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Representation, Error, and Retrospection:

Experience in Hegel's Introduction to the Phenomenology 

I.  Background

In “Some Pragmatist Themes in Hegel’s Idealism” I discussed two idealist theses central to Hegel’s thought:

· that the structure and unity of concepts is the same as the structure and unity of self-conscious selves,
 and

· that Spirit as a whole—including human beings and all of our practices, activities, and institutions described in a normatively rich vocabulary of concept use—is a self, and at least potentially a self-conscious one.  

(‘Absolute Knowledge’ is Hegel’s term for the stage of Spirit at which it achieves the final sort of self-consciousness.)  The first of these is the thesis of semantic idealism.  I interpret it as expressing a theory about the nature and structure of normativity as such.  That theory proceeds from a social understanding of the institution of norms: normative statuses—paradigmatically commitments (Hegel’s and Fichte’s ‘positings’ [Setzungen]) are social statuses.  What I am calling their ‘social’ character, Hegel takes to be synthesis by reciprocal recognition.  This means that what such a status (paradigmatically, being responsible for something, as in judgment and action) is in itself (its essence) is a product of what it is for the one who undertakes it and what is for others, who attribute it.
  

The underlying thought about normativity is what Hegel makes of Kant’s connection of normative bindingness with autonomy—which is, in turn, what Kant makes of an idea of Rousseau’s.  This is the idea that one only counts as normatively bound or constrained by obligations, responsibilities, or commitments that one oneself acknowledges as binding.  Seeing the contents of such normative statuses as instituted by a process of mutual recognition is Hegel’s way of securing the determinate contentfulness of commitments in the context of using this autonomy condition as a principle of demarcation for the normative.  For determinate contentfulness requires that what I have committed myself to not be up to me in the same sense as that I have committed myself to it (since where whatever seems right to me for that reason is right, there is not real question of right or wrong).  

Hegel abstracts a structure from this social (that is, recognitive) process by which some of our doings acquire normative significances (are instituted as normatively significant) and therefore count as doings of ours in a special sense—as things we are responsible for, that is, as judgments and actions.  He claims that wherever  normative vocabulary is applicable—which includes wherever concepts are applied, since applying concepts is itself something that can be done correctly or incorrectly—there must be reciprocity.  (Hegel says ‘reciprocal dependence’, since talk of independence and dependence is his way of talking about authority and responsibility.)    That is, there is not authority without a reciprocal responsibility towards what one has (thereby limited) authority over.  He finds this structure of reciprocal authority in the relation between particulars and universals, and between past applications of concepts (judgments and actions) and future ones.  So besides the social dimension of reciprocal authority and responsibility, Hegel discerns also conceptual and historical dimensions.  This structure of reciprocal authority and responsibility is, for Hegel, the structure of freedom—which consists in the capacity to commit oneself, to take responsibility, and so, in that special ‘spiritual’ sense, to claim or do anything at all.  

In SPTHI, I interpreted the second idealist thesis—that Spirit itself is an (actually and potentially) ever more self-conscious self—in terms of the temporal dimension of the process of applying concepts by making judgments and performing actions.  In virtue of its recognitive normative structure, that aspect of discursive practice deserves to be called not just ‘temporal’, but ‘historical’.  

Another sequence of papers, discussing the Consciousness section of the Phenomenology, pursued several of these themes further.  In this section, Hegel  investigates and begins to make explicit what is implicit in the idea of the immediate deliverances of sense having determinate content.  The overall claim Hegel develops is that determinate contentfulness requires what he calls 'mediation' [Vermittlung].  This is his way of talking about specifically inferential articulation.  (The basis of the metaphor is the way the concept common to the major and the minor premises of a classical syllogism 'mediates' the inference involved.  In the syllogism:

Judgments are applications of concepts,

Applications of concepts are inferentially articulated,

therefore

Judgments are inferentially articulated,

the concept application of concepts plays the role of the middle term, which mediates the inference from the applicability of the concept judgment to the applicability of the concept inferentially articulated.)  For Hegel, mediation is the hallmark of the conceptual.  So his conclusion is that all determinate content is specifically conceptual content.  If by calling sense experience immediate we mean that it is not inferentially articulated, that it is not contentful in a sense that makes it fit to serve at least as a premise in inference, then immediate experience would be without cognitively significant (that is, conceptual) content.  The only sense in which cognitively contentful sense experience can properly be called 'immediate' concerns its origins, not its content:  that is, it makes available potential premises for inferences that are not themselves the products of prior processes of inference.  

The inferences that articulate conceptual content for Hegel are not logically good inferences but materially good inferences.  That an inference is good in this sense is a matter of the concrete contents of the nonlogical concepts involved.  Hegel derides the inferences studied by traditional logic as merely formal and abstract: not suited to make intelligible the concrete content of determinate concepts.  Although he does not explain the point this way, I think we can understand his idea in terms of the Bolzano-Frege substitutional understanding of logical validity.  If we start with a rich notion of what is a reason for what, and so which inferences involving determinate concepts are good ones, we can abstract from it a notion of what it is for inferences to be good in virtue of their form (with respect to a particular vocabulary—say, logical vocabulary) as opposed to the contents of the nonlogical concepts involved, by noting invariants under substitution.  An inference—say, the syllogism instanced above—is good in virtue of its logical form just in case:  a) it is a materially good inference, and b) it cannot be turned into a materially bad one by substituting nonlogical for nonlogical vocabulary.  By considering all substitutions of terms playing the role of means and extremes in the syllogism, we derive the abstract form:

All As are Bs,

All Bs are Cs

Therefore

All As are Cs

Although such an abstract inference schema is not wholly empty—for it tells us something about the inferential significance of the logical concept (or "form determination") universal, expressed by the use of 'all'
—focusing on this sort of inference tells us nothing about the content of more concrete, nonlogical concepts such as judgment, application of concepts, and inferentially articulated.  To understand those concepts, we must focus on the material goodness of the inference from "p is a judgment," to "p is an application of concepts", and from the latter to "p is inferentially articulated."  The material propriety of those inferences is merely expressed by the use of logical vocabulary such as 'all'.  The expressive function of logical vocabulary is accordingly to make explicit the explanatorily prior material inferential involvements that articulate the conceptual content of nonlogical concepts.

Hegel draws holist semantic conclusions from the claim that all determinate content is inferentially articulated ("thoroughly mediated"), and hence (by definition) conceptual.  He joins Kant in breaking with the logical tradition both inherit, which began its semantic explanations with a doctrine of terms or concepts, divided into the singular and the general (particular and universal), and moved compositionally from them to a doctrine of judgments arrived at by combining terms, and then finally on to a doctrine of consequences or inferences arrived at by combining judgments syllogistically (depending on the pattern of terms occurring in them).  Kant, of course, started his explanations with judgments, and proceeded to terms only decompositionally—understanding what is expressed by particular and universal terms functionally, according to the contributions they make toward the contents of judgments in which they occur.  For him, the unit of cognition, thought, experience, and awareness—the smallest or simplest bit that has autonomously intelligible content—is the judgment.
  Hegel takes this line of thought one step further, and in a certain sense stands the traditional order of explanation on its head.  Judgments form an important distinguishable level of conceptual content, since they are what can serve as premises and conclusions of the material inferences that articulate the contents of determinate concepts.  But understanding conceptual content generally, and therefore propositional content more specifically, in inferential terms means understanding the content of a judgment not as something that it has all on its own, but as essentially dependent on its inferential relations to other contents of possible judgments.  It means not starting our account with judgments conceived of as points, each of which can already be specified as what it is, and then adding inferences as lines connecting these self-standing points.  Instead, the points are picked out as the points they are only in terms of their role as intersections of lines of inference.  The traditional order of explanation is not fully reversed, since judgments and inferences—the points of intersection and the lines connecting them, in our image—are only mutually intelligible.  They are two sides of one coin, since the points are what they are (the judgments have the content they do) only in virtue of their inferential connections with one another, and the dually the lines are what they are (the inferences permit the transitions they do) only in virtue of the points they connect.  Accordingly, Hegel rejects the Kantian identification of the judgment as the unit of cognition.
  Hegel is the first semantic holist, and the need to express and work out the consequences of such a view—simply to make it coherent and intelligible—is one of the primary forces driving him to develop his radical philosophical idiom.

Important as it is, inference (mediation) is not the most basic concept Hegel uses to articulate his understanding of the content of determinate concepts.  Even more fundamental is the notion of negation, in terms of which inference (and much else) is to be understood.  In thinking about negation, no less than about inference (and for the same reasons) Hegel insists that it is important not to begin with the traditional understanding of what he calls 'formal' or 'abstract' negation.  He starts instead with what he calls determinate negation.  I understand this relation to be that of material incompatibility.  The intuitive idea is that the applicability of one concept (or commitment to one judgment) can exclude or rule out the applicability of (or commitment to) another.  Being a plant rules out being a vertebrate—not as a matter of logic or of form, but because of the material, nonlogical contents of those concepts.  

There are two important consequences of starting with a notion of determinate, nonlogical, material negation or incompatibility that Hegel does not explicitly point out, but that I think are crucial for understanding what he does say about it.  First, one can define abstract, formal, or logical negation in terms of determinate negation or material incompatibility.  For the logical negation of a claim is just its inferentially minimal incompatible: the claim entailed by every claim incompatible with the original claim (and correspondingly for properties).  Thus the claim NOT(Sam's hair is red) is just what is entailed by every claim that is materially incompatible with (determinately negates) Sam's hair is red: for instance Sam's hair is yellow, Sam's hair is blue, and so on.  Of course, such a definition appeals to inferential relations among the claims (or concepts) involved.  This makes the second point particularly significant.  For inferential relations (mediation) can also be defined in terms of determinate negation or material incompatibility.  To say that "Coda is a dog," entails "Coda is a vertebrate," is to say that everything incompatible with "Coda is a vertebrate," is incompatible with "Coda is a dog."  Inference and mediation—and hence, for Hegel, conceptual content generally—can be understood entirely in terms of determinate negation.

Of particular significance for the present essay is a further consequence, which Hegel pursues in the Perception section of the Phenomenology.  This is that the decomposition of judgments—what in the first instance stand in relations of material incompatibility and (so) inference to each other—into particulars and universals can also be understood in terms of determinate negation.  Seeing how this is so is the first step in understanding the representational dimension of conceptual content, which is our overall topic here.

For the objects of which we become aware in empirical consciousness are articulated by the determinate difference (relation) between two sorts of determinate difference: the strong difference between incompatible properties (such as square and circular
) and the weak difference between merely different, but not incompatible properties (such as square and red).
 For in terms of this difference, we can understand the difference between properties, which can differ strongly, and objects, which cannot.  Further, weak or mere difference can itself be understood in terms of strong difference.  Properties P1 and P2 are merely weakly different if a) they are not incompatible with each other, and b) there is some property that is incompatible with one and not with the other.  Thus Hegel explains what Kant calls
 the "unity which constitutes the concept of an object"—the way its properties "hang together"—in terms of the notion of the way incompatible properties are excluded from association with the same object.

The key to understanding the objects of consciousness—what consciousness is of or about in the normative sense of answering to for its correctness (in the sense that matters for distinguishing truth from error)—then, lies in the notion of determinate negation, that is, material incompatibility.  If cognition (whether immediate or not) delivers even putative knowledge that is determinately contentful, the supposed facts it presents must stand in relations of material incompatibility with other possible deliverances of cognition.  And this is already sufficient for those candidate facts to be recognizable as attributing properties to objects.  For that substructure is just a consequence of the way, in order to count as presentations of  determinate contents, candidate cognitions must exclude or (as Hegel sometimes says) repel one another.  And that they do is also, as Hegel says and we can show, sufficient to settle it that they necessitate one another as well—that is, that they stand in strong inferential relations to each other.  So to understand the products of the exercise of our capacities for immediate cognition as determinately contentful, we must understand it also as mediated, in the sense that those contents are essentially articulated by standing in relations of material incompatibility and inference to one another.  And to say this is to say that determinate content is always conceptual content, as Hegel uses the term 'conceptual'.  

One of the lessons we have learned from what Kant made of Hume is that concept use involves an essential modal dimension.
  For example, judging that something has a mass of 10 kilograms is, inter alia, committing oneself to what acceleration it would have if it were subjected to various impressed forces, and judging that something is red is similarly committing oneself to what it would look like if there were a competent observer inspecting it under standard conditions.  It is possible to take a number of approaches to expressing the modalities involved in applying concepts.  Perhaps influenced by the modal logics that became standard during the twentieth century, we are inclined to begin with to think of the fundamental modal building block as a necessity operator that can be attached to sentences.  Hegel, however, takes the fundamental structure articulating (conceptual) normativity to be determinate negation, in the strong sense in which the applicability of one concept can rule out or exclude the applicability of another—not just de facto, but (in a sense we must investigate) de jure.  Pursuing this idea already represents a significant divergence from Kant's approach.  For Kant, the most basic form of normativity is the rule.  Concepts are understood as rules—rules for doing something, in the paradigmatic case, judging.  A law is an objectively valid rule.  He understands rules as a kind of conditional judgment: endorsing the rule is making the judgment if the conditions obtain.
  Thus judgments are made to be termini of inferences.  For reason is "the faculty of inferring,"
 and "the general principle on which rests the validity [Gültigkeit] of all conclusions through reason may be expressed in the following formula:  What stands under the condition of a rule stands also under the rule itself."
  It is in terms of such inferences, and the rules as conditional judgments on which they are based, that we are to understand necessity:

The syllogism premises [prämittirt] a general rule and a subsumption under its condition.  One thereby cognizes the conclusion a priori not by itself but as contained in the general and as necessary under a certain condition.  The fact that everything stands under the general and may be determined by general rules, is the very principle of rationality, or of necessity (principium rationalitatis s. necessitatis).
 

'Necessity' [Notwendigkeit] is Kant's way of talking about normativity, whose form is rules: 'necessary' just means "according to a rule".  The concept of negation plays no essential role in this picture.  Although negation does, of course, show up as a category of quality, Kant has very little to say about it.  Often, as in his discussion of the table of judgments, it seems that it is denial (a kind of force, correlative with affirmation), rather than negation (a kind of content that can, e.g., appear in the antecedent of a hypothetical judgment) that he addresses.
  Hegel claims to be digging deeper, to find a notion of negation and normative articulation according to relations of exclusion among concepts that stands behind or beneath the notion of conditional rule and normative articulation according to relations of inference among concepts.  Where for Kant, the modal building block articulating the normative force of concept use is the idea that the applicability of one concept requires the applicability of another, for Hegel it is the idea that the applicability of one concept rules out the applicability of another.  

According to the reading I have been urging, one of the most important things to keep in mind in reading Hegel is that his talk of mediation should be understood as addressing material inferences, and that his talk of determinate negation should be understood as addressing material incompatibilities.  Formal proprieties of inference and formal inconsistencies are to be seen as abstractions from these richer, more concrete relations, which articulate the contents of ordinary, determinate, empirical and practical nonlogical concepts.  Even at the level of these formal shadows, however, it is possible to see expressive advantages in Hegel's strategy of treating incompatibility as the most basic normative structure of conceptual contents.  For Sheffer's truth functional notion of incompatibility—definable in ordinary terms by p#q ( ~(p&q)—is expressively complete over the truth functions.  That is, it by itself suffices for the definition of all of the usual connectives of the classical propositional calculus.
  This fact may not seem particularly significant in the present context.  For what is of primary interest about Hegel's notion of determinate negation is its modal force, the force of 'may' and 'must' in claims such as "One object may not have incompatible properties," and "One subject must not attribute incompatible properties to the same object."  And this modal force is, of course, not so much as represented by the classical truth functions, however generated.  But in fact, there are versions of the Sheffer incompatibility operator that can generate all the connectives of standard propositional
 modal logics, such as S4 and S5.  The expressive power of incompatibility operators is substantially greater than that of any other comparably simple primitive.    

The most philosophically important question that then arises is how we should understand the relations of material incompatibility, determinate negation, or strong (excluding, repelling) difference, which Hegel takes to be fundamental.  What is the nature and origin of the force of exclusion or repulsion?  When we say that no one object can have incompatible properties (be, say, both square and circular), what are we saying?  How should we understand the sense in which such a situation is impossible or forbidden?  

One of Hegel's deepest and most basic thoughts is that the way the objects of consciousness 'repel' incompatible properties must be understood ultimately in terms of the way the subjects of consciousness 'repel' incompatible commitments.  This thought is a deepening of the idealist claim that all consciousness must be understood in terms of self-consciousness.  We have already rehearsed one way of beginning to express and develop that claim in the form of the semantic idealist thesis that the structure and unity of the concept is the same as the structure and unity of the self-conscious self.  That thesis was read as epitomizing a view about the nature of commitments.  According to that view the implicit (an sich) normative force and significance of such a status is the product of a process structured by the interaction of two sorts of (explicit) normative attitude, which offer different social perspectives on it:  what it is for the one who undertakes or acknowledges the commitment, and what it is for others, who attribute it.  The authority of an application of concepts in a judgment or action (the dimension of the knower-and-agent's independence in undertaking commitments) always—as a matter of the fundamental metaphysics of normativity—comes with a corresponding responsibility (the dimension of the knower-and-agent's dependence on those who administer the conceptual content of the commitments).  Hegel's semantic pragmatism consists in his commitment to understanding conceptual content ultimately in terms of what one is doing in applying a concept (the practices he collectively calls 'experience').  Conceptual content, we saw in the discussion of the Consciousness section of the Phenomenology, is to be understood as articulated by material incompatibilities, that is, by determinate negation.  So we must now begin to explore the fine structure of the articulation of cognitive
 commitments—and hence conceptual contents—by material incompatibilities.   

The basic claim of Hegel's conceptual idealism is that the objective material incompatibility of properties and the subjective material incompatibility of commitments are two sides of one coin.  They form an indissoluble conceptual unity, in the sense that neither is intelligible apart from its relation to the other.  It is clear that these are different notions of material incompatibility.  For one and the same object really cannot have incompatible properties, while one and the same subject can have incompatible commitments—though she ought not.  The normative force of impermissibility—the sense of 'may not' in play when we say on the one hand that one object may not have incompatible properties and on the other that one subject may not have incompatible commitments—is different in the two cases.  Subjects are also objects, and their commitments are among their (normative) properties.  But commitments that are incompatible as commitments—in the sense that one subject ought not simultaneously endorse both—are not incompatible as properties.  Each of us often does endorse incompatible commitments, both cognitive and practical, even though none of us ever has incompatible properties.  

