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Animating Ideas of Idealism:

A Semantic Sonata in Kant and Hegel
Lecture Three
History, Reason, and Reality
1. 
Last time I talked about Hegel’s account of what we need to do in order thereby to count as adopting normative statuses: committing ourselves, taking responsibility, exercising authority.  To be a self in this normative sense, one must authorize others to hold one responsible, must petition them to acknowledge one’s authority to commit oneself to specific claims and actions, and they must respond by actually doing so.  The subjects of normative statuses, those statuses, and their communities are understood as all simultaneously synthesized by such a process of mutual recognition—the taking up of reciprocal practical normative attitudes.  I motivated this social model of the nature and origin of normative force or bindingness as a response to the requirement of relative independence of the content of conceptual norms from their normative force that shows up as a criterion of adequacy for Kant’s way of working out the Enlightenment idea of the attitude-dependence of normative statuses in the form of his autonomy model.  

According to that model, I have a certain sort of authority over what I am genuinely responsible for or committed to.  In the most basic case, it is at least a necessary condition of my being responsible or committed, of something having normatively binding authority over me, that I acknowledge that responsibility, commitment, or authority.  Because my normative statuses are in this way conditioned on my normative attitudes, I have a certain kind of (meta)authority concerning them; they are in this sense up to me.  That is my autonomy.  I am only normatively bound when I have bound myself.  But for this to be intelligible as a model of normative force or bindingness, we must be able to understand what I have done as binding myself by undertaking a responsibility or commitment, a normative status, whose content is not simply determined by my attitudes.  For if the content were so determined—if whatever seems right to me is right—then the notion that I am genuinely bound (that I have bound myself) has no application.  That is to say that in order to be intelligible as determinately contentful, my autonomous (meta-)authority to bind or commit myself, to make myself responsible (a matter of the normative force of my attitudes to institute statuses), must be balanced by some authority associated with the content, with what I have become responsible for.  

Hegel’s reciprocal recognition model stems from the idea that, accepting the overarching Enlightenment commitment to the attitude-dependence of normative statuses, the way to make sense of the independent, counterbalancing (meta-)authority associated with the content to which I commit myself or for which make myself responsible is to have that authority administered by others, to whom I make myself responsible, by authorizing them to hold me responsible for the content I have exercised my authority to make myself responsible for.  I suggested that this idea makes sense if we think about the paradigm of discursive (conceptually contentful) norms as linguistic norms.  What I do is intelligible as binding myself by the norms associated with the concept copper when I use the word ‘copper,’ because in doing so I subject myself to normative assessment as to the correctness of my commitment (for instance, about the temperature at which a particular coin would melt) according to standards of correctness that are administered by metallurgical experts.

The reciprocal recognition model of normative bindngness preserves cardinal features of the autonomy model it seeks to develop and succeed.  What any subject is actually responsible for depends essentially on that subject’s own attitudes—though the attitudes of others now play an equally essential role.  Authority and responsibility are fully co-ordinate, and the attitudes of all the recognized recognizers are jointly sufficient to institute normative statuses.  And from an engineering point of view, the social account provides a good solution to the demand for relative independence of what one is responsible for from the attitudes that make one responsible for it.  Nonetheless, there are a number of important questions concerning the nature of conceptual contents that are left open by this social model of normativity as instituted by practical attitudes of reciprocal recognition.  In the context of the story as I have been telling it in these lectures, the most general question is: How is the Hegelian social-recognitive form of the autonomy model of what one must do in order to count as thereby binding oneself normatively (adopting a normative status) related to the prior Kantian story about synthesizing an original unity of apperception (a normative self or subject of normative statuses) by rational integration?
  

That Kantian story, which I told in my first lecture, pursues a distinctive pragmatist order of explanation.  It starts with an account of what one must do in order to take responsibility for a claim or a plan—to make it one’s own—that understands it as rationally integrating such a commitment with one’s other theoretical and practical commitments.  It then elaborates an account of the nature of the conceptual contents one becomes responsible for on the basis of that notion of what it is to invest them with normative force so understood.  For the ampliative and critical dimensions of the activity of rational integration by which apperceiving normative subjects are synthesized require that the conceptual contents that are integrated stand to one another in relations of material inferential consequence and incompatibility.  This overarching pragmatist explanatory strategy in turn imposes constraints on the way different dimensions of conceptual or intentional content are thought of as related to one another.  We saw how (at least the form of) the vertical, representational dimension of content could be made intelligible in terms of the horizontal, expressive dimension—that is, how the notion that one is talking or thinking of or about objects could be made sense of in terms of the relations of material inferential inclusion and material incompatibility exclusion among claimable contents of the form that-p.  Couched in the vocabulary Frege will later introduce, this is a semantic strategy of explaining reference in terms of an antecedent notion of sense, which itself is derived from a particular way of understanding normative force.  

What becomes of all this when the autonomy model of normative bindingness is elaborated into the reciprocal recognition model, as I suggested in my second lecture?  At this point we have visible two pragmatist stories about how to get from force to content.  For both the Kantian rational-integrative and the Hegelian social-recognitive models specify what sort of thing one must do in order thereby to count as binding oneself by conceptual norms.  But how should they be understood as related to one another?  And what sort of understanding do they make possible of the determinate contentfulness of the conceptual norms which the pragmatist order of explanation wants us to understand in terms of those practices, processes, or activities? 

2.
It is by placing both within a larger historical developmental structure that Hegel fits the model of the synthesis of an original unity of apperception by rational integration together with the model of the synthesis of normative-status-bearing apperceiving selves and their communities by reciprocal recognition so as to make the discursive commitments instituted thereby intelligible as determinately contentful.  The process by which the commitments undertaken by members of a discursive recognitive community —and with them the concepts that articulate and constrain what counts as successfully integrating them—change and develop over time Hegel calls “experience” [Erfahrung].  In that process the various deliverances of sensuous immediacy—commitments practitioners acquire non-inferentially, by observation
—are rationally integrated into a continually evolving whole unified by the exclusion of materially incompatible contents and the inclusion of material inferential consequences.  Understanding the sense in which such development can be expressively progressive, in the sense of putting into claimable, thinkable form more and more of how things really are, then underwrites a distinctive and original account of aspects of semantic content that have not been addressed in my discussion of the previous models.  It is that story that I want to tell in this lecture.   

