemplifies the unity
of spontaneity and discipline and how the moral life combines freedom
and reason, inclination and duty. As a result of this dialectical union,
Hegel’s philosophy is rationalistic without being cold, soulless, and indif-
ferent. Hegel's rationalism has an emotional or passionate dimension. In
contrast, Kojéve’s thinking is not only materialistic and anthropocentric
but also dualistic, romantic, and irrational. In what follows, [ will argue that
Kojeve replaces the dialectic with an extreme dualism between reason and
passion, femininity and masculinity, necessity and freedom, discipline
and spontaneity. And while he follows Hegel in thinking that reason is
bound to triumph in history, it is a cold, soulless, instrumental, and heart-
less rationalism that conquers the world. Kojéve’s despotic portrait of
reason has become the cornerstone of postmodern thought. Indeed, the
postmodern repudiation of reason can be fully appreciated only in light
of Kojeve’s depiction of the modern world in terms of the tyrannical
embrace of a cold rationalism that has completely and mercilessly banished
all its enemies. I will argue that Kojéve’s philosophy gives birth to a deep
nostalgia for what has been banished—unreason, disorder, spontaneity,
passion, instinct, and masculinity. It is my contention that the same dreary
nostalgia accounts for the dark romanticism of postmodernity.

In telling the story of man, Kojéve identifies three significant historical
eras: the age of mastery, the age of slavery, and the end of history. I will
examine each in turn.