However, Hegel is claiming that the two sorts of incompatibility are also identical, in his speculative sense of 'identical': they are intelligible only in their relation to and determinate difference from each other.  Indeed, he proposes to understand the concepts object and subject as byproducts of the relations between the two sorts of incompatibility.  They will emerge as necessary scorekeeping devices for keeping track of incompatibilities.  Just as we must sort claims into those that do and those that do not pertain to the same object, in keeping track of incompatibilities—since one object's being red does not exclude another object's being blue—so we must sort claims into those that are and those that are not commitments of the same subject.  For in keeping track of incompatibilities of commitment, one subject's being committed to a certain object's being red does not rule out (even in the weaker sense of 'rule out') another subject's being committed to that same object's being blue.  Individual objects are that to which one and the same subject cannot (ought not, are forbidden from
) simultaneously attribute incompatible properties.  Individual subjects are that which cannot (ought not, etc.) simultaneously attribute incompatible properties to one and the same object.  In general, to make sense of the notion of incompatible commitments, we must be able to sort them into two different sorts of equivalence classes of concommitantly undertaken commitments and concommitantly attributed instantiations—that is, to assign them both to particular subjects and to particular objects.

Though the two notions of material incompatibility—the sense in which os being red rules out os being blue, and the sense in which S claiming that o is red rules out S claiming that o is blue—are intelligible only in relation to each other, Hegel adopts an idealist order of explication, which gives a certain pride of place to incompatibility of commitments.  What it means for the properties red and blue to be materially incompatible in the objective sense (and hence, what it is to be an individual object) is to be understood in terms of what it is for the claim that o is red and the claim that o is blue to be materially incompatible in the subjective
 sense (in terms of which we understand what it is to be a subject).  It is important to understand that this is not a reductive claim—as though we could make final sense of subjective incompatibility without appeal to its relation to (its inducing of) objective incompatibility.  Rather the idealist claim is that the subjective notion is not only necessary for the intelligibility of the objective one (and vice versa), but is primus inter pares in an order of explicitation.  That is, we can make certain aspects of it explicit without having explicitly to mention objective incompatibilities, and then go on to see that in doing so we have implicitly brought into play the objective notion of incompatibility as well—i.e. have explicitly brought into play resources sufficient to show that the objective dimension is implicit in them. 

This general strategy sets two kinds of philosophical task.  We need to understand the notion of incompatible commitments, and we need to understand the relation between such commitments and the objects they address.  The first of these tasks is the topic of the next chapter, which looks in more detail at the social dimension of reciprocal recognition by which normative statuses such as commitments are instituted, and at the significance of the practical commitments embodied in intentional action.  We begin the second task in this chapter.  Here we look at the representational dimension of conceptual content, and how it can be made intelligible as a substructure of practices of applying concepts whose contents are articulated by determinate negation or material incompatibility.  The overall question is how to make explicit those features of concept use in virtue of which conceptually contentful commitments deserve to be understood as making claims about (answering for their correctness to) how things are with objects they represent as having determinate properties.  My overall claim will be that what is required to uncover the representational dimension implicit in an understanding of conceptual content couched in the first instance in terms of relations of material incompatibility and (so) inference is attention to the historical dimension of concept use.  

II.  Phenomena and Noumena—Skepticism, Dogmatism, and Criticism


Hegel's Introduction to the Phenomenology sketches his strategy for understanding the cognitive relation between subjects and objects that is consciousness, in terms of the process he calls 'experience' [Erfahrung].  The expository trajectory of the Introduction is sketched already in its first sentence
:

It is a natural assumption that in philosophy, one must first come to an understanding concerning the nature of knowledge before taking up the real subject matter, namely the actual knowledge of what truly is.

In one clause, the real subject matter of philosophy, what it ought to be studying, is characterized as the actual knowledge [das wirkliche Erkennen] of what truly is [was in Warheit ist].  Both pieces of this specification of what cognitive success consists in are significant.  The invocation of actual knowledge invokes Hegel's understanding of the relation between skeptical, dogmatic, and critical construals of the normative warrant which knowledge claims require and can obtain.  Describing the object of actual knowledge as what truly is marks his rejection of a picture that restricts proper knowledge to knowledge of appearances.


In the other clause, Hegel refers to the fact that the effect of Enlightenment critical philosophizing, culminating in Kant, has been to make it natural to assume that before embarking on that project, it is necessary to investigate the concept of knowledge itself—the conditions of the possibility of applying that concept and how one is committing oneself to things being by doing so.  Hegel will recommend and pursue a converse explanatory route, on that runs from consideration of the contents and practices of applying empirical concepts such as red, rabbit, and mass to consideration of the contents and practices of applying epistemological concepts such as knowledge, concept, subject, and object, rather than the other way around.  But in deference to the Enlightenment tradition of the priority of the epistemological, he begins by discussing familiar pictures of the relation of knowing to what is known, working his way from there to questions about the contents of ordinary, nonepistemological concepts (of the sort to be dealt with in the Consciousness section) only in the second half of the Introduction.  


In the opening paragraph of the Introduction, Hegel considers in very general terms some implications of the epistemological imagery that underlies broadly Kantian approaches to empirical knowledge.  He plunges in with the use of such alarming terms as 'das Absolute'—by which he means things in themselves or the ultimate objects of cognition when these are to be understood in abstraction from any relation to or dependence on the process of knowing itself.  But he is not assuming that such ways of talking are antecedently intelligible.  Quite the contrary.  He wants to point out some of the objectionable, indeed crippling, assumptions that are incorporated in the pictures that orient this sort of attempt at critical epistemology.  A truly critical theory ought not to take for granted the understanding of 

...words like 'absolute', 'knowledge', as well as 'objective' and 'subjective' and innumerable others whose meaning is assumed to be familiar to everyone.  For to give the impression that their meaning is universally familiar and partly too that one himself possesses their Concept, does seem rather like an attempt to avoid the fundamental task, namely to give this Concept. [76]

Hegel commits himself to satisfying the methodological demand imposed by this fundamental task, and we'll see that this can only be done for epistemological concepts in the context of an examination of the process by which determinate contents are conferred on ordinary nonepistemological concepts.  Although we will not for some time be in a position to understand just what is required, defining a term is neither necessary nor sufficient for 'giving a concept' in Hegel's sense.  One of the tasks of the Introduction is to begin to put in place the motivation for the historical picture according to which giving a concept
, specifying its content, is making explicit what is implicit in the concept by a narrative rehearsal of the way its content has (or could have) developed in experience.

In insisting that philosophy be directed at explicating knowledge of "what truly is," Hegel is also here announcing his rejection of a bifurcated understanding of the objects of knowledge.  He reads the cartesian representationalist tradition brought to its clearest expression by Kant as incorporating an invidious distinction between our knowledge of the real and our knowledge of the appearances by means of which the real becomes cognitively available to us.  His target here is approaches that distinguish appearance and reality as (in a specific sense to be considered below) different kinds of thing: an approach invited by the idiom of phenomena and noumena.  Marking his distance from this way of thinking, Hegel will speak instead of what things are in themselves and what they are for consciousness: two different ways of regarding the same things, one abstracting from their relations to us, and the other acknowledging them.
  In our own time it has become a commonplace (though not, to be sure, one universally appreciated or endorsed) to be suspicious both of the reification of appearances and of the encompassing genus of accounts that discern intermediaries (epistemologically privileged in various ways) between the knowing subject and the objects it (at least potentially) knows something about.
  Though he has some claim to paternal rights over this sort of suspicion, Hegel's positive strategy in this area is importantly shaped by further ideas and commitments that the tradition to which he gave rise has not typically exploited or shared.  

One of the most significant of these concerns the direction he takes in moving from a two-sorted to a one-sorted picture of the objects of knowledge.  On the face of it, an epistemological dualism, which divides the objects of knowledge into noumena and phenomena, provides resources for two sorts of epistemologically monistic strategy.  For the monist might construe the now unified category of possible objects of knowledge either on the model of noumena as understood in the original bifurcated picture, or on the model of phenomena as understood there.  So one might start with an understanding of how things really or in truth are—perhaps by according to the natural sciences authority to settle a vocabulary in which it is to be specified—and then tell a story about what it is for such things to appear, correctly or incorrectly, to someone.  This sort of epistemologically realistic approach is a familiar one on the contemporary scene, particularly its naturalistic variants.  Conversely, one might start with an articulation of the notion of phenomena, of how things are for someone, and then tell a story about the realities that can show up as something for someone, that is, of what it is for at least some of them to be appearings of reality, of things as they are in themselves.  Hegel's approach is of this second, epistemologically idealistic, variety.  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.  This chapter seeks to sketch the outlines of that account.

Of course strategies of either of these sorts court the danger of committing a fallacy of lost contrast.  Insofar as the relation between the concepts phenomena and noumena is essential to the understanding of each, it will be strictly impossible to treat either by itself as the paradigm in terms of which to understand everything that can be known, and so as the basis for a monistic epistemology.  However, given that adaptation of the original notions will be required for transplantation from a two-sorted to a one-sorted setting, which conception one starts with still makes a big difference to the shape of the resulting story.  Within the scope of a commitment not to treat the distinction between appearance and reality as an ontological one, not losing the contrast amounts to having room for a distinction between reality and its appearance.  We will see that Hegel insists this requires explaining both how genuine knowledge is possible and what error consists in.  On the realistic monistic epistemological strategy, this means saying what it is both for realities to appear, and for them to mis-appear or be misrepresented.  On the idealistic monistic epistemological strategy, this means making sense of a distinction between veridical and mistaken appearances—between those that are revelatory of how things really are, and those that are not.  As Hegel will work out his story, this distinction is not an all-or-none affair.  What things are for consciousness is always to some extent revelatory of how things are in themselves, but some appearances are more revelatory than others: some make explicit more implicit features than others do.  Relations of differential expressiveness accordingly will be called on to do much of the work that notions of representation and misrepresentation are typically drafted for on the realistic side.

Before looking at how Hegel implements his phenomenological strategy, we should ask what is wrong with a two sorted account of the objects of knowledge, which distinguishes noumena and phenomena.  In the ordinary cases that serve as the model for such schemes, there is nothing wrong with distinguishing representings from representeds.  A tokening of the word 'dog' is itself an item in the physical world.  There is no illicit 'reification' going on in acknowledging it as a thing, and not just as a way in which a dog might be presented to cognition.  Furthermore, it is a different kind of thing from a dog, in all sorts of uncontroversial ways.  So there is nothing illegitimate about recognizing an ontological difference between representings and representeds.  (If dogs and word tokenings seem insufficiently different in kind for the difference to be marked as an ontological one, think of numbers and numerals, or thoughts and the sentence tokenings that express them.)  Further, words and other symbols generally serve as cognitive intermediaries, connecting us to their referents.  Without something playing this mediating role, it is hard to see how I would be able to think about Aristotle, large cardinal numbers, justice, or the need for reform of the international monetary system.  The sort of representationalism Hegel is addressing globalizes these ordinary relations between representings and representeds, and uses them as a model for the relation between appearances and realities generally.  What does Hegel think is wrong with this strategy?  

It is clear that the general form of his objection is that this sort of view leads to a kind of skepticism.  It does not make sense of the possibility of genuine knowledge of how things actually are.  

For if knowledge is the instrument to take hold of the absolute essence, one is immediately reminded that the application of an instrument to a thing does not leave the thing as it is, but brings about a shaping and alteration of it.  Or, if knowledge is not an instrument for our activity, but a more or less passive medium through which the light of truth reaches us, then again we do not receive this truth as it is in itself, but as it is in and through the medium.  In both cases we employ a means which immediately brings about the opposite of its own end. [73]

The trouble with conceiving cognitive faculties as tools or instruments for working on the raw material of the real to shape it into the finished form of appearance (or as a medium, a lens or prism through which the hard, white radiance of reality is refracted into the soft, definite images that appear to us) is that such models—even when accompanied by suitable commentaries—apparently preclude our ever knowing about how things actually are.  What we really know, according to these pictures, is just how things appear, transformed by our cognitive activities.  It is small consolation at that point to 

...draw a distinction between knowledge of the absolute, which is the aim of science, and a knowledge which, though it indeed does not know the absolute, might be capable of yet another truth.  [75]

The imagery suggests that we wouldn't end up knowing how things are in themselves, but only how they are for us, how they are represented as being.  But such a conclusion would be hasty, even at the level of imagery in which it is couched.  We might call the way some object is (re)presented a 'sense'.  If it were true that no object could be referred to at all—which is at least one notion of (re)presentation—except by some sense, it would not seem to follow that objects were never referred to at all, but only objects-as-(re)presented-by-senses.  Hegel should not be understood as claiming that it would.  His ultimate goal is to find an idiom capable of making intelligible the relation between a presentation or sense and the reality or referent that it presents.  That is, his real aim (like Kant's) is not epistemological, but semantic.  

Hegel's criticism of the models he opposes is that they involve the conviction "that there is a strict line of demarcation separating knowledge and the absolute…" of a sort that entails that "there is an absurdity in the concept of even beginning a process of knowledge designed to gain for consciousness that which is in-itself."
  He complains about the instrumental and optical epistemological imagery: 

Above all, it presupposes that the Absolute stands on one side, and cognition on the other, independent and separated from it, and yet is something real...[74].  

It incorporates 

...ideas of a cognition cut off from the Absolute, and an Absolute separated from cognition" [76].  

He is objecting to building into our epistemological concepts a certain kind of gulf separating our attempts at knowing from what is ultimately to be known. What sort of separation is at issue here?  What is fundamentally objectionable about the picture of the mind confronting the Absolute across a gulf that must somehow be bridged is the presumption it contains that representings, phenomena, appearance, or (in the official terminology Hegel prefers in part because it does not build in the reifying assumption) what things are for the mind, is intrinsically intelligible, while the Absolute that is represented, the noumena, reality, or what things are in themselves is intrinsically unintelligible.  The business of the cognitive faculties, working in ways that the mind does not have direct access to, that it is not conscious or aware of, that are not explicit to it, is then taken to be to transform the unintelligible into the intelligible.  (And the purpose of epistemological theory is to make these transformational activities explicit.)  This is what the instrumental and optical metaphors have in common: they are conceived as processes that start with raw materials (reality) that are not as such in the right shape or form to be grasped by the mind, to be contents of knowledge, and yield products that are of that shape or form.  

It is under this description that pictures of cognition globally distinguishing two sorts of objects of knowledge themselves are accused of seeming ultimately unintelligible.  If reality has to be changed somehow to be made cognitively graspable or intelligible, how are we to make sense of the idea that what is understood is what there really is?  The separation he is complaining about is a gulf of intelligibility between knowings and the known.  It is this specific sort of ontological division that he thinks to be crippling to an epistemology broadened from concern with knowledge to a concern with understanding generally.  Thus, for instance, as was suggested above, there is nothing wrong with the notion of epistemological intermediaries as such, even if they are conceived of as things of some kind ('reified').  Both Sellars (the great foe of the "Myth of the Given") and Davidson (the great foe of a certain kind of epistemological intermediaries) cheerfully appeal to causal intermediaries between the objects of our knowledge and our knowings of them.  Such items are thought of as of the same general kind as the environing objects and events that cause them, and as merely causally triggering events of knowing in us, paradigmatically perceptual judgments.  The intermediaries are not thought of as having content—something graspable—in the same way that the thoughts and beliefs they occasion do.  So they are not thought of as amphibious between a non-conceptual reality and conceptually articulated beliefs.  The idea of that sort of intermediary is what Sellars calls the "Myth of the Given," and Davidson rejects.  And from the other direction, McDowell's conception of perceptual experiences makes them intermediaries between, in the favored cases, visible (or more generally, perceptible) facts and perceptual judgments, thoughts, and beliefs.  But once again, they are not assigned the task of transforming something not itself graspable into something graspable.  For McDowell's Hegelian Kantianism insists that the facts presented by perceptual experiences are themselves already conceptually articulated items, graspable just as the contents of thoughts and beliefs are—since, indeed, when things go right they just are the contents of the thoughts and beliefs they bring about.  Whatever objections there may be to them on other grounds, epistemological intermediaries of these sorts are not subject to the criticisms Hegel is forwarding in the opening paragraphs of his Introduction.  For they do not purport to offer means for crossing a gulf of differential intelligibility that has been built into the construal of the relation between appearance and the reality of which it is the appearance.

Expressed in the terms put on the table just above in an effort to get clearer about the questions to which Hegel's phenomenological account is supposed to be an answer, the issue is how to bring together the two essential roles played by Fregean Sinne.  For such senses are, on the one hand, things that we can immediately grasp.  They are what we proximally understand, just by having them.  And on the other hand, they are the ways in which objects (reality, referents) are presented to us.  A satisfactory story about such phenomena, appearances, or thought-contents cannot just weld these two features together, simply asserting that one sort of thing can do both jobs.
  It must exhibit graspability and the referential or intentional function of senses—that they are modes of presentation of objects, which can be correct or incorrect depending on how it is with the things they are in that normative sense about—as two sides of one coin, as essentially mutually involving aspects of one notion.  Grasping senses must be understanding them as presenting how things really are, as ways those things show up or appear.  This is the task that sets the criteria of adequacy for a phenomenology or theory of appearances: the project Hegel proposes to pursue in an epistemologically monistic way.  

I've suggested understanding the sense in which the approaches that Hegel objects to present cognition as "cut off from the Absolute, and an Absolute separated from cognition" in terms of differential intelligibility.  These views treat the contents of thought as immediately intelligible as such and the world the thought is about as not of the right form to be intelligible as such in advance of some operation on it by cognition.  I don't see an argument here that is supposed to show that all such views must be inadequate, so much as a question about how to tell a story that does justice to the relation between the fact that thought contents are as such graspable by us, on the one hand, and the fact that they purport to specify how things really are.  We might call these the intelligible and referential features of cognitive contents, respectively.  So the challenge is ultimately a semantic one: to construct and deploy an idiom adequate to express and unpack the complex interdependence of appearances as potential contents of consciousness and as appearances of things.  This is an important issue, and not one I believe we yet see our way clear through.  So it is worth seeing what we might learn from Hegel's treatment of it.  

It is also recognizably a successor to Kant's fundamental question in the first Critique.  For Kant had already seen that behind Descartes' epistemological question about how we could know that there are rabbits corresponding to my rabbit-idea lies a deeper semantic question about what it is for my idea so much as to purport to represent rabbits.  Two dimensions along which Hegel develops his reply are particularly worth keeping in mind.  First, he pursues Kant's insight into the normative character of cognitive contents as a clue to their referential dimension.  Talk of what an appearance is an appearance of, of what thought contents are about, is talk of what sets the standard for assessments of their correctness as appearances, the correctness of beliefs, judgments, and claims that have those contents.  Thus Hegel can bring his sophisticated account of the social-historical origins and reciprocal structure of authority and responsibility (which we have considered in a preliminary way in SPTHI) to bear in explicating the referential aspect of cognitive content: in saying what it is for our thoughts so much as to purport to be about things that are what they are independently of how they are for us.  The last third of Hegel's Introduction adds another significant piece to this story, which we will be investigating in the rest of this chapter.   