In my first lecture, I pointed to some features of conceptual contents—their standing to one another in relations of inclusion and exclusion, that is, material inferential consequence and incompatibility— that are presupposed by the process of synthesis as rational integration.  For the contents of the concepts one applies in judging and intending must be understood as exercising a kind of authority over that process, which is accordingly responsible to them in the sense that those relations among contents determine standards of correctness according to which the integration of commitments is assessed as more or less correct or successful.  In my second lecture, I claimed that the social model of normative bindingness (the force of normative statuses) as instituted by attitudes of reciprocal recognition makes room in principle for an account of the authority exercised by conceptual contents to constrain the process/practice of rational integration that respects both the attitude-dependence of normative statuses and the requirement that the authority of conceptual contents to which a knower and agent makes himself responsible by applying concepts in judging and intending be sufficiently independent of the attitudes of that very knower-agent to make sense of the notion that in applying those concepts he has bound himself, made himself responsible to them, adopted a normative status.  But we have not seen how the reciprocal recognition model makes intelligible the availability of determinate conceptual contents to the normative subjects who are rationally integrating their commitments.  A striking constitutive feature of that model is the thorough-going symmetry of authority and responsibility that it sees as integral to the institution of those normative statuses.  Applied to the case at hand, this means that the model requires that the authority of conceptual contents (and so, statuses) over the activities of practitioners (their responsibility to those contents) be balanced by a reciprocal authority of practitioners over those contents, a responsibility of those contents to the activities of the subjects of judgment and action who apply them.  And that is to say that Hegel is committed to understanding the practice of acknowledging commitments by rational integration as a process not only of applying conceptual contents, but also as the process by which they are determined.  

I think it useful to think about this move in connection with a later one in the philosophy of language that (not at all coincidentally) has the same structure.  Carnap told a two-phase story about meaning and belief, language and theory.  He thought of the activity of fixing meanings as in principle prior to the subsequent activity of endorsing claims or forming beliefs that could be expressed in terms of those meanings.  First one settles the language, determines the contents associated with various expressions, and so how the world would have to be for claims formulated using those expressions to be true.  In this phase, the language-user has complete authority.  Then one looks at the world to see which applications of those concepts, which of the claims that can be expressed in the vocabulary one has introduced, are true.  Here the whole authority lies with the world, which determines what theory couched in those terms is true.  Quine objects that while this two-stage procedure might make perfect sense for introducing artificial languages, it is completely unrealistic when applied to natural languages.  In that case, we cannot neatly separate the two aspects of language-use that correspond to Carnap’s two-phase picture.  For here we cannot appeal to some stronger metalanguage in which to stipulate or otherwise fix the meanings of our expressions in advance of using them.  All there is fix those meanings is our use of them.  And what we use them to do, the kind of doing that is their use, is making claims
 and inferences—in effect, making discursive commitments and rationally integrating them.  For natural languages, and the thought conducted in them, that activity of rational integration must be able to be understood not only as consisting in the process of applying concepts by using expressions to make judgments, but also as the process that determines what concepts are expressed by those locutions: what fixes the determinate content and boundaries of those concepts.  

Carnap had followed Kant in seeing the prior determination of conceptual contents as a condition of the possibility of applying those concepts in judging—which, we have seen, is intelligible only as part of the activity of synthesizing a unity of apperception integrating such commitments into a rational whole.  Hegel proposes a transformation of Kant’s picture that corresponds structurally to Quine’s replacement of Carnap’s two-phase picture with one that sees only two functions of or perspectives on a unified, ongoing discursive practice.  In this respect, Hegel stands to Kant as Quine stands to Carnap.  (Those who do not understand history are destined to repeat it.)  

3.  
How could one understand the process of applying concepts in judgment, and their rational integration with one another by extracting consequences and extruding incompatibilities, as also being the process of determining the contents of those concepts, including their relations of material inferential consequence and incompatibility?  Here again I think it is useful to think of an analogy that is not one that Hegel himself appeals to.  Consider the development of concepts of English and American common law.  Unlike the creatures of statutory law, there are no explicit original definitions or initial principles laying down circumstances and consequences of application for these concepts.  All there is to give them content is the actual applications that have been made of them over the years.  They are case law all the way down.  

The judge must decide, for each new case, both what to endorse—that is whether or not to take the concept in question to apply to the situation as described—and what the material incompatibility exclusions and consequential inclusions articulating the content of the concept are.  And for both these tasks the only raw materials available are provided by how previous cases have been decided.  It will help to think of a simplified, stylized version of this process.  Cases consist of a set of facts specified in an antecedent, non-legal vocabulary.  The task in each case is to decide the applicability of some distinguished legal vocabulary (such as “strictly liable” or “contractually obliged”).  The judge in each new case makes a decision, to apply or not to apply the legal concept in question, given the facts of the case.  For each such decision, the judge may be conceived of as supplying also a justifying rationale.  That rationale can be thought of as having two parts.  First, it points to and privileges some respects of similarity and dissimilarity between the case at issue and the facts of other, previously decided, cases involving the application of the same legal concept.  It might rationalize applying the concept in the present case by pointing to other cases that shared some descriptions of the facts with this one, in which the concept was applied, and pointing to differences from some prior cases in which application of the concept was rejected.  The cases selected are normatively privileged by the current judge as precedential with respect to the present case, and the respects of similarity and dissimilarity to them that are cited delineate implicit rules of inference from the applicability of non-legal concepts in specifying the facts of the case to the applicability of the legal concepts.  Second, the rationale can appeal to the explicit rationales associated with these precedential decisions.  In this process, each new decision, with its accompanying rationale, including a selection of precedents, relevant considerations, and rules of inference and incompatibility, helps to determine further the conceptual content of the legal term whose application is up for adjudication.  

In engaging in this kind of practice, participating in this kind of process, the judge is performing what is recognizably a kind of synthesis by rational integration.  For his selection of precedents, privileging of respects of similarity and difference, and construction of an explicit rationale for a commitment is the integration of that commitment with the commitments undertaken by the adjudicators of previous cases.  On the ampliative side, the judge is extracting material inferential consequences from their commitments—at least according to the accompanying rationale.  And on the critical side, the judge is rejecting prior commitments that would be materially incompatible with the current decision—by not treating those decisions, or the considerations they turn on, as valid or binding precedents.  But it is clear how what the judge is doing is also intelligible as developing and determining the conceptual contents (thought of now in terms of relations of material consequence and incompatibility) that in turn constrain the process going forward.
What kind of structure of authority and responsibility is exhibited by a process like this?  One might first be struck by the fact that the legal concepts that develop in this way are, as the point is often put, “judge-made law.”  There is nothing to them that is not the cumulative result of judicial decisions to apply or not to apply the concepts in particular cases.  The deciding judge exercises authority both over the content of the legal concepts being applied, and, thereby, over future judges.  For in selecting the prior cases he treats as precedential and the features of the facts he takes as salient in making the decision and providing a rationale for it, the judge both further determines the content of the concept and provides potential precedents and rationales to which future judges are responsible.  