The second dimension along which Hegel develops his reply to his successor to Kant's semantic question concerns his account of the graspable or intelligible.  Up to this point in my discussion in this section I have used a black box notion of differential intelligibility—almost just as a label helpful in focusing on the fundamental concern motivating Hegel's brief discussion of instrumental and optical epistemological imagery and the approaches they structure and epitomize.  It has been meant to serve as a reminder of the conviction, shared by the whole tradition stretching from Descartes through Kant, that the mind is best known to itself, that we have a kind of access to the contents of our own thoughts that is privileged relative to our access to the facts those thoughts purport to inform us about.  But Hegel has very definite views about the intelligibility of cognitive contents.  Once again following Kant, he emphasizes the conceptual articulation of the contents of thoughts, beliefs, and perceptions (perceptual judgments), and so the conceptual articulation of appearances.  To say that something is intelligible or graspable is, for Hegel, to say that it has specifically conceptual content.  And he has a distinctive view about the structure something must display in order to count as conceptually articulated.  His investigation of the requirements for determinateness of content (retailed in my chapter discussing the Consciousness section of the Phenomenology) lead him to see standing in relations of determinate negation, and (so) mediation to other such contents as necessary and sufficient for specifically conceptual contentfulness.  I have suggested understanding these as material incompatibility and inferential relations, respectively.  Of particular significance in understanding the shape of Hegel's overall view is the intimate relation maintained in his account between these two dimensions: his account of the structure of conceptual contents, in holistic terms of relations of determinate negation and mediation, and his account of the normative force of applying concepts in judgment and action, in terms of socially and historically reciprocal relations of authority and responsibility.  

But what matters most in the current context is Hegel's story about the conceptual articulation in virtue of which something is to be graspable or intelligible.  It is what makes possible his epistemological monism: his refusal to make invidious distinctions of intelligibility between different sorts of objects of knowledge.  For worldly facts and states of affairs, what we seek to know about, also stand in relations of material incompatibility and inference, just as the contents of thought do.  And to talk about the objects and properties that articulate those facts and states of affairs is, as we have already seen, a way of talking about the fine structure of those relations of determinate negation and (so) mediation.  Thus objects and properties are intelligible in exactly the same sense in which the contents of thought are: both are conceptually articulated, and so conceptually contentful, in the sense of standing in relations of material incompatibility and inference.  It should be obvious that in this sense the terms 'concept' and 'conceptual articulation' are in no sense psychological notions.  They do not in the first instance pertain to the activity of thinking, but only to the contents thought.  Concern with what goes on in our heads comes into play only when we try to say what is involved in grasping or understanding the conceptual articulation of what is already there.  The conceptual articulation of the world—that it comes in objects whose properties are determinate just insofar as some of them are incompatible with others and (so) entail still others (thereby determining the sense in which the objects themselves are determinate)—can be reflected (more or less correctly) in our activities of undertaking and relinquishing commitments.  This happens when I apply one concept in a judgment or an action because its applicability follows from the applicability of another, to which I antecedently acknowledge commitment, or withhold application of one because of its incompatibility with that of another, to whose applicability I antecedently acknowledge commitment.  The capacity to act in such ways—adjusting the commitments I acknowledge in the light of their relations of material incompatibility and inference to others—is what my grasp or understanding of the concepts involved comes to in practice.  It is the know-how that forms the indispensable practical background against which alone I can be said to know that something is the case: for instance that the sugar is white and sweet.  In this idiom (way of using the terms 'concept' and 'conceptual'), my grasp of the concepts I deploy is no different in kind from (no better and no worse than) my knowledge of how things actually are.  The better I am in practice in distinguishing what is really incompatible with what, and what really follows from what, the better grasp I have on the contents of the concepts I apply in judgment and action.  In finding out more about those relations, I find out more about the concepts that articulate the facts about which I am inquiring.  

Such a view does not distinguish knowings and the known, appearance and reality, what things are for consciousness and what they are in themselves, as different kinds of things as far as concerns their conceptual articulation, and so their in-principle intelligibility.  This is a conceptual idealism, which sees reality itself as having a conceptual shape [Note10/02: I have come to call this conceptual realism, reserving the other expression for something else, in HI.].  It sees cognition not only as seeking to know objective facts, but as also seeking to grasp objective concepts.  Above I distinguished two complementary strategies available to a monist dissatisfied with two-sorted epistemologies: a realist one, which models all the objects of knowledge on noumena as construed by dualistic approaches, and an idealist one, which models all the objects of knowledge on phenomena as construed by dualistic approaches.
  Having seized on differential intelligibility as the salient feature distinguishing noumena and phenomena (realities and appearances) as different kinds of objects of knowledge, we are now in a position to see what this difference in monistic epistemological strategies comes to.  The realistic monism about the objects of knowledge does not accord appearances a privileged sort of intelligibility.  (It denies that the mind is what is best known to itself.)  Appearances take their place as another kind of reality, knowable and graspable in the same way as the rest of the world.  Nothing appears as uniquely or particularly suitable to be grasped.  The corresponding idealistic monism, by contrast, assimilates all objects of knowledge as in principle graspable, in something like the sense in which appearances where taken to be by the dualistic tradition.  Of course there is the real possibility of a convergence in these approaches, as evidenced for instance by the fact that both must surrender commitment to the transparency of conceptual content if they are to leave room for error, and so retain a version of the distinction between appearance and reality.  And Hegel is concerned to exploit the possibility of such convergence.  What makes it nonetheless correct to place him firmly on the idealist side in this regard is that he has a developed theory of the conceptual contentfulness and so intelligibility of thought contents (thinkables, judgeables, believables), and insists that in this same sense reality—comprising facts and the objects and properties that structure them—no less than (and in just the same sense as) its appearance to us, is itself conceptually articulated.  

Conceptual idealism in this sense is, then, Hegel's variety of epistemological monism, his response to what he sees as the deficiencies of epistemological theories that are dualistic in the specific sense of distinguishing two sorts of objects of knowledge, phenomena and noumena, by taking one to be structured by concepts, and hence to be intelligible or graspable, as having the right shape to be understood, just as it is, and the other to be, apart from all consideration of its relations to potential knowers, nonconceptual in nature.  This is the third idealist thesis I have attributed to Hegel (the third sense in which he is an idealist).  The first two were his claims that the structure and unity of concepts is the same as the structure and unity of self-conscious selves (semantic idealism), and that Spirit as a whole is a self, and at least potentially a self-conscious one (normative idealism).  Commitment to conceptual or objective idealism is what stands behind and is expressed by various of Hegel's alarming pronouncements, in particular that there is nothing outside of Spirit, or that reason is consciousness' certainty of being all reality.
  It provides the general framework within which Hegel will offer his account of the relation between subject and object in consciousness (and in action).  


Hegel is driven here by an overriding commitment: An acceptable epistemological theory must explain what it would be for us to take things to be as they really are.  It is because the 

...presupposition that knowledge is outside the absolute and therewith outside the truth as well..[74]

—the imagery of an intrinsically unintelligible absolute confronting consciousness across a gulf that must somehow be traversed—that the critical impulse whose laudable motivation by was to analyze knowledge so as to avoid error ends by treating all claims to genuine knowledge as erroneous:

... what calls itself the fear of error reveals itself as fear of the truth. [74]

Hegel responds to this second, anti-sceptical criterion of adequacy on the epistemological concepts applied in making intelligible the application of ordinary nonepistemological concepts by undertaking a dual explanatory commitment.  He aims to explain 

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.  Though we will not be in a position to understand this explanation fully until the end of the discussion of Reason, one of its guiding ideas is presented already in the final eight paragraphs of the Introduction, which we'll examine in detail in the next section.  

That is the idea that the way the reference of appearances to an underlying reality—that they are appearances of something that was always already there, considered apart from its appearings—arises and is secured for consciousness itself is through the experience of error: through the realization of the untruth of appearances, as Hegel says.  That is to say that his account of the representational dimension of concept use is a historical one.  It is by looking at the process by which our views (applications of concepts in judgment and action) develop that we will understand what it is to take them to be views, that is, to be about something, to which they answer for their correctness as views (appearings of some reality).  This is not the only way in which one might pursue the idealist version of the epistemologically monistic strategy, which, eschewing a distinction of relative graspability between noumena and phenomena, models its one category of objects of knowledge on the latter, rather than the former.  I suggested above that one version of an epistemologically dualistic theory, of the sort Hegel is rejecting, is a Fregean one, which distinguishes between a realm of referents and a realm of senses by which those referents are given or presented to us—so that we can think about ordinary objects indirectly, by grasping thoughts or senses, directly.  Fregeans have long been tempted by monistic versions of this two-sorted scheme.  Some, starting with what they take to be a firm grasp on what objects, properties, and relations are, have tried to work out from there to an account of senses and thoughts by consideration of what a "mode of presentation" of such things could be.  This corresponds to the realist monist strategy.  Others—most notably Tugendhat—have suggested that Frege's Bedeutungen can be identified with equivalence classes of Sinne, accordingly as intersubstitution preserves truth.  This is a version of the idealist monist strategy.  I mention this only to emphasize that Hegel is bringing to bear a further idea in pursuing a historical-developmental version of the idealist monist strategy.  

He introduces this new idea as his way of working out a critical middle way between skepticism and dogmatism.  (Hegel never wavered in his commitment to the philosophical revolution epitomized in this Kantian triad.  His differences from Kant are in this regard wholly intramural ones, concerning what a truly critical perspective requires.)  We've seen that his objections to epistemologies built around the idea of different grades of intelligibility is motivated by the demand that accounts of knowledge or consciousness make sense of the possibility of  genuine knowledge of things as they really are.  This is just to insist that one criterion of adequacy is that they avoid skepticism.  But if skepticism is the epistemological Scylla, dogmatism is Charybdis, and after the opening paragraphs of the Introduction, Hegel immediately moves on to discuss that danger as well.  Here the concern is that the tradition of Enlightenment epistemology from Descartes through Kant dogmatically endorses a certain standard of correctness for the application of epistemological concepts.  For Enlightenment epistemology always understood itself to be concerned in the first instance with analyzing and assessing the significance of the new forms of knowledge that were the proud products of the Scientific Revolution of the seventeenth century—above all mathematical physics as it developed from Galileo through Descartes to its mature form in Newton's Principia.  Its question is: what can we learn about ourselves, the world, and the relations between them, from the spectacular cognitive successes of the new science, in particular from the grip that measurement and the use of relatively simple mathematical formulae has given us on the motions of 'middle-sized bits of dry goods'?   This understanding crystallizes in Kant's transcendental move: not to question the validity of the sort of knowledge that finds its purest expression in Newtonian science, but to inquire instead into the conditions of the possibility of what is assumed to be actual knowledge.  For Kant, this is the justification for introducing the transcendental machinery of cognitive faculties that represent noumena by phenomena—the clearest theoretical working-out of the imagery Hegel is addressing.   For we come to know about that transcendental digestion of unknowable things-in-themselves, the extraction from them of conceptually articulated and so cognitively nourishing appearances, by discovering the necessity of such intervening processes as part of the conditions under which alone systematic empirical knowledge is possible.  The assumption that Newton's physics is the paradigm and standard of genuine empirical knowledge is the starting point of Kant's critical theory.


Yet a properly critical epistemology ought not just dogmatically adopt such a starting-point.  How might it be justified?  Not, in any case, just by making a claim: 

...science cannot simply reject an untrue form of knowledge as a merely common view of things and give assurance that it is a completely different way of knowing, to which the other knowledge is of no significance whatsoever. [76]

His remarks on this topic need to be understood at two levels or in two contexts.  In the first, 'Wissenschaft' refers to natural science, and the issue concerns its advent in and development since the seventeenth century, and its contrast with traditional, particularly religious, systems of knowledge claims.  In the second, 'Wissenschaft' refers to the philosophical knowledge claims Hegel himself will extract as lessons codifying explicitly what is implicit in the progressive self-education of Spirit whose major stages are rehearsed for us in the Phenomenology.  In this sense it refers to metalevel concerns that are precisely to be distinguished from the ground level claims to knowledge in terms of which he discusses consciousness generally.  The conclusions he draws about how standards for assessing knowledge claims can and cannot be legitimated are intended to apply to both; but they emerge more clearly if we keep our eyes to begin with on the first usage, since at this point we can have only the haziest idea of what is involved in the second.  In both cases the initial point he is making is that the mere fact of making a claim to knowledge, or to superiority over another sort of claim, cannot by itself carry any normative force.  It could always be countered by a corresponding claim on the part of the sort of putative knowledge it dismisses and seeks to supplant, and as Hegel says, "one barren assurance is of just as much worth as another."  (The second unsatisfactory way of thinking about warrant will be discussed in the final section of this chapter.) 

So Hegel is clear in rejecting both skepticism and dogmatism.  But his attitude is substantially more complicated than mere rejection.  He also thinks there is something right about each of them, and that the only approach to a properly critical epistemology lies in appreciating and appropriating this element as well.  Putting the Preface aside (as a characterization that actually comes quite late in the project—written, as it was, like most prefaces after the completion of the rest, it really presents a retrospective view of what Hegel takes himself to have accomplished in the work), this is the first instance we find in the Phenomenology of the dialectical emergence of a (more) correct view out of an assessment of the insights, errors, and shared presuppositions of two diametrically opposed predecessors.  So it will be worth keeping this theme in mind in while pursuing the discussion in the rest of this chapter.

The general outlines of what Hegel wants to preserve from each of skepticism and dogmatism are clear.  Skeptics are right to emphasize the importance for our understanding of epistemological warrant of our past discoveries of significant errors in our views, right in treating no current cognitive or practical commitments as immune from the possibility of such debunking discoveries in the future, and right to see no upper bound in principle to the alterations in our overall commitments that we could accordingly be obliged to make.  But they are wrong to think this means that truth is beyond us and genuine knowledge of what really is impossible.  Only an ultimately dogmatic commitment to a bad model of truth and knowledge secures their inference from the experience of error to this skeptical conclusion.  They would be right, he tells us, only if the views that succeed the uncovering of error could be understood only as the abstract or formal negations of their predecessors.  But in fact the successors are always determinate negations of them, and that means they can in favored cases be understood as acknowledging, preserving, and extending that in the earlier takes that, however partially and incompletely, was genuinely revelatory of how things really are. Hegel sees the approaches he is reacting against as building skepticism in because they take it that the mere fact that cognition (consciousness) involves applying concepts means that it must falsify its objects.  So applications of concepts as such according to them can never can never be correct in the fullest sense.  But we should not forget that there is a sense in which Hegel himself endorses a very similar conclusion: no judgments are ever fully true.  He draws this conclusion from his holism.  Our judgments cannot be fully correct unless the concepts they deploy are.  But that will be so only if all our concepts are adequate, and all our judgments true.  Outside of logic, Hegel does not think this is an attainable, or even intelligible state of affairs.  Determinate conceptual contents as such “contain negativity”, the potential for requiring their own revision when deployed in making novel judgments and exploring novel inferential connections.  In order to overcome skepticism, we must alter our picture of knowledge and truth, and come to see it holistically and developmentally: as residing in the whole process of inquiry, in the ways in which we groom and improve the whole system of our concepts-and-commitments rather than in any particular temporary member of it.  Hegel is aiming to set out an idiom in which it will make sense to say, as he does in the Preface
:

The evanescent itself must…be regarded as essential, not as something fixed, cut off from the True, and left lying who knows where outside it, any more than the True is to be regarded as something on the other side, positive and dead.  Appearance is the arising and passing away that does not itself arise and pass away, but is 'in-itself', and constitutes the actuality and the movement of the truth.  The True is thus the Bacchanalian revel in which no member is not drunk; yet because each member collapses as soon as he drops out, the revel is just as much transparent and simple repose.  Judged in the court of this movement, the single shapes of Spirit do not persist any more than determinate thoughts do…In the whole of the movement, seen as a state of repose, what distinguishes itself therein, and gives itself particular existence, is preserved as something that recollects itself [sich erinnert]… 

What he here calls "the True" [das Wahr] is the movement/improvement of the whole, which is the becoming more and more explicit of what is all along implicit in it.  It is driven by acknowledgement of the inadequacy of some aspect of our expression of the real, which manifests itself by the material incompatibility of some of our commitments.  This is the higher lesson to be learned from skepticism, the truth that it incorporates.

Dogmatists are wrong in thinking that the mere fact of our commitment, however deep it may be, can entitle us to any claims.  But they are right that the epistemological warrant of various claims and procedures cannot be investigated in abstraction from consideration of the claims that have actually been endorsed and the procedures that have actually been carried out.  It is of the essence of a phenomenology in Hegel’s sense to study knowledge as itself a phenomenon, that is, to start with our actual endorsements and practices.  So there is an important sense in which Hegel agrees with the dogmatist.  His pragmatism consists in a semantic monism: in seeing the institution of conceptual norms and their application to particular cases as aspects of one and the same process of experience.
  All there is to settle what counts as a correct application of a concept—that is, what its content really is—is other applications of that concept (and of concepts related to it by material relations of incompatibility and inference).  Thus the mere fact that a concept is applied on a particular occasion does provide some warrant for it—something like a default presumption of its correctness.  But, it is a defeasible warrant: one that is thrown into determinate doubt as soon as it shows itself to be incompatible with some other actual application of a concept.  Sorting out these conflicts—diagnosing and responding to error—is the process of experience.  Thus a truly critical attitude must combine the genuine insights of both skepticism and dogmatism, while avoiding the excesses into which they are led by their failure to appreciate the significance of experience as a process whose normative motor is determinate negation.

III:  Hegel's Own View


In the final sentence of the fourth paragraph, Hegel characterizes the conclusion he wants to draws from the considerations he has advanced in this first part of the Introduction:

These, then, are the reasons for proposing to undertake a description of knowledge as it appears, a presentation of knowledge as a phenomenon. [76]

His suggestion is that we examine actual practices of making knowledge claims, in the same spirit in which we investigate other things that happen in the world.  To do that we must look at the application of ordinary, nonepistemological concepts, for it is these that articulate the contents of such actual claims to knowledge as: when two bodies collide, the motions that result depend on the mass, velocity, and rigidity of the bodies, but not on their colors, beauty, or history of previous ownership.  What makes such judgements claims to knowledge in the absence of explicit invocation of such epistemological concepts is the way in which the application of nonepistemological concepts is held up for assessment as correct or incorrect according to some standard.  Hegel proposes to avoid dogmatism by seeing how such standards actually arise and how they are actually applied in practice.  Although it would be dogmatic to infer that a concept was correctly applied merely because such applications are in fact, typically, or even invariably taken or treated as correct, the only nondogmatic way to understand what is meant by talk of concepts as correctly or incorrectly applied—our only grip on the nature of the conceptual norms that set standards for such applications—is provided by actual practices of applying concepts and assessing those applications.  The path Hegel projects here is the one traced out by twentieth century philosophy of science, when decades of basically a priori positivist prescriptive theorizing about the correct standards for empirical inquiry gave way to the careful descriptive historical investigation of actual practices for conducting and assessing such inquiry.  From thinking of themselves as dictating norms to working scientists on the basis of their superior insight into what science must or ought to be, philosophers of science came to think of themselves as trying to make explicit the norms that were implicit in the actual practice of those scientists.


Talk about knowledge as phenomenon, knowledge as it actually appears, is talk about claims to knowledge—for we have found no nondogmatic way to justify an antecedent normative discrimination of some of those claims as expressing genuine knowledge.  The most obvious feature of knowledge as such a phenomenon is that it has a history: what claims are endorsed as knowledge changes over time.  Our concern is to understand how cognitive or conceptual norms governing the epistemological assessment of such changes can be secured. Having given up the idea of importing a transcendent normative standard governing such changes, we are looking to see if some immanent standard can be discerned or elaborated by looking at the practices that bring those changes about.  later in the Introduction ([86]) we'll learn Hegel's term for the processes by which one set of knowledge claims is relinquished and another adopted is 'experience' [Ehrfahrung].  When Hegel wrote the Introduction, the working title for the whole book was The Science of the Experience of Consciousness.  To be scientific (now in Hegel's technical philosophical sense, rather than in the narrower sense of systematic empirical inquiry into natural phenomena) about experience is precisely to be in a position to make the normative assessments required to distinguish some changes of knowledge claims as progressive.  In [77] he tells us that the progressiveness of such changes might be conceived either in terms of approach toward true knowledge--were we somehow to become entitled to a nondogmatic characterization of such a state--or by understanding what is required for the knowledge claimant to

...lift itself to the level of Spirit and attain cognizance of what it is in itself through the completed experience of its own self.

This is the alternative Hegel will pursue: construing the goal as self-knowledge, rather than just knowledge.  Hegel will ultimately fund a notion of the sort of expressive progress that consists in coming to explicit awareness of what is implicit in the practices by which one has developed—consciousness becoming for itself what it is in itself.
  But at this stage such a remark can serve only as a sign-post for what is to come, not as something we are as yet in a position to understand.


What this preliminary characterization of where we are going can do, however, is alert us to look for lessons that can be learned from rehearsing the experience by which consciousness develops: explicit principles codifying structures that can be seen to have been implicit in the processes by which knowledge claims are embraced and discarded.  For we have been given the hint that the standards of cognitive progressiveness are to be sought in the self-knowledge involved in formulating principles governing those practices.  The natural outcome of such a search is what Hegel calls "conscious insight into the untruth of phenomenal knowledge" [78].  

One way of understanding the problem of the Introduction is as raising the question of intelligibility not just for ground-level empirical concepts, but for the concepts of epistemological theory as well.  The argument goes like this:  It must be possible for us to grasp the way things really are, in themselves, on pain of having to acknowledge that genuine knowledge is impossible.  So, the notion of genuine knowledge is incompatible with understanding things in themselves and things as they appear to us as differing radically in their intelligibility, as separated by the gulf.  But, as emerges in [82] and [84], the distinction between what things are in themselves and what they are for us is essential to consciousness itself.  The pointing beyond itself to what it is about, the representational purport or intentionality of consciousness is not just part of what consciousness is in itself, but also of what it is for itself.  Thus we cannot simply deny that there is such a distinction.  How are we to understand that distinction without erecting it into a gulf dividing the unintelligible from the intelligible?  How can we so much as grasp the concept of an in-itself that our knowledge and understanding are about in the sense of being answerable to?  Hegel's answer will be ([85],[86],[87]) that what makes the epistemological distinction between what things are in themselves and what they are for consciousness intelligible to consciousness is experience.  The understanding by natural consciousness that the concepts it grasps are about something ([87]), that they answer or are responsible to something for the correctness of their application ([81],[85]) derives from the making of mistakes, the process whereby it obliged to alter the way it takes things to be, and so acknowledge that what it previously took to be how things were in themselves (a bent stick in the water) was in fact only the way something else (a straight stick in the water) appeared.  It is the historical dimension of consciousness that makes its referential dimension intelligible.  

As an example of how the two levels of discourse announced in the opening sentence of the Introduction are woven together, it may be pointed out that in telling a story like this about the basis of some epistemological concepts, Hegel is instantiating his general views about what makes any concept, including ground-level ones, determinately contentful (and so determinately intelligible).  Determinate proprieties governing the application of concepts derive only from actual histories of application of those and related concepts.  The genetic fallacy that Kant diagnosed involves running together questions about causal antecedents with questions about justification.  But Hegel's point concerns contentfulness and intelligibility, not justification. On his account, concepts acquire their contents through experience.  He is at least willing to agree with the empiricists as far as endorsing this verbal formula.  But he means this slogan in a Burkean sense of experience (Edmund, not Kenneth, though perhaps this is a point they are not far apart on), or the newspaper advertisement sense ("Three years experience necessary.").  It is a matter of the concept evolving its content through actual application and misapplication in concrete cases and with concrete consequences for the applicability of other concepts.  It is this practical use of the concept that gives it its objective 'thickness'.  

Offering this summary is getting ahead of our story in terms of following the sequence of the text, however.  We left off with Hegel's criticisms of the epistemological concepts he inherits as not having been made intelligible themselves, and not serving to make intelligible the possibility of genuine knowledge or understanding of what there really is.  In [76] he considers the suggestion that "instead of bothering to refute all these ideas we could reject them out of hand as adventitious and arbitrary, and the words associated with them like 'absolute', 'cognition', 'objective', and 'subjective', and countless others whose meaning is assumed to be generally familiar."  This could be thought of as retreating or returning from the metalevel at which we are concerned with the correct application of general epistemological concepts, to the ground level at which we are concerned with the correct application of ordinary concepts.  But, though tempting, it is not in fact an option simply to forego epistemological criticism.  Genuine knowing is a concrete occurrence, and coming always into a world that is already full of (what it takes to be) false or inadequate knowledge claims.  It cannot simply assert its superiority, for "one barren assurance is of just as much worth as another", and its rivals can respond in kind.  Neither would it be sufficient, he points out with a gesture toward the account he will eventually endorse, simply to point out how the inferior forms of understanding can from the point of view of the form one endorses be understood to be anticipations or juvenile or preliminary versions of that privileged form.  One would still need some standard with respect to which to distinguish progressive developments, those tending to better understanding, from those that degenerate, and this normative judgement requires some sort of critical standpoint.  (The sort of disputes Hegel probably has in mind here includes both the advent of empirical science in the seventeenth century, against a background of Scholastic natural philosophy that contested its claims, and the Romantic assertion of the cognitive superiority of the concrete individual understanding they took to be achieved by art over the abstract universal understanding they took to be achieved by quantitative science.)  The problem, then, is that on the one hand critical assessment of cognitive activities cannot simply be foregone, while on the other hand, it cannot simply be assumed that the concepts employed in such metatheoretical criticism are appropriately contentful and familiar.  So how are we to warrant the concepts employed in criticism?  The answer announced in the final sentence of [76] is to undertake "an exposition of how knowledge makes its appearance."  The determinate contentfulness and intelligibility of a set of metalevel epistemological concepts is to be exhibited by an exposition of the career of base level concepts and knowledge in terms of them.  It is the task of the rest of the Introduction to explain what such an exposition is, and why it is an appropriate response to the problem.  

[77] characterizes the object of the exposition both as phenomenal knowledge, and as the "path of the natural consciousness which presses forward to true knowledge...and achieve finally, through a completed experience of itself, the awareness of what it really is in itself."  There are two distinctions being introduced here, one contentious among commentators and one not.  The relatively straightforward one contrasts phenomenal knowledge, knowledge as it appears, with the phenomenological knowledge that we readers of the Phenomenology  have of it.  The more complicated question is how phenomenal knowledge relates to natural consciousness.
  Justifying a reading of this distinction requires discussion of the whole of Phenomenology, not just the introduction.  In lieu of that, let me just offer a quick sketch of what I take it to come to.  The 'form of necessity' that distinguishes the abstraction phenomenal knowing (knowing as a phenomenon for us, the phenomenological knower) from concrete natural consciousness (the thing that comes in Shapes [Gestalten]) is the order of exposition of Phenomenology.  From our latecoming retrospective ("the Owl of Minerva flies only at dusk") phenomenological point of view, we can pick out from the welter of past experience of alterations of concepts a path through the past to the present in which the transitions are progressive (heading toward Absolute Knowledge). Talking about this process later, Hegel says: "This way of looking at the matter is something contributed by us, by means of which the succession of experiences through which consciousness passes is raised into a scientific progression--but it is not known to the consciousness that we are observing," [87].

The sense in which they are progressive is an expressive one--the later stage arises from the earlier one by explicitating the prior stage, making something that was implicit in it explicit for consciousness.  In an expressively progressive transformation, consciousness becomes for itself what it was in itself.  This is as true for the development of ground-level concepts as for the metalevel epistemological ones.  One consequence at the higher level is that a particular concrete development of natural consciousness may count as making explicit some feature of that consciousness, for instance the nature of its empirical knowledge, without making explicit another, for instance the nature of its action.  It is for this reason that the same historical ground, with respect to natural consciousness, is traced through three times over in the order of exposition of the progress of phenomenal knowledge toward absolute knowledge, in the sections on Consciousness, Self-Consciousness, and then Reason.  What is cumulative across these sections is so only in an expository sense, for us who can better understand what is being made explicit in the exposition of the later aspects because of our experience (not the experience of natural consciousness or phenomenal knowledge) of the earlier exposition.   For us there is progression in complexity and richness, because in each case we have read about the other explicitations, and so have ourselves incorporated some other insights, when we come to the exposition of the latter aspects. 

To begin his account of the exposition of the experience of natural consciousness insofar as it is progressive in revealing the true nature of that consciousness, Hegel makes two claims in the opening sentences of [78].  He claims first that "natural consciousness will show itself...not to be real knowledge," and that it "takes itself to be real knowledge".  It think that the second attitude is a definitional characteristic of natural consciousness: it takes it that the world really is the way it takes it to be.  In this way it adopts the uncritical epistemological attitude of taking its ground-level understandings at face value.  It takes itself to have gotten things right.
  The first claim is Hegel's invocation of fallibilism.  Each shape of natural consciousness will come to show itself, not only to us, the phenomenological knowers, but to natural consciousness as phenomenal knowledge, as inadequate and incorrect (we will hear about why in [85]-[87]).  The result of these two features of natural consciousness is that the path whereby natural consciousness in fact presses on toward true knowledge "has a negative significance for it" [78], and "can be regarded as the...way of despair" [ibid.].  Again, "...this path is the conscious insight into the untruth of phenomenal knowledge" [ibid.].  Suppose it is noticed that every theory empirical science has ever put forward has turned out to be false and conceptually inadequate (the fallibilist datum).  It is then tempting to perform the fallibilist metalevel induction, and conclude that all our theories will turn out to be false and inadequate, so that we will never know or understand how things really are.  To draw this conclusion is to despair, epistemologically.  Notice that what tempts one to this conclusion is thinking of what is cognitively central as knowledge as an achieved state, thinking of cognitive progress in terms of the quantitative accumulation of justified truths.  If instead one thinks of what is cognitively central as understanding as an ongoing process, thinking of cognitive progress in terms of the qualitative evolution of concepts, one can avoid the fallibilist metainduction.  One then can see the process of being disappointed by the inadequacy of one's concepts instead as "the detailed history of education [Bildung] of consciousness...".   Here Hegel goes the Enlightenment one better, seeing progress not only in the acquisition of truths, but in the development of concepts as well.

To sketch "in a preliminary and general way" why the "exposition of the untrue consciousness in its untruth is not a merely negative procedure" [79] Hegel introduces the idea of determinate content and determinate negation (in its historical sense).  Hegel's remarks here apply both to the evolution of ground-level concepts and to the evolution of epistemological ones, but the idea he is after emerges most clearly if we consider an example of the former sort.  What the fallibilist metainduction ignores is that when we discover that a scientific theory, say Newtonian mechanics, is false and conceptually inadequate, we also learn something.  It is not merely or abstractly false, it is false in particular respects.  It is not merely conceptually inadequate, particular inadequacies emerge in particular situations.  Nor are we typically returned to the blank beginning of inquiry.  We don't have to start all over again from where we were before Newton.  After the failure of Newtonian mechanics to work properly for large masses and large velocities we are left knowing and understanding more than simply the general and abstract denial that Newtonian mechanics is true.  We have negated it determinately, by coming to be entitled to particular claims that are incompatible with it.  This is denied by 

... the skepticism which only ever sees pure nothingness in its result and abstracts from the fact that this nothingness is specifically the nothingness of that from which it results.  For it is only when it is taken as the result of that from which it emerges, that it is, in fact, the true result; in that case it is itself a determinate nothingness, one which has a content.  The scepticism that ends up with the bare abstraction of nothingness or emptiness cannot get any further from there, but must wait to see whether something new comes along, and what it is, in order to throw it too in the same empty abyss. But when, on the other hand, the result is conceived as it is in truth, namely, as a determinate negation, a new form has thereby immediately arisen, and in the negation the transition is made through which the progress through the complete series of forms come about of itself.  [79]  

Hegel will elaborate the concepts of determinate content and determinate negation in the account of Perception.  

In [80] we are told that the goal or destination of the progression of forms of untrue phenomenal knowledge that phenomenological consciousness can extract from the vagaries of the actual development of natural consciousness is fixed, and we are given three characterizations of it.  It is the point at which knowledge will no longer need to go beyond itself, knowledge will find itself, and concept and object will correspond [entsprechen] to each other.  In [82] we will be concerned with where this list comes from.  For now notice that this endpoint is a product of what we phenomenological knowers are bound to consider as progress in picking a developing sequence of phenomenal knowledge out of the alterations of natural consciousness.   That only a situation satisfying those three criteria will count for us as progress is because only insofar as we can make sense of approaching such a state can we avoid the intelligibility gulf threatened by the opening paragraphs of the Introduction, and avoiding that gulf is half of the problem that has been set.  So for us, progress must be seen to consist in consciousness "spoiling its own limited satisfaction" [80], and so pushing beyond its (current) self.  Specifically, what is progressive is consciousness making explicit for itself the implicit inadequacies in its system of concepts (again, whether ground-level or metalevel).  When phenomenal knowledge becomes for itself what it is in itself, it finds itself (explicitly).  When the in-itself becomes explicitly for consciousness, object corresponds to concept. It is this thought that is worked out in [81]-[89].

Accordingly, "this exposition is a way of relating Science [or true knowledge] to phenomenal [untrue] knowledge" [81].  Genuine knowledge is a result; phenomenal knowledge consists of its early, inadequate, immature forms.  But what presuppositions must we make about this goal, which defines the nature and direction of the progressive?  Where do we get a standard for judging the result, and hence giving a sense to the notion of progress?  What entitles us to the three characterizations of the goal offered in [80]?  Whence cometh the ideal?  Hegel explicitly puts this issue in normative terms: what is required is some criterion or standard [Maßstab], a norm that will settle whether some application of a concept is "...right or wrong on the basis of the resulting agreement or disagreement of the thing examined." [81]  This is, as will emerge, a question about the evolution of ground-level concepts, as well as about metalevel epistemological concepts.  The notion of progress and goal requires warranting for them as well.   

To the question of how a criterion or standard determining the correct application of concepts becomes available, [82] answers that we must look at the notions of knowledge and of the truth to which it is answerable as we find them in and for natural consciousness.  The object of our phenomenological knowledge and understanding is phenomenal knowledge and understanding, and we must start with its understanding of the standard for correct application of its concepts.  We are not to "import criteria, or to make use of our own bright ideas and thoughts...it is precisely when we leave these aside that we succeed in contemplating the matter in hand ['die Sache', cf. the first sentence of [73] where this phrase is used to point to concern with the application of ground-level concepts] as it is in and for itself," [84].  When we look at natural consciousness we find that 

Consciousness simultaneously distinguishes itself from something and at the same time relates itself to it, or as it is said, something exists for consciousness; and the determinate aspect of...the being of something for consciousness is knowing.  But we distinguish this being-for-another from being-in-itself...this being-in-itself is called truth. [82]  

The distinction between concept and standard, between knowing and truth, is already a distinction for consciousness at the level of phenomenal untrue knowledge.  But this raises a puzzle:  What is the content of this distinction?  How is it intelligible for phenomenal knowledge?  Hegel says in [84] "...the essential point to bear in mind throughout the whole investigation is that these two moments, 'concept' and 'object', 'being-for-another' and 'being-in-itself' both fall within that knowledge which we are investigating." But how is this possible given that "...it seems that consciousness cannot, as it were, get behind the object as it exists for consciousness so as to examine what the object is in itself, and hence too cannot test its own knowledge by that standard"[85]?

Recall that the twin formal constraints on an adequate conception of the distinction between what things are in themselves and what they are for another are:  first that the distinction not be misconstrued as an ontological division between entities that are and those that are not naturally or innately intelligible, and second that the distinction not be erased or ignored. Failing either of these constraints is falling into a one-sided view of consciousness, either by overemphasizing the element of difference, or by overemphasizing the element of identity.  These are two different ways of making the possibility of knowledge unintelligible.  Hegel thinks that however the broadly Kantian structure is conceived it is bound to fail one or the other of these demands, either by losing the contrast between reality and its appearings, or by making it unbridgeable.  (Nor is this a special feature of the way Kant has set things out.  Rather Hegel takes Kant's critical philosophy to have the virtue precisely of having made explicit and evident the structural infelicity that was always implicit in Enlightenment representational epistemology.)  One of Hegel's signal contributions to philosophy is the structure of the account he suggests for avoiding this dilemma and jointly satisfying the two constraints.  He starts with the idea that if the threat of skepticism associated with creating a qualitative gulf of intelligibility is to be avoided, things in themselves must be treated as a kind of thing that is intrinsically as intelligible as their appearances are, or less dangerously put, that they must be of a kind that can in principle appear to us or be understood just as they are in themselves.  Hegel's strategy for satisfying this constraint will be to fund the contrast between what things are for consciousness and what they are in themselves by appealing to features of the experience (in his sense) of consciousness itself, and thus are in a broad sense phenomenal.  His account achieves this by maintaining that the distinction between the truth of things, or what they are in themselves, and certainty of them, or what they are for consciousness, "falls within consciousness itself".  This distinction is itself something for consciousness:  "...the distinction between the in-itself and knowledge is already present in the very fact that consciousness knows an object at all.  Something is for it the in-itself; and knowledge or the being of the object for consciousness, is, for it, another moment"[85].
 