But that description shows that there is also a sense in which any deciding judge is responsible to the content of the concept whose applicability is being assessed, by being responsible to the authority exercised by the commitments of the prior judges whose decisions are available to provide precedents and rationales.  For the justification of a judge’s decision can appeal only to the authority of prior decisions, and to the conceptual content those decisions have conferred on or discovered in the legal term in question.  Here the current judge is responsible to the conceptual content (semantic responsibility) expressed by the legal term, by being responsible to the commitments of previous judges (responsibility to, acknowledgement of the authority of the attitudes of others), in accepting the task-responsibility (the responsibility to do something) to synthesize a rational (including consequences and excluding incompatibles) contemporary unity by integrating the commitments of past judges.  Stare decisis, the authority of precedent, is a matter of how the relations of material consequence and incompatibility that have actually been endorsed (normative attitudes) determine what one is actually responsible for (normative statuses).  
In offering a rationale, a justification for a decision, the judge presents what is in effect a rational reconstruction of the tradition that makes it visible as authoritative insofar as, so presented, the tradition at once determines the conceptual content one is adjudicating the application of and reveals what that content is, and so how the current question of applicability ought to be decided.  It is a reconstruction because some prior decisions are treated practically as irrelevant, non-precedential, or incorrect.  It is a rational reconstruction insofar as there is a standing obligation that the commitments, considerations, and implicit relations of material inclusion and exclusion that are embraced by a rationale as precedential, salient, and implicit must fit together with the new commitment that is the decision being made, so as to constitute the very sort of rational unity Kant saw as the ideal or standard normatively governing the synthesis of an original unity of apperception.  The rationale is an account delineating the boundaries of the authority of the conceptual content associated with a legal term, determined by the attitudes of the prior judges’ precedential decisions and rationales, to which the current judge is responsible, in the sense that that content sets the standards for normative assessments of the correctness of that judge’s decision.  

Here is my first major claim:  This sort of practice or process of sequential rational integration of new commitments into a constellation of prior commitments institutes normative statuses of authority and responsibility according to the model of reciprocal recognition.  This is how the model of synthesis of a unity of apperception by rational integration, which I discussed in my first lecture, is combined with the model of the synthesis of normative subjects or selves and their communities by mutual recognition, which I discussed in my second lecture.  In our example, each deciding judge recognizes the authority of past decisions, and the contents they institute and acknowledge, over the assessment of the correctness of the decision being made.  That judge also exercises authority over future judges, who are constrained by that judge’s decisions, insofar as they are precedential.  But the currently deciding judge is also responsible to (and held responsible by) future judges, who can (by their practical attitudes) either take the current decision (and rationale) to be correct and precedential, or not.  For the current judge actually to exercise the authority the decision implicitly petitions for recognition of, it must be recognized by future judges.  And if that precedential authority is recognized by the later judges, then it is real (a normative status has been instituted by those attitudes), according to the model of reciprocal recognition.  Both in acknowledging and in claiming the authority of precedent, the judge is implicitly acknowledging the authority also of future judges, who administer that authority.  For they assess whether the new commitment has been appropriately integrated with prior commitments, and decide on that basis whether to acknowledge it as authoritative, as normatively constraining future commitments in that they must be integrated with it.  So each judge is recognized (implicitly) as authoritative both by prior judges (the ones whose decisions are being assessed as precedential or not) and (explicitly) by future judges (the ones who assess the current decision as authoritative, that is precedential, or not).  And each judge recognizes the authority both of prior judges (to whose precedential decisions the judge is responsible) and of future judges (on whose assessments of the extent to which the present judge has fulfilled his responsibility to the decisions of prior judges the present judge’s authority wholly depends).  Because the future stands to the present as the present does to the past, and there is no final future, hence no final authority, every judge is symmetrically recognized and recognizing.  

4. 
In making a decision, a judge undertakes a commitment.  The model of reciprocal recognition explains how that attitude, together with the attitudes of others, institutes normative statuses of authority and responsibility intelligible as commitment.  What we now need to see is how the fact that the sequences of successive rational integration of new commitments with previous ones exhibits this historical structure of reciprocal recognition makes sense also of a dimension of symmetric authority over and responsibility to determinate conceptual contents for both specific recognitive attitudes of attributing and acknowledging commitments and the normative statuses those attitudes institute.   One of Hegel’s key ideas, as I read him, is that in order to understand how the historical process of applying determinately contentful concepts to undertake discursive commitments (taking responsibility for those commitments by rationally integrating them with others one has already undertaken) can also be the process of determining the contents of those concepts, we need a new notion of determinateness.   

What we might call “Fregean determinateness” is a matter of sharp, complete boundaries.  For Frege, each concept must be determinate in the sense that it must be semantically settled for every object, definitively and in advance of applying the concept epistemically, whether the object does or does not fall under the concept.  No objects either both do and do not, or neither do nor do not, fall under it.  I’ll talk about this representational dimension of conceptual content in the next section.  The dimension of conceptual content that is made intelligible in the first instance by the synthetic activity of rational integration, we have seen, is articulated by relations of material inferential consequence and incompatibility relations.   What corresponds to Fregean determinateness for conceptual contents specified terms of these relations is that for every potential material inference in which any judgment that results from applying the concept figures as a premise or conclusion, it is definitively settled semantically whether or not it is a good inference, and similarly for the relations of material incompatibility that hold between those judgments and any others.  Here the sharp, complete boundaries that must be semantically settled definitively are those around the sets of materially good inferences and materially incompatible sets of sentences.  

Hegel associates the demand for conceptual contents that are definite in this sense with the early modern tradition that culminates in Kant.  It is the central element in the metaconceptual framework Hegel calls ‘Verstand.’  He proposes to replace this static way of thinking about the determinateness of relations that articulate conceptual contents with a dynamic account of the process of determining those contents, which he calls ‘Vernunft.’  Roughly, he thinks that Verstand is what you get if you assume that those applying concepts always already have available the contents that would result from completing the process of determining those contents by sequential rational integration exhibiting the historical structure of reciprocal recognitive authority and responsibility.  He is very much aware of the openness of the use of expressions that is the practice at once of applying concepts in judgment and determining the content of the concepts those locutions express.  This is the sense in which prior use does not close off future possibilities of development by settling in advance a unique correct answer to the question of whether a particular concept applies in a new set of circumstances.  The new circumstances will always resemble any prior, settled case in an infinite number of respects, and differ from it in an infinite number of respects.  There is genuine room for choice on the part of the current judge or judger, depending on which prior commitments are taken as precedential and which respects of similarity and difference are emphasized.  After all, in the absence of any prior governing statute or definition, all there is to the content of the concept in question is what has been put into it by the applications of it that have actually been endorsed or rejected.  Prior uses do not determine the correctness of all possible future applications of a concept “like rails laid out to infinity,” as Wittgenstein would later put the point.  