So the distinction between things as they are in themselves and as they are for consciousness is explicit for consciousness.  It is clear that by such a strategy Hegel can ensure that there is no conceptual gap of intelligibility separating the objects of knowledge and our knowledge of them.  Things in themselves are not to be conceived as the ideal, unreachable, limiting cause of sense and goal of intellect, as on the representational picture, but as an aspect of the sequence of developing appearances.  The challenge is then to avoid the other horn of the dilemma.  For there seems to be a clear danger of losing the contrast between what things are in themselves and what they are for consciousness, if this distinction itself is now to be understood as something that is in and for itself a difference for consciousness.  His strategy is to conceive of the distinction as a real one, but as a distinction that can be understood and made meaningful by looking at distinctions within consciousness itself.  He works out this strategy by crafting a novel conception of experience, as an active process whereby what objects and concepts are for consciousness alters and develops.  

It is in this argumentative context that Hegel discusses consciousness' examination [Prüfung] of the correctness of its application of concepts, according to the standard provided by the object, the destruction of its limited satisfactions, the restless going beyond itself that is its experience.  This conception is laid out with extreme brevity in the three core paragraphs of the Introduction, [85], [86], and [87].  Here Hegel is addressing the crucial question of what it is for something to be knowledge of or belief about an object, for or according to consciousness.  This is the question of how to conceive the representational purport of the contents of consciousness, the way they point beyond themselves to objects.  This is another question that Descartes did not really ask, never mind answer.
  The broad conception of representational purport (and the uptake it presupposes) that Hegel brings to bear is of what is represented, the object of knowledge, what our thought or talk is about, as a normative matter, specifically a matter of responsibility.  The object of one's cognitive attitude, what it is about, is what it answers to or is responsible to.  (It will become clear as the phenomenological exposition proceeds that one systematically important way of talking about this normative relation is as one of dependence of knowledge on its object.  Thus the general analysis of the constellation of concepts associated with independence and dependence, and their Aufhebung into freedom in the section on Self-Consciousness will come to govern the understanding of this relation.)  The first question is accordingly what it is about the experience or consciousness that permits it to treat what things are for it as answerable to something else, which accordingly serves as a criterion determining the correctness of its application of concepts.  

We were told in [84] that "Consciousness provides its own criterion..." for the correctness of the application of its concepts.  In [85] we hear further that "...consciousness is itself the comparison..." of "what for it is the true" and "it's knowledge of the truth".  The comparison of concept with the object that serves as the criterion of correctness of its application is not a state or an achievement, but something done, a process.  It is experience, and consciousness is its experience (a form of words, at least, that Descartes would have been happy with).   It is this process of experience that is concretely real--the essentially contrastive concepts of what things are in themselves and what they are for consciousness are to be understood as acquiring their content by being abstracted from a grasp of the sort of actual happening within which they are discernible as aspects.  Hegel offers two fundamental characterizations of the process of experience (which is to provide, remember, "conscious insight into the untruth of phenomenal knowledge"[78]).  Each requires some explanation to be intelligible.  The first can be gathered from two passages concerning what happens when consciousness finds that there is a disparity between its concept and the object that serves as a criterion for the correctness of its application:  

We see that consciousness now has two objects: one is the first in-itself, the second is the being-for-consciousness of this in-itself...But...the first object, in being known, is altered for consciousness; its ceases to be the in-itself and becomes something that is the in-itself only for consciousness...This new object contains the nothingness of the first, it is what experience has made of it. [86]  

Just a bit later the point is put like this:  

...as a matter of fact
 we have here the same situation as the one discussed in regard to the relation between our exposition and scepticism, viz. that in every case the result of an untrue mode of knowledge must not be allowed to run away into an empty nothing, but must necessarily be grasped as the nothing of that from which it results—a result that contains what was true in the preceding knowledge.  It shows up here like this: since what first appeared as the object sinks for consciousness to the level of its way of knowing it, and since the in-itself becomes a being-for-consciousness of the in-itself, the latter is now the new object. [87]  

As was indicated above, the general idea is that the understanding by natural consciousness that the concepts it grasps are about something, in the sense of answering or being responsible to something for the correctness of their application derives from the making of mistakes, the process whereby it is obliged [a normative matter, in Kantian terms, a matter of necessity] to alter the way it takes things to be, and so acknowledge that what it previously took to be how things were in themselves (a bent stick in the water) was in fact only the way something else (a straight stick in the water) appeared.  A more detailed discussion of an example will make clearer what is being claimed about the experience of applying ordinary empirical concepts.  At t0, say 1960, scientists believe that the geometry of the world is four dimensional, non-homogeneous, curved, and that falling bodies (under the influence, per impossibile, of gravitational forces alone) follow geodesic (shortest) paths according to that geometry.  This is, for them then, how the world is in itself.  This account does not exist in a vacuum however. (That would be the doctrine of 'immaculate conception' of representationalism, which ignores where these concepts come from, and how their meaning or content arises or is conferred.)  They are the product of experience, of a particular development in scientific thought.  So at t0 scientists also believe that at t-1, say in 1860, they (that is, 'scientists', a concept of equivalent generality to that of 'consciousness' in Hegel's account) believed that the geometry of the world is three dimensional, homogeneous, flat (affine), and that falling bodies do not follow geodesic paths in it.  They do not at t0 take this to be a way the world is, but only a representing, a way the world might be taken, and was taken, to be.  Further, at t0 the scientist believe that it is the four-dimensional etc. space-time (the one they now believe in) of which they formerly believed falsely that it was three-dimensional etc..  This belief is (an instance of) the comparison of what things are in themselves and what things are for consciousness that makes explicit to consciousness the distinction and movement of experience that is what consciousness really consists in, and so is an explicit expression to consciousness of what consciousness itself is.  It is in this sense that: "...consciousness is, on the one hand, consciousness of the object, and on the other, consciousness of itself; consciousness of what for it is the True, and consciousness of its knowledge of the truth." [85]

To offer this much of an example is to offer a snapshot of the explicit residue of what is implicit in the active transformation of past experience. But of course the situation is not stable.  At t1, say 1989, this conceptual structure collapses of its own weight, demonstrating its own untenability.  The application of concepts that encompasses physical geometry must be compatible with our best accounts of all the forces that act in it, in particular with the account of the forces acting on subatomic particles at sub-nuclear distances. Those theories turn out (Scientific American tells me) to require, when conjoined with basic principles of physical geometry, that space-time be at least eleven-dimensional, with the additional seven dimensions so tightly curved or folded in on themselves as to be invisible at any but the very smallest distances.  A coherent geometry of this sort can be developed, permitting us to explain how it could have appeared to us as a four-dimensional space, given the distances we were working with.  (Compare this to Einstein's obligation to show how things could look Newtonian at slow speeds and over relatively short distances, even though on his account these approximations quickly break down if pressed.)  The formulation of such an account and its vindication as preferable to the old specifies a new way in which things are understood to be as they are in themselves.  What at the t0 stage played the role for scientists of the way things were in themselves has shown itself to be one more species of appearance, a set of false views about what there really is, namely eleven-dimensional space-time.  The determinateness of the negation, the positive element through which what is implicit in reality gradually makes itself explicit to consciousness, consists precisely in the obligation of the successor theory to explain what was taken as the in-itself as a legitimate appearance of this newly discovered (purported) reality—the sense in which the old theory must be shown to be 'approximately true'.  The in-itself of stage t0 has been unmasked as itself a phenomenon, a way in which reality appears rather than that reality itself, a representation rather than an object.  This is the truth of that conception.  It is the new, true object of the t0 consciousness, as that object has been made over (discovered to be) by experience.  What was taken to express what things are in themselves turns out to express only what they are for consciousness, only how they are taken to be.  So it is that "This new object contains the nothingness of the first, it is what experience has made of it."[86]

This account has the advantage of bringing the concept of experience home to its ordinary applications, while still applying to the big changes in metalevel concepts that are described in the History of the Experience of Consciousness.  It applies to theoretical and conceptual shifts in empirical science (and so not only to the sort of change Hegel invents and still has to convince us of the reality and importance of in the rest of his book).  But it also applies to ordinary perceptual experience.  Whenever I discover (to use a favorite example of the seventeenth and eighteenth century) that what I had taken to be a bent stick does not preserve its constant shape when removed from the water, as a constant shape ought, as a result and explicit formulation of that experience, I contrast the stick as it is in itself, that is the straight stick that I now take it to be, with the bent stick I previously believed in (as a result of previous experience).  The former is what I take to be the stick as it is in itself, while the latter is for me a mere appearing of that stick to me as bent, something merely as it is for consciousness.  And I say now that I formerly believed of the straight stick that it was bent.  The large scale experiences of scientific theory are not different in kind or origin from these ordinary, small scale experiences, and occur in large part because of them.  (Hegel is discussing these experiential processes here because he wants to use them to model the development of metalevel philosophical theories that he reconstructs in the body of the book.  But I am purposely suppressing consideration of that methodological issue—which is usually all commentators address—in order to try to get clear about the fixed end of the analogy.)

The greatest hermeneutic challenge for a reading of these critical paragraphs lies in the characterization of experience offered in the last half of [85], which it is worth quoting at some length.  The point is introduced this way:

...the distinction between the in-itself and knowledge is already present in the very fact that consciousness knows an object at all.  Something is for it the in-itself; and knowledge, or the being of the object for consciousness is, for it, another moment.  Upon this distinction, which is present as a fact [in der Tat], the examination [Prüfung] rests.  If the comparison shows that these two moments do not correspond [entsprechen] to one another, it would seem that consciousness must alter its knowledge to make it conform to the object. But, in fact, in the alteration of the knowledge, the object itself alters for it too, for the knowledge that was present was essentially a knowledge of the object: as the knowledge changes, so does the object, for it essentially belonged to this knowledge [denn er gehörte wesentlich diesem Wissen an]. [85]

In what sense does altering our views alter their object?  And even if what it is about is part of the essence of a belief, why should it follow that altering the belief alters what it is about?  A few sentences later this claim is put this way:

Since consciousness thus finds that its knowledge does not correspond to its object, the object itself does not stand the test; in other words, the criterion for testing is altered when that for which it was to have been the criterion fails to pass the test [Prüfung]; and the testing is not only a testing of what we know, but also a testing of its criterion [sondern auch ihres Maßstabes].  [85]  

It is helpful to translate these claims into more familiar talk.  "Something is for [consciousness] the in-itself; and knowledge, or the being of the object for consciousness is, for it, another moment."  Talk about what is for consciousness is talk about what is explicit to it.  For a model of the explicit, we could do worse than beginning with Kant's claim, as Hegel understands it, that the minimal form of the explicit is the judgement.
  The explicit expression of a cognitive attitude in the form of a judgement is ascriptions of propositional attitudes.  This model suggests that the two 'moments' Hegel points to in what things are for consciousness correspond to what a belief is taken to be about, and what is believed about it.  These two elements are themselves made explicit in de re ascriptions (including self-ascriptions) of propositional attitudes, such as "S believes of a straight stick that it is a bent stick". The content of the belief is specified in the de dicto portion of the ascription, "that it is a bent stick", and what it is about is specified in the de re portion of the ascription, "of a straight stick".  The object, the in-itself, is the criterion determining the correctness of the belief about it, of what it is for the believer (all according to the ascriber who is expressing the attitude explicitly, of course).  Consider then the alteration of attitude that is experience according to these passages.  From my (phenomenal, not our phenomenological) point of view, at t0 I would subscribe to:


1)  I believe (at t0) of a bent stick in the water that it is a bent stick,

and at t1 I would subscribe to


2)  I believed (at t0) of a straight stick in the water that it was a bent stick. 

Here are two descriptions of one attitude.  Experience is the process that drives me from the first specification to the second.  Clearly my 'knowledge' or belief has changed, according to me.  But there is also a straightforward sense in which the object, the in-itself that is, according to me, the criterion determining the correctness of my belief has changed for me as well. What is specified as object in the first belief is a bent stick, while what is specified as object in the second belief is a straight one.  

Hegel says of this process:

"Inasmuch as the new true object issues from it, this dialectical movement which consciousness exercises on itself and which affects both its knowledge and its object is precisely what is called experience,"[86].  What is the "new true object"?  It is not, as one might think, the straight stick.

Consciousness knows something; this object is the essence or in-itself; but it is also for consciousness the in-itself.  This is where the ambiguity of this truth enters.  We see that consciousness now has two objects: one is the first in-itself, the second is the being-for-consciousness of this in-itself...But as was shown previously, the first object, in being known, is altered for consciousness; it ceases to be the in-itself, and becomes something that is the in-itself only for-consciousness.  And this then is the True: the being for consciousness of this in-itself.  Or, in other words, this is the essence or the object of consciousness. [86]

The new, true object is what results from unmasking what I had previously taken to be the in-itself, the criterion of correctness of my belief.  What did I find out about what I had taken to be the object, namely the bent stick I took my belief to be about?  I found out that there is nothing like that in-itself. What I mistook for such an in-itself was really just the appearing to me of something quite different, a straight stick.  The bent stick is not anything in-itself, it is just the being for me of something else.  What I had treated as noumenal is unmasked as merely phenomenal.  The emergence of the new true object is my understanding the phenomenal nature of what I had taken to be the in-itself.  

...the moment of transition from the first object and the knowledge of it, to the other object, which experience is said to be about. Our account implied that our knowledge of the first object, or the being-for-consciousness of the first in-itself, itself becomes the second object. [87]

Fallibilism allows that in the long run each object consciousness takes itself to be thinking about may turn out to be merely phenomenal.  But at each stage and for each consciousness the distinction is maintained between what things are in themselves and what they are for consciousness.  For, looking back over its experience, each consciousness can report many false or inadequate beliefs it used to subscribe to about the objects it now takes to exist.  The Greeks had beliefs that turned out to be about atmospheric electrical discharges. Treating a claim as expressing how things are in themselves is endorsing it, which includes, as will appear later in Phenomenology, relying on it in deliberation regarding action.  At each stage there is a difference between treating the application of a concept as expressing what things are (and appear to be) in themselves and treating it as expressing only how they appear to be.  

Experience is the process whereby what is for consciousness the in-itself is revealed to be merely something for consciousness.  

Hence it comes to pass for consciousness that what it previously took to be the in-itself is not an in-itself, or that it was only an in-itself for consciousness. [85]

Hegel wants to put this by saying that the first object is negated, and so that the structure of experience is negation.  "This new object contains the nothingness of the first, it is what experience has made of it"[86].  If I treat this negation abstractly, experience is a path of despair.  This is to draw the conclusion that whenever I take myself to know how things are in themselves, it will turn out that I was misled yet again, that the way I took things really to be was just the way something else appeared to me.  My beliefs are all false, my cognitive efforts a failure.  This is what experience is for natural consciousness.  If, on the other hand, I treat the structure of experience as determinate negation—take seriously that the nothing that the negated first object becomes is a determinate nothing, and the nothing of that from which it results ([79])—then I can see experience as cognitively progressive, the education and cultivation of consciousness and its concepts.  This is what experience is for us, the phenomenological knowers looking back at the progress of phenomenal knowledge.  What we learn is the "Science of the experience of consciousness" [88]. At this point we learn to treat the in-itself not as a kind of thing we confront across a gulf, but as an aspect of the process of development that is experience.  

In pressing forward to its true existence, consciousness will arrive at a point at which it gets rid of its semblance of being burdened with something alien, with what is only for it, and some sort of 'other', at a point where appearance becomes identical with essence so that its exposition will coincide at just this point with the authentic Science of Spirit. [89]

So, first, 'essence' or 'substance', what there really is, is not a different kind of thing from its appearances.  To take it that things really are a certain way is just to endorse one appearance, and to reject incompatible ones.  Although the course of experience is a sequence of episodes in which we discover that things are determinately different from what we thought they were, at every stage how we take things really to be is a way they can also appear to be.  The notion that there can be veridical appearances, ones that present things as they really are, is a background commitment built into experience at every stage.  What is can be said of it.
  Each movement of experience (transformation of phenomena) incorporates and enforces a distinction between how things really are and how we merely take them to be.  But this distinction is made within the realm of the determinate—of what stands in relations of material incompatibility (determinate negation) to others generically like itself.  (Thus the determinate identity of each such element is articulated by its determinate differences from others.  Identity-in-difference, difference-in-identity accordingly becomes the slogan around which Hegel organizes his presentation of his recommended move from atomism to holism in the metalanguage in which we discuss conceptual contents.  This is what in SPTHI I claimed needs to be modeled by reciprocal recognition.)  And to say that is to say that in experience we in practice treat reality as conceptually structured, just as appearances are.  For (as I argue in my discussion of the Consciousness section of the Phenomenology), for Hegel talk of the conceptual is talk of mediation, that is, inferential articulation.  And that something stands in inferential relations is a straightforward consequence of its standing in relations of material incompatibility or determinate negation.  Objects and properties, and the facts concerning which determinate objects have which determinate properties, are all as such (as determinate, and as determinately facts, objects, and properties) conceptually structured and related to one another.  They are the right sort of thing to be grasped or understood, just as they stand.  For grasping or understanding them is being able to respond appropriately to their relations of material incompatibility and inference.  And that is for them to be able to play an appropriate role in the course of experience, which deploys and exploits those relations in rejecting some determinate thoughts and endorsing others.  This view is one basic element in the third sort of idealism I distinguished at the outset: what I called Hegel's conceptual idealism.  Experience is the process in terms of which we are to understand both the objective material incompatibility of properties (etc.) and the subjective material incompatibility of commitments.  Both the objective (what things are in themselves) and the subjective (what things are for consciousness) poles of experience are to be understood as aspects of the conceptual articulation of everything determinate. 


How things are objectively, or in themselves plays a distinctive role in experience as Hegel conceives it in his Introduction.  That our commitments are answerable to a reality that is objective in the sense of swinging free from and normatively constraining our subjective commitments is manifested in experience in a certain kind of friction.  In exercising my conceptual capacities—in applying concepts in novel circumstances according to the norms incorporated in the contents they have acquired through previous applications under concrete conditions—in judging (and acting, as will be discussed in the next chapter), I find that the commitments I am disposed to acknowledge collide with one another.  For instance, my commitment to the stick's having been straight before I put half of it in the water, to its being bent afterward, and to putting part of a stick in still water not being capable of bending it are materially incompatible.  These contexted commitments coexist only uneasily, jostling each other, obliging me to change something, to relinquish or reform at least one of them, and thereby to alter the conceptual content that permitted its application under these circumstances.  (Perhaps I give up the second commitment, and adjust my concepts bent and straight by no longer taking it that when an air/water interface is involved, I can reliably determine what is bent and what is straight by how it looks (that is, by my immediate inclination to respond noninferentially to the circumstance by classifying sticks as bent or straight).  Each such alteration incorporates a little bit of the way the world actually is into the contents of various elements of the holistic constellation of my concepts-and-commitments.  So another way of talking about how things objectively are is to talk about this friction, this tendency or potential we have to find ourselves with materially incompatible commitments.  That is, we can talk about it in terms of negativity, the way our concepts at any given time fail to fit smoothly together, the friction with each other that alters them by rubbing off corners where they collide.  That determinate negativity can be thought of as a source of transformation that is internal to (an essential aspect of) the constellation of concepts-and-commitments at any stage in experience.  Thinking of objectivity this way is "getting rid of the semblance of being burdened with something alien, with…some sort of 'other'."  It is a way to make sense of the claim that there is nothing outside the normative, conceptual realm of Spirit, nothing in principle outside the potential experience of consciousness.