5.   
So is Hegel’s idea that we can take conceptual contents that turn out to be indeterminate in the Kant-Frege sense—because no amount of prior use settles once and for all and in principle which of all possible future uses are correct—and just call them ‘determinate,’ in his new sense?  He does in the end want to do that, but not in the immediate, stipulative, ultimately irresponsible way that would have, as Russell says, “all the advantages of theft over honest toil.”  Instead, he takes on the hard work needed to entitle himself to a move of this shape.  For, first, he wants us to step back and ask a more basic question: what kind of fact is it that prior uses constrain, but do not settle, in the Kant-Frege sense, how would be correct to go on?  His answer is that what is correct is a matter of a normative status, of what one is and isn’t committed or entitled to, responsible for, and what would authorize such commitments.  On his account, that kind of fact is a social-recognitive fact—one, further, that is instituted by a process with the distinctive historical version of the structure of reciprocal recognition.  Second, he uses that structure to fill in the details of a structurally new notion of determinateness, in which the Kantian Verstand conception takes its place as merely one recognitive moment in a larger whole.  

For that to happen, the Kantian account of rational integration of new commitments into a synthetic unity with prior commitments must also be recontextualized as merely one aspect of a more general rational integrative-synthetic activity.  For the original account appeals to fixed, definite relations of material inferential consequence and incompatibility, construed as given, settled in advance, and determinate according to the Verstand framework.  What Hegel adds is a retrospective notion of rationally reconstructing the process that led to the commitments currently being integrated (not just the new one, but all the prior ones that are taken as precedential for it, too).  This is a kind of genealogical justification or vindication of those commitments, showing why previous judgments were correct in the light of still earlier ones—and in a different sense, also in the light of subsequent ones.  Hegel calls this process “Erinnerung,” or recollection.  

A good example of it is the sort of Whiggish, triumphalist, rationally reconstructed history of their disciplines to be found in old-fashioned science and mathematics textbooks.  Such a story supplements an account of what we now know with an account of how we found it out.  What from the point of view of our current commitments appear retrospectively as having been wrong turns, dead ends, superseded theories, and degenerating research programs are ignored—however promising they seemed at the time, however good the reasons for that were, and however much effort was devoted to them.  What is picked out and presented instead is a trajectory of cumulative, unbroken progress—of discoveries that have stood the test of time.  It is a story about how we found out what the real boundaries of our current concepts are, hence how they ought properly to be applied, by finding out what really follows from what and what is really incompatible with what.  Hegel thinks that our activity of telling stories like this is reason’s march through history.  It is the way we retrospectively make our applications of concepts (have been) rational, in the sense of responsive to discursive norms, by finding a way concretely to take them to be rational, in that sense.  For in rationally reconstructing the tradition concept users retrospectively discern conceptual norms that are determinately contentful in the Kantian Verstand sense, as having been in play all along, with different aspects of their boundaries (relations of material consequence and incompatibility) discovered by correct (precedential) applications at various critical junctures in the development of the tradition.  

We can think of the way the theoretical metaconceptual role played by the Hegelian notion of recollection is related to the Kantian idea of rational integration in either of two ways.  We can think of Hegel as adding a complementary, recognitively dual notion alongside rational integration.  Integrating is taking responsibility, making a commitment, by petitioning future concept-users for recognition; recollecting is asserting authority, vindicating an entitlement, by recognizing past concept-users.  Together the two make up a recognitive whole.  But we can also think of the basic Kantian idea that what one needs to do to count thereby as having undertaken a discursive commitment, taken responsibility for a claim or judgment, is rationally integrating it with other commitments as being broadened and extended by the Hegelian move, so that the rational unity that must be synthesized (the “original synthetic unity of apperception”) comprises the whole developmental process by which one arrived at one’s current commitments, and not just the current time-slice of that on-going enterprise.  The new kind of rational unity requires not just that one have extracted the inferential consequences of one’s commitments and extruded the incompatibilities from among them, but also that one have shown how the process by which those commitments arose out of their predecessors was a rational one.  The retrospective justificatory responsibility is not only to exhibit the doxastic commitments one now acknowledges as fitting together rationally, but also to exhibit the concepts applied in those judgments—the material inferential and incompatibility commitments that articulate their conceptual contents—as the products of a rational process.

6. 
The new Vernunft conception of determinateness that Hegel proposes is an essentially temporally perspectival one.  Looked at retrospectively, the process of determining conceptual contents (and of course at the same time the correct applications of them) by applying them appears as a theoretical, epistemic task.  One is “determining” the conceptual contents in the sense of finding out which are the right ones, what norms really govern the process (and so should be used to assess the correctness of applications of the concepts in question), that is, finding out what really follows from what and what is really incompatible with what.  A recollective reconstruction of the tradition culminating in the current set of conceptual commitments-and-contents shows, from the point of view of that set of commitments-and-concepts, taken as correct, how we gradually, step-by-step, came to acknowledge (in our attitudes) the norms (normative statuses such as commitments) that all along implicitly governed our practices—for instance, what we were really, whether we knew it or not, committed to about the melting point of a piece of metal when we applied the concept copper to it.  From this point of view, the contents of our concepts have always been perfectly determinate in the Kant-Frege Verstand sense, though we didn’t always know what they were.  
Looked at prospectively, the process of determining conceptual concepts by applying them appears as a practical, constructive semantic task.  By applying concepts to novel particulars one is “determining” the conceptual contents in the sense of making it the case that some applications are correct, by taking it to be the case that they are.  One is drawing new, more definite boundaries, where many possibilities existed before.  By investing one’s authority in an application as being correct, one authorizes those who apply the concept to future cases to do so also.  If they in turn recognize one in this specific respect, by acknowledging that authority, then a more determinate norm has been socially instituted.  From this point of view, conceptual norms are never fully determinate in the Kant-Frege Verstand sense, since there is always room for further determination.  The conceptual norms are not completely indeterminate either, since a lot of actual applications have been endorsed as correct by potentially precedent-setting judgments.  All the determinateness the content has is the product of that activity.  

So are the contents of empirical concepts determinate, in the Kant-Frege Verstand sense, as the retrospective epistemic perspective has it, or indeterminate in that sense, as the prospective semantic perspective has it?  Hegel thinks that if the only metaconceptual expressive tool one has available to describe the situation is that static, nonperspectival Verstand conception of determinateness, the answer would have to be: “Both”—or, just as correctly: “Neither.”  That those two answers do not make any sense within the metaconceptual framework of Verstand just shows the expressive impoverishment and inadequacy of that framework.  What we should say is that concepts have contents that are both determinate and further determinable, in the sense provided by the dynamic, temporally perspectival framework of Vernunft.  Do we make our concepts, or do we find them?  Are we authoritative over them, or responsible to them?  Hegel’s model entitles him to answer: “Both”.  For both aspects are equally essential to the functioning of concepts in the ever-evolving constellation of concepts-and-commitments he calls “the Concept.”  Authority and responsibility are co-ordinate and reciprocal, according to the mutual recognition model of normativity that is Hegel’s successor to Kant’s autonomy model.  And when such a structure of reciprocal recognitive attitudes takes the special form of an historical-developmental process, the contents of those attitudes and the statuses they institute can be considered from both prospective and retrospective temporal recognitive perspectives.  Those perspectives are two sides of one coin.  Hegel’s Vernunft metaconception of determinateness is articulated by the complementary contributions of these two different aspects of one unitary process.  That it is a rational unity, at each stage and across stages, is secured by the fact that new commitments are undertaken by a process of rational integration in the new, broader sense that includes justifying those commitments by recollective rational reconstruction of the tradition that produced them (in addition to the critical resolution of incompatibilities and ampliative extraction of inferential consequences, which Kant had already acknowledged).  

If we revert for a moment to the jurisprudential example of judges at common law, with which I introduced the historical form of reciprocal recognition, we find a striking expression of the unhelpfulness of thinking about conceptual contents according to the Verstand model.  A classic debate in jurisprudential theory pits two views against one another.  According to one, the law is what some judge takes it to be.  A statement of what is legal (a normative status) is a matter-of-factual prediction about what a judge would decide (the judge’s normative attitude).  Extreme forms of legal realism, within the scope of this legal positivism, in addition insist that what the judge says is typically determined by non-legal reasons or causes.  Legal decisions are brought about causally by such factors as “what the judge had for breakfast,” as the slogan has it (and more realistically, by his training, culture-circle, and reading).  On the other side is a view according to which the judge’s job is not to make the law, but to find out what it already is (whether that is understood to be a matter of what norm the statutes or the precedents really institute, or of what natural law dictates, or any other conception).  On the Hegelian view, both of these are literally “one-sided” (mis)conceptions.  The former sees only the judge’s authority, but not his responsibility, and the latter sees only his responsibility, but not his authority.  What is needed is an account that does justice to both, to their essential interrelationis theprocess of determining conceptual contents.  Hegel’s new notion of determinateness is constructed as a response to just these criteria of adequacy.
7.  
The pragmatist order of explanation, which we have seen in play throughout, seeks to understand discursive content in terms of the rational activity of normative subjects—to explain the contents of their commitments, what they in that special and derivative sense make themselves responsible for, in terms of a more basic notion of what they are responsible for doing.  By this point in the story, that activity is being considered in the broader sense that includes both the rational integration of I commitments and the rational recollection of old ones.  The aim is to understand the relations that articulate conceptual content in terms of that kind of multifaceted process.  I have said something about the Janus-faced, historically perspectival Hegelian Vernunft conception of determinateness of conceptual content, as regards the relations of material inferential consequence and incompatibility.  But these remarks address only one dimension of conceptual content: the one that in my first lecture I called the “expressive” dimension, ‘that’-intentionality.  Another methodological aspiration that Hegel shares with Kant, as I read them, is to use the understanding of claimable contents in this sense (which, according to the pragmatist methodological commitment, is to be derived from thinking about what normative subjects do to take responsibility for such contents) in turn to explain the representational dimension of conceptual content: ‘of’-intentionality.  We saw how this worked for Kant: how at least a formal concept of representational purport, of treating one’s claims as about objects, could be made intelligible in terms of the activity of rational integration constrained by relations of material inference and incompatibility.  I want to close by saying how I think the corresponding Hegelian story about reference and representation goes.  


In keeping with what I have presented as Kant’s axial insight, representation, too, is understood in ultimately normative terms.  What is represented is what exercises a distinctive kind of authority over representings of it.  Representings as such must be understood to be responsible to what they represent; what is represented must provide a standard for normative assessment of their correctness, as representings.  The explanatory task is to understand this special kind of representational normativity: the way what is said or thought is responsible for its correctness to what the subject thereby counts as talking or thinking about, in the normative sense of its being semantically or intentionally authoritative, its providing the standard for a distinctive kind of assessment of correctness.  


In keeping with the overarching Enlightenment commitment to the attitude-dependence of normative statuses such as authority and responsibility, we need to understand what constellation of normative attitudes can institute the distinctively representational kind of authority and responsibility.  What do knowing and acting subjects have to do in order thereby to count as having deferred or accorded authority over the correctness of their commitments to what they then in this distinctive normative sense count as making commitments about?  More particularly, we want now to see how Hegel’s social rendering of the attitude-dependence of the normative, in terms of the model of reciprocal recognition, and his account of how historical processes that exhibit that recognitive structure in virtue of incorporating the dual perspectival structure of prospective rational integration and retrospective rational recollection, can be understood as instituting a distinctively representational kind of normativity—as providing the standard for the assessment of a distinctive kind of correctness.  



We do not need to move to this dimension of conceptual content in order to understand the idea that our judgments are constrained, that their evolution is subject to friction.  For in the empirical, as opposed to the juridical, case, practitioners are trained to acquire some normative attitudes immediately, that is, non-inferentially.  Under the right circumstances, properly trained observers are reliably disposed to respond to perceptible states of affairs by acknowledging commitments to corresponding perceptual judgments.  The Verstand framework is not in a position to understand how there can be genuine constraint by norms (hence friction that constrains rational integration, going forward) unless the norms already instituted are determinate in the sense that they necessitate (one sense of ‘determine’) one rational unity rather than another.  (Compare the jurisprudential theorists who think that if the law as previously instituted-determined does not dictate one unique result, then the only alternative is to understand judges as just making it up, unconstrained.)  But this is a mistake.  Like any other judgments, immediate perceptual judgments amount to petitions for recognition.  The authority they claim may or may not be recognized by being incorporated in later rational integrations.  But they exert constraint or friction just by making that petition for recognition.  They help determine what one ought to be committed to, and in that sense increase empirical determinateness.

We have already in play a conception of the sense expressed by declarative sentences: what one thinks or says in endorsing such a sentence.  That conception understands conceptual contents as articulated by relations of material inferential consequence and incompatibility among those contents.  Besides that, as it were horizontal, dimension of conceptual contents, we are now seeking to underwrite the vertical dimension that depends on relations between those contents or senses and their referents in the world: what one is talking or thinking about in virtue of endorsing those claimable senses or contents.  Hegel thinks that the representational relation between senses and the referents they normatively answer to for their correctness can be understood in terms of the prior notion of the sort of content judgments must possess in order to be eligible for integration into a rational unity of apperception, when we think about how those contents are shaped by an integrative process that includes symmetric, ultimately recognitive relations, both of prospective rational synthesis and of retrospective rational recollection and reconstruction of the tradition that determines them.  To do that, one must make a further move.  