Of course, if one decides to talk this way, it will be necessary at the metalevel to reconstrue concepts and their contents.  In particular, it is clear that grasping a concept—being able to apply it in judgment and action—does not make it transparent to the one who is deploying it.  For what its content really is depends on how things really are, that is, on what is really incompatible with what, what really follows from what, and so on, in actual application.  For the contents of our determinate concepts to be fully transparent to us would be for us explicitly to appreciate all the possible collisions of application with other concepts to which they were in actual circumstances susceptible.  And that would require omniscience.  How things are in themselves can be thought of as implicit in the  process of experience that is the transformation of how they are for us.  And experience then shows up as the process by which how things are in themselves becomes more and more explicit for us, as more and more of it is explicitly acknowledged in our determinate thoughts and the way we deploy our determinate concepts.  Experience is understood as an expressive process—as the process by which what things are in themselves becomes more and more explicit as something for us.  The representational dimension of concept use—the normative dimension according to which assessments of the correctness of applications of concepts answers to how it is with the things we are thinking about—emerges as an aspect of an expressive process, whereby what is implicit in our concepts-and-commitments becomes more explicit.  Furthermore, as promised by the structure of the Introduction, beginning with a discussion of the constraints put on a truly critical theory by the necessity to avoid skepticism, and continuing with a discussion of the constraints imposed by the necessity to avoid dogmatism, Hegel derives his account of the intentional relation between subject and object (the essential purported aboutness of consciousness) precisely from consideration of the practice and process of criticizing commitments in the light of others.  This pragmatic theory is his candidate for a genuinely critical theory worthy of being a successor to Kant's.

Consider the colorful characterization of truth in the Preface, quoted at the end of Section II above, which says (lightly paraphrasing) that the true is a vast Bacchanalian revel, with not a soul sober.  The participants are our determinate thoughts and concepts, woozy, swaying, and staggering into each other, giving up their place at the table to a successor.  "Yet because each member collapses as soon as he drops out, the revel is just as much transparent and simple repose."  The repose, what is common to the whole party, and persists through the changes, is what is being expressed: the way things really are, what is implicit in every stage, the principle motivating all the determinate replacements and adjustments.  In the next section of this chapter, we look more closely at the way the representational dimension of consciousness, its normative direction at objects, is to be understood in terms of the relation between the historical articulation of reciprocal authority and responsibility, and the broadly inferential articulation of reciprocal authority and responsibility, which Hegel invokes under the heading of negativity.  (The significance of the social articulation of reciprocal authority and responsibility will be examined in the next chapter.)

IV.  Conclusion

In the previous section I stayed pretty close to the text (at least by my relaxed standards) in presenting what I take to be Hegel's suggestion for the large-scale structure of an epistemological story that can serve as an alternative and successor to the Enlightenment accounts built around sharply distinguishing objects of knowledge according to whether they are or are not intrinsically intelligible (in Kant's version: conceptually structured).  The key is substituting one sort of transformation [Verwandlung] for another.  According to the class of epistemological and semantic metatheories Hegel groups together under the heading of Understanding [Verstand], experience consists in transforming nonconceptual raw materials into conceptually structured products—something that is not already in the proper shape to be grasped or understood or be a content of consciousness into something that is.  Hegel's successor story understands cognitive functioning instead according to a metaconception he calls Reason [Vernunft].  According to stories of this kind,
 the transformation characteristic of experience is that between what (consciousness at that point takes to be) how things are in-themselves (a reality) into what is explicitly only taken to be the in-itself, that is, into something that is to consciousness only how things are or were for consciousness (a mere
 appearance).  This is a transformation of what was implicit (the attitude I put in the first parentheses in the foregoing sentence) into something explicit to the consciousness whose experience it is.  And Hegel's master strategy here is to use this second way of understanding a transformation constitutive of experience to do the expressive and explanatory work for which the transformation of the nonconceptual into the conceptual was originally called into service.  His strategy is a metatheoretical Verwandlung of conceptions of experience: the transformation of the Verwandlung des Verstands into the Verwandlung der Vernunft.  


In this concluding section of the chapter, I want to explore the approach Hegel is putting in play here, without hewing so closely to his text and terminology.  As I've set out the story, we start with a notion of conceptual content that is potentially common to (in his successor sense) subjective thoughts and (in his successor sense) objective facts, which are to take their place as two forms in which such contents can be exhibited, as two perspectives whose reciprocal interplay must be considered (at the metalevel) in order to understand this notion of the conceptual.  To characterize these contents as conceptual is to take them to be determined and articulated by relations of material incompatibility (and hence material inference): determinate negation.  The singular-term/predicate structure of judgments and the object/property structure of facts can alike be understood in terms of the fine structure of such relations of material incompatibility.  This is the story we found Hegel elaborating in the Perception chapter of the Consciousness section of the Phenomenology.  I take the positive point of Hegel's Introduction to the Phenomenology to be a suggestion as to what it is to treat such conceptual contents as appearances of a reality, to take such Sinne to be modes of presentation of Bedeutungen, to understand thinkables that can be expressed de dicto (e.g. as the thought that the object in the corner is round) as always also in principle expressible de re (e.g. as the thought of the ball that it is round).  To do that one must acknowledge them as subject to a certain kind of normative assessment: answerability for their correctness to the facts, objects, and properties that they thereby count as about.  (His recommended model of that correctness is not the—perhaps more or less complete—correspondence of conceptually articulated representing with nonconceptual represented, but the more or less adequate explicit expression of something implicit.  But I take it that that model emerges as a result of this line of thought, rather than serving as one of its presuppositions.)  The question is then what such acknowledgement of thinkables as answerable to facts consists in.  What must one be able to do, in practice, in order to qualify as so understanding one's thoughts?  Hegel's answer is not far to seek.  Grasping or understanding such a content is being able to act appropriately: to recognize incompatibilities and inferential relations and to adjust one's commitments in the light of them.  One must be able to draw inferential consequences of the commitments one acknowledges, by acknowledging commitment to them in turn.  And one must be able to recognize incompatibilities among one's commitments by responding appropriately to them.  But to acknowledge an incompatibility among one's commitments, to respond appropriately to it as such, is to alter one's whole set of commitments, to adjust it by relinquishing, qualifying, or replacing some of the mutually incompatible subset.  And doing that just is enacting the transformation that is experience on his new conception.  It is acknowledging some of one's commitments as errors, as incorrect or inadequate.  Hegel's thought is that adopting that normative attitude is implicitly acknowledging a standard of assessment, taking them as answerable to something.  We would like to understand how this works, and what notion of aboutness, reference, or representation one can fund on this basis.  

But we are already in a position to see that the Introduction presents a strategy according to which this relation of subject to object—the essence of consciousness—is implicit already in the notion of conceptual contents as determinate just insofar as they are articulated by relations of determinate negation. The account of the representational dimension of conceptual content derives from just the same structure appealed to in explaining the determinateness of such content: namely the story about determinate negation.  Thus one notion generates both the metaconcepts of Sinn and of Bedeutung, of what things are for consciousness and what they are in themselves.  It is what is appealed to in order to explain the conceptual nature of what things are in themselves, and hence the third idealist thesis.  What is required to make this work is that commitment to materially incompatible claims (we’ll see in the next chapter, especially those having to do with what we have done) must motivate (normatively) an alteration in one’s commitments.  This will only work insofar as an essential part of the story about incompatibility is what one must (is obliged to) do in response to it.  This is the “restless negativity” at the center of concept use.  Without it, we cannot see answering to how things always already are in themselves as inextricably bound up with (indeed, speculatively identical to) determinateness of content.  And to understand this active element, we must look both at the social character of commitment (how others hold us to our commitments) and to intentional action.  Those are the topics of the next chapter.


We saw in the discussion of Perception that relations of material incompatibility have a fine structure that articulates what stands in those relations according to the objects and properties they involve.  Particular objects are scorekeeping centers for incompatibilities: if two claims are incompatible, then they must involve some common object, and attribute to it incompatible properties.  In the same terms, we saw that we can make sense of two compatible claims addressing the same object (perhaps because they attribute directly inferentially related properties, such as red and colored, perhaps not, as with red and round).  Suppose, then, that a subject finding itself with commitments to two incompatible claims does not just give up one of them (treating it as abstractly negated by the other), but—as in the cases Hegel envisages—replaces one by another regarding the same object (so treating the first claim as only determinately negating the other).  By replacing the one with the other, the subject is then in practice treating the replacing claim as a better expression or representation of how the object really is.  Rejecting one in favor of the other under the normative pressure of its incompatibility with other commitments is treating it as an appearance of something, taking it that its successor is a more adequate appearance of it as it actually is.
  This is Hegel's answer to the question of what representational or referential purport consists in—what it is for us in practice to take or treat something as a representation of something else, what it is for a commitment to be for a subject "tanquam rem", as if of things, as Descartes puts it.  


According to this way of thinking about things, the representational dimension of concept use becomes visible from an essentially retrospective perspective—a perspective available only after the completion of an experiential transformation of one view into another, through the acknowledgement of error and what one takes to be its rectification.  The structure of the retrospective perspective put in play by revisions of commitments made in response to the normative demands generated by incompatibilities is more complex than may at first appear.  So far, we have considered only single experiences, units of transition or transformation—to be sure, already a very different way of identifying, individuating, and thinking about the substance of experiences from that in play in the Enlightenment tradition of epistemology and philosophy of mind.  But each individual transition also creates a perspective on all the previous ones.  For the position achieved at the end of each movement of experience provides a standard for the evaluation that can be brought to bear on every earlier experiential transition and every earlier repertoire of judgments-and-concepts a particular consciousness endorsed.  Given the way things have turned out to be—according to my current commitments—I can ask of each of my previous beliefs how well it represented the actual state of affairs, and of each earlier change I made, whether or not it moved me closer to getting things right.


The termini of experiential transformations are constellations of commitments of two kinds: doxastic and concept-specifying.  Doxastic commitments are judgments or beliefs—for Hegel, commitments to the effect that a (particular) object has some (universal) property.  Concept-specifying commitments concern the contents of the concepts deployed in judgments.  They are commitments concerning what is incompatible with what, and so (as we have seen), what follows from what.  That is to say that they are commitments regarding what exactly what properties there are for objects to exhibit.  Since the examples considered in the previous section all had to do with alterations of judgment, it is worth considering one involving the evolution of concepts.  Imagine a toy practice of the following sort.  Suppose I have in play concepts blue, red, sweet, sour, and L(itmus)-paper, where the elements of the first two pairs are understood as materially incompatible with one another.  In addition, I have mutually incompatible concepts acid and base, such that I take it that whatever tastes sour is an acid, and that whatever is an acid turns L-paper red. Blue, red, sweet, and sour are all concepts whose circumstances of appropriate application include noninferential ones (what Hegel in Consciousness calls 'immediate', as explained in my chapter on that section).  That is, I have been trained just to respond to some things as blue or red, sweet or sour.  (There is necessarily a social element required to hold these practices in place as even minimally determinate, but that is not the current topic.)  This minimally inferentially articulated classificatory practice may go along swimmingly for some time.  But suppose some particular sample comes up that tastes sour and turns L-paper blue—that is, that these are the commitments I find myself with noninferentially, when exercising my otherwise reliable differential responsive dispositions on the sample.  This leaves me with an incompatible set of commitments, since I can infer from its sourness that it is an acid, and hence that it will turn L-paper red.  Now I might give up one of these claims—decide that it was not really sour, or not really blue.  But I also might alter my inferential commitments.  Noticing that this sample is different from those I have examined before, I could decide that the applicability of the concepts clear, and milky (which are incompatible with each other and also concepts of observables) is relevant.  I might then alter my concept acid so that only samples that are sour and clear are taken to be acids.
  This sort of change is another way to remove this particular incompatibility from my commitments.  


In fact, this sort of change is much more important to Hegel than simply changing the judgments I endorse.
  For it is an insight unique to him (at the time, and for some time to come) that cognitive progress can take the form of alterations of concepts, and not merely of judgments.  One of his major tasks is to craft a discursive idiom in which to express this point, as a successor to the Enlightenment picture according to which cognitive progress comes in discrete units of endorsing or rejecting judgments formed from a fixed-in-advance stock of concepts whose contents don't change as they are applied and withheld in experience—that is, whose contents are entirely independent of what judgments we make and what actions we perform.  (That this is his aim is most obvious for metalevel philosophical concepts such as objectivity, individuality, and obligation, whose expressive development he rationally reconstructs in the Phenomenology.  But the methodological commitment that orients my entire interpretive approach is to look first and foremost at what he is claiming about the use and development of the ground level nonlogical empirical and practical concepts he calls 'determinate'.)  One of Hegel's central innovations is his Quinean commitment to seeing the beliefs and the meanings we are committed to as evolving together, each kind of commitment both exerting authority over and having a responsibility toward the other.  The contents of concepts, such as the acid concept of our example, incorporate commitments as to how things really are—at least in the sense of what is really incompatible with what, and what really follows from what.  Of particular interest is the way in which an alteration of concept-specifying commitments elicited by a felt incompatibility arising from the deliverances of mediated immediacy (the exercise of our responsive capacities to apply inferentially articulated concepts non-inferentially—i.e. not as the result of an inferential process) can incorporate features of the world into the contents of concepts.  This is how contingency, how things merely happen to be, gets incorporated in and so comes to have the form of necessity—of the determinate rules or norms that articulate the content of universal or concepts.  It is how immediacy (substance, the deliverances of sense) is incorporated into mediation.

In the context of the actual world in which the practice is conducted, the toy discursive practice initially described above is unstable, in the sense that it is liable to lead to commitments that are materially incompatible by its own lights.  That is, when those practices are pursued, they will lead to situations that demand that the practices be changed.  The world, showing up in the form of normative friction among our commitments, tells us that we can't have that set of concepts.  Changing the content of a concept in response to such a demand incorporates into that content a bit of how the world really is.  Hegel's idea is that we understand the objectivity of our concepts-and-judgments, their answerability to how things really are, in terms of this feature of their development.  We always find our determinate concepts already in medias res.  They are each and all the products of a long process of evolution subject to forces that manifest themselves (and are to be understood in terms of) friction among the contexted application of those concepts in judgement and action.  And they are all still subject to further alteration in response to incompatibilities of commitments resulting from applications of inferentially related concepts yet to come.  


So each experiential transformation of the whole constellation of judgments-and-concepts yields a new set of doxastic and concept-specifying commitments, bound together by material relations of incompatibility and inference.  That result presents how the subject of the experience now takes things really to be, the appearance now endorsed as veridical: both what properties there are to be exhibited (individuated by their determinate incompatibilities with each other) and how they are distributed across particular objects.  Every previous experiential transition can now be assessed with respect to this standard—this account of how things are in themselves—accordingly as it represents progress toward this goal  or wandering farther away from it.  The experiences that moved the judgements-and-concepts closer to the correct ones then are marked (from the current retrospective perspective) as having revealed features of how things really are, while the others are classified as having presented ways things only appeared.  The tradition of previous concept-applications and transformations can then be rationally reconstructed, by picking out a privileged trajectory through it that consists solely of expressively progressive experiences.  These are the ones that revealed for consciousness features of how things are in themselves (according to the current understanding of them, of course).  This trajectory is an expressively monotonic becoming (more) explicit of what we were all along implicitly thinking and talking about.  


Selecting an expressively progressive trajectory through the motley of actual prior experience is a way of telling a Whiggish story about how we gradually came to discover what we now know about how things are.  A narrative of this form is essentially realistic.  What emerges at the end of the story as how things really are is understood as having been there all along, guiding us in our revisions.  It is presented as something we found, rather than something we made.  It is a rational reconstruction in the sense of exhibiting the process as rational—as the gradual unfolding into explicitness (i.e. the form of mediated) of what was otherwise implicit (i.e. in the form of immediacy).  A Whiggish narrative of this sort exhibits experience as the work of reason [Vernunft], and is Hegel's proposed successor (in his Whiggish meta-narrative) to the Enlightenment picture he identifies with understanding [Verstand], according to which experience must conceptualize the nonconceptual.  This is the kind of story that is told in science textbooks.  Things are presumed (defeasibly to be sure—it is a critical enterprise) to be as we now take them to be, and the point of recounting the history is to explain how we found out, how our initially crude understanding was tested, refined, and extended until we found out (to the still incomplete extent that we have) how things really are.  Mistakes and wrong turns that didn't end up incorporated in the story we tell today are of interest only to contrast them with the progressive ones.  This is also the kind of story that is told by judges in the common law, whose rational reconstruction of the history of applications of the concepts they deploy single out an expressively progressive trajectory of earlier applications that they take to be precedential—that is, to express aspects of the content of the concept in question and so to have authority over future candidate applications.


Telling this kind of story is a way of presenting the content of a concept.  It is an Hegelian Sinn for a concept.  For Frege, one can specify a Bedeutung only by presenting a Sinn: some mode of presentation of it.  Referents are (or at least correspond to) equivalence classes of senses.  They are what a whole lot of modes of presentation have in common—namely, that they are all modes of presenting the same thing.  Where Frege tells a flat, synchronic story, Hegel's is three dimensional and diachronic.  Only a special kind of sequence of Fregean senses counts as specifying what we are talking about when we apply a concept—namely, a sequence that is expressively progressive relative to its endpoint.  If the applications of concepts that are taken to move forward the expressive enterprise by revealing aspects of how things are in themselves are drawn from actual prior judgments and actions, then the Whiggish narrative is a phenomenology of the conceptual contents in question.  This is the sort of story Hegel tells at the metalevel in the Phenomenology of Spirit.
  But the content of a concept can also be conveyed by a made up rational reconstruction.  This is a story about how one could have acquired the correct concept, by passing through various inadequate but each partially revelatory approximations and appearances of the actual content.  This is the sort of story Hegel tells in the Science of Logic, about the very same meta-level concepts addressed in the Phenomenology.  What we get there is a rational reconstruction of a way we could have arrived at the contents of the concepts he recommends at the end as fully and finally adequate.