Frege thinks of the senses we grasp in thought and their referents in reality as two different kinds of things—as denizens of different ontological realms.  It is a central part of Hegel’s idealist strategy to take them to be things of the same generic kind.  The conceptual contents of our thoughts are articulated by material consequential and incompatibility relations they stand in to one another.  (Hegel calls these relations of “mediation” and “determinate negation.”)  But facts and objective states of affairs, too, stand in consequential and incompatibility relations to one another (and objects, we have seen, are to be understood in terms of the roles they play in those relations).
  The fact that the coin is metal is a consequence of the fact that it is copper.  And that same fact objectively rules out the possibility that it is an electrical insulator.  The principled parallel between the deontic modal relations of inclusion and exclusion that articulate our thought on the subjective side, and the alethic modal relations of inclusion and exclusion that articulate the world on the objective side, which I discussed at the end of my first lecture, define a structural conception of the conceptual according to which thought and the world thought about can both be seen to be conceptually structured.  This conceptual realism about objective reality is, in the context of the other metatheoretic commitments we have been considering, just a consequence of modal realism: taking it that objective states of affairs really do necessitate and rule out one another.  I hope it is clear at this point that, given the conception of the conceptual in play, seeing the objective, as well as the subjective realms as alike conceptually structured does not entail any claims about the causal “mind-dependence” of objective reality: of represented things on the activity of representing them.  I have discussed elsewhere the crucial difference between seeing the concept of objective reality depending for its sense on our understanding of the rational activities of knowing subjects, on the one hand, and seeing the referents of that concept as depending on such activities, on the other.  The idealism in play here is decisively of the former sort.
  

Hegel’s single-sort ontology of semantics takes both what things are for consciousness and what they are in themselves to be conceptually articulated.  He thinks that any two-sort ontology that does not acknowledge this crucial generic similarity will be dualistic.  (Slogan: “A dualism is a distinction drawn in such a way as to render unintelligible crucial relations between the distinguished items.”)  For it will underwrite a kind of semantic skepticism, according to which it is unintelligible that we should know how things actually are.  On the single-sort approach, the content of my thought that these are my hands can be the fact itself—the two differing only in that the one has, as it were, deontic force, while the other has alethic force.  (“A fact is a thought that is true.”
)  On the other hand, Hegel also thinks that to assume that we know in advance of applying concepts epistemically in experience which relations of consequential inclusion and incompatibility exclusion articulate the contents of our concepts is to fall into a kind of semantic dogmatism.  The solution is to focus on the process of experience by which all of our commitments, including those that address the relations among concepts, rationally and empirically develop.   It is in terms of that historical process that we are to understand 
i)    the conceptual form of facts and objects—what makes them intelligible, what makes knowledge of them possible, the reason that what they are can be said of them, 

on the one hand, and

ii)   the objective content of claims and concepts—the way they answer to how things are and what there is as a standard of correctness, what makes it possible for them, when all goes right, to express genuine knowledge of something,

as two sides of one coin, each of which can only be understood in terms of the other.  In the traditional (Verstand) conception, the distinction between appearances and reality, phenomena and noumena, is ontological, global, and absolute.  In the conception Hegel is developing (Vernunft), the distinction is perspectival, local, and relativized.  What it is (doubly) local and relativized to is a stage in the development of the whole constellation of discursive commitments, as retrospectively viewed from another such stage.

Within the scope of that unitary ontology of sense and reference, Hegel is addressing the question:  What do we have to do thereby to be taking or treating the conceptual contents (senses), which we understand by grasping their material consequential and incompatibility relations to one another, as subjective appearances of some underlying objective reality to which they answer for their correctness as appearances of it?  His answer is that the idea of noumena, of things as they are in themselves, the reality that appears in the form of phenomena, can be understood practically in terms of a distinctive role in a recollectively rationally reconstructed historical sequence of phenomena.  One of the senses in which what he presents is a phenomenology is that he starts with an account of phenomena (what things are for consciousness) and seeks to reconstruct the notion of noumena (what things are in themselves) out of the resources it provides.  The result of the most recent rational integration into the constellation of one’s prior commitments of some new commitment (perhaps arrived at non-inferentially by observation, or inferentially by extracting new consequences from prior commitments) is intelligible as one’s commitments as to how things really are, objectively, in themselves—as being what one takes to be not just an appearance of that reality, but a veridical appearance, one in which things appear as they really are—when it is accompanied by the right kind of rational recollection of the process of experience that produced it.  The right kind of recollection is one that picks out a trajectory through the previous results of one’s actual integrations that is expressively progressive.  That is, it must exhibit a history that both culminates in one’s current view and has the form of the gradual making explicit of what can now retrospectively be seen all along to have been implicit.  Doing that is showing for each previous episode (of those that are selected as, as it were, precedential, as revelatory of what one now takes always already to have been there) how that set of commitments can be seen as a partial, and only partially correct revelation of things as they are now known (or at least taken) to be.  That is, one must show how each of the recollectively privileged prior integrations made progress towards one’s current constellation of commitments—both in the judgments that are endorsed and in the consequential and incompatibility relations taken to articulate the concepts applied in those judgments.  In taking one’s current commitments as the standard to judge what counts as expressive progress, one is taking them as the reality of which previous constellations of endorsements were ever more complete and accurate appearances.  That is the lesson that the normative understanding of the representation relation teaches: what is represented is what serves as a standard for assessing what thereby, in this normative sense, counts as a representing (an appearance) of it.  


Another way of putting the point is that the way the idea of reference of appearances to an underlying reality that they represent—the idea that they are appearances of some reality that was always already there, objectively (in the sense of being independent of the attitudes that are its appearances)—arises and is secured for consciousness itself is through the experience of error: through the realization of the untruth of appearances, as Hegel puts it.  Prior error is acknowledged internally in each rational integration by engaging in the activity of repairing incompatible commitments (as prior ignorance is acknowledged by embracing a new consequence).  And using one’s current commitments as the external standard for assessing which such prior developments and adjustments were successful is treating it as presenting the reality, how things are in themselves, that all the others were more or less adequate appearances of.  A successful recollective reconstruction of the tradition shows how previously endorsed constellations of commitments were unmasked, by internal instabilities, as appearances, representing how things really are only incompletely and partially incorrectly, but also how each such discovery contributed to filling in or correcting the picture they present of how it really is with what they were all along representing, by more closely approximating the actual consequential and incompatibility relations of the concepts and making more correct applications of them.  So they were not mere appearances, in that they did genuinely reveal something of how things really are.  Exhibiting a sequence of precedential concept applications-by-integration as expressively progressive—as the gradual, cumulative, making explicit of reality as revealed by one’s current commitments, recollectively made visible as having all along been implicit—shows the prior, defective commitments endorsed, and conceptual contents deployed, as nonetheless genuinely appearances representing, however inadequately, how things really are. 


There is hard, concrete work involved in the retrospective semantic enterprise of recollectively turning a past into a history of this sort, just as there is in the prospective epistemic enterprise of integrating new commitments by extracting consequences and repairing incompatibilities.
  For the provision of a rational genealogy vindicating one’s current commitments is constrained by the requirement that it suitably connect the judgments and conceptual relations previously endorsed with those currently endorsed.  Hegel is trying to think through, as rigorously as the metaconceptual expressive tools he has managed to make available permit, the consequences of understanding meaning or conceptual content as articulated by non-monotonic, seriously multipremise material inferential and incompatibility relations, in the context of the realization (which we latecomers to the point associate with Quine, and he associated with Duhem) that those relations depend on the whole context of collateral discursive commitments.  Because the material consequential and incompatibility relations both involve multiple premises and are non-monotonic, one can always take any such relation that was previously endorsed to have been all right in its context of collateral commitments, but to be infirmed by the addition of new information in later ones.  Any such refinement of conceptual content itself involves a substantive commitment on the part of the one recapitulating the process of arriving at one’s current constellation of commitments (including the conceptual contents that articulate them).  And those commitments may themselves be found wanting by future recollecting assessors.  A recollective rationalization of an integration is a petition for specific recognition, which like all such, may or may not be successful in the eyes of those to whom it is addressed.