In fact, Hegel does not think that rationally reconstructing a tradition of concept applications (whether actual or merely possible) as an expressively progressive path toward a (provisionally) final (current) appearance is just one way of presenting the content of a concept.
  He thinks this is the only way, in principle, to convey a conceptual content.  For instance, it cannot be done either by ostension (as he argues in Sense Certainty) or by a definition in the form of a judgement, the ideal of the Enlightenment meta-conceptual approach he calls 'Verstand'.  And he takes this to be so not just for the specification of the contents of determinate, ground-level concepts, such as mass, but also for the contents of the logical (or philosophical) concepts whose expressive role it is to make explicit ground-level determinate concepts (a task which, according to this view, requires them to be able to express also crucial features of the process by which those contents develop and become (more) determinate).  This is why both the Phenomenology and the Science of Logic have this form.


Although it requires a bit of a digression from the current discussion, I want to take this expository opportunity to make explicit another overarching methodological commitment orienting my reading of Hegel—one that marks it as a critical reading.  (The point will be discussed more fully in a later chapter.)  This has to do with the relation between logical, meta-level concepts and determinate, ground-level concepts.  Hegel holds two fundamental views on this topic:

1. That determinate concepts and logical concepts are alike in that their contents can only be specified historically or developmentally, that is, by a rational reconstruction of process by which they are (or could b) applied and their real content gradually made (more) explicit.

2. That determinate concepts and logical ones are different in that the process of development of determinate ones is an infinite task: we will never get full or final specifications of their contents.  Whereas he thinks that logical or philosophical concepts can simply be gotten right, finally, once and for all.

We will discuss this all at greater length under the heading of "Absolute Knowledge."  This is where the Phenomenology ends: Hegel claims, both with the phenomenon or concept and the noumenon or reality of absolute knowledge.  The greatest misunderstanding of this concept stems from not appreciating point (2).  In fact, I claim, what Hegel calls "Absolute Knowledge" is the form of self-consciousness one has when one has made fully explicit the process by which ordinary concepts develop, and our role in that process.  Because the expressive role distinctive of logical or philosophical concepts is to make this process explicit, Hegel thinks we can get (and he has got) a fully and finally adequate grasp of them.  But often he is taken to be claiming this about ordinary, nonphilosophical concepts.  And his Realphilosophie is read, not as a more-or-less successful attempt to use his logical concepts to make explicit various features of ordinary concepts (as it should be), but as an attempt, somehow modeled on the Science of Logic, to derive or deduce those contents from first principles.
  Achieving that sort of logical self-consciousness about the process by which determinate concepts develop does not bring that development to a halt.  It only transforms it from something that is happening behind our backs into something we do in the full light of day, knowing what sort of a process it is.  This is a change of form, but does not hold out the prospect of solving all our empirical and practical problems, or even of providing a shortcut thereto.  (Not only does the owl of Minerva fly only at dusk, but her perch is at the top of a tree that never stops growing.)  


These two principles are very important commitments of Hegel's.  But I think he is wrong about both of them, wrong by something like his own lights and in something like his own terms.  As to the first, I think that the distinctive expressive role of logical concepts provides another way in principle to present their content.  For their content can be made explicit in terms of what they make explicit—namely in terms of an account in other terms of the process by which the content of ordinary empirical and practical concepts is expressed through their application in concrete practice.  So I think, for instance, that it is possible to say what Hegel's view is at the end of his two principal books without having to rehearse the narrative path by which he arrives at his final formulations.  Indeed, doing that is the overall task of this work (although in order to justify my attributions to him, I do from time to time consider his own presentations of various aspects, especially in the Phenomenology).  And as to the second principle above, I do not think that the special expressive role of logical vocabulary makes it susceptible to a kind of finality of expression that is not available to ordinary empirical and practical concepts.  Not only is the task of making explicit what is implicit in those concepts an infinite one, but for that reason the task of grooming the expressive tools we employ in that enterprise is so as well.  Indeed, the two are obverse and reverse of a single coin.  And they can be seen to be so for reasons cognate to those motivating the Hegelian-Quinean insistence that the contents of concepts we use are not to be thought of as independent of the applications of them we endorse, any more than the other way around.  The development of all of our concepts is in principle open-ended.  So I think:

1'.  That determinate concepts and logical concepts are different in that the contents of the former, but not the latter can only be specified historically or developmentally, that is, by a rational reconstruction of process by which they are (or could b) applied and their real content gradually made (more) explicit.

2'.  That determinate concepts and logical ones are alike in that the process of development of both sorts is an infinite task: we will never get full or final specifications of their contents.  Neither can simply be gotten right, finally and once and for all.

To return to the present narrative thread, recall that I have been claiming that each movement of experience has the normative significance not only of a rejection of one appearance in favor of another (endorsed as presenting how things really are), but also of setting up a standard against which all previous experiential transition can be judged as more or less expressively progressive.  This means that an earlier transformation, which used to count as making explicit features of how things are in themselves that had previously remained implicit, might after a further experience had led the subject to revise her commitments be judged in fact to have been deceptive, a misrepresentation of how things actually are.  The shift in the current endpoint, and hence in the standard of expressive progressiveness, accordingly alters the field of available Whiggish rational reconstructions.  Within any such narrative, expressive progress is continuous and monotonic.  Each step progressively unveils a further aspect of how things are in themselves—since those moves that do not have that expressive significance find no place in the reconstructed presentation of the content. But between narratives, the transformation wrought by experience is discontinuous and irregular.  A new empirical discovery or theoretical achievement alters not only current view, but also the way one tells the historical story—promoting some hitherto spurned episodes as prophetic and insightful, while demoting others to merely apparently promising missteps.  A landmark judicial ruling alters not only the current understanding of the law, but also the assessments of prior holdings as having precedential authority.  


These discontinuities and revolutionary shifts point to another, less realistic, perspective on the process of discursive development.  We've seen how for Hegel the process by which one phenomenon or appearance gives way to another, under the normative pressure of the internal material incompatibilities that arise when its concepts are actually applied, underwrites the reference of the whole sequence to an underlying noumenon or reality, of which all the component commitments are representations.  And we've also seen how this account of differential expressiveness— which comes in degrees along a partial ordering, according to each retrospective expressively progressive career traced through the history, picking some events as precedential and progressive—is what does the work done in the schemes of Verstand by two kinds of intelligibility, construed as a dyadic distinction between what is and what is not in conceptual form, and so in a proper shape to be grasped or understood.  Understanding this is seeing one important dimension of how Vernunft moves beyond Verstand, and tells us at the end of our story (in this chapter) how to understand the criticism of the imagery that begins Hegel's Introduction.  Retrospectively, then, applying concepts in judgement (and, as we'll see in the next chapter, action) appears as the gradual emergence into explicitness of conceptual boundaries—norms distinguishing correct from incorrect application—that were implicitly there all along, guiding the course of our experience.  According to each such retrospective Whiggish narrative, experience is a voyage of discovery, of finding out through a sequence of appearances how things really are (and were all along), precipitating out of the welter of what things at various times are for us an ever better grasp of how they are in themselves.  But we've seen also that the transition between these Whiggish stories is discontinuous—that with each movement of experience what we take to be what things are in themselves, and so the distinction among prior experiences between progressive, revelatory ones, and desultory, misleading ones, can alter radically.  Focusing on this aspect should serve as a reminder that the transformations that constitute experience on Hegel's conception don't just happen.  

To be sure, we may just find ourselves with incompatible commitments, some the product of immediate, noninferential confrontation with how things immediately are.
  But the response to such a situation is not something that follows automatically.  For, to begin with, although acknowledgement of the incompatibility of one's commitments normatively mandates some revision or other, it does not—at least not typically—mandate some particular revision.  There are alternatives.  In the toy discursive practice sketched above, instead of responding to the incompatibility by weakening the inferential connection asserted between sourness to acidity to one between the sourness of clear fluids and acidity, one might have tried weakening the inferential connection between acidity and turning L-paper red—say by taking it that only acids that are above room temperature have that effect.  The experiential anomalies that trigger conceptual transformations occur to us, but finding a new theory so as to complete the transformation of concepts is something that needs to be done by us.  Viewed prospectively, as a task to be accomplished rather than an achievement that has been accomplished, each movement of experience admits a number of different possible paths.  Choice (or if that is too voluntaristic a term to fit the most primitive cases, at least selection) is required at every point.  The contents retrospectively read back into the tradition of applications of a concept by a retelling of it as expressively progressive are the products of a whole sequence of such choices.  They would be different, according to the retrospective Whiggish story we would then tell, if we at each point had made different choices about how to adjust our doxastic and concept-specifying commitments in response to the acknowledgement of material incompatibilities.  Of course, any particular revision made at one stage could be rejected as deceptive at a later one.  But only very rarely could it simply be undone.  For other changes will have been wrought in inferentially neighboring concepts in the meantime.  Typically, each adoption of one of the possible forks leading to different experiential outcomes will have permanent effects, even if just what they are remains somewhat up for grabs in future transformations and retellings of the history.  (General relativity's re-institution of the principle of efficacy of place, whose rejection was so central to the Newtonian revolution, did not simply return us to where we would have been had we never rejected it.)  So there is a real sense in which the boundaries of our concepts are not found, but made by us.  The conceptual norms are instituted as the result of the myriad decisions we have made in our picking our way through the alternative paths available at every anomalous occasion for experience.  Of course, the choices are not unconstrained.  Not every alteration will eliminate the occasioning incompatibility, even locally and temporarily.  And it is not up to us how well the changes we institute at one point will stand up against the deliverances of future inferences and immediate noninferential cognitive confrontations with (responses to) things.  What is at issue is how best to talk about and understand this sort of constellation of freedom and constraint, independence and dependence, authority and responsibility.

I suggested at the end of "Some Pragmatist Themes in Hegel's Idealism" [Chapter 1] that a useful model to keep in mind when thinking about Hegel's views about the relation between the activity of applying conceptual norms and the activity of instituting them is provided by decisions made by judges in furtherance of common law.  Common law differs from statute law in having no founding principle (the statute or law as enacted by some competent authority) that explicitly says what the content of the law is.  All there is to determine what the law is—what is and is not correct, obligatory, or permitted by it—is the tradition of decisions as to how to apply it in particular cases.  Each judge always comes in in the middle of the story, inheriting a tradition stretching back indefinitely, with no definitive first element.  The judge's task is to decide whether some given concept (say tortious indifference) applies to a set of facts that is, in its particulars, novel in the tradition.  The decision must come with a rationale: a set of reasons for applying or withholding application of the concept.  Those reasons take the form of a reading of the tradition as having revealed the boundaries of the concept—often in terms of its relations of material incompatibility and inference to the applicability of other concepts whose content is similarly determined.  When a prior decision is treated in such a rationale as precedential in some respect—that is, as having a certain kind of authority over the correctness of future applications—it (and perhaps also the rationale its deciding judge appended to it) is being treated as having made explicit some feature of the concept that had hitherto remained implicit.  The justification for any current decision always takes the form of arguing that it involves no change in the content the concept has acquired through previous decisions: that it at most reveals features of that content that were only implicit in the inherited tradition of decisions.  The judge is charged with applying the law, with finding out what it already (perhaps only implicitly) is, not with making it.  

And yet, all there is to the law is what judges have made of it by such applications.  Common law is, as it is often called, judge-made law.  Not infrequently we can see that a judge could have found legitimate reasons to go either way on a case, could have found rationales for different holdings by treating different prior decisions as precedential in various respects.  And we can see the current state of affairs—our current understanding of the content of the concepts—as the product of many such more or less free decisions on the part of past judges.  We can see various sorts of contingencies (relative to the necessities that are the norms governing the applicability of concepts that are dictated by the previous history) incorporated into the contents of concepts by such decisions.  These can be environmental contingencies, if where the decision falls in the space of defensible alternatives is determined by such factors as the judge's politics, culture circle, current reading, and so on—classically summed up in the phrase "what the judge had for breakfast."  They can be structural contingencies, for instance if, as not uncommonly happens, the mere order in which cases present themselves affects the ultimate shape accorded to the concept.  

So, do the judges find out what the law already was, or do they make it up as they go along?  Both, and neither.  This idiom doesn't cut fine enough to describe well what is going on.  Predictably, each perspective has been seized on one-sidedly by theorists and philosophers of jurisprudence as the fundamental truth.  The law is there, and the conscientious judge merely weighs evidence as to what it is, and if all goes well discovers it (a strand of legal realism or platonism).  The judges make the law every bit as much as legislators do, and the conscientious judge assembles considerations external to the case and the tradition of applications of the concept at hand, in order to make it well (a version of legal positivism or nominalism).  The first approach can lead to a kind of dogmatism about the content of legal concepts, while the second can lead to a corresponding kind of skepticism.  Hegel's aim (to be sure, more generally, and not with regard to this particular kind of example) is to give us a better vocabulary for thinking and talking about what is going on—one that deserves to be called 'critical' both because of the way it is situated relative to dogmatism and skepticism, and for the way it finds the key to overcoming that sterile opposition and oscillation in the practice of rational criticism.  The retrospective, Whiggish, realistic perspective and the prospective, revolutionary, productive perspective must be combined stereoscopically and seen as essential elements in our understanding of the sort of determinateness that conceptual norms are capable of.  They are reciprocally dependent elements in a distinctive sort of whole.  The sort of oppositions of which the question "found or made?" is emblematic are enforced by a particular way of thinking about what it is for a conceptual content to be determinate.  It depends on thinking of concepts as fixed and static, with change a matter on the one hand of replacing one such determinate concept by another, and on the other hand by making different judgments involving those concepts.  It depends, in short, on using the metatheoretical categories Hegel brings together under the heading of 'Verstand'.  The metatheoretical idiom of Vernunft, by contrast, will incorporate the process of determining the contents of conceptual norms into the understanding of the sense in which such contents can be determinate.  

One might think of conceptual norms as determinate if and insofar as they have fixed boundaries, in the sense that it is already settled, for every possible particular, whether or not the concept correctly applies to it.   We might call this “Fregean determinateness.”  For Frege insisted that a perspicuous language satisfy this constraint.  If this standard is applied to the concepts involved in the process of experience as Hegel describes it, one can say that according to each retrospective point of view, the concept involved is determinate, but that we keep changing our minds about which concept is in fact involved.  And according to the prospective point of view at each stage, the concept has yet to become determinate in the Fregean sense.  But Hegel denies that any concept is ever determinate in the Fregean sense.  (One might compare here the arguments Kripke attributes to Wittgenstein, or, even better, Wittgenstein’s own—rather different—arguments in his Remarks on the Foundations of Mathematics.)  That concepts are, or can be, or must be determinate in this sense is a mistaken commitment characteristic of Verstand.  An interesting variant of this view—not yet commonly held, to be sure—is what has been called “temporal externalism.”
  This is the view that although if we considered only what has been settled already at a given time of application, concepts are not in general determinate in the Fregean sense, their boundaries are in fact settled now by what will eventually be decided about how it is correct to use them.  We might call this “Peircean determinateness.”  Some interpreters of the later Wittgenstein—for instance, Wright and perhaps Kripke—seem to take this to be his view.

In any case, Hegel’s view is more radical.  It is that conceptual norms have determinate content in a sense that essentially involves the appropriateness of adopting each of the two temporally distinguished perspectives.  From each retrospective point of view, they are determinate in the Fregean sense, and have been all along.  And viewed prospectively, they are indeterminate, becoming more determinate as their boundaries are filled in a bit further by each application and assessment.  Each of these two perspectives embodies a dimension of genuine authority, and each remains genuinely responsible to the authority of the other.  They are reciprocally dependent.  Hegel does not explain this structure in his Introduction to the Phenomenology, and I have not tried to say what it is here.  Filling in that notion is his task in the remainder of the Phenomenology, and explaining it is the task I will address in the next two chapters.  His pivotal notion of expression, of making explicit what is implicit, is neither to be thought of as the mere unveiling of something that is already complete as it is considered apart from the possibility or the actual process of unveiling it, nor is it the creation of something that was not there before.  It is a sui generis process distinctive of the conceptual.  (He thinks that Nature is a metaphor for Spirit, although admitting that it is a dark glass.  So he is tempted by the tropes of his Romantic contemporaries.  In particular, he thinks we should understand processes of organic maturation as poor and deficient, but still recognizable, images of the determination-by-expression of conceptual norms.  I doubt that this is helpful, and am skeptical about whether the comparison illuminates either phenomenon.)  

The process by which conceptual content is at once instituted and revealed in experience, as the concept (along with concepts related to it by inference or incompatibility) is applied in judgment and action, might be called “expressive development.”  Tensions implicit in the current conception or grasp of the content of the concept (think of the tensions implicit in the first conception of the content of the concept acid in the example), in the context of the other concepts with which it is deployed, surface in the form of incompatible commitments.  That situation normatively requires a revision of those commitments.  This is the motive (normative) force that is an implicit aspect of the notion of determinate negation or material incompatibility—the “restlesness” of negativity.  This transformation is the moment of making, of (further) determining content, of incorporating contingency and the deliverances of immediacy, which is the ultimate source of the determinateness of empirical and practical concepts.  But there is an obligation to reconstrue the results of this transformation retrospectively as the revelation of a reality that was all along being referred to and serving as a standard of correctness—as the making explicit for consciousness of what things implicitly were in themselves all along.  We’ll see in the next two chapters that Hegel thinks this obligation is constitutive of reason.  This is the moment of finding, in which we treat the content as having always already been determinate.  Being committed to telling the right sort of Whiggish retrospective story about the commitments one arrives at after responding to an incompatibility anomaly is what it is to take that result as an appearance of something.  Hegel’s view is that genuine determinateness of conceptual content, and hence consciousness itself, requires the movement of experience to have both the moment that appears prospectively, and the one that appears retrospectively.

Not to appreciate the productive moment of making—the sense in which our conceptual norms are our products—is to fail to be self-consciousness in an important sense.  Not to appreciate the receptive moment of finding—the sense in which our conceptual norms are answerable to how things really are—is to be alienated.  As we will see in the discussion of Spirit, Hegel thinks modernity began with the advent of this sort of self-consciousness, and will end when we manage to combine it with the overcoming of alienation.  This is to be accomplished by deploying adequate logical and philosophical concepts, and making the process of expressive development of our conceptual norms explicit to ourselves.  This is the state he calls “Absolute Knowledge.”

***

There are three principal hermeneutic challenges any reader of Hegel’s Introduction must face.  We have addressed two of them already explicitly.  We are now in a position to respond to respond to the third.  The three challenges are these:

1. With respect to skepticism: explaining exactly the scope, nature, and point of Hegel's criticism of epistemological views he invokes with his imagery of a gap between the real and its appearances, needing to be bridged by some process.

2. With respect to dogmatism: explaining how the view he will endorse is different from the second of the dogmatic alternative he rejects: seeing another view as a partial version or anticipation of the one taken to be correct.

3. With respect to Hegel’s own critical alternative: explaining just what he is thinking of by claiming that when our knowledge of a thing changes (our view of it), the object itself (the standard for the knowledge ) also changes

The first and third of these have been discussed in detail, but the second one has not.  Recall that after laying down as one criterion of adequacy of an adequate critical epistemology that it not lead to skepticism, Hegel requires also that it not be a form of dogmatism.  He considers two possibilities, but finds neither capable of withstanding rational scrutiny.  

...science cannot simply reject an untrue form of knowledge as a merely common view of things and give assurance that it is a completely different way of knowing, to which the other knowledge is of no significance whatsoever. [76]

The mere fact of making a claim to knowledge, or to superiority over another sort of claim, cannot by itself carry any normative force.  It could always be countered by a corresponding claim on the part of the sort of putative knowledge it dismisses and seeks to supplant, and as Hegel says, "one barren assurance is of just as much worth as another."  Moving to the second sort of dogmatism, Hegel insists that in addition the assertion of the superiority of one's own claim to knowledge cannot be warranted simply by telling a story according to which the seeds of what one takes to be the correct approach to knowing can be discerned buried already within what one takes to be the incorrect approach, so that the one develops out of the other.  

Still less can science refer to the intimation of something better which is said to be present in untrue knowledge, pointing the way toward science...[76]

This is an important acknowledgement on Hegel's part, for the method he finally endorses and adopts could be misunderstood as appealing to no notion of conceptual and cognitive progress stronger than that secured by the possibility of telling a Whiggish retrospective story—one that redescribes the actual triumph of the point of view from which the story is being told as progress from the less to the more developed.  He is putting us on notice here that he knows such a story won't do and that there is more to his story than this.  For once again, the normative division of the disdained structure of knowledge claims—into the incorrect bits, to be discarded, and the promising bits, which can be developed into the disdaining structure of knowledge claims—presupposes the validity of the claims made by the assessing point of view.  And it is just the validity of those claims to superior knowledge that is at issue and was supposed to be justified by looking at its characterization of its rival.  Such an argument exhibits a vicious circularity of the very same sort that various Enlightenment thinkers had devastatingly diagnosed in traditional attempts to give reasons for particular elements of faith by appealing to the authority of revelation (scripture), and to give reasons for believing in the authority of revelation by appealing to particular elements of faith (the divine origins of scripture).  


The hermeneutic problem is to say how the sort of view Hegel is rejecting here as dogmatism differs from the one he will endorse.  The answer should be clear enough at this point.  It is Hegel’s notion of expressive progress.  Each retrospective story that exhibits some discarded commitment as an implicit anticipation of the one endorsed now is provisional and defeasible.  It is subject to the same sort of assessment that it practices on its predecessors—and liable to be found wanting in the same way.  Thus the notion of warrant it incorporates is a genuinely critical one: it is itself subject to criticism, review, revision, and rejection.  The presumptive warrant attached to an actual application of a concept (think of a judge’s decision) derives from the process of which it is a stage—a process in which liability to future assessment is as important as the story it includes about its inheritance of the authority of past applications.   The two forms of dogmatism Hegel considers correspond to the two one-sided ways of understanding the essentially biperspectival structure of expressive development of conceptual contents.  The first sees normative warrant as residing in the simple endorsement of an application of a concept, that is, in the prospective making of a boundary.  The latter sees normative warrant as residing in the assessment of prior applications as more or less correct according to the standard provided by the current one, that is, in the retrospective discernment of implicit anticipations of what is now endorsed as making them (more) explicit.   But to understand the way in which applying conceptual norms in actual practice gives them both their content and their force, we must take account of both dimensions, and see them as indispensable elements of a single process of experience.  Educating us to be able to do that, and explaining in detail how the process works, is the task of the rest of the Phenomenology—and of the rest of this book, too.

**********************************************************************

One absolutely crucial note that I did not hit in the current draft of Chapter III is this:  the notion of recollection from Sense Certainty is what makes unrepeatable events cognitively significant.  Just so, it is the possibility of being viewed retrospectively, as precedents, that gives inferentially articulated commitments a representational dimension: a normative dimension along which they answer for their correctness to how things are with the things they in that sense are about (how things are in themselves).  Thus the same sort of fusion of two perspectives that we see in Sense Certainty is also in play in the Introduction
That the phenomenal/noumenal distinction is thus ultimately conceived as itself a phenomenal one (it "falls within consciousness itself") is an important motivation for calling the book a Phenomenology.

In the Introduction to the Phenomenology , Hegel offers the outlines of an account of how the representational content of concepts arises out of the process of their determination and development through experience.  His idea is that treating ourselves as answerable to how things in any case always already were is committing ourselves to offering a certain sort of Whiggish rational reconstruction of the conceptual tradition we inherit.  Producing such a story is picking a path through the actual applications of concepts that is expressively progressive, in the sense that it presents the judgments it treats as precedential as forming a monotonic series of concept applications that are construed as the gradual unfolding into explicitness and definiteness of what is presented as implicit in the use of the concept from the very beginning.  Rationally reconstructing a tradition so that it has this form, producing such a retelling, is the work of Reason, in the sense that doing that work is making the contents of one’s concepts rational.  However, anomalies will occur: following the norms for applying the concepts we have will yield materially incompatible commitments.  This shows us that we don’t have the concepts quite right, and that a new and different retrospectively monotonically expressively progressive story is needed.  Continuity reigns within each such story, but the shifts between them are discontinuous.

Hegel thinks that by thinking about a process with this shape, we can come to understand the representational dimension of our thought—the way it points beyond itself to something that it is about, in the sense of answering to it for its correctness.  The question Hegel is addressing in the second half of the Introduction to the Phenomenology is how to understand what we are doing, what practical stance it is we adopt, that is our referring our ideas to reality, taking phenomena to be appearances of noumena, taking what we are doing as representing something beyond those representings.  Although in one sense the notion of objective purport is the topic of the first Critique, Hegel nonetheless thinks that Kant has not been sufficiently critical about the concept of representation he deploys there.  His idea is that the key to that concept is the experience of making mistakes, and being forced (normatively: finding ourselves obliged) to change our minds. 

All three of the recognitively structured dimensions of reciprocal authority mentioned in the text of this essay are in play in this process:  the social, the inferential, and the historical.  Indeed, the point of elaborating them in the body of the Phenomenology is precisely to fill in the account sketched already in the Introduction.  It is an idealist story because the recognitive structure of self-conscious individual selves serves as both model and context for the whole process.  It is a pragmatist story, because everything is referred to and explained in terms of the practice of applying concepts—making judgments that turn out to be correct or incorrect, and performing actions that turn out to be successful or unsuccessful, all by their own internal lights, as articulated by the material inferential and incompatibility relations that mediate the immediacy incorporated in those actual applications.  It is a realist story, because what emerges is a world of facts and objects construed as always already there, their guiding influence made evident by each Whiggish retrospective reconstrual of the tradition of concept applications, which exhibits a history of the gradual unfolding into explicitness of how things always already were.

********************************************************

[Difference between two contents being explicitly incompatible, and their being only implicitly incompatible is crucial to the developmental character of Hegel's expressivism.  One way two contents can be explicitly incompatible is if one of them uses formal negation.  Another is if they are incompatible givens the applicability of some third concept.  (This is not being immediately incompatible, but only mediately so.)]

Outline of Introduction:

I.  (1)-(3) [M73-M75]:  Discussion of Enlightenment epistemological imagery:  the model of knowledge as instrument or medium.  Wanted:  a middle way between skepticism and dogmatism.

II.  (4)-(5) [M76-M78]:  Introduction of a different model:  knowledge as itself a phenomenon (appearance to consciousness).  The idea is to avoid dogmatism by not presupposing anything about genuine knowledge, but just looking at claims to knowledge, and to avoid skepticism by funding the appearance/reality distinction from within the sequence of phenomenal claims to knowledge. 

III.  (6)-(7)  [M78-M79]:  Two views of conceptual and cognitive history:  Formal negation and skepticism, the path of despair, the fallibilist metainduction, vs. Determinate negation and material criticism, cognitive progress.

IV.  (8)-(12) [M80-M84]:  Structure of Consciousness.  Concept and Object, what things are for consciousness and what they are in themselves.  Consciousness as distinction and relation.  Consciousness as requiring and providing a standard (norm).

V.  (13)-(15) [M85-M88]:  Our retrospective take on the process of experience:  How when the two sides of consciousness do not coincide, when the concept does not measure up to the standard (=object), both our concepts and our understanding of their objects changes.

VI.  (16) [M89] Conclusion:  Experience is a temporal sequence of shapes of consciousness that are not just stages in the development of Spirit, but also moments of it.  At one stage, it stops understanding itself as qburdened with an alien other, which is merely for itq (cf. the third thesis of idealism), and thereby achieves Absolute Knowledge—the final and most-developed structure (= form, not content [see (6) below]) of self-consciousness.  

�   This is one dimension of the claim that all consciousness is self-consciousness.


�   Seeing the contribution to this responsibility of what it is about—what it normatively addresses, in the sense that matters for assessment of truth/error or success/failure—will turn out to be intelligible (only) as a feature of this recognitive process, from the point of view of a retrospective reading of it as progressive.  [[addresses/assesses; process/progress]] 


�   [ref. To the Science of Logic discussion of this form of syllogism.] 


�   [ref. To the discussion of judgment as the unit of responsibility, in SPTHI.]


�   [Maybe worth footnoting some Germans here: Rolf Peter Horstmann's little book [check his reference], and Theunissen and the guys he refers to.]


�   [I'll boldface words that refer to properties, and underline those that refer to concepts (so as to make it possible to discuss, without presupposing, Hegel's conceptual idealism, which eventually identifies these with each other).] 


�   In the Science of Logic, [417-19, II 47-8] Hegel marks this difference as that between Unterschied and Verschiedenheit.  [See my discussion of this point in the treatment of Consciousness].


�   A 105: "For in so far  as they [Erkenntnisse] are to relate to an object, they must necessarily agree


with one another, that is, must possess that unity which constitutes the concept of an object."


�   At this point a Sellarsian will think of the brilliantly titled but essentially impenetrable essay "Concepts as Involving Laws, and Inconceivable Without Them."


�   "A rule is an assertion [Assertion] under a general condition. The relation of the condition to the assertion, how namely, the latter stands under the former, is the exponent of the rule. The cognition that the condition (somewhere) takes place [stattfinde] is the subsumption.  The conjunction of what has been subsumed under the condition with the assertion of the rule is the conclusion [der Schluß]."  [Logic, s58;126]


�  "Reason, considered as the faculty of a certain logical form of knowledge, is the faculty of inferring, i.e. judging mediately (by the subsumption of the condition of a possible judgment under the condition of a given judgment). The given judgment is the universal rule (major premiss). The subsumption of the condition of another possible judgment under the condition of the rule is the minor premiss. The actual judgment which applies the assertion of the rule to the subsumed case is the conclusion. The rule states something universally, subject to a certain condition. The condition of the rule is found to be fulfilled in an actual case. What has been asserted to be universally valid under that condition is therefore to be regarded as valid also in the actual case, which involves that condition." [KdrV, B386]


� [Logic s57;125]  


� [Logic s57;125]


�  See also the remark at A100/B74,5.  More explicitly:  "Logical negation, which is indicated simply through the word not, does not properly refer to a concept, but only to its relation to another concept in a judgment, and is therefore quite insufficient to determine a concept in respect of its content… All concepts of negations are thus derivative; it is the realities which contain the data, and, so to speak, the material or transcendental content, for the possibility and complete determination of all things." [KdrV B602-3]


�    ~p ( p#p, p&q ( (p#q)#(p#q), and so on.


�   Actually, I showed in an early paper how to extend the operators so as to express also quantified modal logics—but that result really does seem irrelevant here. “A Binary Sheffer Operator Which Does the Work of Quantifiers and Sentential Connectives,” Notre Dame Journal of Formal Logic, XX #2, April 1979, pp. 262–264.  See the references offered there for Sobocinski's and Massey's work on the Sheffer operators for propositional modal logics.


�   In the next chapter, we extend the account to the practical commitments implicit in intentional action.


�   By whom?  By those who attribute commitments to them, on pain of further consequences cashed out in terms of normative attitudes on the part of those attributors.


�   Of course what commitments are incompatible is not a subjective matter in the sense that it is entirely up to the subject—that is, not in the Cartesian sense of 'subjective'.  Putting this possibility to one side is one of the central points of SPTHI.


�   Actually only half of the first sentence in the German original.


�  Passages from the Introduction are cited in K. Dove's translation (published as part of Hegel's Concept of Experience ....[ref.].  Paragraph numbers cited are from Miller.


�   Hegel claims this is the only way the content of any concept can be specified—including the logical concepts, whose distinctive expressive role it is to make explicit features of the contents of all concepts, both ordinary, non-logical ones, and the logical concepts themselves.  The Phenomenology itself is a presentation of the content of the logical concepts by one such rational reconstruction of a history of their application.  The Science of Logic is another.  I part company with Hegel on just this point.  I think that the distinctive expressive role characteristic of logical concepts provides another route into the specification of their content.  So I think, as he did not, that one can make the end of the Science of Logic intelligible without having to do so by rehearsing the route whereby he arrives at that conclusion in the book.


�   Of course, in spite of Kant's fondness for talk of our knowledge of appearance and the unknowability of the Ding-an-sich, in taking this line Hegel may merely (as so often) be making explicit Kant's better wisdom—as (without tying the point to Hegel's reading) Henry Allison has forcefully urged. [ref.]


�   For instance, this suspicion of mediational epistemology unites philosophers of such otherwise diverse views as Donald Davidson and Charles Taylor. [ref.s]  [cf. Sellars on the Myth of the Given in EPM (and my gloss on it), and Rorty in PMN.]


�   Phenomenology [75].


�   One of the immediate consequences of appreciating the considerations leading to semantic externalism (epitomized in Putnam's slogan: "meanings aren't in the head") was the realization of the strain between these two aspects of Frege's notion of sense: as what we (in the most fundamental sense) understand when we understand (in a secondary sense) a sentence, and as what fixes the referents of the expressions that occur in that sentence. [ref.s]


�   I did not claim that these methodological possibilities are exhaustive.


�   [ref.]


�   [M47] 


�   See “Some Pragmatist Themes in Hegel’s Idealism”.


�  The formal distinction between these two approaches to conceptual progressiveness is analogous to that between Weierstrass' and Cauchy's definitions of convergence.  The former assesses the convergence of a sequence to a limit known in advance by considering whether successive members of the sequence approach that limit ever more closely, approximating the limiting value with any desired degree of accuracy.  The latter assesses convergence of a sequence to an unknown limit by looking exclusively by considering the relation between successive members of the sequence, showing that they approach each other ever more closely, approximating each other with any desired degree of accuracy.  This analogy is formal only, since it ignores the expressive content that is essential to Hegel's immanent solution of the problem of warranting conceptual norms. 


�   Werner Marx discusses the difficulties of this question at length in his book on Hegel. [ref.]


�   Compare of Arthur Fine's discussions of the "natural ontological attitude."  [ref.]


�   Really to consciousness, that is, something we can see as implicit in what is explicit to it, but not something that is (yet) explicitly for consciousness.


�   Both Spinoza and Leibniz noticed this omission, deplored it, and sought to rectify it by giving an inferential account of the intentionality of ideas--see my "Leibniz and Degrees of Perception", and "Adequacy and the Individuation of Ideas in Spinoza's Ethics", both in the Journal of the History of Philosophy [1981 and 1977].


�   "in der Tat":  it will be worth keeping in mind his careful use of this idiomatic expression when we discuss action under the heading of Reason--"Reason is purposive action", and he often use Tat=deed interchangeably with Handlung=action.  


�   Only as a place to start, for in the end Hegel will deny the Kantian thesis that the judgment is the unit of cognition and experience.


�   [ref.] to Hegel on actions: "what the deed is can be said of it."


�   I put things this way to indicate that I do not take it for granted that Hegel's own account is the only one possible that would deserve to be classified on the Reason side of the overarching and many-faceted distinction he draws between philosophical theories with the shape of Reason and those with the shape of Understanding.


�  But 'mere' here should not be understood as indicating an abstract or formal negation, but rather a determinate one.  That is, although the taking is demoted from being treated as fully correct to not being fully correct, it is not being demoted to being fully incorrect either.  It now is taken as a relatively inadequate expression, by comparison to a more adequate expression.  But this is not the same thing as taking it not to be an expression of how things (implicitly) are at all.  That would be to take it not just to be a mere appearance, but not even to be an appearance.  This is Hegel's expressive successor commitment to the rationalist Leibnizian principle that "nothing is for nothing."


�   In this sense one claim can be a more adequate expression of a reality than another even if it is just weaker—for instance if I retreat from the claim that something is square to the claim that it is rectangular, in the face of the incompatibility of the first claim with my commitment (it matters not whence) that it has unequal sides.


� To say that being sour entails being an acid is (according to the reading I'm offering of Hegel) to say that everything materially incompatible with being an acid is materially incompatible with tasting sour.  Weakening that inferential commitment so that one takes it that only the conjunction of being sour and being clear entails being an acid is taking it that there is some property that is incompatible with being an acid, and incompatible with being both sour and clear, but not incompatible with being sour.  For instance, this could be being sour and milky, or anything it entails.


�  Of course, this sort of alteration can also be expressed in the form of a judgment, namely the move from endorsing the conditional judgment "If something tastes sour, then it is an acid," to endorsing instead the weaker conditional judgment "If something tastes sour and is clear, then it is an acid."  But committing oneself to the propriety of the inferential transition is prior in the order of explication.  (For reasons Lewis Carroll rehearses in "Achilles and the Tortoise," one cannot eliminate commitment to the propriety of inferences wholesale in favor of commitment to the conditionals that codify them explicitly as judgments.)


�   Recall the discussion of this sort of example in SPTHI.


�   A caveat: In the Phenomenology Hegel is also presenting a phenomenology of some phenomena that were not "always already there" [immer schon da], namely forms of self-consciousness.  These arise along the way, as we learn more and more about the process by which our ground-level determinate concepts develop, and come to understand our own role in that process in new ways.   


�   Really, of a constellation of judgements-and-concepts, but I'm suppressing that complication for expository purposes here.


�   Even the most cursory consideration of the evidently experimental spirit in which Hegel tried out different ways of using his logical apparatus to shed light on various concepts in the different versions of his lectures on the philosophy of religion would show such a thought to be misguided and insupportable.


�   The discussion of Consciousness in the previous chapter is an extended account of the crucial role played by mediation (articulation by material inference and incompatibility) in such "immediate cognition of the immediate."


�   Henry Jackman [ref.].  This view is construed as parallel to perceptual and social semantic externalisms [Davidson [ref.]].  As will emerge in subsequent chapters, Hegel’s view—though motivated in part by some cognate considerations—is different from, and more radical than these views.  He will treat each of these dimensions of ‘semantic externalism’ according to the same pattern: roughly, as involving the constellation of authority and responsibility epitomized by reciprocal recognition (as sketched in SPTHI). 





07/26/99--1 