The retrospective, recollective form of reason (the owl of Minerva that flies only at dusk, reason’s march through history) constructs a sunny, optimistic, Whiggish perspective that reveals, amid the random, contingent charnel-house of our earlier discursive muddling, the emergence of an unbroken record of progress towards truth, understanding, and correct representation of how it is with the real world we turn out all along to have been thinking about and acting in.  But it is important to remember that in the empirical case (whether we think of high theory, as when Newton’s dynamics succeeds Descartes’s, and Einstein’s Newton’s, or simple cases of discovering the straight stick in the water only to appear bent) as in the juridical, a later recollective story may substantially disagree with an earlier one.  It may treat some quite different episodes as progressive and precedential, quite different material inferences as good, different constellations of claims as incompatible.  The moment of finding, discovering how things already were, which shows up from the perspective of each recollective reconstruction of a tradition is balanced by the moment of making that shows up when a new constellation of commitments must be integrated, and a new recollectively instituted tradition discovered to vindicate them.  From the prospective perspective of new integrations driven by newly acknowledged commitments and consequences, and the emergence of new incompatibilities, the process of determining conceptual contents is characterized by discontinuities, caesurae, radical reassessment of old commitments, and the unraveling of previous progress.  The open-endedness and determinability of conceptual contents lives in the spaces between successive recollective stories.  Here we see the crookedness and zig-zags that recollective rationality must then make straight: the creative doings that it must make look like findings.

At each stage, the author who retrospectively extracts an expressively progressive trajectory through past integrations as a vindication of the current synthesis of commitments as not only synchronically, but diachronically rational exerts a distinctive kind of authority over the activity of past integrating recollectors, precisely by distinguishing some of them as correct and progressive, and rejecting others.  But by the same token he makes himself responsible to the precedential authority of that previous activity, which supplies the only rationale available for his own.  And that authority of the past over the present is administered on its behalf by future rational genealogists, who will pass judgment on the extent to which the current integration-and-recollection has fulfilled its responsibility to the prior tradition, and hence deserves to count as expressively progressive with respect to it.  This structure of reciprocal authority and responsibility is the historical form of recognition, which institutes at once both a distinctive form of community (a tradition) and individuals exhibiting determinately conceptually contentful normative statuses: commitments representing how things objectively are.  Recognition now shows up in its proper form, as a process providing the context within which we can understand the semantic relations that articulate the determinate conceptual contents of discursive commitments.  This conception is recognizably a development of and a successor to Kant’s story (retailed in my first lecture) about how the relations of material consequence and incompatibility function and become intelligible in the context of the activity of rational synthesis-by-integration of a transcendental unity of apperception.       

Hegel thinks that each appearance, each actual constellation of commitments and conceptual contents, will eventually turn out to be inadequate.  The inexhaustibility of concrete, sensuous immediacy guarantees that we will never achieve a set of conceptual contents articulated by relations of material inferential consequence and incompatibility that will not, when correctly applied, according to their own standards, at some point lead to commitments that are incompatible, according to those same standards.
  No integration or recollection is final at the ground level.  (Hegel does think a finally adequate set of philosophical and logical metaconcepts can be achieved.  The Phenomenology and the Science of Logic each presents a kind of retrospective rational reconstructive recollection of what Hegel takes those narratives to vindicate as the set of metaconcepts that are necessary and sufficient to make explicit the process by which ordinary determinate empirical and practical concepts develop and are determined.)  Still, one should not draw skeptical conclusions from the fallibilist metainduction this observation invites, should not see the course of empirical cognition as a “path of despair.”  To do that is to focus one-sidedly on just one of the reciprocal recognitive perspectives.  It is to ignore the retrospective recollective perspective, which is reason imposing the form of necessity on contingency, making the process rational and expressively progressive by engaging in the practical labor of concretely taking it to be so.  And it is the exhibition of the sequence of subjective appearances as a structured history comprising elements that function in that tradition not as not mere appearances, but as appearances that are genuinely, if only darkly, revelatory of objective reality.  It is the historical dimension of consciousness that makes its referential dimension intelligible.

8.  
In my first lecture I introduced Kant’s founding insight into the normative character of intentionality: his idea that what distinguishes judgements and intentional actions from the performances of merely natural creatures is that judging and acting are things we are in a distinctive sense normatively responsible for.  I described his account of what one must do to take discursive responsibility (to acknowledge a commitment), as rationally integrating it with other such commitments, along both ampliative and critical dimensions.  I attributed to him two additional large, orienting methodological commitments.  One is to a pragmatist order of explanation, which moves from an account of pragmatic force to one of semantic content, understanding the conceptual contents one becomes committed to or responsible for in terms of what one becomes responsible for doing in judging.  What one becomes responsible for doing, I said, is rational integration.  That requires concepts to be articulated by the relations of material inferential consequence and incompatibility that they stand in to other such contents—corresponding respectively to the ampliative and critical dimensions of the activity of rational integration.  The other methodological commitment is to a semantic order of explanation that moves from this account of judgeable contents (what I called “expressive, ‘that’-intentionality) to an account of the representational dimension of conceptual content (what I called “‘of’-intentionality”).  Extracting these themes from Kant, and abstracting from his other collateral commitments, I tried to show how all these fit together. 


I have ended by saying something about the form in which Hegel endorses all of these Kantian commitments, and showing how his in many ways quite different story grows out of and builds on Kant’s.  In my second lecture, I described the recognitive model of the social institution of normative bindingness and normative statuses such as responsibility, authority, and commitment.  This is what Hegel proposes as a successor to Kant’s autonomy model of the attitude-dependence of normative statuses.  The new theory is called for by appreciation of the complementary requirement of the relative independence of conceptual contents from the attitudes of endorsing or committing oneself to them.  We saw how the social model of reciprocal recognition leads Hegel to a distinctive linguistic, expressive version of Kant’s idea of freedom as consisting in constraint by discursive, which is to say rational, norms.  
In this lecture, I have sketched how Hegel’s way of working out the pragmatist order of explanation turns on complementing Kant’s prospective notion of rational integration with a retrospective notion of rational recollection, and how that leads to a description of a distinctive historical process that exhibits the norm-instituting structure of reciprocal recognition.  By offering a certain kind of rationally reconstructed genealogy, recollective activity in a distinctive way vindicates a set of determinate, ground-level commitments—in the sense of clarifying their contents, explaining the advent of those commitments as the outcome of a rational process, and justifying them.   

I mentioned two other important structural moves that provide the context for Hegel’s account of the representational dimension of conceptual content.  He rejects the Kantian two-phase account, which requires that concepts be given determinate contents by some process distinct from and antecedent to the process of applying them in making ordinary empirical judgments.  And he rejects the Kantian two-sorted ontology, which distinguishes how things are for consciousness (representings, phenomena) and how they are in themselves (representeds, noumena) as different kinds of things, the appearances conceptually articulated and the realities they represent not (a recipe, Hegel thinks, for epistemological and semantic skepticism).  Finally, I closed by indicating how in the context of those further metatheoretic moves, the dual perspectival historical account of discursive practice—of what one must do in order to take rational responsibility for applications of concepts in judgment—makes sense of the representational dimension of conceptual content.
  The new notion of reason, expanded to include both integration and recollection, is the centerpiece of an account of what discursive practitioners must do in order to be intelligible as granting authority over the correctness of what they say and think (in a sense of ‘correct’ corresponding to a distinctive normative dimension of assessment they institute by those very practical attitudes) to an objective reality they count thereby in this normative sense as representing or talking and thinking about. 

The story I have told in these lectures aspires to be an exercise of reason in that sense.  I have tried to show how some of Hegel’s commitments can be understood as the result of rationally integrating some of Kant’s commitments, by extracting consequences, and taking on new commitments so as to resolve incompatibilities.  My highly selective engagement with the thought of both takes the form of a rational recollection: picking out an expressively progressive trajectory that takes us from Kant to Hegel.  Further, we are now in a position to appreciate that the whole enterprise amounts to a more comprehensive retrospective, recollective rational reconstruction and reappropriation of the thought of both—one that aims at recovering and displaying (making explicit) a complex set of interlocking ideas, sometimes only implicit in their texts, which makes clear the relevance of this aspect of their thought to significant contemporary philosophical issues and debates.  The tradition I have retrospectively picked out (and given a rationale for) by selectively privileging some ampliative and critical moves as precedential, expressively progressive developments, has at its core concern with how conceptual content, in various senses, can be understood in terms of its role in discursive activity more generally.
  I think that a variety of specific lessons that are valuable for our own thinking about this topic today emerge when we carve out this line of thought from the myriad contingent collateral commitments with which it is entangled in the original presentations.  And I think, hope, and trust that there are deeper and more general philosophical lessons we can find in the way this tradition embeds these relatively narrow and technical semantic concerns in the broader context of considerations provided by larger philosophical topics such as those I have indicated in the subtitles of these lectures: norms, selves, concepts, autonomy, community, freedom, history, reason, and reality.  

End
�   One way of thinking about the relations between synthesis-as-rational-integration and synthesis-as-reciprocal recognition is to ask how we understand the significance of the expository transition from Force and Understanding to Self-Consciousness in the Phenomenology.


�   And on the practical side, inclinations they immediately find themselves with,


�  And undertake practical commitments, but for simplicity, I’ll focus on the theoretical side here.


�   In fact, for reasons he discusses in the Force and Understanding chapter of the Phenomenology, Hegel is more holistic than this.  In his preferred idiom, he does not talk about facts or states of affairs on the objective side, or about the determinate thoughts expressed by individual judgments on the subjective side, but only about the conceptually articulated wholes of which they are features.  This holism is an important part of Hegel’s picture, but I have chosen to suppress it in the interests of expository simplicity in focusing on other aspects of his views.


�  In Chapter Six of Tales of the Mighty Dead [Harvard University Press, 2002]: “Holism and Idealism in Hegel’s Phenomenology.”


�   This is, of course, Frege’s slogan, in “The Thought.”  It depends on using ‘thought’ to mean thinkable, not thinking.  In a way it is misleading for me to use Frege as the two-sorted foil for Hegel here.  For Frege, what contrasts with thoughts (which are in the realm of sense) is objects-and-concepts (which are in the realm of reference, and are more like Tractarian facts.  For Frege it is not the case that the world we are talking and thinking about consists of facts.  For it does not, as it does for Hegel, consist of thinkables (not even true ones).  For Frege, facts are facts about objects in the very same sense in which thoughts are about objects.  The view I am associating with Hegel would take the sense in which facts are about objects to be secondary, derivative from and parasitic on the sense in which thoughts are.  A more contemporary formulation would be that facts are about objects only in the sense that the sentences that express them contain singular terms that refer to objects.


�   As this formulation indicates (in the context of my prior claims), both retrospective and prospective perspectives are now visible as having both semantic and epistemic aspects.  This structure is Hegel’s successor-conception to the Kant-Carnap picture of an antecedent activity in which semantic contents are (fully) determined, followed by a separate, subsequent activity of epistemic activity in which those contents are confronted by and applied in the world.


�   I expand on this point in my “Sketch of Program for a Critical Reading of Hegel: Comparing Empirical and Logical Concepts” Internationales Jahrbuch des Deutschen Idealismus, Vol 3, 2005, pp. 131-161.


�   Hegel’s diachronic approach also provides the raw materials for a genealogical-semantic account of a concept that is otherwise quite hard to understand: the Kantian notion of a bare, that is unconceptualized, sensuous intuition of a particular.  For this concept can be made intelligible as what is supposed to be common to all the conceptual presentations of it—not just as presented in one retrospective rational reconstruction of an expressively progressive tradition, but across all the successive rational re-writings, both those so far produced and those yet to come.  Within each rational genealogy of a currently integrated constellation of commitments, what is common to the sequence of conceptualizations presented as ever-more-adequate representations is what they are thereby taken to represent: what is implicit in them all, becoming ever more explicit over the course of the expressively progressive trajectory of thought that has been traced out.  That is just the conceptualization in which the process (so far) culminates.  As such, it is no bare intuition, but something fully conceptualized, presenting it as a “this-such.” What gives us a grip on the concept of a bare, unconceptualized sensuous intuition (something merely immediate) is thinking of something as common and constant across all the different retrospective, expressively progressive rational genealogies, present and future.  (I am grateful to Paul Redding for this thought.)





�   Hegel’s story retains the rational-integrative activity in terms of which (at the end of my first lecture) I explained the form of objective representational purport: what one has to do in order thereby to be purporting to represent objects.  Added to that story about triangulating on objects by rejecting incompatibles and extracting consequences is the story about rational recollection, which explains what one needs to do to be treating commitments as appearances answering for their correctness to an underlying reality they represent: retrospectively carving out a trajectory that distinguishes some rational integrations as expressively progressive.  We could say that the first account explains what it is to take or treat one’s commitments as about objects, and the second what it is to take or treat them as about objects, in the sense of answering for their correctness to how it is with what there really is.  


�   I am encouraged by the extent to which important aspects of the tradition I have reconstructed here can also be found in the work of various influential neo-Kantians, particularly Cohen and the later Windelband.  But that is another story.
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